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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
O Eternal God, who rules the raging 

of the sea, You are our guardian and 
friend. Place Your arms of protection 
and wisdom around our lawmakers, 
shielding them from life’s pitfalls and 
using them for Your glory. Lord, be 
their refuge and strength, a very 
present help in trouble. May they re-
joice because of Your mercies, serving 
You with grateful hearts. Turn the 
night of their distress into the morning 
of Your hope, causing them to wait pa-
tiently for the unfolding of Your loving 
providence. May they feel Your ever-
lasting arms beneath them and find 
peace in Your presence. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAUL). The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE NKU 
NORSE MEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to start by taking a moment to 
congratulate the men’s basketball 
team of Northern Kentucky University 
for an impressive accomplishment. 

My home State of Kentucky is with-
out a doubt known for college basket-

ball, and now we have another reason 
to be proud. With last night’s win, the 
NKU Norse secured the Horizon League 
championship and earned a ticket to 
the NCAA Tournament. With their re-
cent entrance into Division I play, this 
is the first year the Norse have been el-
igible for a spot in the tournament, and 
their season of hard work has paid off. 

I would like to congratulate the 
team, Head Coach John Brannen, and 
the entire program, and I look forward 
to watching them continue their in-
credible season. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW ACT 
RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
passage of the Every Student Succeeds 
Act was one of the great triumphs of 
the last Congress. It represented the 
most significant education reform in 
over a decade. It heralded ‘‘the largest 
devolution of federal control to the 
states in a quarter-century,’’ as the 
Wall Street Journal put it, empowering 
parents, teachers, and schools at the 
expense of Washington bureaucrats. It 
passed the Senate with wide bipartisan 
support, 85 to 12; President Obama 
signed it into law. 

Yet just a few months later, his ad-
ministration set to shift power back 
from parents and schools to the Wash-
ington bureaucracy by regulation. The 
Obama administration’s so-called ac-
countability regulation was written in 
direct—direct—contradiction to the 
law that passed Congress with over-
whelming bipartisan support and is a 
prime example of the Executive over-
reach we in Congress are working to 
overturn. 

Today, however, thanks to the Con-
gressional Review Act, we have the op-
portunity to move past this over-
reaching regulation and empower those 
closest to our kids once again to ensure 
our schools are held to the highest 
standards. 

We will also have the opportunity to 
move past another Obama-era regula-

tion that hurts students and those 
seeking to go into the teaching profes-
sion. I am talking about a regulation 
that allows the Federal Government to 
insert itself into the way States choose 
to prepare their teachers for the class-
room. States are supposed to be the 
leaders on core curriculum and deci-
sions on how to prepare teachers to 
best meet the needs of their students— 
not Washington bureaucrats. By re-
pealing this regulation, we could help 
restore that process. Further, this reg-
ulation increases administrative bur-
dens that only divert much needed re-
sources and focus away from students. 

As the Kentucky Association of Col-
leges for Teacher Education put it, vot-
ing to remove the harmful teacher 
preparation regulation ‘‘will allow 
Kentucky universities and colleges to 
continue developing and supporting 
outstanding teachers who positively 
impact P–12 children.’’ 

‘‘Teacher preparation programs have 
limited and shrinking resources,’’ the 
letter said. ‘‘[Our] members want to 
spend those resources on developing ex-
emplary teachers rather than working 
on compliance regulations that have 
not been shown to result in better pre-
pared and higher quality teachers.’’ 

That is from the Kentucky Associa-
tion of Colleges for Teacher Education. 

Groups like this know firsthand that 
more flexibility is the key to improv-
ing our schools. They know that those 
closest to students are best positioned 
to help our children succeed. They 
know that the one-size-fits-all edu-
cation policies of the past are 
unsustainable for the future. So it is 
time to move past both of these harm-
ful education regulations. 

In particular, I want to recognize 
Senator SASSE and Senator ALEX-
ANDER, the HELP Committee chair-
man, for their leadership on these 
issues. They introduced legislation 
similar to the House-passed proposals 
that we will vote on this week to over-
turn these unfair regulations. 
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I encourage colleagues to support 

both CRA resolutions so that we can 
continue building upon educational 
policies that put America’s students 
and educators first. 

f 

REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just 
before the election, CNN ran an article 
with the following headline. This is 
CNN: ‘‘Is ObamaCare really afford-
able?’’ Answer: ‘‘Not for the middle 
class.’’ It was true then, it is true now, 
and it will continue to get worse unless 
ObamaCare is repealed and replaced. 

In places like my home State of Ken-
tucky, relief cannot come soon enough. 
Because of ObamaCare, premiums in 
Kentucky shot up by as much as 47 per-
cent this year. Almost half of the coun-
ties in Kentucky have only one option 
for insurance providers on the 
ObamaCare exchange. Families are los-
ing their doctors and are being forced 
into junk plans. The list of broken 
promises goes on and on. 

I have said it before; I will say it 
again: The status quo is unsustainable. 
We cannot sit on our hands and do 
nothing. We must act before the mar-
ket collapses. 

Americans have repeatedly demanded 
the repeal of ObamaCare, and Repub-
licans are fulfilling our promise to do 
just that. The bill unveiled in the 
House this week represents an impor-
tant step toward that pledge. It will 
bring much needed relief to families 
and small businesses. It will give 
Americans more control over their own 
healthcare choices. It will help sta-
bilize the marketplace. And just yes-
terday, Health and Human Services 
Secretary Dr. Tom Price sent a letter 
expressing the administration’s sup-
port for it. Here is what he said: 
‘‘These proposals offer patient-centered 
solutions that will provide all Ameri-
cans with access to affordable, quality, 
healthcare,’’ he wrote. They will also 
‘‘promote innovation, and offer peace 
of mind for those with pre-existing con-
ditions,’’ he said. 

In the coming weeks, committees in 
the House will publicly debate this bill. 
I hope Members will take the time to 
consider the bill and continue to ask 
questions. 

Once we receive the bill from the 
House, the Senate will act because here 
is what we know: ObamaCare is a di-
rect attack on the middle class. It will 
continue to get worse unless we act to 
repeal and replace it, and we are deter-
mined to keep our promise to the 
American people to do just that. 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

f 

TRUMPCARE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, the 
House Republicans have finally un-
veiled their healthcare plan after near-
ly 8 years without a plan of their own. 

TrumpCare is finally public, and each 
hour that goes by brings a new set of 
concerns and new groups that oppose 
the bill, from all places along the ideo-
logical spectrum. Even a growing num-
ber of conservatives are expressing 
their distaste for the legislation. 

The fact of the matter is that 
TrumpCare is a mess. It will mean 
higher costs and less care for most 
Americans. When you look at the de-
tails, you can see that TrumpCare 
amounts to two separate systems of 
healthcare in America: cheaper 
healthcare for the rich, more expensive 
healthcare for everybody else. 

Under TrumpCare, if you make more 
than $250,000 a year, you will get a huge 
tax break. The average is $200,000 a 
year, because most people are way 
above that $250,000. If you are in the 
middle class, the cost will increase by 
$1,500 annually, and by 2020, over $2,000 
a year. 

Let me repeat that. If you make over 
$250,000, your average tax break is 
$200,000. If you are in the middle class, 
your average increase in costs is $1,500 
up. What kind of plan is that? 

Donald Trump has talked about help-
ing working America. The plan he has 
embraced, TrumpCare, helps the rich 
and hurts the average American. That 
is not surprising given all the other 
things they are doing the same way. 
This administration continues—and 
healthcare is part of that—to talk like 
populists but act like those helping the 
wealthy special interests time after 
time. 

Let me repeat that. Under 
TrumpCare, if you make more than 
$250,000, you will get a tax break on av-
erage of $200,000 a year. If you are in 
the middle class, the cost will increase 
by about $1,500 annually, and after 2020, 
by $2,000 a year. 

TrumpCare is a healthcare handout 
for the wealthiest Americans and fake 
healthcare for everybody else. Under 
TrumpCare, if you are a member of the 
Trump Cabinet—stocked with billion-
aires—you are going to get a tax break, 
but if you are 60 years old, on the cusp 
of retirement but still waiting because 
you are not yet eligible for Medicare, 
TrumpCare would allow insurers to 
charge you more simply because of 
your age—discrimination against the 
elderly, against those 50 to 65, who 
have worked so hard but don’t yet have 
Medicare. That is wrong. 

If you are between 55 and 64, the total 
cost for you will increase $5,269 a year. 
Let me repeat that. If you are between 
55 and 64, the total cost would increase 

by $5,269 a year. That is only the next 
2 years. By 2020, it goes up to $6,000 a 
year. 

For a working family, they can’t af-
ford that. What is this all about? They 
said it would be better care and cost 
less. It is worse care and it costs more. 

How about this? Under TrumpCare, a 
wealthy insurance executive making 
over $500,000 a year is allowed a tax 
break. If you are struggling to make it 
into the middle class with an income of 
250 percent below the poverty line, 
your costs are going to go up by nearly 
$3,000 a year, and by 2020, $4,000 a 
year—once again, helping the wealthy 
special interests, in this case insurance 
executives, and hurting those strug-
gling, climbing the ladder to get into 
the middle class. 

If you are a working mother and you 
get healthcare from Planned Parent-
hood, too bad, TrumpCare cuts all Fed-
eral funding for Planned Parenthood 
for a year. 

I am wearing my red tie today to 
honor the Day Without Women. Unfor-
tunately, TrumpCare is the healthcare 
bill that forgot about women. Women 
are an essential part of our workforce 
in America. They ought to be able to 
go to the doctor or provider of their 
choice, even if that is Planned Parent-
hood. 

When you look at the fine print of 
this bill, it has jagged edges. 
TrumpCare shifts the costs and bur-
dens from the wealthy to the poor, 
from the insurance executive to the 
middle-class family. 

The more Americans hear about this 
plan, the less they are going to like it. 
They were already against repeal be-
fore this plan came out. Can you imag-
ine what is going to happen now as 
they read the details? I believe the 
Congressional Budget Office, when they 
score it, will ultimately show America 
everything America needs to know— 
how this bill would likely hurt overall 
coverage numbers and affordability 
and, at the same time, explode the def-
icit. 

You are getting worse healthcare and 
increasing the deficit. What kind of 
combination is that? No wonder the 
Republican leadership in the House is 
trying to rush through the bill even 
without a score. They don’t want the 
American people to see it. I don’t think 
they even want their own Members to 
have a chance to study it because it is 
a near certainty that this bill will 
cause millions to lose insurance as well 
as blow a gigantic hole in the Federal 
budget. 

In conclusion, it is reckless for Re-
publicans to make Congress vote on 
this mess of a plan before we have 
those answers from CBO. Simply put, 
TrumpCare is a mess for the American 
people. We Democrats will fight it 
tooth and nail. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.J. Res. 58, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) providing 

for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Department of Education 
relating to teacher preparation issues. 

CALLING FOR AN INDEPENDENT, BIPARTISAN 
COMMISSION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in re-
cent weeks, we have seen an aston-
ishing series of revelations about Rus-
sia’s efforts to influence the 2016 elec-
tion in support of the Donald Trump 
campaign. Last week, the Washington 
Post reported that Attorney General 
Jeff Sessions met with the Russian 
Ambassador in July and September 
during the campaign. Yet, during his 
confirmation hearing, the Attorney 
General said under oath: ‘‘I did not 
have communications with the Rus-
sians.’’ 

Last Thursday, the Attorney General 
announced he would partially recuse 
himself from any investigation into the 
Presidential campaign. I note that this 
was a partial recusal when it comes to 
investigations into Russia’s influence 
on President Trump and his circle of 
advisers and associates. The scope of 
the recusal is still unclear. For exam-
ple, Attorney General Sessions does 
not even appear to believe that his own 
meeting with the Russian Ambassador 
on September 8, 2016, was related to the 
campaign. The scope of his recusal will 
need to be clarified. 

We also continue to learn of pre-
viously undisclosed communications 
between the Russians and President 
Trump’s inner circle. For example, we 
learned last week that Jared Kushner, 
President Trump’s son-in-law and sen-
ior adviser, had met in December with 
the Russian Ambassador in Trump 
Tower, along with the President’s Na-
tional Security Advisor, Michael 
Flynn, who resigned on February 13. 
People across America are wondering 
when the next shoe will drop. 

It is becoming clear that the Presi-
dent is desperate to change the head-

lines from these Russian revelations— 
so desperate, in fact, that in a series of 
tweets on Saturday morning, President 
Trump claimed that President Obama 
had wiretapped Trump Tower in an act 
President Trump described as ‘‘McCar-
thyism’’ and ‘‘Nixon/Watergate.’’ Well, 
President Trump’s tweets again made 
news but not in the way he had hoped. 
It quickly became clear that President 
Trump has no evidence to back up his 
claims. In fact, it appeared he got his 
information not from America’s law 
enforcement or intelligence agencies 
but from rightwing talk radio. 

On Sunday, the former Director of 
National Intelligence, James Clapper, 
denied the President’s claims, and the 
Director of the FBI, James Comey, 
took an extraordinary step of calling 
on the Justice Department to publicly 
deny the President’s claims. Even Re-
publicans like House Oversight Com-
mittee chairman JASON CHAFFETZ and 
TREY GOWDY, chairman of the Select 
Committee on Benghazi, said they had 
not seen any evidence that would sup-
port what President Trump tweeted. 
Nonetheless, the President’s 
spokespeople doubled down, saying 
that the President does not accept the 
contention of the FBI Director and he 
stands by his tweets. 

Let’s be clear. President Trump is 
playing games with the credibility of 
his Presidency. Donald Trump is de-
stroying the credibility of the Office of 
the President 140 characters at a time. 
If President Trump had consulted with 
his adviser—any credible adviser—prior 
to his tweets, he would have learned 
something that is crucial, and it is as 
follows: The President of the United 
States does not have the authority to 
order a wiretap. Instead, such a wire-
tap can be granted upon a finding by a 
court that there is probable cause to 
believe the target has committed a 
crime or is an agent of a foreign power. 

Clearly, there are more revelations 
to come. The only question: How long 
is it going to take? How much damage 
will be done to the credibility of the 
Office of the President and America in 
the process? 

These recent events confirm yet 
again the need for an independent, 
transparent, bipartisan commission led 
by Americans of unimpeachable integ-
rity to get to the bottom of this Rus-
sian attack on the United States. Rus-
sia attacked our democracy. We need 
to fully understand what happened. We 
certainly need to prevent it from hap-
pening in the next election or ever 
again. 

This week, a USA TODAY/Suffolk 
University poll found that Americans, 
by a margin of 58 percent to 35 percent, 
believe an outside independent inves-
tigation is needed into Russian in-
volvement in our election. It is worthy 
of note that just a few weeks ago, only 
30-something percent of the American 
people were aware of this controversy 
with Russia. Now over 55 percent of 
people want an independent investiga-
tion. America is listening. 

We also need the Justice Department 
and the FBI to proceed with a credible, 
impartial investigation to determine if 
there may have been any criminal con-
duct involved. 

Yesterday, the President’s nominee 
for Deputy Attorney General, Rod 
Rosenstein, appeared before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. If confirmed, Mr. 
Rosenstein would oversee any Justice 
Department investigation into the 
Trump administration’s Russian con-
nections after Attorney General Ses-
sions has partially recused himself. So 
I pressed Mr. Rosenstein to clarify the 
scope of Attorney General Sessions’ 
recusal commitment. I also asked, as 
did Senator FEINSTEIN, whether Mr. 
Rosenstein had read the January 6 In-
telligence Community assessment into 
Russian election interference. I cannot 
explain it, but in 2 months Mr. Rosen-
stein had not read this 15-page, unclas-
sified report that is available on the 
internet. It focuses on the major issue 
he will face initially as Deputy Attor-
ney General, and he told us he had not 
read it. 

Let me add that I respect Rod Rosen-
stein. He served as U.S. attorney in 
Maryland, appointed first under a Re-
publican President and held over under 
a Democratic President, and that says 
a lot about his professionalism as a 
prosecutor, his reputation, and his in-
tegrity. It is hard for me to believe 
that he could come before a hearing, 
which he knew would focus on the need 
for a special prosecutor to look into 
this Russian interference, and not have 
been briefed to read the 15-page public 
report that summarizes the conclu-
sions of all of America’s intelligence 
agencies when it comes to this Russian 
interference. 

I am sure he is an excellent lawyer 
who wouldn’t enter a courtroom or 
stand before a judge or jury without 
complete preparation to the best of his 
ability, but yesterday, time and again, 
he told us he didn’t take the time to 
read this report. I urge him to do so as 
quickly as possible, and when he reads 
it, he will see that our intelligence 
agencies are unequivocal in their state-
ment that Vladimir Putin was setting 
out to elect Donald Trump and to de-
feat Hillary Clinton. This is not a re-
port from the Democratic National 
Committee; it is a report from our in-
telligence agencies. And whomever 
Putin was trying to help, that is sec-
ondary to the fact that he was hacking 
into the internet, disclosing materials, 
and trying to become a material player 
in our Presidential election. 

Mr. President, 3 weeks ago, I went to 
visit Poland, Lithuania, and Ukraine. 
They are watching this carefully be-
cause they have been the victims of 
Vladimir Putin and Russia’s attempts 
to interfere in their elections, and now 
they hear the United States has been 
victimized by Putin, as well. 

One of the scholars in Poland asked 
me what I thought was a very clear 
question, and I can’t answer. He said: If 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 23:29 Mar 08, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08MR6.004 S08MRPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1652 March 8, 2017 
the United States will not take the in-
terference of Putin in your election se-
riously, how can the people of Poland 
believe you will take your NATO com-
mitment to protect us from Putin seri-
ously? Important question. Valid ques-
tion. 

There are exceptions on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, and I would like 
to point out one of them. My friend, 
my colleague, and the chairman of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee of 
Appropriations, LINDSEY GRAHAM of 
South Carolina, made an extraor-
dinarily forthright statement yester-
day about the need for an investigation 
into this Russian interference. Thank 
goodness he is stepping away from 
party loyalty and stepping up when it 
comes to defending this Nation. I sa-
lute my Republican colleague for his 
leadership on this issue. 

It is important to step back from the 
daily dysfunction we have when it 
comes to the Russian investigation and 
the White House and lack of governing 
and remember what is really at stake. 

Five months ago, our intelligence 
services disclosed evidence that a for-
eign adversary—one ruled by a dictato-
rial former Communist KGB agent— 
was trying to help its preferred can-
didate in the U.S. Presidential elec-
tion. Think about that for a moment. 
An adversary of the United States—a 
country which has imprisoned millions 
of Europeans in the Communist system 
for almost half a century and which 
today rigs elections and silences or 
murders members of the media and op-
position—committed what I believe is 
akin to a cyber act of war against 
America in trying to elect someone 
they saw as more sympathetic to their 
interests. 

Since those early reports, we have 
been provided with damning evidence 
by our intelligence agencies on the 
depth and sophistication of this oper-
ation—so favorable to its nefarious 
goal that it had Russian intelligence 
operatives boastfully celebrating after 
the outcome of the election. 

We also know that members of Presi-
dent Trump’s campaign met with those 
thought to be Russian intelligence; had 
suspiciously timed communications 
with the Russian Government just 
after the Obama administration placed 
sanctions on Russia; and in the case of 
top Trump advisers Michael Flynn and 
Jeff Sessions, refused to disclose those 
meetings, both in public and in one 
case to the Vice President and in an-
other case to the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. 

No candidate would or at least should 
want help from a foreign dictator to 
help win political office in the United 
States. So in a situation like this, the 
response is obvious: Help in any way 
possible to clear suspicions and con-
cerns. Go forward and serve the Amer-
ican people with an investigation. It 
seems so obvious. 

Leon Panetta was on one of the Sun-
day morning talk shows. Leon Panetta 
is a friend. I served with him in the 

House of Representatives. He was the 
Chief of Staff to the President of the 
United States, President Clinton. He 
served as Secretary of Defense. He 
headed up the Central Intelligence 
Agency. He is an extraordinarily gifted 
and well-thought-of person who has a 
record of public service that is envi-
able. He was asked about what the 
Trump White House should do about 
this allegation of Russian interference 
in the election and the suggestion that 
they might have been complicit. 

He said: Get out in front. 
The President of the United States 

should say: I have nothing to hide, and 
we will fully cooperate with an inde-
pendent commission to get to the bot-
tom of what happened in that election. 
But instead, what do we have? Fan-
ciful—in fact, patently false—tweets by 
the President, alleging a wiretap by 
the former President. President 
Trump, if he has nothing to hide, 
should help us clear this up once and 
for all. 

To my Republican colleagues, so 
many patriots and champions of Amer-
ican national security, it is time for 
more to join Senator GRAHAM and oth-
ers to step up and speak out even on 
the floor of the Senate about this situ-
ation. 

Each one of us in the Senate swore to 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against enemies for-
eign and domestic. Clearly, the Russian 
attack is a call for all of us—of both 
political parties—to step up. This issue 
is not going to go away. We are going 
to continue to pursue the truth. 

NOMINATION OF SEEMA VERMA AND THE 
REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 

Mr. President, I come to the floor to 
speak about the recently released Re-
publican healthcare repeal bill and to 
speak on the nomination of Seema 
Verma to serve as Administrator of the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services. 

CMS is an agency touching the lives 
of 125 million people, and 34 percent of 
Americans receive their health insur-
ance under one of the three Federal 
programs run by that agency—Medi-
care, Medicaid, and the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program. These pro-
grams are vital to the health and well- 
being of seniors, children, persons with 
disabilities, and low-income families. 
Yet, with those vows to repeal the Af-
fordable Care Act, President Trump, 
Health and Human Services Secretary 
Tom Price, and congressional Repub-
licans are sadly attempting to gut the 
Medicaid program and to jeopardize 
the future of Medicare. 

The head of CMS should be someone 
who believes in these core programs 
and is willing to fight to preserve 
them. Instead, Ms. Seema Verma’s 
record—as well as comments she made 
during her confirmation hearing—indi-
cates she is more than willing to take 
dramatic steps to force people to lose 
their health insurance or dramatically 
increase out-of-pocket costs. 

From her refusal to disavow efforts 
to repeal the Affordable Care Act to 

her willingness to cut the Medicaid 
Program, I do not believe Ms. Verma is 
the right person for this job. 

When it comes to the Affordable Care 
Act, our constituents—Republicans, 
Democrats, Independents—are angry 
and frightened about what the Trump 
administration and congressional Re-
publicans might do to healthcare. 
Based on what has finally been re-
leased, they have good reason. 

In over 2 months, Republican leaders 
in Washington have taken numerous 
steps to change and even sabotage our 
healthcare system, jeopardizing pa-
tient access to care and throwing the 
system into chaos. 

Before President Trump took office, 
congressional Republicans rammed 
through a budget bill, laying the 
groundwork for a quick, silent repeal 
of the Affordable Care Act, despite the 
fact that they had no replacement. 
Then, on his first day in office, the 
President signed an Executive order to 
weaken the Affordable Care Act, in-
structing Federal agencies to stop 
doing their job under the law. The 
President then acted hastily to stop 
Federal outreach efforts—TV ads, radio 
spots, and emails intended to encour-
age more Americans to sign up for 
health insurance. 

I watched yesterday as the Speaker 
of the House, PAUL RYAN, said that the 
Affordable Care Act is collapsing. Well, 
I can tell you, it needs help and it 
should be bipartisan. Instead, the Re-
publicans are doing everything they 
can to jeopardize it. 

Last week, the President met with 
big insurance companies to discuss 
what they want for healthcare. But 
where were the patients, the hospitals, 
the doctors, the nurses, the community 
health centers in these conversations? 

It is clear that congressional Repub-
licans want to move full steam ahead 
on repealing our healthcare law. The 
problem has always been and still is 
that they can’t agree on how to move 
forward. They don’t have a plan to pro-
tect people. Some Republicans just 
want to repeal. Others want to repair. 
Others want to rebuild. They can throw 
out all the ‘‘R’’ words they can find in 
the dictionary, but at the end of the 
day, they don’t know what they want 
to do. These disagreements are becom-
ing even more obvious in the last week. 

For the past few months, House Re-
publican leaders have been meeting se-
cretly to craft a repeal bill. Well, they 
finally unveiled it. No wonder they 
wanted to keep it secret. 

Incidentally, this bill, which has been 
authored by the Republicans—a party 
that claims a commitment to fiscal 
soundness—has not been scored by the 
Congressional Budget Office. We don’t 
know, even as it is being considered by 
committees in the House of Represent-
atives, whether it is going to add to the 
deficit or not. You would think that 
the party of fiscal integrity—the Re-
publican Party—would ask that ques-
tion early on. As yet, they have no an-
swer, and they are proceeding full 
steam ahead. 
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The bill, first, would end Medicaid as 

we know it, cutting $370 billion from 
the program and limiting care. Who are 
the beneficiaries of Medicaid? The larg-
est group of beneficiaries are kids and 
mothers. The second most expensive 
group are seniors, many of them in 
nursing homes who, without Medicaid 
and Medicare, could not even continue 
in a good nursing home environment. 

Keep in mind that one in five Ameri-
cans currently depend on Medicaid for 
their health insurance—65 million peo-
ple nationwide. That includes 35 mil-
lion children, 7 million seniors, 11 mil-
lion people with disabilities. 

We used to say: Well, Medicaid is for 
poor people. Well, it certainly is for 
lower income Americans, but many of 
them are working low-income Ameri-
cans who still qualify for Medicaid. 

My friend, who has worked in the 
motel-hospitality industry all of her 
life, in her sixties, sadly, is a part-time 
employee, despite her hard work. She 
can’t afford health insurance, but she 
qualifies for Medicaid. She is part of 
the working poor, and she is one who 
needs this benefit. If the Republicans 
have their way and reduce Medicaid 
coverage, she could certainly lose it. 

In my home State of Illinois, 650,000 
people have gained healthcare coverage 
under Medicaid, thanks to the Afford-
able Care Act. For her and others I 
have met, it is the first time in their 
life that these men and women—often 
in their sixties—for the first time in 
their life have health insurance. 

Of Illinois’ 18 congressional districts, 
not a single one has less than 71,000 
Medicaid enrollees. Nearly half of all 
the kids in Illinois, 1.5 million chil-
dren, get their healthcare through 
Medicaid, and the Republican repeal 
bill is going to endanger that. 

That is so obvious that yesterday the 
Republican Governor of Illinois, who 
was careful in his words and seldom re-
acts, came out publicly and said that 
the Republican repeal bill would sig-
nificantly hurt our State of Illinois. 
That is from a Republican Governor. 

Medicaid is the largest payer of long- 
term care for seniors in the Nation and 
in Illinois. It is one of our best tools, 
incidentally, for addressing the opioid 
epidemic, ensuring that those facing 
addiction have access to treatment. 
And the Republicans want to cut that. 

Medicaid has been a lifesaver to Illi-
nois hospitals, especially in my part of 
the State, downstate Illinois. 

Repeal of the Medicaid expansion, as 
the House bill proposes, could result in 
the loss of up to 90,000 jobs in Illinois. 

The Republican repeal bill on 
healthcare is a jobs killer in Illinois 
and across this Nation. We will see hos-
pitals cutting back on personnel in an 
attempt to adjust to the cutbacks in 
coverage and the increases in cost 
brought on by the Republican repeal 
bill. 

But the bill goes even further. It dra-
matically restructures the entire Med-
icaid Program. When talking about the 
plan for Medicaid, congressional Re-

publicans throw around innocuous 
terms: per capita caps, block grants, 
more flexibility, modernizing. Don’t be 
lulled in a false sense of security by 
these words. This Republican 
healthcare repeal bill would signifi-
cantly cut back on Federal spending on 
Medicaid, shifting the cost to States, 
families, and individuals who are cur-
rently struggling to get by today. 

With less funding, States would be 
forced to throw people off of Medicaid, 
limit the types of healthcare services 
offered, create waiting lists, and much 
more. In the name of State flexibility 
and modernizing, it would mean that 
more and more people would be show-
ing up in emergency rooms in Illinois 
and across the Nation with no health 
insurance coverage under the Repub-
lican approach. 

Oh, they will get care, and it will 
cost. They can’t pay for it, and that 
cost will be shifted to others with 
health insurance. 

Unfortunately, Ms. Verma has sig-
nificant experience in this exact type 
of healthcare rationing. In her role as a 
private healthcare consultant, she 
championed radical Medicaid over-
hauls. She supports making low-in-
come Medicaid beneficiaries pay more 
money. She believes that Medicaid 
beneficiaries need ‘‘more skin in the 
game.’’ I wonder how many Medicaid 
recipients Ms. Verma has actually sat 
down and met with. 

The Illinois folks whom I know are 
the mom working two jobs, struggling 
to take time off from work to take her 
kid to the doctor, or the senior who has 
literally spent down all of her life sav-
ings on nursing home care and has no 
place else to turn. 

Devising plans that restrict access to 
care for the most vulnerable among us 
are not the qualifications I am looking 
for in the person who wants to run the 
agency responsible for Medicare, Med-
icaid, and CHIP. 

Finally, on the House Republican re-
peal bill, in addition to gutting Med-
icaid, the bill eliminates the Preven-
tion and Public Health Fund, which 
currently provides the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention $900 mil-
lion, or 12 percent of their annual budg-
et. The bill defunds Planned Parent-
hood. The bill allows insurers to charge 
older people significantly more in pre-
miums than allowed under current law. 
The bill, incidentally, dramatically 
cuts taxes for the wealthiest people in 
America and increases costs for mid-
dle-income families. What is most tell-
ing, as I mentioned earlier, is that the 
House Republicans won’t even send 
this bill or wait for a report from the 
Congressional Budget Office before pro-
ceeding. 

How many people will lose their 
health insurance under the Republican 
repeal plan? How will out-of-pocket ex-
penses go up for families under the Re-
publican repeal plan? How much re-
sponsibility and burden will be shifted 
to the States under the Republican re-
peal plan? 

For now, Republicans can claim igno-
rance because they have decided to 
move forward before there was a report 
from the Congressional Budget Office. 

Thank goodness some Republicans 
are speaking out against this terrible 
plan—maybe not for the same reasons I 
oppose it. But conservatives say it 
doesn’t rip health insurance away from 
more people more quickly, and mod-
erates worry about Medicaid—dem-
onstrating, again, the lack of a con-
sensus on the Republican side when it 
comes to the future of healthcare. 

We have big challenges ahead—chal-
lenges that will determine whether we 
have as many people in America with 
health insurance tomorrow as we have 
today and how much it will cost. 

I don’t believe the Republican repeal 
bill is the right path forward, and I 
don’t believe Seema Verma is the right 
person to stand up and fight for our Na-
tion’s seniors, children, and low-in-
come families. For that reason, I will 
be voting against her nomination to 
serve as Administrator of the Centers 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-

TON). The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 

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

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

AMERICAN HEALTH CARE ACT 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 

rise to oppose the American Health 
Care Act. This bill will destroy the Af-
fordable Care Act, even though the Af-
fordable Care Act has given more 
Americans access to quality, affordable 
healthcare than ever before in our his-
tory. It would force middle-class fami-
lies to pay more money for less care. It 
would leave more people uninsured by 
a lot. It would allow insurance compa-
nies to charge older Americans with 
what is essentially an age tax, as if our 
parents and grandparents don’t already 
pay insurance companies enough for 
their care. 

It would cause many working fami-
lies to lose coverage from their em-
ployers because, under this new bill, 
companies would no longer have to pro-
vide their workers with healthcare, and 
without a mandate to do so, we know 
many of them will not. 

It would drastically cut Medicaid 
funding, which would cripple our State 
budgets and would leave many seniors 
in nursing homes and lower income 
New Yorkers stuck without a way to 
pay for the medical care they actually 
need to survive. This bill would also 
take away healthcare for millions of 
women, including lifesaving healthcare 
services like breast exams and pap 
smears. 

On top of all of this, as if to add in-
sult to injury, this so-called healthcare 
plan would give tax breaks to health 
insurance CEOs who make more than 
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$500,000 a year. How is any of this going 
to make people in my State or in my 
colleagues’ States healthier? 

I am struggling to understand, amid 
all of the problems we seem to have 
and all of the problems we need to 
solve in this Chamber, why this Con-
gress seems to have a singular fixation 
on taking away access to healthcare 
from some of the most vulnerable peo-
ple in our communities. I continue to 
be amazed by how little empathy there 
seems to be in this Chamber for the 
millions of women, older Americans, 
and lower income Americans who do 
not have the incredible resources that 
we have here in Congress and who des-
perately need the Federal programs 
this bill will cut. 

The legislation is completely out of 
touch with the actual needs of the peo-
ple in my State. It is driven by ide-
ology, as if it is somehow the wrong 
thing to do to help people in our States 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. 

If someone is diagnosed with cancer 
and the only way he can afford to see 
an oncologist and have surgery is 
through an Affordable Care Act health 
plan, do you think he cares whether his 
insurance coverage was made possible 
by ObamaCare? If your parents or 
grandparents suffer from dementia and 
the only way they can afford the con-
stant care and medical attention is if 
they sign up for Medicaid, do you think 
they care that Medicaid is a program 
that is actually run by the Federal 
Government? 

I don’t think families care about 
that. I think they are much more con-
cerned about whether they have access 
to the insurance plans that actually 
cover their needs, that actually treat 
their illnesses, that actually give them 
the medicines they need, and that 
allow them to heal and get back to full 
strength. 

That is why the Affordable Care Act 
has done so many good things for peo-
ple in our States—because access to 
healthcare is a human right. Now that 
millions more Americans finally have 
it, it is wrong to take it away from 
them. 

I urge my colleagues in this Chamber 
to think much more about the women 
in their lives who need access to these 
preventive healthcare services, to 
think about all of the hard-working 
Americans who do not earn a lot, 
though they work full-time jobs and 
cannot afford it, and to think about all 
of the older Americans who are really 
being disadvantaged through this bill 
so they will not be able to afford that 
24/7 or nursing care they need. This bill 
harms all of them, and it makes their 
lives much harder, not easier. 

I implore all of my colleagues to re-
ject this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time spent in quorum 
calls on H.J. Res. 58 be charged equally 
to both sides. 

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

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 
Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise to 

talk about the replacement plan for 
the Affordable Care Act that is being 
considered by the House. 

In December, I was informed that I 
was going to get one of my dreams to 
come true in the Senate. I had asked to 
be on the Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions Committee when I came 
in, in January of 2013, and I was not on 
the committee. I had no complaints be-
cause I had other good committees, but 
I was told in December that, for this 
Congress, I would be added to the com-
mittee, and I am thrilled to serve on it. 

When I found that I was going to be 
added to the committee, I knew one of 
the first issues we would be tackling is 
what to do about the Affordable Care 
Act. So I have started to pay visits 
around the State to as many stake-
holders as I can, including patients, 
doctors, medical students, hospitals, 
behavioral health facilities, allied 
health training programs in regions all 
across the State, military families in 
Hampton Roads just last Friday, as 
well as patients and their families in 
Chesterfield County last Friday. In all 
of these visits, my question has been: 
We are going to be tackling the Afford-
able Care Act; tell me what works, 
what doesn’t work, and what we can do 
better. That has been the goal. 

Today’s committees in the House, 
two committees, are considering a plan 
that House Republicans have put on 
the table and are touting as a replace-
ment of the Affordable Care Act. I just 
want to talk about what it would 
mean, if passed, to Virginians and 
Americans. 

This plan will reduce the number of 
Americans with insurance. We dropped 
the uninsurance rate to a historic low, 
but the gains that we made would be 
reversed and the numbers of Americans 
with insurance would go down. 

It would raise healthcare costs, par-
ticularly on seniors, which I will dis-
cuss in a minute. 

It would dismantle the Medicaid Pro-
gram at the service of tax cuts for the 
wealthiest. 

It is not an adequate replacement; in 
fact, it would be a dramatic retreat, 
and it would be a retreat that would 
violate promises that had been made 
by the President and other leaders. 

Republicans—and I will get into 
this—have made a number of promises 
about what a replacement would look 
like, but this plan falls far short of 
that. That is why, within 36 hours of it 
being put on the table, stakeholders 
across the spectrum, including the 
American Hospital Association, AARP, 

the American Medical Association, 
nurses, nursing homes, and Republican 
Governors have come out to either dra-
matically and flatly oppose this plan or 
suggest significant concerns with it. 

The bill has yet to be scored by the 
Congressional Budget Office, but the 
House is trying to push it through com-
mittee, and even through the floor, if 
they can, before the CBO tells the 
American public what this plan would 
cost and, every bit as importantly, 
what it would cost Americans in terms 
of the number of people who would lose 
their health insurance. 

A very poignant comment about the 
plan that was in the paper this morn-
ing was from the Republican Governor 
of Nevada, Brian Sandoval, who said: 
We Republican Governors have talked 
to Congress and said please pay atten-
tion to what we have to say. States 
bear a huge burden on these programs, 
especially Medicaid. He said: We gave 
ideas to the leadership, to the majority 
about the replacement, but none of our 
ideas are in this plan. 

Without a CBO score, the American 
public and this body are completely in 
the dark about how many people will 
lose coverage and about how this will 
affect the American economy. Why 
would we move forward? Why would we 
try to push a vote even in a committee, 
much less on the House floor, before 
the CBO has given us this score? We 
don’t serve the American public well 
by doing that. 

What does the replacement bill do? 
One, it ends the expansion of Medicaid 
that was a core component of the Af-
fordable Care Act—the expansion that 
has been embraced by more than 30 
States. Then, it takes the traditional 
Medicaid Program and really disman-
tles it, instituting a per capita fee for 
enrollees, and moving it more towards 
a block grant program. That is the 
first thing it does. 

Second, with respect to seniors, this 
plan would repeal a provision in the Af-
fordable Care Act that says seniors 
cannot be charged more than three 
times the premium of a young person; 
it would repeal that, and it will allow 
insurers to charge older customers five 
times as much as younger customers. 
It would also give States the ability to 
set even more unfavorable ratios for 
seniors. This will have a significant im-
pact on the premium of older Ameri-
cans. 

Third, the plan repeals the income- 
based subsidies, premium assistance, 
and cost-sharing reductions in the cur-
rent Affordable Care Act and sub-
stitutes less generous tax credits that 
will not be adjusted to average costs of 
plans in particular markets. So if you 
are a middle-income individual in a 
high-cost market, you are really out of 
luck with this plan. 

Let me give an example of how insur-
ance would be affected in particular 
communities all over Virginia if the 
House plan were adopted. If you are 60 
years old and you make $30,000 per 
year, under the House plan, here is 
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what happens. First, the cost of your 
insurance can be dramatically raised 
because you are not, at age 60 now, 
limited to three-to-one over a young 
person’s premium; they can charge you 
five-to-one over a young person’s pre-
mium. So the premium cost, if you are 
a 60-year-old making 30,000 bucks, goes 
up significantly. 

Now, you get a tax credit, just as 
right now you get a subsidy, but the 
tax credit is much less generous. So 
the cost of your policy goes up, but 
here is what happens in communities 
all over Virginia—tax credit compared 
to the subsidy they currently get. 

In 2020, in Augusta County, VA, in 
the Shenandoah Valley, the tax credit 
you get is worth only about half of the 
subsidy you would get if we continued 
the Affordable Care Act. So the price is 
up, but your tax credit is less generous 
by half of the current subsidy. 

In Fairfax, your tax credit is 41 per-
cent less than the subsidy; in Bedford, 
51 percent less than the subsidy; in the 
city of Norfolk, 51 percent less; in 
Rockingham, 50 percent less; 
Pittsylvania, 49 percent less, and Pu-
laski County in far Southwest Vir-
ginia, 54 percent less. 

So if you are a senior, your costs go 
up, but the assistance you get in the 
tax credit is dramatically less generous 
than the assistance you currently get 
with the premium subsidy. 

The bill establishes a penalty if you 
don’t have continuous insurance. An 
insurer can charge you 30 percent more 
in premiums if you go 2 months or 
more without insurance. So if you are 
unemployed, you lose your insurance. 
If you forget to pay a premium for two 
months, you lose your insurance. If you 
have any gap of 2 months, that is an 
opportunity for insurers to come in and 
sock you with a massive penalty. 

The bill repeals funding to a 
healthcare provider of choice for mil-
lions of American women: Planned Par-
enthood. It is really important to be 
specific about this. There is not in the 
Federal budget a line item that says 
Planned Parenthood gets axed. What 
Federal funds go to Planned Parent-
hood? Well, first, the Hyde amendment 
says no Federal funds can go to any or-
ganization for the provision of abor-
tions—Planned Parenthood or anybody 
else. Planned Parenthood receives Fed-
eral funds because it provides 
healthcare to women who are eligible 
for Medicaid. So when Planned Parent-
hood treats a woman who is Medicaid- 
eligible for a medical service that is el-
igible for a Medicaid reimbursement, 
then Planned Parenthood is able to bill 
Medicaid just like a doctor’s office is. 
And Planned Parenthood is the 
healthcare provider of choice for mil-
lions of American women to do annual 
checkups, pap smears, cervical cancer 
tests, and all kinds of basic healthcare 
provisions. But under this bill, Planned 
Parenthood will be disbarred from the 
Medicaid Program, even when they are 
providing services to Medicaid-eligible 
women—services that are covered by 
Medicaid. 

The one thing about this bill that I 
would say—if you were going to say: 
Well, who is a guaranteed winner in 
this bill because there are a lot of los-
ers, and I have tried to summarize 
them—the guaranteed winner is that 
this bill overwhelmingly repeals the 
provisions that raise revenue. This bill 
is a big tax cut bill. 

The biggest revenue raisers in the Af-
fordable Care Act were tax cuts on the 
wealthiest citizens. There is a tax in-
crease for nonwage income by the top 
earners in the United States and an ad-
ditional hospital insurance tax that 
also affected individuals of high in-
come. 

What this bill does is cut taxes that 
almost exclusively benefit the wealthy, 
while the bill is taking away these cov-
erages and provisions that protect mid-
dle and lower income Americans. The 
tax cuts in this bill would save the top 
0.1 percent of earners in the United 
States about an average of $195,000 a 
year. So if you are in the top 0.1 per-
cent and this bill passes, you are going 
to get an average of a $195,000 tax 
break. 

Millionaires get 80 percent of the 
value of the high income tax cuts in 
the House bill, with the elimination of 
the hospital insurance tax on high 
earners and the Medicare tax on invest-
ment income. In fact, a family who is 
going to do incredibly well under this 
bill is the family of our President, Don-
ald Trump. As high earners, they are 
going to get a huge tax cut with this 
bill. 

I have to ask: Is this bill a healthcare 
bill or is it basically a tax cut bill? You 
could look at this bill as basically 
being that the driver of it is who bene-
fits from it. It is a tax cut on the 
wealthy, paid for by slashing Medicaid, 
slashing healthcare coverage, slashing 
Medicare’s trust fund, slashing Planned 
Parenthood, taking protections like 
preexisting conditions that really mat-
ter to people and reducing them. So I 
have a real question about whether 
this bill is a healthcare bill at all or 
whether, under the guise of a repeal 
and replace of ACA, it is a tax cut for 
the wealthiest, financed by slashing 
the healthcare safety net. 

Let me read to my colleagues what 
certain Republican leaders have said 
about this bill in the past. The deputy 
leader here in the Senate—a friend— 
from Texas, Senator CORNYN, said to 
Republican Governors—Governors have 
a lot at stake in this. I was a Governor. 
I know how much Governors depend on 
Medicaid and healthcare programs. 
Here is what he said on January 19, 
2017: ‘‘Nobody is going to lose cov-
erage.’’ 

No exception, no qualification. ‘‘No-
body is going to lose coverage.’’ That is 
what he said to the Republican Gov-
ernors. 

We were awaiting the CBO score sug-
gesting potentially how many millions 
will lose coverage. Many people will 
lose coverage. That is not what was 
promised. 

But, more importantly, probably, 
what did the President say? When the 
President was campaigning as a can-
didate, this is what he promised the 
American people: ‘‘I am going to take 
care of everybody. I don’t care if it 
costs me votes or not. Everybody’s 
going to be taken care of much better 
than they’re taken care of now.’’ 

That was the test that he set for him-
self about an ObamaCare replace-
ment—that no one would be worse off 
and that many would be better off. 
This does not meet that promise. It 
fails that promise. 

At a December press conference the 
majority leader, Senator MCCONNELL 
said: ‘‘Surely, we can do better for the 
American people,’’ and ‘‘we will work 
expeditiously to come up with a better 
proposal than current law.’’ 

Again, the promise was, we will take 
where we are right now and we will 
make it better. Nobody will lose cov-
erage; everybody will be taken care of 
better. We will come up with a better 
proposal than the current law. 

This is not that proposal. Turning 
Medicaid from a Federal guarantee to a 
per capita cap on spending doesn’t 
mean everyone is covered; it means 
cuts to the States that would force 
States to cut eligibility, reduce bene-
fits or provider payments. That is why 
providers, like the hospital associa-
tions and nursing homes, and the Re-
publican Governors, like Governor 
Sandoval, are deeply opposed to this 
particular version. It is not better for 
the American people. 

Protecting people with preexisting 
conditions, which the current bill does, 
but only if they have continuous cov-
erage—that is not better for the Amer-
ican people because what if you lose 
your job or you can’t afford benefits or 
you have a break in coverage for two 
months, and then you suddenly find 
that you are not protected, and your 
preexisting condition can be used 
against you to bar you from insurance 
for the rest of your life. 

If you are unemployed and have a 
break in coverage, how do you afford a 
30-percent surcharge on health insur-
ance premiums like this plan proposes 
that insurance companies can sock you 
with? That is not better for the Amer-
ican people. 

In closing, I will repeat something 
that 13 Democrats put into a letter to 
the Republican leadership in January: 
We want to work together to try to 
make healthcare better. We are willing 
to sit down at a table. We have ideas 
for how to improve not just the Afford-
able Care Act but prescription drug 
prices under Medicare Part D, some-
thing our citizens are deeply concerned 
about. We need to work together on af-
fordability. We need to work together 
to make sure small businesses are able 
to afford coverage. We have to bring 
prescription drug pricing down. I know 
Republicans have ideas about how to 
do that and Democrats do too. The 
time is now to sit down and try to fig-
ure that out. 
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Passing a precipitous repeal, trying 

to rush it through before the CBO 
scores it—a precipitous repeal that 
would take health insurance away from 
many, that would jack costs up on sen-
iors, that would punish so many Vir-
ginians by reducing the subsidies they 
get now and replacing them with a 
less-generous subsidy—that will break 
a promise the President made. That 
will break a promise other leaders have 
made. 

We had a HELP Committee hearing 
recently where we had witnesses who 
had been called by Democrats and Re-
publicans before us, talking about 
things we need to do to fix and improve 
the Affordable Care Act. They all 
agreed we needed to find improvements 
and fix it—all of them. Democrats, Re-
publicans, Independents, they all 
agreed we need to find improvements. 
They all agreed a repeal of the Afford-
able Care Act would be a catastrophe. 

There were four witnesses. I asked 
them this question: If we need to make 
improvements, what is the best way to 
do it? Should we do it fast, carelessly, 
and secretly or should we do it slowly, 
deliberately, and publicly trans-
parently? 

They all said: Of course, there is only 
one answer to that question. We are 
talking about people’s health. We 
should do it deliberately, carefully, and 
transparently, rather than fast, care-
lessly, and secretly. 

We are proceeding right now in the 
fast, careless, and secret mode. This 
particular plan comically was locked 
in a room and nobody was able to see it 
last week. One of our Senate colleagues 
went over and tried to get in to see 
what was in the plan—a Republican 
colleague, the Senator from Kentucky. 
Now that the plan is out in the light of 
day, I think we can see why they were 
hiding it—because it has so many ele-
ments that are frightening so many 
people. 

We can get this right. We can get this 
right by sitting down and having a dis-
cussion about what I have been talking 
to my constituents about: in the 
healthcare system right now, what 
works, what doesn’t work, and what we 
should change. If we bring constituents 
around the table—individuals, hos-
pitals, insurance companies, pharma-
ceutical companies, businesses that are 
trying to buy insurance, doctors and 
nurses—if we get people around the 
table, they will break us out of the 
‘‘them versus our’’ thing. We listen to 
them. We ask them those questions— 
what works, what doesn’t, what can be 
fixed. We will find a path to meet the 
promise the President made, to meet 
the promise Senator CORNYN made, 
which is not make anything worse but 
taking the system as it is right now 
and making it better. We will only do 
that if we engage in a dialogue rather 
than trying to rush. That is what I en-
courage my colleagues to do. 

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

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

EARMARKS 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, within a 

matter of days, our national debt will 
top $20 trillion, notching another omi-
nous milestone in our Nation’s long- 
running addiction to spending. How did 
we get here? 

A decade ago, taxpayers learned that 
many of their elected representatives 
were complicit in an insidious practice 
that rotted the legislative branch to its 
core, and that is congressional ear-
marking. Called a ‘‘gateway drug’’ by 
our distinguished former colleague 
from Oklahoma, Senator Tom Coburn, 
earmarks have long exacerbated the 
Federal Government’s spending addic-
tion. 

As old as the Republic, earmarks 
have always been used by generations 
of politicians as currency to curry 
favor with well-connected special in-
terests. After public outrage reached a 
critical mass, both the House and the 
Senate instituted bans on earmarking, 
ending what had been a corrupt pay-to- 
play culture in Congress. 

In order to preserve this important 
check against the corrupting influence 
of earmarks, I recently sent a letter to 
President Donald Trump respectfully 
urging him to veto any legislation con-
taining earmarks that reaches his 
desk. I thank my colleagues, Senators 
JOHN MCCAIN, MIKE LEE, RAND PAUL, 
TED CRUZ, and BEN SASSE, for co-
signing this letter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
following letter. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2017. 

President DONALD J. TRUMP, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT TRUMP: With our national 
debt set to top $20 trillion within days and 
growing at a rate of over half-a-trillion dol-
lars a year, bringing fiscal sanity to the fed-
eral budget requires immediate attention 
and action. We write today to urge opposi-
tion to any efforts by Congress to return to 
earmarking. 

While cutting unnecessary and wasteful 
spending may be commonsense to most tax-
payers, behind every dollar spent is a bois-
terous special interest group with the loud-
est being Congress itself. Even with a full 
agenda that includes repealing Obamacare, 
reforming the tax code, easing the regu-
latory burden, and strengthening our na-
tion’s security, some lawmakers are focused 
on reviving the corrupt practice of ear-
marking that was ended in 2011 after what 
seemed like an endless series of corruption 
scandals. 

Fondly described as a ‘‘favor factory’’ by a 
lobbyist convicted of exchanging gifts for 
government grants, earmarks represent the 
pay-to-play culture you have pledged to end. 
It is unfathomable to those of us who fought 

to end earmarks and witnessed our col-
leagues go to jail for corruption that pork 
barrel politics would return, especially at 
this time when Americans are clearly fed up 
with business-as-usual. However, despite the 
success of the current moratorium enacted 
in both chamber of Congress, there are ef-
forts underway seeking to revive the disdain-
ful practice. 

President Reagan vetoed a highway bill in 
1987 because it was larded up with 152 ear-
marks. Escalating exponentially, the over- 
budget transportation bill signed into law in 
2005 contained more than 6,300 earmarks. 
Earmark proponents are trying to reassure 
that this time will be different, promising 
fewer projects and even rebranding them as 
‘‘congressionally-directed spending.’’ With 
the serious fiscal problems facing our nation, 
processing thousands or even hundreds of 
pork requests will only distract and delay 
addressing pressing national needs and push 
spending decisions once again into the 
murky shadows. 

We respectfully urge you to make it clear 
that you will veto any bill Congress sends to 
you containing earmarks within the legisla-
tive text or the accompanying report. We 
look forward to working with you to make 
Washington more accountable and stop 
wasteful spending where it starts, which is 
often right here in Congress. 

Sincerely, 
JEFF FLAKE. 
MIKE LEE. 
JOHN MCCAIN. 
RAND PAUL. 
TED CRUZ. 
BEN SASSE. 

Mr. FLAKE. To explain the urgency 
behind my letter to the President, I 
wish to remind my colleagues in this 
body, many of whom were not in the 
Congress before enactment of the mor-
atorium, just how bad the earmarking 
epidemic became. 

For the uninitiated, the term ‘‘ear-
mark’’ is a euphemism for when law-
makers work to circumvent the reg-
ular, normal appropriations process in 
order to secure special funding for 
projects in their home districts or their 
States. This resulted in Federal tax 
dollars being doled out to Members of 
Congress on a whim, bypassing normal 
rigorous Federal and public vetting. 

Instead of focusing on oversight re-
sponsibilities or devising legislative so-
lutions for the Nation’s most pressing 
challenges, lawmakers and staffers de-
voted thousands of man-hours toward 
filling earmark requests. Congressional 
appropriators and appropriations com-
mittees transformed into what were 
termed ‘‘favor factories,’’ abandoning 
oversight responsibilities to focus on 
rationing out pork. To me, that was 
one of the most insidious parts of the 
whole earmarking era. 

We have oversight responsibilities in 
Congress. There is a huge Federal 
budget on which we should be pro-
viding oversight, but instead of poring 
over agency spending and searching for 
waste in our trillion-dollar discre-
tionary budget, Members and staff de-
voted countless hours to roughly 2 or 3 
percent of the Federal budget. There 
was so much focus on just doling out 
what represented 1 or 2 or 3 percent of 
the Federal budget that we basically 
neglected the rest of the Federal budg-
et in terms of oversight. 
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In less than 20 years, the number of 

earmarks in the Transportation bill 
alone grew from 152 to 6,300. President 
Reagan, I believe, in 1988 famously said 
that he vetoed the highway bill be-
cause he hadn’t seen that much pork 
since he handed out ribbons at the 
county fair. There were 152 earmarks 
in the Transportation bill that year, 
and by 2005 it was 6,300. That is an in-
crease of more than 4,000 percent. 

Examples of earmarks range from a 
quarter billion dollars for a bridge to 
nowhere in Alaska—everybody became 
familiar with that one; $50 million for 
an indoor rainforest in Iowa, paid for 
by taxpayers across the country; and 
half a million dollars for a teapot mu-
seum in North Carolina. All of these 
earmarks added up, eventually totaling 
about $29 billion a year. 

It was in this environment that, 
along with a small group of like-mind-
ed colleagues, I set out to put an end to 
this form of transactional politics that 
had infected the Halls of Congress. Our 
mission was to place a permanent mor-
atorium on congressional earmarks. 

It took unprecedented revelations of 
widespread corruption and illegality 
and ultimately the jailing of law-
makers, staffers, and lobbyists before 
the public’s outrage forced Congress to 
clean up its act. But even brazen in-
stances of public corruption didn’t stop 
Congress from dragging its feet on re-
forms, and the majority party, my 
party, paid the price at the polls in 
2006. 

The dominant mood of the electorate 
at that time—that of mistrust in gov-
ernment institutions—is strikingly 
reminiscent of the drain-the-swamp 
mentality that permeated last Novem-
ber’s election. But despite this surging 
anti-insider sentiment across the ideo-
logical spectrum, there is now a chorus 
of lawmakers from both sides of the 
aisle working behind the scenes to lift 
the congressional earmark morato-
rium. These earmark defenders will 
trot out arguments ranging from con-
stitutional prerogative to the insignifi-
cance of earmarks relative to the en-
tire Federal budget. They will say: It is 
OK to earmark. We are only ear-
marking 1 percent of the Federal budg-
et. 

But all of these defenses ring hollow. 
The constitutional power of the purse 
is not a blanket mandate for Congress 
to spend freely; rather, it is a funda-
mental duty to prevent the executive 
branch from wasting taxpayer dollars. 
By using earmarks to funnel billions of 
dollars to special interests, Congress 
ceases to be a check on the executive 
branch. We have become no better than 
the free-spending bureaucrats whom we 
rail against. 

While we were ultimately successful 
in securing earmark bans in both the 
House and the Senate, today we are 
seeing far too many cracks in those 
foundations. With so many in Congress 
now willing to sacrifice fiscal dis-
cipline, we have to remain vigilant 
against the return to business as usual. 

We can’t afford to forfeit the hard- 
fought progress we have made. 

The Senate Republican conference’s 
vote earlier this year to preserve the 
earmark ban was an important step in 
the right direction, but we need to do 
more. That is why I sent the letter to 
President Trump, and it is why, should 
earmarks return, I intend to challenge 
each one of them on the Senate floor. 
Just as I did in my time in the House, 
I will file amendments to force debate 
and force votes on these earmarks. 
That way, Members can publicly defend 
their earmarks to the hard-working 
taxpayers they represent. 

As we look forward to the future, I 
have been encouraged by the Presi-
dent’s recognition of Washington’s ad-
diction to spending and his administra-
tion’s commitment to finally doing 
something about it. I look forward to 
working with the administration to 
make the Federal Government leaner, 
more transparent, and more account-
able to the taxpayers it serves. 

BORDER ADJUSTMENT TAX 
Mr. President, I take the floor today 

to express my concern with the border 
adjustment tax. The border adjustment 
tax is quickly becoming the center-
piece of a planned overhaul of our tax 
and trade policies. I am certain that I 
am not the only one hearing that this 
approach could make everyday con-
sumer products more expensive at the 
very places middle-class families shop 
the most. From the aisles at big-box 
stores to the checkout lines in grocery 
stores, household staples could be 
pushed out of reach for those who can 
least afford it. 

In addition, there are concerns that 
this new policy could disrupt global 
supply chains and make it harder for 
our country’s largest private sector 
employers to grow and to do business. 

There are those who suggest that the 
known downsides to the new tax will be 
a wash because the U.S. dollar will be 
stronger; however, others are not so 
comfortable gambling the purchasing 
power of the average consumer on the 
unpredictability of international cur-
rency markets. 

At first glance, the plan seems simple 
enough: Tax companies in the United 
States less and tax goods made over-
seas more. That seems simple. Accord-
ing to supporters, this would boost our 
exports, incentivize companies to lo-
cate operations here in the United 
States, and it would reduce our trade 
deficit. Unfortunately, it turns out 
that is not so easy. Looking inward, we 
simply do not produce everything we 
need here in the United States. That is 
why we trade with other countries in 
the first place. And for the things we 
do make here, those products often re-
quire inputs from all over the world. In 
fact, whether it is raw material or spe-
cialty parts, roughly 50 percent of our 
Nation’s imports consist of inputs for 
U.S. production and manufacturing. 
Let me say that again. Roughly 50 per-
cent of our Nation’s imports consist of 
inputs for U.S. production and manu-

facturing, many times for products 
that are then shipped overseas. 

Because of our trade deals with other 
nations, these inputs are cheaper than 
they would be otherwise. Cheaper in-
puts mean lower production costs for 
U.S.-based businesses, which in turn al-
lows these companies to expand pro-
duction and to reduce prices. 

What will happen if we place a 20-per-
cent tax on all imports? Looking be-
yond our borders, we should also con-
sider the reaction such a tax is sure to 
trigger amongst our trading partners. 
If the protectionist trade policies of 
the past have taught us anything, it is 
that countries tend to retaliate when 
they believe trade obligations have 
been violated. When we increase bar-
riers to trade, nobody wins. 

Do I agree that we should work to 
make U.S. businesses more competi-
tive? Absolutely. Do I agree that we 
need to reform our Tax Code? You bet. 
Tax reform and pro-growth trade poli-
cies have been at the top of my list of 
priorities throughout my tenure in 
Congress. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to lower corporate and indi-
vidual tax rates, eliminate costly tax 
earmarks, and make our Tax Code flat-
ter, simpler, and more conducive to 
growth. There will always be winners 
and losers in a robust debate on re-
forming the Tax Code. We ought to 
make sure the middle class isn’t in the 
losing column. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

AMERICAN HEALTH CARE ACT 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this 

week our colleagues in the House re-
leased a plan to clean up the mess left 
in the wake of the ObamaCare’s failed 
promises. The bill known as the Amer-
ican Health Care Act represents the 
next step forward in keeping our prom-
ise to repeal and replace ObamaCare, 
which continues to fail Texans and 
folks all across the country. 

Instead of helping more Americans 
and more Texans by providing more 
healthcare choices, ObamaCare has ac-
tually led to dwindling insurance op-
tions in a lot of counties across the 
country. In fact, it is estimated that 
almost 40 percent of counties in Texas 
have just one option on the exchange 
this year. It is hard to shop, it is hard 
to compare, and it is hard to get the 
benefits of competition when there is 
only one option because of ObamaCare. 

So that is actually the opposite of 
what the President and the advocates 
for the Affordable Care Act promised. 
That is what happens when govern-
ment interferes with the market and 
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takes a one-size-fits-all approach to 
our Nation’s healthcare. The fact of 
the matter is that the path that Presi-
dent Obama put us on is not sustain-
able. It is hurting families and bur-
dening job creators and is taking a tre-
mendous toll, and Americans are pay-
ing the price. 

I know some of our colleagues across 
the aisle are relishing the fact that Re-
publicans, the majority, are now tak-
ing this step to keep our commitment 
to repeal and replace ObamaCare. They 
are sitting back and hoping that we 
fail. But the fact of the matter is that 
we would be having this debate no mat-
ter who won the Presidency last No-
vember 8, because ObamaCare is in a 
meltdown mode. It is unsustainable, 
and we would be dealing with our bro-
ken healthcare system no matter who 
won the White House on November 8 of 
last year. 

One of my constituents wrote me ear-
lier this year about her daughter. She 
said that before ObamaCare, back when 
she could choose the policy that she 
wanted, she was paying about $190 a 
month for health insurance, and she 
had a $500 deductible. Well, that sounds 
pretty reasonable—not great, but not 
terrible either. Then came ObamaCare. 
Now her daughter, who unfortunately 
lost her job in the interim, must pay 
almost $400 a month with a deductible 
that is more than $6,000. I don’t know 
many people who can write a check for 
$6,000 when they have an unexpected 
healthcare crisis. So in essence, she is 
being forced to self-insure and has been 
denied the benefit of even the insur-
ance that she has, even though her pre-
mium has gone up more than double, 
and, of course, her deductible is now 
$6,000. 

So to our friends across the aisle who 
seem to be relishing this moment 
where we are actually undertaking the 
hard work of working through a repeal 
and replacement program, I would say 
to them that ObamaCare is certainly 
no gold standard. It is the opposite of 
what we need to help our Nation’s 
healthcare woes. There is no doubt 
that it is a failed piece of legislation, 
full of empty promises, and one we 
have to scrap. 

So with the American Health Care 
Act, starting today in the House of 
Representatives, we will repeal 
ObamaCare and deliver better, more af-
fordable healthcare choices to the 
American people. 

This bill actually also improves Med-
icaid. That is another big part of what 
ObamaCare did. It forced more people 
onto Medicaid, which is frankly not the 
best quality healthcare insurance or 
coverage that exists. 

I remember back during the 
ObamaCare debate, I actually intro-
duced an amendment in the Finance 
Committee saying that if Congress 
passed ObamaCare, Members of Con-
gress needed to be put on Medicaid— 
my theory being, not that it was such 
great coverage, but that if Members of 
Congress were on Medicaid, we sure 

would take every step necessary to ac-
tually improve it and make sure it 
works. 

But this legislation actually does im-
prove Medicaid and puts it on a sus-
tainable path for the future by working 
with the Governors, because Medicaid 
is a shared Federal-State responsi-
bility. But right now, it is growing by 
leaps and bounds. It is at the consumer 
medical inflation rate plus two, which 
means it is growing much faster than 
the economy and, unfortunately, put-
ting unprecedented burdens on our 
State governments. For example, I 
know, talking to some Texas legisla-
tors, they said it is easily the second— 
and, if they weren’t careful, the larg-
est—expense item in the Texas State 
budget—Medicaid, or the State share of 
Medicaid. 

Of course, Medicaid was designed to 
help the most vulnerable in our com-
munities and enjoyed broad bipartisan 
support. Along the way, it became less 
about serving those who needed it and 
more about unchecked government 
spending, as I mentioned a moment 
ago. So what the American Health Care 
Act does is it actually puts Medicaid 
on a budget. It doesn’t cut current 
spending in Medicaid; it just says that 
it will grow at a slower rate, and it 
sends much of the authority to work 
out the best healthcare delivery sys-
tems to our State Governors and legis-
lators. It gives States more flexibility 
along the way so they can use re-
sources to serve the specific needs of 
their citizens. I know in my State we 
frequently will come to Washington 
and ask the Health and Human Serv-
ices Department and the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, or 
CMS, for a waiver so we can actually 
use the Medicaid money and to spend it 
most effectively—to build either a 
medical home or to deal with chronic 
diseases, or some other flexibility we 
need in order to deliver quality 
healthcare to our constituents. But the 
gall of having to come to Washington, 
DC, and asking permission on how to 
spend your own money is just too 
much. 

I believe, actually, the American 
Health Care Act is the most significant 
entitlement reform in decades. That is 
something we should all applaud—put-
ting Medicare and Medicaid on a more 
sustainable path, not continuing to 
spend money that we don’t have, and 
racking up annual deficits and adding 
to our national debt, which now is in 
the $20 trillion range, with no end in 
sight. 

Both Federal and State governments 
spend a significant amount of money 
on Medicaid every year. As I indicated, 
last year nearly one-third of the Texas 
budget was dedicated to Medicaid. The 
fact of the matter is that when the 
States have to spend so much of the 
money they tax and collect on Med-
icaid, then, it is unavailable for other 
important purposes—law enforcement, 
education, and the like. There is a 
crowding-out effect. By responsibly re-

forming Medicaid, the States and the 
Federal Government will benefit, all 
while helping Medicaid work for the 
most vulnerable in our country and 
putting us on a path to fiscal sustain-
ability. 

In addition to entitlement reform, 
this bill will also get rid of the 
ObamaCare taxes that have led to 
hikes in premium costs, fewer options 
for patients, and more redtape for job 
creators. I know, being in Tyler, TX, 
for example, back after ObamaCare 
passed, and meeting with a woman who 
said she was forced, actually, to work 
two jobs because her employer laid her 
off of her full-time job, so as to come 
under the cap necessary for the 
ObamaCare employer mandate. So, lit-
erally, this single mother had lost her 
full-time job because of ObamaCare 
and was forced to work two part-time 
jobs just to make up the difference in 
income. 

We will also, in this American Health 
Care Act, eliminate the individual 
mandate. President Obama said when 
he ran for office back in 2008 that he 
was opposed to penalizing the Amer-
ican people if they did not buy govern-
ment-approved insurance, but of course 
he changed his tune once he was sworn 
into office. 

We will eliminate the individual 
mandate so people who don’t want to 
purchase a government-approved plan 
are not forced to buy a plan they don’t 
want and that they can’t afford or else 
suffer a penalty. This bill will also help 
families spend money on healthcare de-
cisions that make the most sense to 
them by giving them tools so they can 
manage their healthcare expenses like 
health savings accounts. 

The American Health Care Act is an 
answer to a promise we made and we 
have made repetitively in the last 
three elections since ObamaCare be-
came the law of the land. I believe it is 
imperative we keep our promise. 

Some have said: Well, this is a dif-
ficult process. I agree. There are a lot 
of different ideas that people have. I 
agree. That is a good thing, but in the 
end, we have a binary choice. We can 
either keep the status quo, which is in 
meltdown—which is ObamaCare—or we 
can pass legislation which offers more 
choices at affordable prices to the 
American people. 

I believe the choice is very clear. It is 
a great opportunity to reform our 
healthcare system and Medicaid and 
move healthcare decisions away from 
Washington and back to the families, 
back in the States where we all live, 
and back in the hands of patients and 
their doctors. I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues and the Trump 
administration to make this a reality. 

Again, the choice is between the sta-
tus quo, which is unacceptable, which 
is not working, or a better way. I, for 
one, choose a better way: more choices 
at a price consumers can afford. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

ERNST). The Senator from Maine. 
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REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 

Mr. KING. Madam President, I rise to 
address the bill that has been re-
cently—and I emphasize the word ‘‘re-
cently’’—introduced in the House of 
Representatives. I believe it was intro-
duced Monday. It is having not a hear-
ing but a markup today, and may be on 
the House floor as soon as tomorrow or 
early next week. 

As the President said recently, 
healthcare is complicated. To me, to 
introduce a bill that was not available 
to any Members of Congress before 
Monday, mark it up in committee 2 
days later, attempt to pass it on the 
floor of the House, and then I under-
stand it may come directly to the floor 
of the Senate without any committee 
consideration, it just seems to me is a 
disservice to the process and a dis-
service to the traditions and practices 
of this institution. 

This is complicated. It is difficult. 
The ramifications and implications of 
this bill, just as any other major 
change in our healthcare system, are 
incredibly important. This is not about 
ideology. This is about people. This is 
about the impact on people. I want to 
talk about the impact of this bill, as 
we have thus far been able to assess it, 
on the people of Maine. When I look at 
a piece of legislation down here, I start 
with Maine. How will it affect the peo-
ple who live along our coast or inland, 
in the small towns, and particularly 
people who are above the age of 50? 

Maine happens to be the oldest State 
in the country. Therefore, anything 
which negatively impacts seniors dou-
bly negatively impacts the people of 
my State. I feel this bill is a disaster 
for seniors. I define seniors in this case 
as anybody over 50 because it does sev-
eral things. One of the things it does, 
and there should be a great deal of dis-
cussion about this, under the Afford-
able Care Act, which recognizes the 
fact that seniors and people who are 
older tend to have more medical needs 
than those who are younger, it caps 
differential at three times. In other 
words, a senior can only pay three 
times what a younger person pays, and 
even that is burdensome in many cases. 

This bill changes three to five. It will 
be a very substantial increase in the 
payments and the costs of insurance 
and healthcare to senior citizens. Now, 
the Kaiser Family Foundation, which 
is, I find, the most nonpartisan and in-
formative source of information on all 
of these issues, has created a handy 
tool on their website, where you can 
put in information, such as family in-
come and age, and determine what you 
would have paid under the Affordable 
Care Act and what you would pay 
under this new bill. 

What they found was—I wanted to 
look and see what somebody in my 
State will pay. If you are a 60-year-old 
in Aroostook County Maine with an in-
come of $30,000, the subsidy—the sup-
port for the premium for individual in-
surance—would fall by 70 percent. The 
support for your insurance policy 

under the Affordable Care Act would 
fall by 70 percent. 

Throughout our State, the average 
decrease would be 48 percent—almost 
half. So we are talking not about some 
theoretical, ideological, political thing 
here, we are talking about people’s 
ability to afford health insurance. It is 
about as clear as it could be. That is 
why it is frustrating to me that we col-
lectively—the Congress—are going to 
be asked to consider this bill with lit-
erally no hearings, no input from the 
public, no discussion of how all the 
pieces fit together or don’t fit together. 
Yet we are going to be asked—I believe, 
my understanding is, we are going to 
be asked to vote on this bill sometime 
on the floor of the Senate, without any 
committee consideration, in the next 
week or so. 

This is too important to people’s 
lives to give it such short shrift. It is 
just not right to make changes of this 
magnitude that are so vital to people’s 
well-being and literally their health 
and their survival in some cases. It is 
unthinkable to me that we would do 
this without a round of hearings and 
discussions and the regular order that 
we supposedly honor around here as to 
how major legislation is to come to the 
floor. 

I received a letter just recently: ‘‘Hi, 
Angus.’’ 

I like it when my correspondents say 
‘‘Hi, Angus’’ instead of ‘‘Senator.’’ 

Hi, Angus [he says]. I have worked in the 
pulp and paper industry for close to 30 years. 
It was a good industry up here, supported 
middle-class families in northern Maine. But 
we have had layoffs and closures of our mills. 
After every closure, I had to obtain health 
insurance for my family on my own. Before 
ObamaCare, this was a disaster. I could only 
obtain catastrophic insurance from one of 
two providers. There was no way I could pay 
$1,500 a month for a decent plan. After 
ObamaCare, I could obtain decent insurance 
at a decent price. While there may have been 
problems for some, it was a godsend for my 
family. Please help ensure we don’t go back 
to the old days. We are self-employed by our 
small business and would not be able to pay 
more for less. 

That is what the bill that is in the 
House would do, pay more for less. By 
the way, how does the money work in 
this bill? Well, one of the things the 
bill does is, my understanding, and, 
again, I am only operating on what we 
have seen in the last 24 hours because 
of no hearings, but one of the things it 
does is eliminate a tax on people who 
make over $250,000 a year in order to 
cut coverage for people who are not 
making that kind of money. 

It is a tax cut, and shifting the cost 
to our citizens, particularly our sen-
iors. The pattern is, shift and shaft. 
Shift the cost, and shaft the people 
who need the coverage. This is sup-
posed to be a substitute. It is supposed 
to be coverage for everyone. You have 
to be careful. When people talk about 
access, they are talking about: Yes, 
you can buy it, but if you can’t afford 
it, that is not really access. This bill 
dramatically decreases the support for 
health insurance premiums through 
the Affordable Care Act. 

The reality is, and I hear a lot of talk 
about how ObamaCare is collapsing. It 
isn’t. More people signed up this year 
than last year. Yes, it is true the rates 
went up, but that was because younger 
people were not signing up in signifi-
cant numbers. We need to deal with 
that issue because that makes the risk 
pool older and sicker and therefore 
more expensive. 

I have been told by insurance offi-
cials that if something like this bill 
that is in the House passes and the sub-
sidies disappear and the Affordable 
Care Act goes away, the private health 
insurance market for individuals, the 
so-called individual market, will essen-
tially collapse. The reality is, the unin-
sured population of this country has 
fallen virtually in half since the pas-
sage of the Affordable Care Act. Twen-
ty-two million people have coverage 
now who did not before and we can 
take it away. 

The other piece I don’t like about 
this bill is it phases things out so the 
impact will not be felt until after the 
next election or sometime in the fu-
ture. Well, the future comes. In this 
case, the future is going to be pretty 
desolate for people who have health in-
surance now and are not going to have 
it 2, 4, or 6 years from now. It is just 
not right. 

I am one who has been saying, since 
I entered this body now 4-plus years 
ago, that there are problems with the 
Affordable Care Act. We should be 
working on those problems. We should 
be working on repairing it, not de-
stroying it. We should not be talking 
about taking healthcare coverage away 
from people in this country. 

I am sure I and many others will be 
addressing more comprehensively the 
provisions of this bill as it becomes 
more clear, even though we are going 
to have to ferret those provisions out 
because we are not going to have the 
benefit of expert testimony and views 
from a variety of points of view of how 
this is actually going to work. 

The reality is, I don’t think there is 
much question that this proposal will 
hammer Maine and my people. I can’t 
stand for that. I hope the House will 
have a more vigorous process, they will 
understand what the implications are, 
and take a more judicious approach so 
we are not tearing insurance out from 
under people, we are not going to make 
the cost be driven up, we are not giving 
a tax break to people who make over 
$250,000 a year, and at the same time 
taking coverage away from people who 
make $30,000 a year. 

That is wrong. We should be repair-
ing, not repealing. I think this bill is 
not the right place to start. I stand for 
the people of Maine. I stand for the 
people who are going to be harmed by 
this, whether they are seniors or work-
ing people or self-employed people or 
people who have been able to start 
businesses because they could get, for 
the first time, insurance under the Af-
fordable Care Act. 

I believe that is our obligation. We 
have an opportunity to work together. 
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I am willing to work with anyone who 
wants to work on improving and deal-
ing with some of the issues that have 
been raised by the Affordable Care Act. 

Let’s stop talking about repealing. 
Let’s talk about fixing, strengthening, 
and meeting our commitment to our 
fellow citizens in Maine and across our 
country. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
(The remarks of Mrs. SHAHEEN are 

printed in today’s RECORD during con-
sideration of S. Res. 84.) 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 

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

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

REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I join 

literally millions of Ohioans and tens 
of millions of Americans in my concern 
about what the House of Representa-
tives is trying to do to our healthcare 
laws and our healthcare system. 

I leave just one statistic with my col-
leagues in the Senate, and that is that 
in my State alone, there are 200,000 
people who are now under treatment 
for opioid addiction, and they are able 
to get this comprehensive treatment 
because they have insurance under the 
Affordable Care Act. 

The legislation apparently coming 
out of the House of Representatives, 
even though we do not know how much 
it costs, is a big tax cut for the 
wealthy. We do not know how much it 
costs because they are moving so 
quickly. It was under wraps, and now 
they are moving it so quickly that the 
Congressional Budget Office has not 
even had time to look at it and under-
stand what it costs, nor has it been 
able to tell us how many of the 22 mil-
lion Americans who have insurance 
under the Affordable Care Act will lose 
their insurance. They want to move so 
fast that they are not even answering 
the basic questions of how much it 
costs—a lot; how much it is going to 
add to the deficit—a whole lot, but 
they will not be specific; and how many 
people will lose their insurance. 

As I said, today 200,000 Ohioans are 
getting treatment for opioid addiction 
under the Affordable Care Act. Most of 
them—we think at least half, but tens 
of thousands of them will lose their 
treatment just like that, right in the 
middle of their addiction treatment. 
What does society gain by that, other 
than some Republican talking points, 
when people chanted for 6 years ‘‘re-
peal and replace ObamaCare,’’ never 
having any idea how they were going 
to replace it—still don’t—to do it right 
and continue that effort. 

Finally, there is the hypocrisy of 
this, where Members of Congress in the 

House and in the Senate enjoy tax-
payer-financed health insurance. Peo-
ple in this body—most of the 100 Sen-
ators and most of the 435 Congressmen 
and Congresswomen—have health in-
surance provided by taxpayers, yet 
they want to take insurance away from 
millions of Americans. These are peo-
ple who have jobs. They are millions of 
Americans who have jobs, who are 
making relatively low wages. Some of 
them may be holding two or three part- 
time jobs. They make low wages. They 
have no health insurance provided at 
their job. People in Congress who have 
taxpayer-funded health insurance are 
taking their insurance away, stripping 
them of that insurance. How morally 
repugnant that is. How hypocritical 
that is. Yet they move along their 
merry way. 

We should defeat these efforts. We 
should continue to make improvements 
in the Affordable Care Act, but not 
wholesale destruction that will throw 
hundreds of thousands of Ohioans off of 
the insurance they have. 

I will close with this. My Republican 
Governor has admonished his Repub-
lican colleagues around the country 
and in Congress not to repeal the Af-
fordable Care Act and throw 900,000 
people in Ohio off of their insurance 
without a replacement to take care of 
it. This bill coming out of the House is 
far from an adequate replacement. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TILLIS). The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I 

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

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

CALLING FOR THE APPOINTMENT OF A SPECIAL 
PROSECUTOR 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
even in its early days, this administra-
tion has embarked on a course of for-
eign private interest entanglements 
and conflicts of interest that are truly 
staggering. 

Just this morning, the Associated 
Press reported that China has granted 
preliminary approval for 38 new trade-
marks. They are Trump trademarks, 
paving the way for the President, Don-
ald Trump, and his family to ‘‘poten-
tially develop a host of branded busi-
nesses from hotels to golf clubs to 
bodyguard and concierge services.’’ 

These reports are contained in public 
documents. All but three are in the 
President’s own name. The AP report 
also quotes an official as saying that 
‘‘for all these marks to sail through so 
quickly and cleanly, with no similar 
marks . . . no issues with specification, 
boy, it’s weird.’’ 

Now, the speculation is that these 
trademarks could not have been issued 
without approval by the ruling Com-
munist Party, that hierarchy had to be 
involved, and that awareness had to in-
volve their approval for these intellec-
tual property interests. The benefit is 

to the President through his private in-
terests. The fact is, the President of 
the United States should be beholden 
only to the American people, not to 
personal profit, but in fact these trade-
marks raise the specter that the Presi-
dent possibly is beholden to the ap-
proving officials in China even more 
than to the American people. That is 
an issue that merits investigation. 
Like so many issues arising in this 
young administration, the question is, 
Who will do that investigation? 

The lawyers in China representing 
Donald Trump applied for these trade-
marks in April of 2016, even as then- 
Candidate Donald Trump railed against 
China at his campaign rallies, criti-
cizing Chinese currency manipulation, 
its intellectual property theft, its at-
traction of jobs from this country to 
theirs. The question arises, What has 
he done about those issues? In fact, 
China continues to manipulate its cur-
rency, continues to attract jobs from 
this country, and continues its aggres-
sive policies in the area around that 
country. 

The question is whether an inquiry is 
appropriate—which certainly it seems 
to be—and who will supervise it. It is 
the same question that arises with re-
spect to Russian interference in our 
electoral system and the potential ties 
between Trump team officials and the 
Russians who committed those acts. 
Those ties have been established by 
evidence that is now incontrovertible 
because it is admitted by the officials 
themselves, now Attorney General Jeff 
Sessions and former National Security 
Advisor Michael Flynn. 

It is now a matter of factual record 
that Russia engaged in a series of de-
liberate cyber attacks in order to carry 
out an unprecedented plot to under-
mine the 2016 elections with the goal of 
assisting Donald Trump. The growing 
body of evidence clearly and unmistak-
ably indicates that Trump campaign 
officials were in contact with Russia 
during the election. These deeply trou-
bling claims of coordination with a for-
eign government to influence an Amer-
ican election certainly deserve exact-
ing scrutiny and investigation, and the 
more we learn, the more troubled we 
become. In fact, we are rapidly careen-
ing toward a constitutional crisis. 
These recent revelations about Vladi-
mir Putin’s government and former 
National Security Advisor Michael 
Flynn resulted in his resignation. 
There have also been details about con-
tact between Attorney General Ses-
sions, our former colleague, and the 
Russian Ambassador that have caused 
his recusal from all inquiries of that 
subject matter. 

I believe a special prosecutor must be 
appointed to investigate the Russian 
interference and meddling in our elec-
tion, the massive cyber attack misin-
formation, and propaganda campaign 
conducted to subvert that election. The 
potential for cooperation, condoning, 
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connecting between the Trump offi-
cials and Russia certainly merits inves-
tigation as well. Without reaching con-
clusions, the special prosecutor ought 
to investigate and then reach a conclu-
sion. His conclusion should be based on 
fact, not surmise or speculation. 

For weeks, I have called for a special 
prosecutor to investigate possible ties 
between members of the Trump cam-
paign, the Trump transition, and the 
Trump White House to Russian offi-
cials who sought to interfere with our 
election. I support the Intelligence 
Committee in conducting its investiga-
tion. I would favor the appointment of 
a special commission or a select com-
mittee of the Congress to do fact-
finding, make reports and rec-
ommendations in a fully transparent 
way, but only a special prosecutor can 
take action based on criminal intent. 
Only a special prosecutor can pursue 
violations of criminal law, to not only 
investigate but also bring charges and 
seek appropriate punishment and rem-
edy. Only the Deputy Attorney General 
of the United States can appoint a spe-
cial prosecutor because the Attorney 
General has recused himself—in other 
words, taken himself out of all of the 
areas of this subject matter. That is 
why I asked yesterday that the nomi-
nee for Deputy Attorney General, Rod 
Rosenstein, commit to appoint a spe-
cial prosecutor. 

His answer to me was that he wishes 
to wait until he is approved by the Sen-
ate—assuming his confirmation oc-
curs—to decide whether to appoint a 
special prosecutor. He claims he needs 
to familiarize himself with the facts 
and circumstances of any ongoing in-
vestigation before he can make a deci-
sion. With all due respect, the facts he 
needs to know are already established. 
They are already a matter of public 
record. They are already known to the 
American public. There is an investiga-
tion ongoing by the FBI—and with 
good reason—into Russian meddling in 
our elections, this massive campaign of 
misinformation and cyber attack that 
they purposefully conducted to influ-
ence the outcome of our election. 

We know the Justice Department 
must investigate and pursue the ongo-
ing investigation, wherever the evi-
dence leads. Part of that evidence in-
evitably will be meetings that were 
conducted by his boss, the Attorney 
General of United States, Jeff Sessions, 
which is why the Attorney General has 
recused himself—because he could be 
involved in that investigation as a wit-
ness, as a subject, even possibly as a 
target, as could the President himself. 

To close that investigation, the Dep-
uty Attorney General, or whoever is 
conducting it, needs to question the 
Attorney General of the United States. 
To conduct that investigation, that 
questioning must occur. So the Deputy 
Attorney General would be expected to 
be investigating his boss. If he decides 
to conduct that investigation himself, 
he must appoint a special prosecutor to 
establish the independence of that in-

quiry, to assure that in reality and in 
appearance the American public is as-
sured that the investigation is inde-
pendent, objective, impartial, vigorous, 
and fair. 

The facts that warrant a special pros-
ecutor are already known and they are 
already a matter of public record. That 
is why I believe he must commit him-
self now, before his confirmation—in 
fact, as a condition of his confirma-
tion—to take that action, which pre-
serves the credibility and public con-
fidence in the Department of Justice 
that he observed very eloquently in his 
confirmation hearing as one of his cen-
tral objectives. 

There is a lot of precedent for this 
step. The most prominent one perhaps 
is Elliot Richardson, when he was the 
Attorney General designee. He was re-
quested by the Judiciary Committee, 
at that time, to make the same kind of 
commitment—and he did. He kept his 
promise. He appointed Archibald Cox 
to be special prosecutor, and the Wa-
tergate scandal was appropriately in-
vestigated and pursued. That exam-
ple—when Elliot Richardson had 
enough facts, just as Rod Rosenstein 
does now—ought to be the lodestar 
here. It ought to be the model for his 
commitment to appointing a special 
prosecutor. 

The simple fact is, Rod Rosenstein, 
like Elliot Richardson, knows every-
thing he needs to know to be sure a 
special prosecutor is necessary, and es-
pecially because he is a career pros-
ecutor with a distinguished record, and 
because he has that intellect and integ-
rity that would qualify him probably 
to be confirmed, he should know it is 
the right thing to do. Maybe he will do 
it if he is confirmed, but it would serve 
the interests of justice, and it would 
help to sustain and enhance the trust 
and public confidence in the Depart-
ment of Justice if he were to do it now, 
as Elliot Richardson did many years 
ago. 

We live in an extraordinary time. 
The conflicts of interest and foreign 
entanglements that threaten our Na-
tion, beginning at the very top of this 
administration, impose a unique man-
date on the Department of Justice. The 
recusal of the Attorney General from 
this investigation indicates that lead-
ership and integrity are necessary at 
every level as never before. That is 
why, in this extraordinary time, I urge 
the Deputy Attorney General nominee, 
Rod Rosenstein, to do the right thing 
and make sure there is an investiga-
tion that is independent and vigorous, 
as well as fair and full; that we know 
all of the facts eventually and that ac-
tion is taken appropriately to deal 
with the Russian interference in our 
election, the potential ties between the 
Trump administration—before and 
after the election—in those improper 
interferences by the Russians in our 
election, and that the danger of cover-
up, indicated by the potential false 
statements made by Jeff Sessions be-
fore the Judiciary Committee and Mi-

chael Flynn elsewhere, be stopped be-
fore it starts. Only a special prosecutor 
can provide the unbiased and fair an-
swers that are so urgently needed. 

The American people deserve an ex-
planation. They deserve an explanation 
for the trademarks that have been 
issued to Donald Trump in China. They 
deserve an explanation by a special 
prosecutor on Russian meddling and 
Trump ties to that meddling. Whether 
the independent and special prosecutor 
broadens the scope of that investiga-
tion to include the entanglements or 
conflicts of interest involving China is 
a question that will have to be ad-
dressed by that official, but this much 
we know now. We are rapidly careening 
toward a constitutional crisis, a crisis 
of credibility as well as legal chal-
lenges. The historic opportunity and 
obligation this nominee owes the coun-
try cannot be avoided. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Apparently there is another speaker. 

I withdraw that suggestion. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
NOMINATION OF NEIL GORSUCH 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, look-
ing at today’s headlines and listening 
to the news, it may seem as if col-
leagues from across the country—Dem-
ocrat, Republican—don’t always agree 
on some things, let alone anything. I 
think we are starting to see a con-
sensus emerge—a very good, genuine 
agreement emerge between liberals and 
conservatives, Democrats and Repub-
licans on at least one matter in Wash-
ington, DC, in the Senate: Neil 
Gorsuch. That agreement is on Neil 
Gorsuch. 

Neil Gorsuch is an exceptional nomi-
nee for the U.S. Supreme Court. In 
fact, Judge Gorsuch is, by many 
extents and by many commentators, 
arguably one of the most talented ju-
rists we have nominated to the Court 
in a very long time, at least in modern 
history. 

As the Denver Post in Colorado said: 
‘‘Gorsuch is a brilliant legal mind’’ 
who has a reputation for ‘‘[applying] 
the law fairly and consistently.’’ 

You can’t ask for much more than 
that—somebody who will apply the law 
fairly and consistently. However, this 
shouldn’t surprise anyone who knows 
Judge Gorsuch. Judge Gorsuch has al-
ways enjoyed overwhelming bipartisan 
support. All we need to do to see that 
is to look back to 2006 when we could 
see that most clearly in the U.S. Sen-
ate. 

In 2006, when Judge Gorsuch was 
unanimously confirmed to the Tenth 
Circuit Court, 12 current Democratic 
Senators, including the minority lead-
er and Senators LEAHY, FEINSTEIN, and 
DURBIN, all were in office. It was a 
nomination in 2006 that was unani-
mous, a nomination that went by voice 
vote. 

He was so universally appealing to 
the Tenth Circuit Court that he had an 
introduction at the Judiciary Com-
mittee by both a Democratic Senator 
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from Colorado and a Republican Sen-
ator from Colorado, joined by every 
single person on the floor to vote yes 
unanimously. 

They approved his nomination. And 
to give you even greater context about 
this vote, the people who made this 
vote, the approval of Judge Gorsuch in 
2006 to the Tenth Circuit Court came in 
addition to the 12 people I just men-
tioned who are here today and who 
were here then. It also came with the 
support of then-Senator Obama, Sen-
ator Biden, Senator Clinton, and Sen-
ator Kerry. 

Approximately 11 years later, now 
that Judge Gorsuch has proved himself 
to be a mainstream jurist, a consensus 
builder, a profound legal mind with an 
even temperament and affable nature, 
we have a chance again to put this in-
credibly brilliant mind on the Nation’s 
highest Court. 

Judge Gorsuch is a faithful adherent 
to the Constitution and the organizing 
principles of this great democracy. I 
have no doubt that Judge Gorsuch 
will—and should—enjoy similar levels 
of approval among my distinguished 
colleagues across the aisle. 

I also wish for people to learn more 
about Judge Gorsuch personally and to 
tell some stories about growing up in 
Colorado. It is a story about how a 
young man from Denver, CO, through 
his own hard work and academic excel-
lence, rose to the highest echelons of 
the legal profession and to the nearly 
universal acclaim of Democrats and 
Republicans. 

A fourth-generation Coloradan, Neil 
Gorsuch learned the value of hard work 
at a young age from his grandfathers. 
His maternal grandfather, Dr. Joseph 
McGill, began his adult life by working 
in Union Station, the main railway ter-
minal in Denver. From there, Dr. 
McGill put himself through medical 
school and became a prominent sur-
geon. With his wife, Dorothy Jean, Dr. 
McGill raised seven children, all of 
whom he gave a better life to and put 
through college. 

Neil’s paternal grandfather, John 
Gorsuch, was his legal inspiration. 
After serving in World War I, John 
Gorsuch put himself through under-
graduate and law school at the Univer-
sity of Denver by driving a trolley car. 
Upon graduation, John built a law 
practice focusing on real estate law. He 
also made time to help Denver’s wel-
fare department and participate in the 
Kiwanis Club and numerous other civic 
organizations. Later, John started 
what was at one time one of the largest 
law firms in Denver, Gorsuch Kirgis, 
where he practiced well into his 
eighties. 

It was this family work ethic that 
drove Neil to get his hands dirty and 
pursue blue collar jobs at a young age. 
In Colorado, he moved furniture, he 
shoveled snow, he mowed lawns, and he 
even shoveled some more snow in the 
great State of Colorado. It was this 
work ethic—and a lot of shoveling of 
snow—combined with his family’s ap-

preciation of higher education that 
helped Neil consistently realize aca-
demic excellence. 

By now, I think this Chamber is well 
familiar with Judge Gorsuch’s sterling 
academic credentials, receiving his un-
dergraduate degree at Columbia, law 
school at Harvard, Ph.D. at Oxford. I 
don’t think any of us can forget, nor 
should we, the fact that he spent a 
summer at the University of Colorado. 

Intellect alone doesn’t get you 
through the halls of these storied aca-
demic institutions. It requires hard 
work, independence—two values of the 
West; two values in addition to many 
other western values that Judge 
Gorsuch holds. 

It is these values, these western per-
spectives that the Supreme Court des-
perately needs to grow. Judge Gorsuch 
is a lifelong outdoorsman. He enjoys 
fly fishing and skiing. In fact, I have 
been told that he is a double black dia-
mond skier. His wife, Louise, cares for 
animals in a small barn on his land. 

In addition to his love of the out-
doors and his appreciation of nature’s 
beauty, Judge Gorsuch understands the 
complex legal issues facing westerners 
and our Western States. 

Since 2006, Judge Gorsuch served on 
the Federal court that covers the 
Tenth Circuit Court based out of Den-
ver that covers six other Western 
States—Colorado, Oklahoma, Kansas, 
New Mexico, Wyoming, and Utah. 
Those States represent nearly 20 per-
cent of the land of the continental 
United States. 

His service on this court has provided 
him with a unique understanding of 
public lands, water, and Tribal issues 
that many of the other Western States 
in the region face. Some of the most 
complex legal challenges in water law 
and others come before his court as a 
result. That experience would serve all 
of our Western States well when uti-
lized from the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Over the coming days, I plan, along 
with many of my other colleagues, to 
elaborate on why Gorsuch’s western 
values and perspective make him an 
outstanding choice for the U.S. Su-
preme Court. I look forward to working 
with colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to make sure he gets a timely up- 
or-down vote. From the highest eche-
lons of the legal field to the Tenth Cir-
cuit Court, to the U.S. Supreme Court, 
Judge Gorsuch would make us proud, 
and he would serve this country well. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
(The remarks of Mr. MANCHIN per-

taining to the introduction of S. 581 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

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

ator from Hawaii. 
TRUMPCARE AND THE NOMINATION OF SEEMA 

VERMA 
Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, it seems 

appropriate that we are debating the 

nomination of Seema Verma to head 
the Center for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services the same week Republicans in 
Congress introduce a plan to dismantle 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Over the past 8 years, President 
Obama and the Democratic Party have 
been fighting to make sure that every-
one in this country has access to af-
fordable, quality health insurance. 
President Trump and his allies in Con-
gress do not share this commitment. 
Instead of debating how best to expand 
access, they are fighting with each 
other to see just how many people they 
can kick off insurance rolls—all in a 
crusade, apparently, to save some peo-
ple money. 

This is not a crusade to improve the 
lives of as many Americans as possible. 
It is a crusade to serve their radical 
antigovernment ideology. In fact, ‘‘ide-
ology over people’’ is a useful short-
hand to describe the first 2 months of 
the Trump administration. 

The problem with their ideological 
debates is that people are left out of 
the debate. Do we really know what it 
is like to be without health insurance? 
Under the plan to repeal the ACA, 20 
million people in our country will be 
without health insurance, without 
healthcare. What if you were one of 
those people? 

This question is not an academic one 
for me. I know what it is like to live 
without health insurance. When my 
mom brought my brothers and me to 
this country—I am an immigrant—her 
job did not provide health benefits. My 
greatest fear growing up as a little girl 
in this country was that my mom 
would not be able to go to work if she 
got sick. If she wasn’t able to go to 
work, where would money for food and 
rent come from? 

That is not the kind of fear we want 
to impose on millions of children in our 
country, but we will be doing just that 
to the 20 million people and their fami-
lies who gained health insurance under 
the Affordable Care Act—many, for the 
first time in their lives. They did not 
have to be worried every single day 
that their child or their parents would 
be sick and would not be able to afford 
the care that they needed. This is not 
an academic exercise for any of them. 
They will be hurt by what we are being 
asked to do. It is not an academic exer-
cise for the millions more who will lose 
their insurance coverage under 
TrumpCare. 

But no one should be surprised. This 
administration and their allies in Con-
gress continue to demonstrate a com-
mitment to alternative facts. If you be-
lieve their alternative facts, 
TrumpCare would improve healthcare 
access for working families, seniors 
and women, and Americans would 
have, as the President said, ‘‘much bet-
ter healthcare for much less money.’’ 

But in reality, TrumpCare will do the 
opposite. TrumpCare would end by 2020 
the ACA’s Medicaid expansion that 
millions of people in our country de-
pend on every day. The expansion not 
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only provided health coverage to mil-
lions of people for the first time, but it 
also helped to keep hospitals in rural 
and underserved communities from 
closing down. These rural hospitals 
exist all across the country. In its 
place, TrumpCare would change how 
States receive Medicaid funding, and it 
would do so in a way that ensures that 
these programs cannot keep pace with 
the rising cost of health insurance in 
their counties and in our country. 

Under this new system, States would 
have less money to spend on Medicaid 
recipients and face the prospect of 
tightening eligibility and slashing ben-
efits. This would be particularly dev-
astating in Hawaii, where we saw the 
number of people enrolled in Medicaid 
grow by nearly 20 percent under the 
ACA. Medicaid has had a trans-
formative impact on tens of thousands 
of lives in Hawaii and millions of oth-
ers across the country. 

Anne from Oahu walked into the 
Kokua Kalihi Valley Clinic 3 years ago. 
She had no health insurance, and she 
was pregnant at the age of 15. The doc-
tors at the clinic helped Anne apply for 
Medicaid, which helped her afford pre-
natal care, gave her support to stay 
healthy and, very importantly, to stay 
in school. 

Medicaid helped Anne and her hus-
band Dan, age 17, welcome a healthy 
baby boy named Joseph. Today, Anne 
is a graduate of Farrington High 
School, works part time, and has plans 
to become a pediatric nurse practi-
tioner. Anne, Dan, and Joseph now 
have insurance through Dan’s em-
ployer. 

Reducing access to this critical pro-
gram is wrong. Trying to convince the 
American people they would be better 
off with the results of these kinds of 
drastic negative changes to Medicare 
and Medicaid is yet another alternative 
fact. 

I am encouraged that four of my Re-
publican colleagues spoke out force-
fully against any bill that would elimi-
nate the ACA’s Medicaid expansion. We 
need more Republicans of conscience to 
make their voices heard on this impor-
tant issue. 

TrumpCare would also be devastating 
for seniors in Hawaii and across the 
country. Under TrumpCare, insurance 
companies would be able to charge 
older Americans up to five times more 
for an equivalent health plan than they 
would be able to charge a younger per-
son. For a President and a party that 
professes to hate taxes so much, they 
don’t seem to have a problem with 
what amounts to an age tax. 

TrumpCare’s changes to Medicaid 
would also have devastating con-
sequences for States like Hawaii, where 
our rapidly aging population depends 
on Medicaid to pay for nursing home 
and other care. The President made the 
American people a promise—that his 
healthcare plan would not touch Medi-
care. But the cumulative effect of 
TrumpCare’s assault on our seniors— 
our kupuna—would force the Medicare 

trust fund to go broke 4 years sooner 
than expected. For reference, the ACA 
extended the life of the Medicare trust 
fund by 10 years. 

This would have a devastating im-
pact for seniors like Anne and Lanny 
Bruder from Kauai. Lanny is 80 years 
old and working three jobs to make 
ends meet. He has had two knee re-
placements and a heart attack. Anne 
has glaucoma and pays a lot of money 
out of pocket for her prescription eye 
drops. They can’t afford to pay more 
for their health insurance, which is ex-
actly what is going to happen under 
TrumpCare. 

TrumpCare would also have a pro-
foundly negative impact on women 
across the country. The President’s 
plan would completely zero out funding 
for Planned Parenthood. This 
lifegiving, lifesaving organization 
would no longer be eligible for Med-
icaid reimbursements or Federal fam-
ily planning, which would leave a $500 
million hole in their budget. 

Republicans continue to claim false-
ly that community health centers 
would fill the gap in service left by the 
demise of support for Planned Parent-
hood—not true. Most of these commu-
nity centers, whose resources are al-
ready stretched thin, do not provide 
women’s healthcare or family planning 
services. In other words, they would 
not be able to replicate the services 
that Planned Parenthood provides all 
across the country to millions of 
women and families. 

Planned Parenthood operates two 
clinics in Hawaii, one on Oahu and one 
on Maui. They are the forefront of in-
novation in increasing access to family 
planning services across the State. 
They launched an innovative new mo-
bile application that would allow doc-
tors to provide digital consultations to 
women on neighbor islands for the pur-
pose of prescribing birth control. Re-
cently, Planned Parenthood made their 
first delivery to the island of Molokai, 
a largely rural island with little per-
manent medical infrastructure. This is 
the kind of innovation we should be en-
couraging, and it is precisely the type 
of program that could get cut if 
Planned Parenthood loses its Federal 
funding. 

I often say that there are people in 
this country getting screwed every sec-
ond, minute, and hour of the day. In-
stead of reducing that number, which 
should be our goal, TrumpCare would 
increase the number of people who get 
hurt in our country. The wealthiest of 
the wealthy in our country would ben-
efit because—not only would all these 
things happen under TrumpCare that 
would be devastating to families, to 
women, to our seniors—TrumpCare 
would also give a big tax break, a big 
tax cut to the wealthiest people in our 
country. They don’t need that kind of 
tax cut. Do people making over $2 mil-
lion a year really deserve another 
$150,000 a year in tax cuts? I don’t 
think so. 

TrumpCare would be a disaster for 
the middle class, I am going to do ev-

erything in my power to stop it from 
being the law of the land. We have 
come too far in the past 8 years to go 
backward. The first way we can fight 
back against this plan is by rejecting 
the nomination of Seema Verma, who 
would be in charge of implementing 
TrumpCare as the head of CMS. 

Ms. Verma is unqualified for the job 
she has been nominated to do. She has 
absolutely no experience running a 
major Federal department and has vir-
tually no budgeting experience. This is 
deeply disconcerting because as the Ad-
ministrator of CMS, she would oversee 
a $1 trillion budget, which is twice as 
large as that of the Pentagon. 

Ms. Verma would also continue the 
President’s assault on women’s 
healthcare. During her confirmation 
hearing, Ms. Verma said she opposed 
the ACA’s requirement that all health 
plans cover pregnancy care. It is be-
cause of this attitude that millions of 
women across the country are partici-
pating in a Day Without Women today. 
In solidarity with them, I will fight 
tooth and nail against TrumpCare and 
encourage my colleagues to oppose 
Seema Verma’s nomination to serve as 
the Administrator of the very agency 
that is supposed to be protecting 
healthcare for all Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, I 

oppose H.J. Res. 58, another Congres-
sional Review Act resolution that 
would roll back an agency’s efforts to 
implement a law and prevent it from 
doing its job in the future. 

In this case, we are considering 
eliminating Department of Education 
regulations on teacher preparation pro-
grams. In the 2008 reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act, Congress re-
quired States to assess and identify 
low-performing teacher preparation 
programs to ensure that every teacher 
graduates ready for the classroom. Fol-
lowing a process that began in 2011, the 
Department of Education released a 
draft rule in 2014. That draft wasn’t 
perfect and needed more flexibility for 
States and institutions of higher edu-
cation. After an extended comment pe-
riod, the Department revised the rule 2 
years later. Though it may not satisfy 
everyone, the final rule provides clar-
ity in line with Congress’s direction. 

Congress has the opportunity, with 
the reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, to improve upon these pro-
visions. We can build on the State-driv-
en assessment that this rule provides 
and further refine the system to make 
sure that data is being used to better 
prepare a more diverse class of teach-
ers for our schools. 

If the Trump administration does not 
want to wait for further legislation, it 
can engage in a new rulemaking, but as 
with all Congressional Review Act res-
olutions, this resolution is a meat ax 
rather than a scalpel. It repeals the 
rule and prevents the Department from 
carrying out its responsibility to en-
sure high-quality teacher preparation 
programs. This is simply the wrong ap-
proach, and I urge a no vote. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-

TON). The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor to once again urge my fel-
low Senators to vote against the pend-
ing resolution and support strong and 
accountable teacher preparation pro-
grams in America today. 

There are so many great teacher prep 
programs across the country that are 
supplying our teaching students with 
the tools they need to succeed in the 
classroom, but there are also teacher 
prep programs that are struggling and 
need support to make sure they are 
producing great teachers for our 
schools. 

This rule ensures that students can 
make informed decisions about teacher 
preparation programs and that they 
have access to this information before 
they take out massive amounts of stu-
dent debt. It gives States information 
about the schools that are struggling 
so States can provide those schools the 
tools and resources they need to im-
prove their teaching preparation pro-
grams. 

Finally, eliminating this rule will 
give Secretary DeVos more power over 
our higher education programs—a risk 
we should not be willing to take with-
out learning more about Secretary 
DeVos’s vision for our higher education 
system. 

Every student deserves to have an 
amazing teacher in the classroom. This 
rule helps ensure that is possible. So I 
urge Senators to think of the future 
teachers and students who will be im-
pacted if this resolution passes. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 2:30 p.m. 
today, all remaining time on H.J. Res. 
58 be yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SASSE. Mr. President, I rise to 

restate my support for H.J. Res. 58, a 
resolution to overturn the Obama ad-
ministration Department of Edu-
cation’s rule regulating future teacher 
preparation programs from Wash-
ington, DC. 

This teacher preparation mandate ac-
tually assumes that Washington bu-
reaucrats are competent to micro-
manage teacher training programs 
across America. There are 27,000 such 
programs, by the way, and this micro-
management is absurd. We all agree 
that education matters, that teachers 
matter, that teacher training programs 
matter, and that kids are the future of 
our country, but I ask my colleagues to 

acknowledge the expertise and to re-
spect the reforms already begun at the 
district and State levels and to reverse 
this misguided Federal regulation of 
teacher preparation programs. 

I would like to close by reading sev-
eral quotations from those who would 
have been affected by this regulation 
had it gone into effect. 

This first quotation comes from the 
American Federation of Teachers. 
Their public statement on the final 
rule, on October 12, 2016, reads as fol-
lows: 

It is, quite simply, ludicrous to propose 
evaluating teacher preparation programs 
based on the performance of the students 
taught by those program’s graduates. Frank-
ly, the only conceivable reason the depart-
ment would release regulations so out of 
sync with the Every Student Succeeds Act 
and President Obama’s own call to reduce 
high-stakes testing is they are simply check-
ing off their bucket list of outstanding issues 
before the end of their term. 

The final regulations could harm students 
who benefit the most from consistent, high- 
quality standards for teacher preparation 
programs. The regulations will create enor-
mous difficulty for teacher prep programs 
and place an unnecessary burden on institu-
tions and states, which are also in the proc-
ess of implementing ESSA. 

My second quotation comes from the 
comments of the provost and the chair 
of the Department of Education at 
Creighton University in Omaha, NE, 
dated February 2, 2015, of the comment 
period: 

As stated earlier, the regulations represent 
a significant financial burden to institu-
tions, local school systems, and states. In 
the state of Nebraska, there are over 500 in-
dividual teacher preparation ‘‘programs’’ 
subject to the complexities of these regula-
tions. 

Again, these regulations are 700 
pages. 

Even as a system is developed, issues re-
garding privacy, low numbers, and student 
demographics would impact results unfairly 
and result in decisions unlikely to improve 
teacher preparation programs and student 
learning at PK–12 schools [in Nebraska]. 

My third and final quotation comes 
from the Association of Independent 
Colleges and Universities of Nebraska, 
and they wrote the Department of Edu-
cation about this rule as follows: 

[T]he budgetary impact of this regulation 
is significantly understated, if not laughable. 
No financial support for states, school sys-
tems, or institutions of higher education to 
implement the requirements is proposed. 
The regulations create new requirements for 
colleges, schools, and states to track and re-
port on candidates and teachers for many 
years. Those systems are not in place. The 
cost estimates make inaccurate assumptions 
that colleges and states already have the 
systems in place for collecting, analyzing, 
reporting, and utilizing data (federally-man-
dated data which may or may not be valid or 
reliable for the purposes for which it is in-
tended to be used). It also provides a 
timeline that is unworkable for most states 
and institutions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following statements and 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From www.aft.org, Oct. 12, 2016] 
AFT’S WEINGARTEN ON TEACHER 

PREPARATION PROGRAMS REGULATIONS 
WASHINGTON—Statement from American 

Federation of Teachers President Randi 
Weingarten on the Department of Edu-
cation’s final regulations for teacher prepa-
ration programs. 

‘‘It is, quite simply, ludicrous to propose 
evaluating teacher preparation programs 
based on the performance of the students 
taught by a program’s graduates. Frankly, 
the only conceivable reason the department 
would release regulations so out of sync with 
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and 
President Obama’s own call to reduce high- 
stakes testing is that they are simply check-
ing off their bucket list of outstanding issues 
before the end of their term. 

‘‘The final regulations could harm students 
who would benefit the most from consistent, 
high-quality standards for teacher prepara-
tion programs. The regulations will create 
enormous difficulty for teacher prep pro-
grams and place an unnecessary burden on 
institutions and states, which are also in the 
process of implementing ESSA. 

‘‘Instead of designing a system to support 
and improve teacher prep programs, the reg-
ulations build on the now-rejected high- 
stakes testing system established under 
NCLB and greatly expanded under this ad-
ministration’s Race to the Top and waiver 
programs. It’s stunning that the department 
would evaluate teaching colleges based on 
the academic performance of the students of 
their graduates when ESSA—enacted by 
large bipartisan majorities in both the House 
and Senate last December—prohibited the 
department from requiring school districts 
to do that kind of teacher evaluation. 

‘‘Teacher prep programs need to help en-
sure that teachers are ready to engage their 
students in powerful learning and creating 
an environment that is conducive to learn-
ing. These regulations will not help achieve 
that goal. These regulations do not address 
ways to help the current status of the teach-
ing profession: the shortages, the lack of di-
versity or the high turnover. 

‘‘While the department has made minor 
tweaks, the flawed framework remains the 
same. The regulations will punish teacher 
prep programs whose graduates go on to 
teach in our highest-needs schools, most 
often those with high concentrations of stu-
dents who live in poverty and English lan-
guage learners—the exact opposite strategy 
of what we need. As we brought up in Janu-
ary 2015—in our comments to the depart-
ment’s proposal—if programs are rated as 
the department proposes, teacher prep 
schools will have incentive to steer grad-
uates away from assignments in our tough-
est schools, and that will only make matters 
worse. 

‘‘If we want to get it right, we should look 
to countries like Finland, where prospective 
teachers receive extensive training in their 
subject matter and teaching strategies com-
bined with clinical training. Finland has no 
alternative prep programs. Programs are 
highly selective and free of cost; their grad-
uates go on to work in supportive, profes-
sional environments with strong unions, fair 
pay and benefits, and without high-stakes 
testing.’’ 

OFFICE OF THE PROVOST, 
CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY 

Omaha, NE, February 2, 2015. 
Re Docket ID ED–2014–OPE–0057. 

Hon. ARNE DUNCAN, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Education, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY DUNCAN: We would like to 
introduce ourselves. Our names are Edward 
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O’Connor, Provost, and Debra L. Ponec, Pro-
fessor and Chair in the Education Depart-
ment at Creighton University, which is lo-
cated in Omaha, Nebraska. We are respond-
ing to the U.S. Department of Education’s 
proposed regulations for teacher preparation 
programs released in the Notice of Proposed 
Rule Making (NPRM) on December 3, 2014. 

Like other teacher preparation programs 
in institutions of higher education through-
out the nation, the Education Department at 
Creighton University embraces account-
ability for our work. The faculty are eager to 
learn more about the effectiveness of our 
graduates and seek continual program im-
provement to ensure their profession-readi-
ness in the classroom. Our preparation pro-
grams currently employ accountability 
mechanisms such as these: 

National and state accreditation 
Praxis II testing 
Survey data from graduates and employers 
Feedback from PK–12 school partners and 

Advisory Boards 
Continuous Review of Programs 
The institution’s teacher preparation pro-

grams also undergo continual reform influ-
enced by the effective practice, feedback 
from our K–12 partners, local and national 
workforce demands, new requirements from 
our legislature and state, new professional 
standards for preparation, and funding to 
support new initiatives. The Education De-
partment at Creighton University has devel-
oped partnerships with public and private 
schools where instruction and clinical prac-
tice are on-site; integrated ‘‘best practices’’ 
into evidence-based teacher preparation; 
placed students in high need, diverse settings 
for clinical practice throughout the program; 
and provided data on the impact of our pro-
grams on our website. Our programs have a 
documented high placement and retention 
rate for our graduates. Our teacher prepara-
tion program actively supports account-
ability mechanisms that are fair, trans-
parent, valid, reliable, feasible, and useful 
for program improvement. The proposed reg-
ulations initiated by the U. S. Department of 
Education do not meet these criteria. 

Overall, if these proposed regulations were 
adopted, they would draw energy, funding, 
and attention away from innovative reforms, 
proven accountability initiatives, and over-
all program improvement currently under 
way in teacher preparation programs across 
the country. Some of the specific areas of 
concern are as follows: 

The specific requirements outlined in the 
proposal usurp the rights of the state and 
higher education institutions to determine 
what indicators identify proficiency of 
teacher education graduates and their prepa-
ration programs. This unfunded mandate 
represents a significant financial burden to 
institutions, local school systems, and 
states. The costs of implementing these reg-
ulations have been woefully underestimated 
with the understanding that no federal fund-
ing would be available to move the proposed 
regulations forward. The proposed regula-
tions require data systems to track and re-
port on teacher education candidate effec-
tiveness for multiple years. Many states do 
not possess the technology capacity to de-
velop highly sophisticated data collection 
systems which will collect, analyze, report, 
and utilize this data in a meaningful man-
ner. 

The proposed regulations have generally 
not been tested for validity and reliability, 
and attaching high-stakes consequences at 
this point is of significant concern. For ex-
ample, using PK–12 student academic 
achievement and growth to evaluate teacher 
performance is questioned by leading re-
search organizations and education scholars 
as having questionable validity and reli-

ability for making teacher effectiveness de-
cisions. Utilizing this approach of evaluating 
teacher performance to his/her teacher prep-
aration institution is an even weaker link 
given the largely unknown impacts such as 
implications of time and place of employ-
ment and teacher preparation influence. The 
lack of a scientifically acceptable basis for 
using student achievement as a rating for 
program performance, even if the cost and 
burden were low, makes this indicator unrea-
sonable. In addition, evidence that ACT/SAT/ 
GPA scores are a reliable indicator of teach-
er effectiveness is equally questionable. Cap-
stone assessments, which are being imple-
mented in very limited ways are still incon-
clusive in their outcomes as measuring 
teacher quality. 

As stated earlier, the regulations represent 
a significant financial burden to institu-
tions, local school systems, and states. In 
the state of Nebraska, there are over 500 in-
dividual teacher preparation ‘programs’ sub-
ject to the complexities of these regulations. 
Even as a system is developed issues regard-
ing privacy, low numbers, and student demo-
graphics would impact results unfairly and 
result in decisions unlikely to improve 
teacher preparation programs and student 
learning at PK–12 schools. 

The regulations focus on placement, reten-
tion, and performance with PK–12 students 
has significant potential to become a dis-
incentive to encourage candidates to seek 
placements in areas of high-need. This ideal 
conflicts with our mission statement and 
preparation which seeks to lead students to 
work with the underrepresented, 
disenfranchised, and poor. Our teacher prepa-
ration candidates are well-prepared, how-
ever, the potential of a teacher preparation 
program being rated on test scores of high- 
needs students will cause any institution 
pause. With lack of control of the experience 
of the teachers once employed and no assur-
ance of resources to provide the supports for 
candidates in high-need schools, it is unrea-
sonable to compare these candidates with 
candidates in non high-need situations. 

The proposed timeline is unreasonable and 
unrealistic. Those states piloting connecting 
teacher effectiveness to student achievement 
are still under development and are experi-
encing many ethical and legal challenges as 
they seek to implement the requirements. 
Attaching outcomes to national accredita-
tion is also problematic in that the new 
CAEP accreditation standards are not fully 
implemented and accreditation processes 
using the new standards will not officially be 
required until the Fall of 2016. The timeline 
presented in the proposed regulations would 
include piloting additional reporting require-
ments for the 2016–17 academic year which is 
unrealistic to meet significantly increased 
reporting elements, creation of new data sys-
tems, delivery of in-service and technical as-
sistance systems for institutions and 
schools, and lack of new resources with 
which to accomplish the unfunded mandates. 

The proposed regulations do not consider 
or support the philosophy that quality edu-
cation requires a systemic approach. Factors 
such as student demographics, preschool 
learning opportunities, poverty and other so-
cial factors are not controlled by PK–12 
schools or teacher preparation experiences. 
Other quality indicators such as equitable 
funding, strong curriculum standards, focus 
on providing opportunity—access—success 
for all students, and quality assessment 
which all contribute to PK–12 student learn-
ing are not controlled by teacher preparation 
programs. Therefore equating PK–12 student 
performance to the quality of a teacher prep-
aration program is unfair and unreasonable. 
However, dedication to strong commitments 
and collaborative partnerships by educator 

preparation programs and school systems 
impact the development of exemplary edu-
cators for the future. 

Thank you for allowing us to address our 
concerns. If you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact us. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD R. O’CONNOR, 

PhD, FACHE, 
Provost. 

DEBRA L. PONEC, 
EdD, NCC, Professor and Chair, 

Education Department. 

ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COL-
LEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF NE-
BRASKA, LINCOLN, NE, JANUARY 
29, 2015. 

Re Comments Regarding Proposed Regula-
tions, 34 CFR Parts 612 and 686; Teacher 
Preparation Issues. 

SOPHIA MCARDLE, 
U.S. Department of Education, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. MCARDLE: I am writing as the 
representative of the private, non-profit, re-
gionally accredited colleges and universities 
in Nebraska with teacher education pro-
grams. While we laud the US Department of 
Education in its efforts to improve the qual-
ity of K–12 and higher education in the 
United States, we believe there are portions 
of the proposed regulation that are troubling 
to our institutions. 

First, Nebraska is a state that prides itself 
on local control in education matters. De-
spite the rhetoric about allowing states to 
use their own measures of student growth, 
this proposed regulation mandates states 
that do not already use value-added meas-
ures of student learning in their teacher as-
sessments to do so. It provides for federally- 
mandated state indicators of quality for 
teacher preparation program assessments. 
This is a significant expansion of the federal 
role in its oversight of the states’ responsi-
bility for the education of its young people, 
and is inappropriate. 

Second, the budgetary impact of this regu-
lation is significantly understated, if not 
laughable. No financial support for states, 
school systems, or institutions of higher edu-
cation to implement the requirements is pro-
posed. The regulations create requirements 
for colleges, schools, and states to track and 
report on candidates and teachers for many 
years. Those systems are not in place. The 
cost estimates make inaccurate assumptions 
that colleges and states already have the 
systems in place for collecting, analyzing, 
reporting, and utilizing data (federally-man-
dated data which may or may not be valid or 
reliable for the purposes for which it is in-
tended to be used). It also provides a 
timeline that is unworkable for most states 
and institutions. 

The January 2, 2015 letter from the Amer-
ican Council of Education and twenty-three 
other association signatories to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs points 
out the significant understatement of OMB’s 
estimate of the costs of implementing the 
proposed regulation by states and IHE’s. 
Most of the teacher preparation programs 
that I represent are very small, and the im-
pact on them will be disproportionately 
large from a cost standpoint. The Depart-
ment cannot talk about tuition containment 
from one side of its mouth and take actions 
that will exacerbate tuition hikes out of the 
other side. 

Third, while teacher preparation is one fac-
tor in secondary student performance, it is 
not the only factor. Demographics, family 
income, school facilities, parental support, 
and other non-preparation issues have im-
pacts on student performance. This proposed 
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regulation may have unintended con-
sequences that the USDOE should consider. 
Why would an IHE place a first-year student 
in a ‘‘troubled’’ school district or building, 
where he or she might be less likely to con-
tinue in a teaching career, when a ‘‘safer’’ 
placement would make that continuance 
more likely? Ergo, a higher rating for the 
IHE, the students in the program would not 
be at risk to lose Title IV funds or Teach 
Grants, and other positives for the college. 
On the other hand, a school district or build-
ing might lose the services of an outstanding 
first-year teacher which it really needs. 

Finally, attributing financial aid-eligi-
bility on institutional ratings based on re-
search that may or may not be valid is irre-
sponsible and bad public policy. It will 
hinder enrollment to students who could be-
come outstanding teachers, but may have to 
overcome hurdles in order to do so. This reg-
ulation will give IHE’s less incentive to en-
roll those types of students. 

For these reasons, we believe the proposed 
regulations should be reconsidered and a new 
negotiated rulemaking convened, with pro-
posed regulations that take into account the 
myriad of comments received by the USDOE 
from states, institutions of higher education, 
and associations relating to these proposed 
regulations. Thank you for your consider-
ation. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS O’NEILL, JR., 

President. 
Comments submitted by Nebraskans: 

—Malinda Eccarius, University of Ne-
braska, Lincoln on Apr. 27, 2016: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-4855 

—Debra Ponec, Creighton University on 
Feb. 4, 2015: https://www.regulations.gov/doc-
ument?D=ED-2014-OPE-0057-4364 

—Lixin Ren, Doctoral Student, University 
of Nebraska–Lincoln on Feb. 4, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-4246 

—Don Jackson, President of Hasting Col-
lege on Feb. 4, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-4231 

—Thomas O’Neill, President of Association 
of Independent Colleges and Universities of 
Nebraska on Feb. 4, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-4541 

—Sharon Katt, Matthew L. Blomstedt, and 
Scott Swisher of Nebraska Department of 
Education on Feb. 4, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-3887 

—Marjorie Kostelnik, University of Ne-
braska, Lincoln on Feb. 4, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-3511 

—Ronald Bork, Associate Dean, Head of 
Teacher Education at Concordia University, 
Nebraska on Jan. 26, 2015: https:// 
www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2014- 
OPE-0057-1997 

Mr. SASSE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, all time on the 
joint resolution has expired. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a 
third reading and was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall the joint 
resolution pass? 

Mr. SASSE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TOOMEY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.] 

YEAS—59 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Nelson 
Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott 
Shelby 
Strange 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—40 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Peters 

Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Isakson 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) 
was passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to H.J. Res. 57. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to H.J. Res. 57, a joint 
resolution providing for congressional dis-
approval under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by the De-
partment of Education relating to account-
ability and State plans under the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 57) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Department of Education 
relating to accountability and State plans 
under the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
wish to address the resolution the Sen-
ate is now considering. 

In 2015, 85 U.S. Senators voted for the 
law fixing No Child Left Behind, which 
reversed the trend to a national school 
board and restored decisions to class-
room teachers, local school boards, and 
States. The Wall Street Journal said it 
was the ‘‘largest devolution of federal 
control to the states in a quarter of a 
century.’’ 

The Department of Education regula-
tion this resolution seeks to overturn 
does exactly the reverse. It begins to 
restore the national school board, and 
it takes away responsibilities from 
classroom teachers, local school 
boards, and States. It does this in di-
rect violation of the law that 85 Sen-
ators voted for just 15 months ago. So 
the question before us, today, is not 
only whether we believe in a national 
school board or local school boards. 
More important, perhaps, the question 
is: who writes the law? Does the U.S. 
Congress write the law, or does the 
U.S. Department of Education write 
the law? Article I of the U.S. Constitu-
tion says that the Congress, elected by 
the people, writes the law. 

The purpose of this resolution is to 
overturn a regulation of the Depart-
ment of Education that in 7 cases di-
rectly violates the Every Student Suc-
ceeds Act, passed just 15 months ago, 
and in 16 other cases exceeds the au-
thority allowed by that law. 

This regulation would say to States: 
Ignore the law 85 Senators passed 15 
months ago. Ignore the law that Presi-
dent Obama called a Christmas mir-
acle. Ignore the law that Governors, 
teachers, school boards, and super-
intendents all supported, and even ig-
nore why they supported it. Instead, 
listen to the unelected bureaucrats at 
the U.S. Department of Education. 

This regulation issued by the Depart-
ment of Education specifically does 
things or requires States to do things 
that Congress said, in our law fixing No 
Child Left Behind, that the Depart-
ment of Education cannot do. There-
fore, it violates the law. 

In this law, Congress said to the De-
partment: You cannot tell States ex-
actly what to do about fixing low-per-
forming schools; that is a State deci-
sion. But this regulation does that any-
way. 
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Congress said to the Department: 

You cannot tell States exactly how to 
rate the public schools in your State. 
But this regulation does that anyway. 

This is not a minor matter. 
The remarkable consensus that de-

veloped in the 2015 bill in support of 
fixing No Child Left Behind was to re-
verse the trend toward a national 
school board and restore to States, 
classroom teachers, and school boards 
decisions about what to do about their 
children in 100,000 public schools. 
Teachers, Governors, and school board 
members were fed up with Washington 
telling them so much about what to do 
about the children in their schools. So 
this regulation, which contravenes the 
law specifically, goes to the heart of 
the bill fixing No Child Left Behind. 

It is very unusual in Federal law to 
specifically prohibit a department from 
regulating on an issue, but that is ex-
actly what Congress did in 2015. Here 
are seven specific examples of how the 
regulation which we seek to overturn 
violates prohibitions that Congress ex-
plicitly wrote into the law: 

No. 1, the regulation prescribes the 
long-term goals and measurements of 
progress that States establish for stu-
dent subgroups. 

The law says, for example, that the 
Secretary may not tell a State that 
goals set for students of one race must 
improve their progress 20 percent bet-
ter than the progress of a group of stu-
dents of another race. Yet the regula-
tion says that States must establish 
goals and measurements for lower per-
forming subgroups who ‘‘require great-
er rates of improvement,’’ which would 
necessarily mean that students of one 
race would have to do better than stu-
dents of another race. 

No. 2, the regulation requires feder-
ally prescribed actions to be taken in 
schools that do not annually test at 
least 95 percent of students. 

The law says that States must annu-
ally test not less than 95 percent of all 
students and each subgroup of stu-
dents, but States determine how to 
hold schools accountable for ensuring 
that 95 percent of students participate 
on annual tests. The law says that the 
Secretary of Education may not pre-
scribe ‘‘the way in which the State fac-
tors’’ the 95 percent testing require-
ment into their accountability system. 
Yet the regulation we seek to overturn 
prescribes four different specific ways 
that States must take action in 
schools that miss the 95 percent re-
quirement. 

No. 3, the regulation prescribes that 
schools with consistently underper-
forming subgroups of students be iden-
tified with a lower summative deter-
mination. 

The law says that States are required 
to identify schools for targeted support 
when a subgroup of students is ‘‘con-
sistently underperforming’’ in a man-
ner ‘‘as determined by the state.’’ So 
under the law, the Secretary can’t tell 
States how to identify the lowest per-
forming schools or what a school’s rat-

ing should be. Yet the regulation we 
are seeking to overturn says that 
States are required to ‘‘demonstrate 
that a school with a consistently 
underperforming subgroup . . . receive 
a lower summative determination. . . . 
than it would have otherwise re-
ceived.’’ The Department of Education 
is meddling into the methodology of 
school ratings again, despite the fact 
that Congress said it could not. 

No. 4, the regulation prescribes the 
timeline for identifying schools with 
consistently underperforming sub-
groups. 

The law says that States are required 
to identify schools for targeted support 
when a subgroup of students is ‘‘con-
sistently underperforming’’ in a man-
ner ‘‘as determined by the state.’’ 

We had lengthy discussions about 
this. These issues in education are 
filled with conflict and filled with dif-
ferent opinions. I said many times dur-
ing the debate that working on an edu-
cation bill in the Senate is kind of like 
being in a football stadium on game 
day at Penn State or the University of 
Tennessee: Everybody in the stands has 
played football, and they know what 
play to call, and they usually do. So 
everybody had a point. We had to work 
these things out and we wrote down 
carefully the agreement we had. We 
wrote down that the Secretary of Edu-
cation may not impose new require-
ments or criteria on State account-
ability systems, such as a timeline for 
the identification of lowest performing 
schools. Yet the regulation prescribes 
an exact timeline of 2 years. 

No. 5, the regulation requires States 
to resubmit their plans to the Sec-
retary every 4 years. 

The law says that each State plan 
‘‘shall . . . be periodically reviewed and 
revised as necessary by the State edu-
cational agency.’’ Yet the regulation 
says States must review and revise 
their State plans ‘‘at least once every 
four years’’ and ‘‘submit its revisions 
to the Secretary for review and ap-
proval.’’ 

No. 6, the regulation dictates exactly 
how school districts with significant 
numbers of low-performing schools 
must measure resources for students. 

The law says States must ‘‘periodi-
cally review resource allocation to sup-
port school improvement’’ in districts 
that are serving a significant number 
of low-performing schools. The law 
says the Secretary cannot tell States 
what to review. Yet the regulation says 
that in addressing resource inequities, 
States must review differences in the 
following: rates of ineffective, out-of- 
field, or inexperienced teachers; access 
to advanced coursework; access to full- 
day kindergarten and preschool pro-
grams; access to specialized instruc-
tional support personnel; and per-pupil 
expenditures of Federal, State, and 
local funds. 

But the law said the Secretary could 
not tell States what to review. 

No. 7, the regulation tells States how 
to count students in subgroups. 

The law says each State decides the 
minimum number of students who 
should be included in the State’s count 
of subgroups. So, a State might decide 
that for students to be included in the 
State’s subgroup data, there needs to 
be at least 35 students, for example, of 
a subgroup in a school. The law says 
the Secretary may not impose new re-
quirements or criteria on State ac-
countability systems. Yet the regula-
tion we are seeking to overturn says 
States must pick a number below 30 or 
States will have to explain themselves 
to the Secretary. That is in violation 
of a specific prohibition passed by this 
body with 85 votes and signed by the 
President of the United States. 

Those are seven ways the regulation 
specifically violates prohibitions in the 
law that were intended to keep the 
Secretary from doing what the Sec-
retary then turned around and did. 

Here are 16 more ways the regulation 
exceeds the authority of the U.S. De-
partment of Education. To some, this 
may seem minor. To some, it may seem 
dull. It is not dull to me. I don’t think 
it is dull to most Senators. Article I of 
the Constitution isn’t dull. We are 
elected to write the laws, and anytime 
we turn over to somebody else—wheth-
er it is the court, whether it is the ex-
ecutive branch—that constitutional 
prerogative, we violate our oath, in my 
opinion. 

No. 1, the regulation limits how 
States measure school quality or stu-
dent success. The law says States must 
include at least one measure of school 
quality or student success that has to 
be ‘‘valid, reliable, comparable, and 
statewide.’’ 

The Secretary cannot tell States 
what measures to use in their State ac-
countability system. Yet the regula-
tion tells States they can only choose 
indicators that meet the criteria the 
Department came up with. 

No. 2, the regulation limits how 
States measure school quality or stu-
dent success for indicators used specifi-
cally in high school. 

The law says States must include at 
least one measure of school quality or 
student success, specific to high 
schools, and it has to be ‘‘valid, reli-
able, comparable, and statewide.’’ The 
Secretary cannot tell States what 
measures to use in their State account-
ability system. Yet the regulation tells 
States they can only choose indicators 
that meet criteria the Department 
came up with. 

No. 3, the regulation tells schools 
marked as low-performing that they 
will always be low-performing unless 
they improve on indicators the U.S. 
Department of Education has identi-
fied. 

The law says something different. 
The law says that tests and graduation 
rates have to count more in the State 
accountability systems than indicators 
of school quality or student success. 
The Secretary of Education may not 
prescribe ‘‘the weight of any measure 
or indicator used to identify or mean-
ingfully differentiate schools.’’ 
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The regulation says that a low-per-

forming school must continue to be 
identified as low-performing unless it 
improves on tests and graduation 
rates, even if the school is making sig-
nificant progress on other measures of 
school quality or student success, such 
as, for example, absenteeism or family 
engagement, something chosen by the 
State. 

No. 4, the regulation requires school 
districts where schools aren’t testing 
95 percent of students to develop and 
implement a Federal improvement 
plan. 

The law says States must annually 
test not less than 95 percent of all stu-
dents and each subgroup of students. 
The law leaves it to States to deter-
mine what to do in school districts 
with schools that are failing to meet 
the participation requirement. Yet the 
regulation tells States how to address 
school districts where schools aren’t 
testing 95 percent of students. It in-
vents out of whole cloth the idea of a 
Federal improvement plan, and then it 
mandates it. 

No. 5, similarly, the regulation re-
quires schools that aren’t testing 95 
percent of students to develop and im-
plement a Federal improvement plan. 

The law says that States must annu-
ally test not less than 95 percent of all 
students and each subgroup of stu-
dents. The law leaves it to States to 
determine what to do in schools that 
are failing to meet the participation 
requirement. Yet the regulation tells 
States how to address schools that 
aren’t testing 95 percent of students. 

Again, it invents out of whole cloth 
the idea of a Federal improvement plan 
with four federally prescribed ele-
ments, and then it mandates it. 

No. 6, the regulation tells States how 
to measure high school graduation 
rates. 

The law says each State will estab-
lish long-term goals for ‘‘all students 
and each subgroup of students in the 
State,’’ including the goal of high 
school graduation rates using either 
the ‘‘four-year adjusted cohort gradua-
tion rate’’ or ‘‘at the State’s discre-
tion, the extended-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate.’’ Yet the regulation 
says States can only use the four-year 
adjusted cohort graduation rate to 
identify low-performing schools in 
their accountability systems. 

You can see that throughout these 
examples there appears to be a delib-
erate attempt by the Department of 
Education not to interpret the law but 
to ignore the law or, specifically, to 
contravene the law, to thumb the nose 
of regulation writers at the Congress 
and the President who passed and 
signed the law. 

No. 7, the regulation requires each 
State to come up with a definition for 
an ‘‘ineffective teacher.’’ The law says 
each State will describe how low-in-
come and minority children enrolled in 
schools are not served at dispropor-
tionate rates by ineffective teachers. 
Yet the regulations says States have to 

define ‘‘ineffective teachers.’’ It is 
going to make it nearly impossible for 
States not to implement an entire 
teacher evaluation system. 

No. 8, in the same way, the regula-
tion requires each State to come up 
with a definition of an ‘‘out-of-field 
teacher.’’ 

That is what the regulation does, but 
the law just says States will describe 
how low-income and minority children 
enrolled in schools are not served at 
disproportionate rates by ‘‘out-of-field 
teachers.’’ The regulation says you 
have to define that. 

No. 9, the regulation requires each 
State to come up with a definition for 
an ‘‘inexperienced teacher.’’ 

The law simply says a State will de-
scribe how low-income and minority 
children are not served at dispropor-
tionate rates by ‘‘inexperienced teach-
ers.’’ Yet the regulation goes on to re-
quire a definition. 

No. 10, the regulation tells States to 
report on the number and percentage of 
all students and subgroups of students 
who are not included in the State’s ac-
countability system. 

The law says each State will report a 
clear and concise description of the 
State’s accountability system, includ-
ing the minimum number of students 
that the State determines are nec-
essary to be included in each of the 
subgroups of students. Yet the regula-
tion requires States to provide new in-
formation outside of the scope of what 
is required by the law. 

No. 11, the regulation tells States 
how to rate schools and that the State 
accountability system has to produce a 
single rating for each school. 

That was not envisioned by the law. 
The law says that States must create a 
system of evaluating all public schools 
in the State. It says, further, that the 
Secretary of Education may not pre-
scribe the specific methodology used 
by States to evaluate schools. Yet the 
regulation tells States that the results 
must lead to a ‘‘single summative de-
termination’’ for each school. 

A State might choose to do that or a 
State might choose not to do that. 
That was the decision of the Congress, 
but the Department decided dif-
ferently. 

No. 12, the regulation adds a require-
ment that the State’s accountability 
system has to include at least three 
levels of performance. 

The law says that States have the 
flexibility to establish a system of 
meaningful differentiation of schools 
without any parameters or federally 
prescribed methodology. That couldn’t 
be clearer—without any parameters or 
federally described methodology. Yet 
the regulation prescribes a require-
ment that States use at least three dis-
tinct levels of performance for schools. 

No. 13, the regulation prescribes 
when schools may exit from identifica-
tion as the lowest-performing. 

The law says States must establish 
statewide criteria for schools to exit 
from being identified as in need of im-

provement. The law says that the Sec-
retary of Education may not prescribe 
what the exit criteria are. That is a de-
cision left up to States, but the regula-
tion narrows the States’ ability to de-
velop their own criteria for schools to 
no longer be identified as the lowest 
performing. 

No. 14, the regulation prescribes how 
States intervene in school districts 
with schools that are labeled as the 
lowest-performing. The law says that if 
a low-performing school does not meet 
a State’s criteria for no longer being 
identified as lowest-performing, then 
the State must take a ‘‘more rigorous 
State-determined action.’’ The Sec-
retary of Education cannot prescribe, 
under the law, any specific strategies 
to improve schools. Yet the regulation 
requires the State to tell school dis-
tricts to take interventions the De-
partment has prescribed. 

No. 15, the regulation prescribes how 
school districts intervene in schools 
that are labeled as low-performing. 

The law says if a low-performing 
school does not meet statewide criteria 
for no longer being identified as low-
est-performing, the State must take a 
‘‘more rigorous State-determined ac-
tion.’’ The Secretary cannot prescribe 
any specific strategies to improve 
schools. Yet the regulation requires a 
school to take federally prescribed ac-
tions. 

We have already tried Federal one- 
size-fits-all actions under the School 
Improvement Grant program in No 
Child Left Behind. We rejected that. 
We don’t think Washington should be 
in the business of telling schools how 
to fix themselves. 

Finally, No. 16, the regulation limits 
how States award school improvement 
funding to school districts and schools. 

The law says States must establish 
the method they will use to award 
school improvement funding to school 
districts. The regulation dictates to 
States how much they have to award to 
low-performing schools receiving 
school improvement funds. 

Here is what this resolution over-
turning the regulation would do. The 
resolution would ensure that the law 
fixing No Child Left Behind is imple-
mented as Congress wrote it. The regu-
lation violates the law and its clear 
prohibitions on the Secretary by pre-
scribing new requirements through reg-
ulation or as a condition of a State 
plan approval. 

In the law we passed, Congress 
reached an agreement about requiring 
States to identify a certain number 
and types of schools that need to be 
improved, but we left it to the States 
to determine how to go about fixing 
those schools and how long they had to 
fix the schools. The regulation pre-
scribes how States and school districts 
intervene in and improve schools that 
do not improve. 

Secondly, this resolution restores 
State flexibility. The regulation is in 
direct conflict with the intent of the 
law to allow States and school districts 
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to have greater flexibility to imple-
ment the law, as Congress intended. 

Congress reached an agreement that 
there are some essential elements of a 
State accountability plan that need to 
be included in a State plan. The other 
half of the agreement was that we left 
to the States the decisions about how 
to include these factors into their ac-
countability systems. This is about ar-
ticle I of the Constitution. 

Congress wrote the law with specific 
rules in mind. The Secretary of Edu-
cation and his or her bureaucracy do 
not get to treat Congress as a minor 
impediment to the education system of 
their choosing. If they want to write 
the laws of the land, they should run 
for Congress and get themselves elect-
ed, draft a bill or an amendment—not 
wait for Congress to finish our work 
and try to undo it through a simple 
regulation. 

This resolution, overturning the reg-
ulation, would preserve local decision- 
making. As I mentioned, the Wall 
Street Journal editorialized, when we 
passed the law, that it was ‘‘the largest 
devolution of Federal control to States 
in a quarter-century.’’ 

The regulation tried to restore Wash-
ington, DC, decision-making with man-
dates that States comply with specific 
requirements instead of letting States 
determine how to best proceed. 

This resolution scuttles new and bur-
densome reporting requirements. The 
regulation created new reporting re-
quirements on States and school dis-
tricts that will drive up compliance 
costs and divert resources away from 
students and classrooms. 

Let me conclude by dealing with 
some of the arguments and misin-
formation that I have been hearing 
about the resolution. No. 1, I want to 
make clear that this resolution over-
turning the regulation strengthens ac-
countability in our public schools the 
way Congress determined to do it in 
the law fixing No Child Left Behind. 

We transferred most of that responsi-
bility for accountability from Wash-
ington, DC, to States and local school 
boards. We did not want a national 
school board. 

The law also includes Federal guard-
rails to ensure a quality, public edu-
cation for all students, including, for 
example, requiring States to identify 
and provide support to low-performing 
schools—at least the lowest performing 
bottom 5 percent of each State’s 
schools—and requiring academic and 
English language proficiency indica-
tors to be included in each State’s ac-
countability system. The law’s Federal 
guardrails will shape how States design 
their accountability systems because a 
State plan would not be following the 
law if the State fails to include ac-
countability provisions in their plan. 

The repeal of this regulation does not 
let States—the ones who are supposed 
to be addressing accountability—off 
the hook by any means. Repealing this 
regulation simply ensures that indi-
vidual States and their Governors, leg-

islators, chief State school officers, 
local school boards, superintendents, 
principals, parents, and classroom 
teachers are responsible for these deci-
sions. 

This resolution, overturning the reg-
ulation, will allow States to implement 
the new law on the existing timeline to 
submit their plans and have the De-
partment review and approve State 
plans. 

U.S. Education Secretary DeVos has 
said that she favors the current 
timeline, the one established by former 
Secretary King. She said this at her 
confirmation hearing before our com-
mittee. She confirmed that again after 
taking office. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Secretary DeVos’s letter of 
February 10 to the Chief State School 
Officers outlining the timeline be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FEBRUARY 10, 2017. 
DEAR CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICER: Thank 

you for the important work you and stake-
holders in your State are engaged in to de-
velop new State plans and transition to the 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which 
reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). I am writing 
today to assure you that I fully intend to im-
plement and enforce the statutory require-
ments of the ESSA. Additionally, I want to 
provide you with an update on the timeline, 
procedures, and criteria under which a State 
Educational Agency (SEA) may submit a 
State plan, including a consolidated State 
plan, to the Department. States should con-
tinue to follow the timeline for developing 
and submitting their State plans to the De-
partment for review and approval. 

On November 29, 2016, the Department 
issued final regulations regarding statewide 
accountability systems and data reporting 
under Title I of the ESEA, as amended by 
the ESSA, and the preparation of State 
plans, including consolidated State plans. 
However, in accordance with the memo-
randum of January 20, 2017, from the Assist-
ant to the President and Chief of Staff, titled 
‘‘Regulatory Freeze Pending Review,’’ pub-
lished in the Federal Register on January 24, 
2017, the Department has delayed the effec-
tive date of regulations concerning account-
ability and State plans under the ESSA until 
March 21, 2017, to permit further review for 
questions of law and policy that the regula-
tions might raise. Additionally, Congress is 
currently considering a joint resolution of 
disapproval under the Congressional Review 
Act (CRA) (5 U.S.C. 801808) to overturn these 
regulations. If a resolution of disapproval is 
enacted, these regulations ‘‘shall have no 
force or effect.’’ 

In a Dear Colleague Letter dated November 
29, 2016, the Department notified SEAs that 
it would accept consolidated State plans on 
two dates: April 3 or September 18, 2017. The 
Department also released a Consolidated 
State Plan Template that States were re-
quired to use if they submit a consolidated 
State plan. Due to the regulatory delay and 
review, and the potential repeal of recent 
regulations by Congress, the Department is 
currently reviewing the regulatory require-
ments of consolidated State plans, as re-
flected in the current template, to ensure 
that they require only descriptions, informa-
tion, assurances, and other materials that 
are ‘‘absolutely necessary’’ for consideration 

of a consolidated State plan, consistent with 
section 8302(b)(3) of the ESEA. In doing so, 
the Department, in consultation with SEAs 
as well as other State and local stake-
holders, will develop a revised template for 
consolidated State plans that meets the ‘‘ab-
solutely necessary’’ requirement by March 
13, 2017. The Department may also consider 
allowing a State or group of States to work 
together to develop a consolidated State 
plan template that meets the Department’s 
identified requirements through the Council 
of Chief State School Officers. 

The regulatory delay and review, and the 
potential repeal of recent regulations by 
Congress, should not adversely affect or 
delay the progress that States have already 
made in developing their State plans and 
transitioning to the ESSA. The Department 
will be notifying States and the public of the 
revised template once it becomes available. 
In the meantime, States should continue 
their work in engaging with stakeholders 
and developing their plans based on the re-
quirements under section 8302(b)(3) of the 
ESEA. In doing so, States may consider 
using the existing template as a guide, as 
any revised template will not result in de-
scriptions, information, assurances, or other 
materials that States will be required to pro-
vide other than those already required under 
the ESEA. The Department will still accept 
consolidated State plans on April 3 or Sep-
tember 18, 2017. 

For your reference, the following programs 
may be included in a consolidated State 
plan: 

Title I, part A: Improving Basic Programs 
Operated by Local Educational Agencies; 

Title I, part C: Education of Migratory 
Children; 

Title I, part D: Prevention and Interven-
tion Programs for Children and Youth Who 
Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk; 

Title II, part A: Supporting Effective In-
struction; 

Title III, part A: English Language Acqui-
sition, Language Enhancement, and Aca-
demic Achievement Act; 

Title IV, part A: Student Support and Aca-
demic Enrichment Grants; 

Title IV, part B: 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers; and 

Title V, part B, subpart 2: Rural and Low- 
Income School Program. 

In addition, pursuant to ESEA section 
8302(a)(1)(B), I am designating the Education 
for Homeless Children and Youths program 
under subtitle B of title VII of the McKin-
ney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act as a pro-
gram that may be included in an SEA’s con-
solidated State plan. 

I appreciate the hard work and thoughtful 
attention you are giving to implementing 
the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA. I under-
stand that a great deal of work has already 
gone into the planning and preparation of 
your State plans, whether that is a consoli-
dated State plan or individual program 
plans. One of my main priorities as Sec-
retary is to ensure that States and local 
school districts have clarity during the early 
implementation of the law. Additionally, I 
want to ensure that regulations comply with 
the requirements of the law, provide the 
State and local flexibility that Congress in-
tended, and do not impose unnecessary bur-
dens. In the near future, the Department will 
provide more information on its review of 
existing regulations, as well as additional 
guidance and technical assistance. 

We have a unique opportunity as we imple-
ment the ESSA. I look forward to working 
with you, districts, and parents to ensure 
every child has the opportunity to pursue ex-
cellence and achieve their hopes and dreams. 

Sincerely, 
BETSY DEVOS. 
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Mr. ALEXANDER. So there is no 

confusion, let me clearly state what 
that timeline is. No. 1, States should 
continue to submit State account-
ability plans by the April or September 
2017 deadlines. No. 2, States should con-
tinue to implement a State account-
ability system in the 2017–2018 school 
year. No. 3, States should continue to 
identify the lowest performing schools 
in need of comprehensive support and 
improvement by the beginning of the 
2018–2019 school year. 

To write these plans, States need 
simply to consult the law. The Every 
Student Succeeds Act requires States 
to submit a plan for peer review and 
approval by Secretary DeVos and the 
Education Department. The Depart-
ment is committed to working with 
States by providing technical assist-
ance, issuing non-regulatory guidance 
and other support materials. 

If questions arise, there are a variety 
of ways to answer the questions. The 
Department will continue to provide 
States with clarification on how to 
comply with the law through the use of 
non-regulatory guidance, ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ letters, frequently asked ques-
tions documents, webinars, phone calls, 
and in-person conferences. In other 
words, if there are any questions about 
how to comply with the new law, there 
are plenty of ways for Chief State 
School Officers and others to ask the 
U.S. Department of Education to pro-
vide the answers. 

It is important to emphasize that 
this resolution does not in any way 
give the Education Secretary a path to 
creating a new Federal voucher pro-
gram. Some of my friends on the other 
side of this debate have been resorting 
to scare tactics and alleging Secretary 
DeVos will use this opportunity to reg-
ulate into existence a mandate that 
State and local school districts adopt a 
school voucher program. The Secretary 
of Education does not have that power, 
and this Secretary of Education has 
said she does not want it. Secretary 
DeVos has repeatedly affirmed her op-
position to federally mandating school 
choice, saying that she does ‘‘not and 
will not advocate for any Federal man-
dates requiring vouchers. States should 
determine the mechanism of choice, if 
any.’’ 

A school choice program cannot be 
unilaterally created by the U.S. De-
partment of Education. Only Congress 
could create a voucher program. I tried 
to do that on the floor of this Senate 
during the debate about fixing No Child 
Left Behind. I offered an amendment 
called Scholarships for Kids that would 
have allowed States to use existing 
Federal dollars to follow the children 
of low-income families to schools of 
their parents’ choice. Senator SCOTT of 
South Carolina offered a similar 
amendment, but only 45 Senators voted 
for our proposals. If you pay attention 
around here, you know that the most 
important things usually take 60 votes 
to gain approval. 

Also, the 2015 law that we passed ac-
tually includes provisions that would 

prohibit the Secretary from man-
dating, directing, or controlling a 
State, school district or school’s allo-
cation of State or local resources, and 
it bars the Department of Education 
from requiring States and districts to 
spend any funds or incur any costs not 
paid for under the law—for example, 
vouchers. Now I agree that previous 
Secretaries of Education have imposed 
their own personal, policy preferences 
on States and school districts. I op-
posed such mandates and worked 
against them. Congress writes the law, 
not the Secretary and not the bureauc-
racy. 

Instead of using this scare tactic to 
rile up teachers and parents around the 
country, misleading them and con-
fusing them about what the Secretary 
of Education might do, I would take 
that argument and turn it around. If 
Congress takes a stand here and now 
and says that this regulation exceeds 
the authority granted by Congress—the 
authority delegated to the Secretary of 
Education—because the Secretary im-
posed conditions on States not allowed 
by the law, then that means any cur-
rent or future Secretary of Education 
would be similarly prevented from im-
posing their own conditions on States. 

So there could be no legal method of 
forcing States to adopt a voucher pro-
gram, unless Congress passes a new 
law. There could be no legal method of 
reinterpreting the Every Student Suc-
ceeds Act to impose the next good edu-
cation idea—however well-intended— 
unless Congress acts first. 

The suggestion has been made that 
this new law requires regulations. This 
regulation is not required by the law. 
The law does not specifically call for 
accountability regulations. The law al-
lows for accountability regulations, 
but ‘‘only to the extent that such regu-
lations are necessary to ensure that 
there is compliance.’’ So there is no re-
quirement for this regulation. It is al-
lowed, but it is not required. 

Congress wrote prohibitions on the 
Secretary so that States would not be 
faced with a bunch of new mandates 
that ‘‘add new requirements that are 
inconsistent with or outside the scope’’ 
or ‘‘add new criteria that are incon-
sistent with or outside the scope’’ or 
are ‘‘in excess of statutory authority 
granted to the Secretary.’’ That is 
what Congress did. In the law, we laid 
out requirements for State plans. 
States can simply follow the law. A 
regulation isn’t necessary. 

Future Secretaries will still be able 
to write regulations on this subject. 
Under the Congressional Review Act, 
which is the procedure under which we 
are operating, if Congress overturns a 
regulation—as I hope it will in this 
case—the Department of Education is 
prevented from making final a new reg-
ulation that is ‘‘substantially the 
same’’ as the overturned regulation, 
unless Congress passes a new law to 
create an opportunity for that new reg-
ulation. But no court has defined what 
‘‘substantially the same’’ means. But 

the commonsense interpretation of 
that is very simple: The Department 
simply can’t turn right around and do 
the same thing Congress has just over-
turned. It could do something else by 
regulation, but it could not do pre-
cisely that. 

So this is a question of whether we 
are going to restore the national school 
board that 85 Senators voted to reverse 
15 months ago. And this is also a ques-
tion of whether you believe that the 
U.S. Congress writes the law or the 
U.S. Department of Education writes 
the law. I believe that under article I of 
our Constitution, the U.S. Congress 
writes the law, and when signed by the 
President, then that is the law. The 
regulations must stay within it, and 
that is especially true when Congress 
has written explicit prohibitions about 
what a Secretary may do and may not 
do. 

The remarkable consensus around 
the bill fixing No Child Left Behind 
was to reverse the trend to a national 
school board and restore to States, to 
classroom teachers, and to parents the 
decisions about what to do about their 
children in public schools. Teachers, 
Governors, school boards, and parents 
were all are fed up with Washington 
telling them so much about what to do 
with their children in 100,000 public 
schools. 

So this regulation, which con-
travenes the law specifically, goes to 
the heart of the bill fixing No Child 
Left Behind, which received 85 votes 
here in the Senate. And this resolution 
to overturn that regulation upholds 
the law that received ‘‘aye’’ votes from 
those 85 Senators. I encourage my col-
leagues to support this resolution and 
to vote aye one more time. 

I believe that overturning the regula-
tion preserves the consensus and the 
compromise that we achieved when we 
enacted the law fixing No Child Left 
Behind. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today on behalf of stu-
dents, parents, teachers, and commu-
nities around the country to urge my 
colleagues to support our bipartisan 
Every Student Succeeds Act and to op-
pose this resolution today. 

This resolution will roll back a rule 
issued by the Department of Education 
that is critical to the effective and in-
tended implementation of the Every 
Student Succeeds Act, or ESSA. 

I am urging my fellow Senators to 
vote against this resolution for the fol-
lowing reasons, and I will go through 
each one of them: First of all, this leg-
islation will throw our States and 
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school districts into chaos just as they 
are beginning to implement our new 
law. Secondly, it will give Secretary 
DeVos a blank check to promote her 
anti-public school agenda. Third, pass-
ing this resolution would be a retreat 
from the bipartisan law President 
Obama called a Christmas miracle, one 
that takes us down a strong partisan 
path instead, which could undermine 
ESSA’s civil rights protections and 
guardrails. 

But before I go into that, I want to 
remind my colleagues of what we are 
working on here and what this resolu-
tion would unwind. As many of my col-
leagues remember well, in 2015, the sen-
ior Senator from Tennessee and I came 
together, with so many others in this 
body, to fix No Child Left Behind. We 
both agreed—in fact, nearly everyone 
in the country agreed—the law was 
badly broken. No Child Left Behind re-
lied too much on high stakes standard-
ized testing. It gave schools unrealistic 
goals but failed to give them the re-
sources to meet those goals. And it in-
cluded a one-size-fits-all punishment if 
those goals weren’t met. 

We knew overhauling our public edu-
cation law was not going to be easy, 
but we took the time to listen to 
teachers, to parents, and to students 
around the country, to make sure their 
voices were heard. And I am proud that 
we were then able to break through the 
partisan gridlock in Congress, find 
common ground, and pass the Every 
Student Succeeds Act with strong bi-
partisan support. 

After a major law like the Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act passes, Federal 
agencies usually issue rules to imple-
ment and clarify that law. The Every 
Student Succeeds Act maintains the 
Secretary’s authority to issue rules 
and clarifications that are consistent 
with the law. This rule before us today 
is consistent with ESSA, and it pro-
vides important clarity to States, 
school districts, and schools. 

Using such a blunt instrument like 
this resolution to overturn the entire 
rule will be a retreat from bipartisan-
ship. Here is how: This resolution 
would roll back a critical Department 
of Education rule that gives States 
more flexibility in key areas while at 
the same time maintaining strong Fed-
eral guardrails to ensure our most vul-
nerable children don’t fall through the 
cracks. This rule provides clarity on 
accountability, on reporting require-
ments, and State plan requirements. It 
helps ensure that no student, no mat-
ter where they live, can fall through 
those cracks. In other words, this is a 
rule that gets at the heart and soul of 
what we are trying to accomplish with 
our bipartisan law. 

The Department of Education did not 
simply come up with this rule on its 
own. It incorporated over 20,000 com-
ments from education stakeholders, 
State chiefs, and district superintend-
ents, many of whom—including the 
State chiefs and superintendents—ap-
plauded the Department of Education 

for listening to their concerns and in-
corporating those comments into the 
final rule that was then released last 
fall. 

During the debate around the Every 
Student Succeeds Act, there was some 
division about what accountability 
should mean in the law, but the final 
law showed that we can balance flexi-
bility with strong Federal guardrails, 
until this point, when Republicans now 
want to tear down the rule that en-
sures those guardrails go into effect. 

Now I want to get into some of the 
challenges that would be created if this 
resolution passes and this rule was 
eliminated. One important thing this 
rule did was clarify State submission 
plan requirements and set deadlines for 
the submission of those plans. Based on 
this, States have been working now 
with the Department of Education for 
months on their State plans. Approxi-
mately 18 States and the District of 
Columbia intend to submit their plans 
in the beginning of April, but if this 
rule goes away now, if the rug gets 
pulled out from under these States, 
there could be chaos and confusion and 
the undermining of confidence in this 
new law. 

By the way, we are already seeing 
this start. In February, Secretary 
DeVos sent a letter to our State chiefs 
suggesting a new template for their 
State submission plans would be ‘‘com-
ing,’’ even before the Senate voted on 
this resolution, and that the new tem-
plate would be available less than a 
month before State plans are due. This 
could force those impacted States to 
abandon their plans and start from 
scratch, and it does not allow enough 
time for the stakeholder review process 
that is required in the law. 

So that is the first reason we should 
oppose this legislation because there is 
simply no reason to insert more chaos 
into a system that is finally settling 
into our new law. The second reason is, 
passing this legislation would then give 
Secretary DeVos a blank check over 
implementation of the Every Student 
Succeeds Act to promote her anti-pub-
lic school agenda. 

As we saw in her confirmation hear-
ing, Secretary DeVos, we know, has 
dedicated her career to privatizing pub-
lic education. She has a long record of 
fighting to cut investments in public 
schools and shift taxpayer dollars to-
ward private school vouchers. In her 
hearing, she showed a lack of even 
basic understanding of key concepts in 
public education policy, and she has 
openly questioned the role of the Fed-
eral Government in protecting our 
most vulnerable students. 

After her hearing, millions of people 
across the country stood up, made 
their voices heard, and called on the 
Senate to reject her confirmation. Al-
though she squeaked through with a 
historic tie-breaking vote from Vice 
President PENCE, it was clear people 
across the country rejected her anti- 
public school agenda. Instead, they 
want the Department of Education to 

stand with students and with our 
schools. 

One month into her tenure as Sec-
retary of Education, Secretary DeVos 
has not done a lot to reassure parents 
who had serious concerns. She has 
made mistake after mistake, from 
grossly misrepresenting the origins of 
the HBCUs to failing to protect 
transgender students in schools, prov-
ing what the American people saw at 
her confirmation hearing; that her lack 
of understanding of public education is 
hurting our students. We cannot, in 
good conscience, provide Secretary 
DeVos another potential tool to imple-
ment ESSA, our bipartisan bill, with 
her anti-public education slant, and 
that is exactly what passing this reso-
lution would do. 

If this resolution passes, make no 
mistake, I will do everything I can to 
ensure that Secretary DeVos imple-
ments ESSA, as Congress intended. 

Let me be clear. Congress did not in-
tend that DeVos or any future Sec-
retary of Education could use this law 
to encourage, prioritize, or even re-
quire States to incentivize private 
school choice. We will work to ensure 
that she does not take advantage of the 
chaos that will follow, if this rule is 
overturned. 

Providing Secretary DeVos a blank 
check would absolutely be the wrong 
way to go in the early stages of this 
law’s implementation. So that is the 
second reason. 

The third reason is, at its heart, the 
Every Student Succeeds Act is a civil 
rights law, and the rule that this reso-
lution would eliminate reflects that re-
ality. We know from experience that 
without strong accountability, kids 
from low-income neighborhoods, stu-
dents of color, kids with disabilities, 
and students learning English too often 
fall through the cracks. Now it is up to 
all of us to uphold the civil rights leg-
acy of this law and its promise for all 
of our students. 

I was proud to work with my col-
league, the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee, on this law. I know he is proud 
of what we accomplished, but I am dis-
heartened to see my Republican col-
leagues jamming this partisan play 
through in the same fashion they did 
with Secretary DeVos’s nomination. 

Voting for this resolution will ruin 
the bipartisan nature of our Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act, and it will hurt our 
students, but by voting against this 
resolution, we can make sure ESSA 
works for all of our students, regard-
less of where they live, how they learn, 
or how much money their parents 
make. 

Finally, I want to make one more 
point. Even people who had concerns 
with the final rule do not—do not— 
want to see it overturned. In fact, the 
American Federation of Teachers, civil 
rights groups, and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce—groups that aren’t always 
actually on the same side of education 
issues—are all speaking out against 
rolling back this rule, and parents, 
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teachers, and community leaders are 
all on the same page. 

In a letter to the Senate, Randi 
Weingarten, president of the American 
Federation of Teachers union said: 
‘‘Repealing these regulations now 
would not just be counterproductive 
and disruptive but would demonstrate 
a disregard by Congress of school dis-
tricts’ operation and timelines.’’ 

In a letter to my colleagues, Senator 
MCCONNELL and Senator SCHUMER, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and various 
education groups, including the Na-
tional Center for Learning Disabilities, 
wrote that rolling back this rule ‘‘will 
cause unnecessary confusion, dis-
rupting the work in states and wasting 
time that we cannot afford to waste.’’ 

So if unions, business, and civil 
rights groups, disability advocate orga-
nizations, and the States are not ask-
ing for this, we must ask the questions, 
Why are my colleagues jamming this 
resolution through? What perceived 
problem are we trying to solve? 

Millions of students, parents, and 
teachers have made their voices heard 
about the importance of public edu-
cation. They want us to work together 
to uphold and build on our bipartisan 
law, not for it to become just the latest 
partisan exercise that only hurts our 
students. 

A vote against this resolution is a 
vote for our students, it is a vote for 
our schools, it is a vote not to give Sec-
retary DeVos power she can abuse, and 
it is a vote to keep working together to 
build on this bipartisan law, not tear it 
apart. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

BUDGET CUTS 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express serious concern about 
reports in the press that the adminis-
tration is considering deep cuts in 
funding to crucial aspects of our Na-
tion’s national security and our home-
land security to pay for the construc-
tion of a border wall and also for a 
crackdown on illegal immigration. 

The first target that alarmed me was 
America’s maritime guardian, the U.S. 
Coast Guard. 

Even as the administration says it 
plans to secure the borders and in-
crease funding for our military by $54 
billion, which, in fact, may be a good 
thing, it is reportedly considering cuts 
on the nondefense side—and that in-
cludes the Department of Homeland 
Security—with a cut of $1.3 billion, or 
12 percent, to the very military service 
that secures our vast maritime bor-
ders, and that is the Coast Guard. That 
plan just doesn’t make any sense, espe-
cially when it comes to securing our 

borders. You would be putting a bunch 
of money in a wall, but you are losing 
the security of the border over here on 
the oceans. 

The 42,000 member-strong Coast 
Guard plays a vital role in protecting 
our Nation from narcoterrorism, com-
bating human smuggling, preventing 
and responding to maritime environ-
mental disasters, and protecting lives 
and property at sea. 

By the way, in other foreign parts of 
the globe, the U.S. Coast Guard is as-
sisting the U.S. military in our mili-
tary operations. 

If securing our borders and sup-
porting our military is a true priority 
for the administration, then it ought 
not be slashing the Coast Guard’s budg-
et. Instead, we should be supporting 
the Coast Guard’s ongoing and much 
needed fleet recapitalization program, 
including the design and construction 
of the new offshore patrol cutter and 
the continued production of the new 
fast response cutter. These are des-
perately needed assets for the Coast 
Guard. 

This Senator has personally visited 
dozens of Coast Guard units all around, 
not just in my State of Florida but in 
Alaska, the Great Lakes. The job the 
Coast Guard does is amazing. What I 
have witnessed firsthand is what they 
do in service to our country. 

The constant theme I have heard 
from my visits is the need to modernize 
and become increasingly more nimble, 
given the host of threats that could be 
delivered from our maritime borders. 
Let me give just one example. 

In the Caribbean, it is a Coast Guard 
admiral who heads up the task force 
that has all agencies of government 
participating as we look to protect the 
southern borders in the Caribbean, as 
well as the southern Pacific, from any-
thing that is coming to our borders— 
drugs, migrants, terrorists, whatever. 
It is all agencies involved, but if, for 
example, there are U.S. Navy ships in 
the area or Air Force assets in the air 
that might pick up one of these threats 
coming toward America, they work 
hand-in-glove with the Coast Guard be-
cause it is the Coast Guard that has 
the legal authority as a law enforce-
ment agency to stop, apprehend, and 
board that vessel. 

We are doing all of this border pro-
tection with cutters that have an aver-
age age of 45 years old. The average age 
of a Coast Guard 210-foot medium en-
durance cutter is 48 years old. The 
Coast Guard’s high endurance cutter 
average age is 45 years. These are just 
two classes of ships that the Coast 
Guard uses for interdiction and rescue 
missions, and they do it worldwide. 

As you may expect, with assets this 
old, the Coast Guard struggles with 
major, mission-debilitating casualties, 
which result in severe losses of oper-
ational days at sea and drastically in-
creases maintenance costs. To correct 
that, the new offshore patrol cutters 
and the fast response cutters will give 
the Coast Guard an effective coastal 

and offshore interdiction capability in 
order to meet objectives. What are 
they? Combating transnational orga-
nized crime networks, securing our na-
tional maritime borders, safeguarding 
waterborne commerce, and safe-
guarding life and property at sea. 

Looking at the administration’s sec-
ond target to pay for the wall, what is 
the second target? Believe it or not, 
FEMA, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Administration. That agency 
comes to the aid of millions of Ameri-
cans during any kind of natural dis-
aster, and they are singling that out 
for cuts? That doesn’t make common 
sense, and it certainly is not going to 
be a popular thing to do in the eyes of 
those who have to turn to FEMA after 
a natural disaster to try to get their 
lives back on track. 

Last year, just taking 1 year as an 
example, two major hurricanes hit 
Florida, in addition to many other dev-
astating natural disasters that struck 
nationwide and resulted in many 
deaths and billions of dollars of dam-
age. FEMA was critical to people’s sur-
vival and recovery in each of those 
events. Just think of what we hear on 
the news all the time. There are 
storms, tornadoes, earthquakes. Re-
member the mountain that erupted out 
in the State of Washington decades 
ago, not to mention hurricanes. 

For the sake of people’s safety and 
that of our country, we simply cannot 
use FEMA as a piggy bank to pay for 
the administration’s trillion-dollar 
spending programs. 

The administration’s third target— 
this has just been reported. What is the 
third target? You are not going to be-
lieve this. It is TSA, the Transpor-
tation Security Administration. If we 
target TSA for budget cuts—is that 
really what we want to do in a threat 
environment? Every time we go 
through an airport, TSA is on the 
frontlines of protecting our country 
from terrorist attacks. That is its secu-
rity mission at airports across the 
country—and, by the way, with the air 
marshals who fly on our flights. Need I 
remind the administration why TSA 
was created? It was after the Sep-
tember 11 attacks in 2001. 

Funding is vital to ensure the success 
of TSA’s mission. In fact, just last year 
Congress responded to concerns over 
insider threats and security at air-
ports, such as the bombings in Brussels 
and Istanbul, with the most extensive 
security-related measures in years. 
Specifically, what we did, particularly 
in the Commerce Committee when we 
formulated the FAA bill, is we included 
bipartisan provisions enhancing the 
background and vetting requirements 
for airport employees and expanded the 
random and physical inspection of air-
port employees in secure areas. 

Remember the case at the Atlanta 
Airport? For several months, people 
had a gun-running scheme going from 
Atlanta to New York. They didn’t drive 
up Interstate 95 to take the guns; they 
had an airport employee in Atlanta 
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who could get into the airport, without 
being checked, carrying a sack of guns. 
That airport employee would go up 
into the sterile area where passengers 
are, go into the men’s room, and would 
exchange knapsacks with a passenger 
who had come through TSA clean, and 
that passenger took the sack of guns 
on the airplane flight from Atlanta to 
New York. The New York City Police 
Department couldn’t figure out how 
they were getting all those guns on the 
streets of New York. That was a gun- 
running scheme over several months. 
Thank goodness they were criminals 
and not terrorists. And you want to cut 
that kind of security? 

Do you want to cut the strongest se-
curity we have at an airport when 
screening passengers who are going 
through? It is the nose of a dog, the 
VIPR teams. The trained dog teams 
and their handlers are the most effi-
cient way to screen passengers. It is 
amazing what those dogs can sense. 
When we did the FAA bill last year, we 
doubled the number of VIPR teams, the 
dog teams, and you want to cut this? 
That was all done in a bipartisan man-
ner. We doubled the number for the 
protection of the American public. 

In that bill, we also expanded the 
grant funding to assist law enforce-
ment in responding to mass casualty 
and active-shooter incidents, which is 
very important. Another tragic exam-
ple of that is the recent shooting in 
Fort Lauderdale at the airport. 

To counter the issue of long lines, 
which I know we all had to go through 
last spring, the legislation included 
provisions to expand TSA Precheck 
and require the TSA to evaluate staff-
ing and checkpoint configurations in 
order to expedite passenger security 
screening. 

Does that sound like a bunch of ad-
ministrative mumbo jumbo? Perhaps. 
Let me tell you that it works and that 
all of it is designed to protect Ameri-
cans going to airports and getting on 
airplanes. 

None of this is possible without con-
tinued funding and, in fact, even more 
funding. Any cuts are certainly going 
to impair the TSA’s ability to keep our 
country safe. 

The bottom line here is that we must 
do whatever is necessary to keep our 
country safe and our citizens secure. 
Slashing the budgets of the U.S. Coast 
Guard or FEMA or the TSA is only 
going to make us less secure. 

Need I say more about these pro-
posals to pay for some of these other 
things, like a wall, by slashing these 
kinds of budgets? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GARDNER). The Senator from Maryland. 
RUSSIA 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, along 
with the Presiding Officer, I have the 
distinct honor of serving on the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee and am 
the ranking Democrat on that com-
mittee. There are many areas of chal-
lenge for our national security. We 

could talk about what we think is the 
greatest threat to the national secu-
rity of the United States. Unfortu-
nately, there are a lot of candidates. 

One could certainly be China. China 
has been very provocative in the China 
Sea, raising concern about maintaining 
maritime security, which is so criti-
cally important to world commerce. 
Clearly China could be a candidate. 

North Korea could be a candidate. We 
know that in North Korea, they have a 
nuclear capacity. We know their gov-
ernment will gas and poison people who 
disagree with them, including family. 
It is a repressive regime, and they are 
developing the capacity not only to 
have a nuclear weapon but the capacity 
to be able to deliver that nuclear weap-
on beyond just the region in which 
they are located. So we could pick 
North Korea. 

We certainly could mention the 
threat of ISIS, which is a growing 
threat of terrorism that challenges not 
only the Middle East but our own coun-
try. 

We could mention the security threat 
of Iran. Iran was one of the greatest 
sponsors of terrorism of any country in 
the world, which is causing major prob-
lems for the Sunni Gulf States, in 
Syria, and in the Middle East. Clearly 
Iran is a candidate for major interest 
in our national security. 

But the country I would pick as the 
greatest threat to America’s national 
security would be Russia. Russia has 
been very aggressive in trying to domi-
nate beyond its own geographical bor-
ders. It has incurred into other coun-
tries and has attacked the United 
States of America. 

I want to take us back to 1975 when 
the Helsinki Final Act was passed, 
through the leadership of the United 
States and the USSR. 

I have had the opportunity through 
several Congresses to be either the 
chair or the cochair or the ranking 
member of the U.S. Helsinki Commis-
sion. I have spent a lot of time on the 
Helsinki work. 

What was remarkable about that doc-
ument that was entered into in 1975 
was that it recognized that security is 
beyond just military in that for a coun-
try to be secure, it must pay attention 
to its borders, yes, and its military, 
but it also must have economic secu-
rity and must respect human rights. 

What was also very unique in the 
Helsinki Final Act was the commit-
ment that these standards we agreed to 
would not only be of internal interest 
to the member country but that any 
country to the Helsinki Final Act 
could challenge the actions of any 
other country. We have not only the 
right but the responsibility to call out 
countries that fail to adhere to the 
basic principles that were agreed to in 
1975. The Helsinki Final Act now ap-
plies to about 56 countries—all of the 
countries of Europe, Canada, the 
United States, and all of the republics 
of the former Soviet Union. 

Let me review with my colleagues 
the guiding principles that were agreed 

to in 1975 under the Helsinki Final Act, 
signed by Russia, so that they are 
bound by these principles. As I read 
through these 10 principles, let me talk 
about how Russia has violated every 
single one of the basic 10 principles 
they agreed to in Helsinki. 

No. 1, sovereign equality and respect 
for the rights inherent in sovereignty. 

No. 2, refraining from the threat or 
use of force. 

No. 3, the inviolability of borders. 
No. 4, the territorial integrity of 

states. 
In each of these cases, Russia has 

violated these basic principles. They 
invaded Ukraine and took over Crimea, 
annexing it against the will of a sov-
ereign country. They are interfering in 
the eastern part of Ukraine as we 
speak, violating the territorial integ-
rity of Ukraine. Russia’s troops are in 
Georgia, violating the sovereignty of 
that country. Russia’s presence in 
Moldova is not respecting the terri-
torial integrity of a member state. 
Russia has violated the basic principles 
of sovereignty that were brought out in 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

Let me read some of the other prin-
ciples. 

No. 5, the peaceful settlement of dis-
putes. 

Russia shoots first. They took their 
troops into Ukraine. They took their 
troops into Georgia. They have not 
used peaceful methods. 

The sixth principle is the non-inter-
vention in internal affairs. 

Russia attacked the United States of 
America in our free election system. 
That is not subject to any dispute 
today. They attacked America. They 
interfered with our internal affairs. 
They tried to influence our election. 
That is an attack against America and 
a violation of their basic commit-
ments. 

Let me read through the remaining. 
No. 7, respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms. 
Ask the people who have disagreed 

with the Russian Government and who 
have tried to form a party whether 
there is respect for human rights and 
fundamental freedom in Russia today. 
Ask independent journalists who are 
arrested and killed for trying to carry 
out their profession. Russia today is in-
timidating civil societies and NGOs, 
and anyone who disagrees with Mr. 
Putin is subject to arrest, torture, and 
perhaps death. We know that in the 
case of Mr. Magnitsky, which is a cause 
that has been taken up by this body 
with the passage of Magnitsky laws. 

Another principle is equal rights and 
the self-determination of people. That 
is not present in Russia today. 

No. 9, cooperation among states. 
Let me conclude with the 10th prin-

ciple: fulfillment in good faith of inter-
national legal obligations. 

Russia entered into an agreement 
with regard to Ukraine’s sovereignty, 
only to invade Ukraine a few years 
later. Ukraine gave up its nuclear 
stockpile, believing that Russia would 
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live up to its commitments. Russia has 
violated the Minsk agreements that 
were entered into to resolve the prob-
lems between Ukraine and Russia. Rus-
sia has not lived up to its international 
agreements. 

Let me sort of summarize why I 
think Russia is the No. 1 candidate for 
concern with regard to our national se-
curity. They have violated the sov-
ereignty of many countries of the 
world. They have violated the sov-
ereignty of Ukraine and continue to do 
so. They have violated the sovereignty 
of Georgia and Moldova. They have at-
tacked the United States of America 
through cyber. It may not have been a 
MiG, but it was a mouse, and its in-
tended purpose was to bring down our 
democratic election system and to 
favor one candidate. That cannot go 
unanswered. 

Today, Russia is engaged in Syria 
and supports the Assad regime, which 
attacks humanitarian convoys, uses 
the civilian population as an instru-
ment of war, gases its own people—vio-
lating basic international human 
rights and committing war crimes. 
That is what President Putin is doing 
in Russia today. 

Russia’s human rights records are de-
plorable. Kara-Murza has been poisoned 
not once but twice. He is an opposition 
leader. He is now in the United States 
and is recovering from the second poi-
soning episode. The Russian authori-
ties tried to kill him. Why? Because he 
dared to oppose the Putin regime. 

We need to speak out. We need to 
know more about that. It does not end 
there. Russia is violating the INF, the 
International Nuclear Force agree-
ment, which is a major concern to all 
of us. 

Russia’s bottom line is that they are 
trying to dismantle the Transatlantic 
Trade and Investment Partnership, 
which has been the bulwark of security 
since the end of World War II, the rela-
tionship between Europe and the 
United States, providing a blanket of 
protection not just for our physical se-
curity, but providing international 
leadership in dealing with the develop-
ment of democratic countries around 
the world. That is what Russia is try-
ing to do today, is to dismantle that 
protection. 

What should we do? We have identi-
fied Russia as our No. 1 concern, and I 
think most Members of the Senate 
would agree with that assessment. I 
have talked to many, particularly on 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. What should we do? What is the 
role of Congress? 

We know we are waiting for Presi-
dent Trump to give us his foreign pol-
icy as it relates to Russia, and that is 
an important thing for us to know— 
how the President intends to deal with 
a country that has done so many 
things against our national security in-
terests. 

We have a role. We are the first 
branch of government that is men-
tioned in the Constitution, article I. 

We have responsibilities to act. We 
need to take steps, and I have encour-
aged my colleagues. 

There have been a lot of accusations 
made around here about Russia’s con-
tacts with Americans and that Russia 
is stealing information through cyber 
and planting that information through 
WikiLeaks in order to influence elec-
tions. There is the potential contact 
with General Flynn, what happened 
with the Russian Ambassador, and 
what happened as far as domestic wire-
taps. There have been a lot of com-
ments made around here, but we do not 
have the facts. 

First and foremost, we need an inde-
pendent commission that is similar to 
what the Congress constituted after 
the attack on 9/11 so that we get inde-
pendent, nonpartisan experts, without 
restriction to jurisdiction or turf, who 
can determine exactly what Russia’s 
game plan is and what steps we can 
take to protect ourselves in moving 
forward and what action we should 
take against Russia. That is the first 
thing we should do. Congress should 
also pass a resolution. I have intro-
duced one that would set up that type 
of an independent commission to look 
at what Russia has done. 

There is a second issue, though, that 
I want to bring to our attention, and I 
know the Presiding Officer is very fa-
miliar with it. It is the Countering 
Russian Hostilities Act, which is a bill 
I filed. I am very proud that this bill 
was not created by one Member, it was 
created by a group of us working to-
gether and recognizing that Congress 
needed to speak with a strong voice. 

I am proud that, in addition to my 
sponsorship, Senator MCCAIN helped 
draft this bill. Senator MENENDEZ is a 
key leader on this bill. Senator GRA-
HAM is one of the architects of the bill. 
We have Senator SHAHEEN, Senator 
RUBIO, Senator KLOBUCHAR, Senator 
SASSE, Senator DURBIN, Senator 
PORTMAN, Senator MURPHY, Senator 
GARDNER, Senator BLUMENTHAL, Sen-
ator SULLIVAN, Senator DAINES, Sen-
ator DONNELLY, Senator YOUNG, Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE, Senator COONS, and 
Senator CORNYN. 

You might notice that I alternated 
between Democrats and Republicans 
because this is not a partisan effort. 
We all recognize the seriousness of 
what Russia has done to the United 
States. We all recognize that Congress 
needs to respond. When you are at-
tacked, you don’t stand by; if you do, 
you will get attacked again and the 
next time could be even more dev-
astating. So we have to take action to 
protect ourselves. 

So what the Counteracting Russian 
Hostilities Act does, first and foremost, 
is it codifies the sanctions currently 
imposed against Russia for its cyber 
attack on the U.S. election. Secondly, 
it extends those sanctions for what we 
call secondary sanctions—businesses 
doing business with those that are 
sanctioned—so we can enforce the 
sanctions. 

The Presiding Officer recognized that 
when we were working on the North 
Korea sanctions law, we needed to 
strengthen that, and I congratulate the 
Presiding Officer on the work he did re-
garding North Korea, and I was pleased 
to join him. I am pleased he is joining 
with this group to see how we can 
strengthen our sanctions and pressure 
on Russia to know that they can’t get 
away with this type of an attack 
against America, but then we go even 
further. 

We recognize that Ukraine today—we 
have sanctions against Russia, but we 
can strengthen those sanctions. We can 
apply those sanctions to the energy 
sector. We can apply those sanctions to 
prevent American companies from fi-
nancing the Russian economy through 
the moneys they need for sovereign 
debt or privatization. So we extend the 
program of sanctions to include those 
types of activities. 

We take up two other major issues 
that I just want to share with my col-
leagues because these are contributions 
made by the Members who joined to-
gether to file this bill. We recognize 
that the rules of engagement have 
changed. Russia is using tactics today 
that we never thought would be used. 
They attack our country, get private 
information, give it to WikiLeaks, use 
it as part of a strategy to get news out 
there that could influence our elec-
tions. Then they develop fake news, use 
that fake news through social media to 
make it look like real news in an effort 
to try to affect our free election sys-
tem in the United States. This is pret-
ty frightening. We have to meet them. 
We have to protect ourselves. 

So this legislation provides for a de-
mocracy initiative similar to what we 
have done on our security initiative 
with Europe. We have stationed NATO 
troops on the border countries of NATO 
with Russia to let them know we will 
not tolerate the invasion of a NATO 
country. We have done that. That is 
our security initiative. We have to 
have a democracy initiative to protect 
the democratic institutions of Western 
Europe because Russia will use the 
democratic institutions to try to un-
dermine the democratic institutions— 
the free press, the opportunities of free 
speech, the opportunities to try to in-
fluence through their money the elec-
tion process. They have done that. 
They tried to do it in Montenegro dur-
ing the parliamentary elections to af-
fect Montenegro’s accession into 
NATO. 

We have to protect the democratic 
institutions. This legislation would au-
thorize that protection. 

Then it sets up a resource so we can 
fight this propaganda, so we can find 
ways to counter Russia’s use of propa-
ganda in order to carry out their nefar-
ious activities. 

This is a comprehensive bill. I urge 
all of our colleagues to take a look at 
it. We are looking for input. We are 
looking to make sure this does exactly 
what we need it to do—to speak as one 
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voice in Congress to make it clear to 
Russia that it is not business as usual; 
that we intend to take action and be 
strong and let them know they cannot 
do this type of activity; that America 
will protect its national security. 

There is another bill, let me just 
mention, that Senator GRAHAM is the 
principal sponsor of that I have cospon-
sored and others have sponsored also. 
It is the Russia Sanctions Review Act. 
I mention that one because we had a 
great debate here in the last Congress 
on the Iran nuclear agreement, and 
part of the reasons we had a great de-
bate is because the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee was able to pass a 
review act and get broad consensus on 
it, get it signed by the President, 
which gave us a role. More impor-
tantly, it gave the American people a 
role in getting transparency on a very 
important agreement—the Iran nuclear 
agreement. So we had time for public 
hearings. We had time for national de-
bate. We had time for questions. 

Because that law passed, I am con-
vinced the agreement was stronger. 
The administration knew there were 
millions of eyes looking at what they 
were doing; they just couldn’t do it in 
the dark of night. It helped us, I think, 
carry out our responsibility as the leg-
islative branch of government. 

So Senator GRAHAM and I and others 
believe we should have a similar proc-
ess, if there is going to be a funda-
mental change in the relationship be-
tween the United States and Russia; 
that the President should consult and 
work with Congress and give us an op-
portunity for transparency and for the 
American people to be heard. That is 
exactly what this bill does. It is a bill 
that I think is for good legislating, for 
good governance, and I would encour-
age my colleagues to take a look at 
this, and hopefully we will be able to 
get this done. 

I will just say in conclusion that we 
have no issue with the Russian people. 
They are good people. We want to have 
a good relationship with the Russian 
people. It is Mr. Putin and his govern-
ment that are directing this country to 
do things in interference with the sov-
ereignty of other countries—in vio-
lating human rights, in supporting vio-
lations of human rights, in war crimes, 
and they should be held accountable 
for that and for what they are doing in 
Syria, and, of course, very personally, 
attacking our own country. That is 
what we are aimed at. 

Mr. Khodorkovsky was in my office 
yesterday. I think my colleagues might 
recall that he was a leader in Russia— 
a great business leader. He made a lot 
of money. He decided Russia needed re-
forms to protect the rights of all peo-
ple, that human rights were not strong 
enough, the right of expression was not 
strong enough, so he took up that 
cause as a successful businessperson. 
As a result, he was arrested, served 10 
years in prison, and they tried to keep 
him out of politics because he did not 
represent Mr. Putin’s politics. 

Well, he has been very active. He no 
longer lives in Russia for fear of his 
own life. He has been here championing 
the cause for good governance within 
Russia and the importance for the 
international community to be en-
gaged in that. As he left my office yes-
terday, he said: Please continue to 
speak out. He said: Please continue to 
speak out. 

The United States must lead when a 
country driven by Mr. Putin does what 
it does. It is our responsibility to speak 
out about this outrageous conduct— 
threatening the integrity of so many 
countries and violating the human 
rights of so many people. 

We can make a difference. The Con-
gress can make a difference. It is for 
all of those reasons that we need to 
act. 

I urge my colleagues to take a look 
at the legislation I have talked about 
on the floor and which so many of my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
have joined. Let’s get together and 
let’s speak with a united voice and let 
Russia know we are going to protect 
the national security of the United 
States of America, and we are going to 
protect the rights of our friends. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join with my colleague from 
the great State of Maryland and to 
commend him for his leadership on the 
Foreign Relations Committee and on 
the floor today, as well as his great 
work with the Helsinki Commission, 
his tireless bipartisan work with our 
committee chairman, and with many 
others. 

We have just heard detailed, in terms 
of the legislation he has put forward, 
the effort, the time, and the engage-
ment he has put forward in terms of 
standing up. I think it is important for 
all of our colleagues and the American 
people to hear us working together to 
push back on Russian aggression and 
on Vladimir Putin’s regime for its in-
terference in our most recent election 
and its long and sad record of appalling 
human rights violations. 

In 1950, the CIA delivered a report to 
then-President Harry Truman that 
outlined two key goals of the Soviet 
Government. The first goal was ‘‘de-
struction of the unity among the West-
ern countries, thereby isolating the 
United States.’’ The second goal was 
‘‘alienating the Western people from 
their governments so that the efforts 
of the Western countries to strengthen 
themselves would be undermined.’’ 

Nearly 70 years later, the regime of 
Vladimir Putin in Russia remains fun-
damentally committed to these same 
two goals, but today his government 
has a whole new arsenal of cyber tools 
and information tools which it uses to 
interfere in democratic elections here 
in the United States and across Eu-
rope—among the nations that are our 
vital allies—to launch propaganda and 
misinformation campaigns that spread 

falsehoods and create a climate of 
doubt and uncertainty among citizens 
and democracies around the world. 

Last week, on this floor, I rose to 
speak with my friend and colleague, 
Senator MARCO RUBIO, to highlight the 
threat that we know Russia poses to 
the American-led, rules-based inter-
national order that has been sustained 
by both Republican and Democratic 
Presidents and leaders in this body 
since the Second World War. 

Just yesterday, several of us partici-
pated in a hearing of the State and 
Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Subcommittee, chaired by Senator 
LINDSEY GRAHAM of South Carolina. We 
heard directly from representatives of 
the Governments of Ukraine, Poland, 
Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto-
nia. All of these nations know better 
than any others just how serious the 
Russian Government is today about 
fulfilling the goals the CIA quoted and 
outlined in that report from the 1950s. 
Russian troops today are massing on 
the borders of many of these countries. 
In the case of Ukraine, Russia has re-
cently invaded and continues to ille-
gally occupy Crimea while arming and 
supporting separatists in the eastern 20 
percent of the country. 

Russia previously invaded Georgia in 
2008 and continues to occupy about 
one-fifth of its territory, backing 
rebels in the breakaway regions of 
South Ossetia and Abkhazia. The Rus-
sian Government has tried and, in sev-
eral cases, succeeded in executing 
cyber attacks against these countries’ 
governments, most famously against 
Estonia in 2007. Its ongoing 
disinformation campaigns have created 
widespread doubt about Western insti-
tutions like NATO, the European 
Union, the OSCE—institutions that 
have helped to maintain a stable and 
peaceful world for seven decades. 

These Ambassadors and the Foreign 
Ministers who testified yesterday be-
fore our appropriations subcommittee 
made clear their countries depend on 
the United States not just for leader-
ship, not just for military strength but 
for leadership and our commitment to 
effective foreign assistance. These are 
the same requests I heard last August 
from Eastern European leaders, when I 
led a bipartisan congressional delega-
tion—two Republican House Members, 
two Democratic Senate Members, and 
I. The five of us went to Ukraine, Esto-
nia, and the Czech Republic, and we 
heard exactly the same message—that 
they are threatened by a constant wave 
of attacks of disinformation, both 
overt and covert efforts to subvert 
their democracies and to change the di-
rection of their nations. 

Maintaining our forms of American 
leadership, our support for the democ-
racies, the civil societies, and the mili-
tary, and the strength of these nations 
in Eastern Europe is not charity. A 
world committed to democracy and the 
rule of law is a more stable world. A 
stable world means Americans are 
safer and more economically secure. It 
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is that simple. That is why we must 
push back against Russian aggression 
in a bipartisan way and stand up for 
our allies and our values. 

Conversations like this one on the 
floor today are important to educate 
our American people about the true na-
ture of the Russian threat we face. The 
Russian Government’s current strategy 
relies on disinformation and propa-
ganda in an effort to divide the Amer-
ican people, both from their govern-
ment and from each other. 

Our discussion this afternoon makes 
clear that both Republicans and Demo-
crats in Congress haven’t lost our will 
to highlight, to condemn, and to fight 
Russian actions. Unassailable facts 
must serve as the basis for a bipartisan 
foreign policy. A clear-eyed under-
standing of Russian intentions and ac-
tions will protect us from their anti- 
Western propaganda and avoid the in-
ternal divisions that Russia seeks to 
leverage in an attempt to project its 
influence worldwide. 

To that end, I am determined to sup-
port the efforts of Senator CARDIN. I 
am also determined to support the ef-
forts of Senator GRAHAM to provide suf-
ficient funding that specifically targets 
the Russian Government’s subversive 
actions. I will also continue to work 
with my colleagues, such as Senator 
CARDIN, to see that his bill, S. 94, the 
Counteracting Russian Hostilities Act, 
is marked up this work period so the 
full Senate can consider this important 
legislation. As Senator CARDIN com-
mented, there are 10 Democrats and 10 
Republicans who have already cospon-
sored this important bill. 

Why is this bill, the Counteracting 
Russian Hostilities Act, so important? 
It will make sure the Russian Govern-
ment pays a price for breaking the 
rules by supporting sanctions for its 
occupation and illegal annexation of 
Crimea, for its egregious human rights 
violations in Syria and elsewhere, and, 
most importantly, for directly inter-
fering in our election. This bill would 
prevent the lifting of sanctions on Rus-
sia until its government ceases these 
activities that caused those sanctions 
to be put in place in the first place. 
The bill would also support civil soci-
ety, pro-democracy, and anti-corrup-
tion activists in Russia and across Eu-
rope. 

Today Vladimir Putin has a whole 
array of powerful modern tools that he 
intends to use to undermine democracy 
and promote his brand of 
authoritarianism, but as that 1950 
memo to President Harry Truman 
made clear, Russia’s goals haven’t 
changed. Russia’s goals are to oppose 
us, our vision, our values, and our de-
mocracy. We must make it clear that 
America’s vision of a freer, safer, and 
more democratic world hasn’t changed 
either. 

I thank Senator CARDIN for orga-
nizing this discussion, thank Senator 
MENENDEZ for everything he has done 
to support these important efforts, and 
thank Senator GRAHAM for hosting yes-

terday’s important hearing. I look for-
ward to working with all of my col-
leagues to continue with this fight. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

rise to join my colleagues in this im-
portant conversation on the Senate 
floor and, once again, to demand an-
swers to the many questions raised 
about Russia’s interference in our elec-
tions. 

Not so long ago, I came to the floor 
to speak out against a belligerent act 
from an adversarial nation, an attempt 
to undermine American democracy and 
foment chaos and uncertainty on the 
world stage, an effort that we now 
know from our own intelligence com-
munity’s assessment was ordered by 
President Putin himself, a campaign 
that senior intelligence officials have 
concluded ‘‘blend[ed] covert intel-
ligence operations—such as cyber ac-
tivity—with overt efforts by Russian 
Government agencies, state-funded 
media, third-party intermediaries, and 
paid social media users, or ‘trolls,’ ’’ to 
undermine our 2016 Presidential elec-
tions. 

In recent weeks, the American people 
have been confronted by a daily drum-
beat of headlines regarding Russian in-
terference with our elections and pos-
sible ties to President Trump’s cam-
paign. They have learned that the 
President’s former National Security 
Advisor, LTG Michael Flynn, was not 
truthful about the nature of the con-
versations he had with the Russian 
Ambassador shortly after President 
Obama sanctioned Russia for meddling 
in our elections. 

They learned that Attorney General 
Jeff Sessions, the highest law enforce-
ment officer in the land, did not fully 
disclose at least two meetings he had 
with the Russian Ambassador during 
his nomination hearings. 

They have learned, through reporting 
in the news media, that U.S. law en-
forcement continues to investigation 
Russian agents’ contacts with Presi-
dent Trump’s inner circle. 

Yet despite these revelations, the 
American people now face more ques-
tions than answers. Has anyone else on 
the President’s team been in contact 
with the Russian Government? What 
were the nature of these conversations? 
How credible are reports of business 
dealings between Russian oligarchs and 
the Trump organization? 

But here is the reason I came to the 
floor today, as serious as those ques-
tions are. Getting answers to these 
questions, whether it be through a spe-
cial prosecutor, or an independent com-
mission—on which Senator CARDIN has 
legislation and which I strongly, 
strongly support and believe it is the 
ultimate vehicle—or the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee’s own investiga-
tion—those efforts are not about Presi-
dent Trump. It is about the American 
people. It is about protecting our free 

and democratic way of life and our 
time-tested system of self-governance. 
It is about showing our constituents 
that, when the stakes are high, when 
the allegations are this startling, when 
the implications are this alarming, we 
are capable of setting politics aside and 
getting to the truth. 

Time and again, the President has 
dismissed the significance of Russia’s 
interference in our elections, and he 
derides reports about his financial in-
terests and campaign contacts with 
Russia as ‘‘fake news.’’ Well, this isn’t 
fake news. On the contrary, these are 
real threats—real threats from a real 
foreign adversary; real threats that un-
dermine the integrity of our elections 
and, therefore, the security of our 
country; real threats from a brutal 
leader who sees the erosion of Western 
democracy as a strategic imperative 
for Russia’s future. 

So let’s be clear about why these 
threats matter. Vladimir Putin’s rise 
to power in Russia has been marked by 
the suppression of the freedom of the 
press, the oppression of the Russian 
people, the murder of political oppo-
nents, and the transfer of wealth and 
assets from the Russian people to a 
handful of powerful oligarchs. 

President Putin sees the spread of 
Western democratic values that we 
enjoy here in our country and others in 
the Western world—like freedom of 
speech, the rule of law, and human 
rights—as a threat to his power. So 
Russia has embarked on a systematic 
campaign to undermine the democ-
racies that uphold the international 
order established after World War II 
and that has been the bedrock of peace 
and tranquility, generally speaking, 
since then. These threats must be 
taken seriously. 

Russia’s aggressive behavior reaches 
back years and extends to this day. We 
saw it in 2008, when Russia backed ille-
gal separatist forces in Georgia, declar-
ing South Ossetia and Abkhazia inde-
pendent states. We saw it in March of 
2014—when I was in Ukraine—when 
Russia authorized the use of military 
force to annex Crimea, blatantly vio-
lating the sovereignty of the Ukrainian 
people and the Budapest Memorandum, 
a memorandum that we—the United 
States, Russia, and others—signed, 
saying that we would observe the terri-
torial and sovereignty rights of 
Ukraine if they gave up the nuclear 
weapons that had been left to them 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

They did just that. They did just 
that, and what happened to them after-
wards? Their territory has been an-
nexed and invaded. Today, Putin con-
tinues to break ceasefires, sow discord, 
and incite violence throughout eastern 
Ukraine—an effort that to date has 
claimed 10,000 lives and displaced 2 mil-
lion people. 

Unfortunately, Russia’s interference 
in our 2016 Presidential election is not 
an isolated instance. According to U.S. 
intelligence reports, these efforts are 
only the most recent manifestation of 
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the Kremlin’s ongoing campaign to un-
dermine Western democracy. 

In recent years, we have seen Russian 
oligarchs funnel money to fringe polit-
ical movements across Europe, and 
Russian operatives conduct sophisti-
cated disinformation campaigns. After 
the revelations that Russia interfered 
with our own elections, Putin has 
shown no signs of slowing down. On the 
contrary, just weeks ago, Russian’s De-
fense Minister announced that the 
Kremlin will begin using troops to en-
hance their information operations, 
emphasizing that ‘‘propaganda must be 
smart, competent, and efficient.’’ 

Again, Russia’s end goal here is no 
mystery. Putin aims to undermine Eu-
ropean unity and fracture the trans-
atlantic alliance—an alliance that has 
served as a bedrock for international 
security, peace and stability, and eco-
nomic cooperation between the United 
States and Europe for the past half 
century. 

In the Middle East, President Putin 
continues to disregard international 
norms. He aligns Russia with Iran, the 
world’s leading state sponsor of terror. 
He aids Syrian dictator Bashar al- 
Assad in his atrocities against inno-
cent civilians. In Aleppo, Russian 
bombs fall on homes; Russian bombs 
fall on schools and hospitals; Russian 
bombs fall on aid convoys that only 
seek to feed starving, trapped families, 
and rescue children from the rubble. 

Just last month, Russia violated the 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 
Treaty when they illegally launched a 
cruise missile, showing no regard for 
an agreement that has been a hallmark 
for nuclear security cooperation for 
nearly four decades. That is not an in-
significant act. 

The United States cannot ignore 
such destabilizing behavior. That is ex-
actly why Senator GRAHAM and I intro-
duced S. Res. 78 just 2 weeks ago, rec-
ognizing 3 years of Russian military 
aggression and calling on Russia to re-
spect its obligations to the inter-
national community. Our resolution 
should serve as a reminder to this ad-
ministration that the U.S. sanctions 
imposed on Russia for violating the 
international order should remain in 
place until Russia starts respecting 
and returning to that international 
norm. 

Nor can we let Russian efforts to un-
dermine Western democracies continue 
unabated. That is why I joined my col-
leagues in the Countering Russian Hos-
tilities Act of 2017. This bipartisan bill 
codifies the sanctions imposed by 
President Obama for Russia’s annex-
ation of Crimea and interference in the 
U.S. elections into law. 

It is the same type of proposition we 
had with the Iran agreement. We want 
a congressional opportunity to voice 
ourselves and make sure that those 
sanctions aren’t lifted arbitrarily, ca-
priciously, without Russia paying the 
consequences and coming back into the 
international order. At the same time, 
the legislation authorizes $100 million 

for the State Department and other 
agencies to counter Putin’s propa-
ganda. 

The time for action—and for an-
swers—is now. We can get to work im-
mediately by holding hearings in the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
to ensure that the United States has a 
strategy in place to protect the secu-
rity of our democracy and promote sta-
bility abroad. From the spread of ex-
tremist propaganda across Europe and 
the denial of Ukrainian sovereignty, to 
the bombing of civilians in Aleppo and 
the cyber attacks against the Demo-
cratic National Committee, Putin’s in-
tentions are not up for debate. 

Russia’s destabilizing behavior 
should make it absolutely clear to the 
President of the United States that the 
Russian Federation is not our friend. 
But when the President hesitates to ac-
knowledge this reality or fails to ad-
dress such aggressive behavior, it is up 
to Congress to act. There can be no 
hesitation when it comes to protecting 
the security and sanctity of our elec-
tions. 

But to take action we need answers. 
That is why we need an independent in-
vestigation into Russia’s interference 
in the 2016 elections. What President 
Trump fails to realize time and again is 
that this investigation is not about 
whether or not Russia successfully 
swayed the American elections. This 
investigation is not about him. This in-
vestigation is about the American peo-
ple. It is about ensuring that our elec-
tions are free, fair, and secure so that 
our government that we elect is re-
sponsive and accountable to the people. 
It is about understanding Russia’s tac-
tics in cyber space and preparing for 
future attacks. It is about standing 
with our allies, preserving peace and 
avoiding war, and preventing the need 
to send our sons and daughters into 
harm’s way. It is about ensuring that, 
when the President of the United 
States faces tough decisions, the Amer-
ican people can trust that he puts their 
interests—their interests—ahead of 
any other interests he has abroad. 

It is time to protect the integrity of 
our elections and to secure our democ-
racy against the cyber threats of the 
21st century—whether they come in 
the form of election machine tam-
pering, or paid propaganda on social 
media, or targeted hacks on political 
and public officials. 

Russia poses a real strategic threat 
to the United States, to our core val-
ues, and to the international order. I 
call on the President to treat these 
threats with the seriousness they de-
serve. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
protect the integrity of our elections 
here at home, to defend democracy 
abroad, and to ensure that the trans-
atlantic alliance, so vital to inter-
national security and stability, re-
mains strong for generations to come. 

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

ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from New Jersey for his 
excellent statement summarizing the 
challenge we face. I thank my col-
leagues from Maryland and from Dela-
ware as well. 

Yesterday, we had a hearing in the 
Judiciary Committee. There is an indi-
vidual seeking the Deputy Attorney 
General spot. Of course, he is seeking 
this position—a key position—at a crit-
ical moment in American history. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States of America, Jeff Sessions of Ala-
bama, announced publicly last week, 
on Thursday, that he was going to 
recuse himself from any prosecution 
involving the Russians and the last 
Presidential campaign. That is his-
toric, and it was the right thing to do. 
Many of us on the Democratic side 
have called on him for weeks to do just 
that. 

Senator Sessions had been an active 
participant in the Trump campaign, 
and when he became Attorney General, 
we felt that, in the best interests of 
preserving the integrity of the Depart-
ment of Justice, he had to step aside 
when it came to the investigation of 
Russian involvement in that campaign. 

Of course, in the meantime, during 
the course of this national debate, the 
National Security Advisor to the Presi-
dent of the United States, General 
Flynn, resigned after he misrepre-
sented to the American people and to 
the Vice President of the United States 
conversations he had with the Russian 
Ambassador. It came to light last week 
that then-Senator Sessions, during the 
course of his confirmation hearing, 
gave misleading comments and answers 
to a question by Senator FRANKEN, say-
ing that he had had no contact with 
the Russians, either. In fact, he had. 

He sent a clarification letter, but 
yesterday’s hearing was about his suc-
cessor, the Deputy Attorney General, 
who would have the power to oversee 
this investigation. The gentleman who 
was nominated is well known to the 
Senator from Maryland because he 
served as U.S. Attorney there for a 
number of years—since 2005. He served 
under President Obama. He was ini-
tially appointed under President Bush, 
a rare bipartisan selection, who, by 
every indication, is a professional pros-
ecutor. 

The disappointing moment at the 
hearing is when we asked Mr. Rosen-
stein if he had read the intelligence re-
port that was publicly announced in 
January about the Russian involve-
ment in our election campaign. It is an 
unclassified report. It is on the inter-
net. It is about 15 pages long. It is as 
precise and conclusive as you can ex-
pect. It said quite clearly that the Rus-
sians did attempt to change the out-
come of the election, that they were, in 
fact, working to benefit Donald Trump 
and against Hillary Clinton. 

I quickly added that this was not 
published by the Democratic National 
Committee. This was by the intel-
ligence agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment. I was disappointed when Mr. 
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Rosenstein said no, he had not read it. 
He was asked over and over again why 
he would not read a piece of informa-
tion, a document so critical to his serv-
ice as Deputy Attorney General. 

I will set that aside for a moment 
and just observe the obvious. If you be-
lieve our intelligence agencies, there is 
no question that Russia was trying to 
change the outcome of the Presidential 
election. They were engaged, we be-
lieve, with up to a thousand trolls in 
some office buildings in Moscow, invad-
ing the internet, invading emails in the 
United States in an attempt to glean 
information that they could feed back 
to the public through Wikileaks and 
other sources. 

Although there is no evidence to date 
that they had any impact on the actual 
casting or counting of ballots, their in-
tent is clear. They wanted to pick Don-
ald Trump as President. They believed 
he was a better choice for Russian in-
terests than Hillary Clinton. 

Is that worthy of an investigation? I 
certainly hope so. To our knowledge, it 
is the first time in the history of the 
United States that a foreign power— 
and one that has been an adversary 
time and again to our interests around 
the world—tried to invade our election. 
It was, in fact, a day that will live in 
cyber infamy in terms of this Russian 
effort. 

If we ignore it, we can expect several 
things. Get ready for the next election. 
Do you think they learned anything 
during the course of the last one? Do 
you think the Russians will be involved 
again? It would be naive to believe oth-
erwise. 

Secondly, there is a critical element 
here that we cannot ignore. Three 
weeks ago I visited Warsaw, Poland; 
Vilnius, Lithuania; and Kiev, Ukraine. 
I talked to those leaders—in a couple of 
instances, the Presidents of those 
countries, as well as opinion leaders, 
parliamentarians—and they continued 
to raise the same question to me. It 
came down to this: If the United States 
does not take seriously the invasion of 
Russia in your own Presidential cam-
paign, will you take it seriously when 
Putin invades our country? You have 
told us under the NATO alliance, arti-
cle 5, that you will stand by our side 
and protect us. If you don’t take Putin 
seriously when he invades your own 
Presidential election, there is a lot of 
doubt. 

Questions are being asked. Several 
Republican Senators have stepped up. I 
want to salute them. I will start with 
LINDSEY GRAHAM, who yesterday, again 
before the Senate Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
made it clear that he believes we have 
to thoroughly investigate this Russian 
involvement in our Presidential elec-
tion. 

A few others have said the same. Un-
fortunately, the reaction by many Re-
publican Senators has been lukewarm 
to cold. They don’t want to spend the 
time to look into this. They would 
rather start talking about inves-

tigating leaks in the Trump adminis-
tration or even the President’s far- 
fetched tweets suggesting that some-
how President Obama was engaged in a 
wiretap. It is something that has been 
denied not only by the former Presi-
dent but also by the former Director of 
National Intelligence and the head of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

To date, there is not one shred of evi-
dence for the claim made by President 
Trump in his tweets in the early morn-
ing hours of Saturday. At the same 
time, the need for this investigation 
continues. You have heard cataloged in 
detail—and I will not repeat it—Rus-
sian aggression over the last several 
years. 

I have seen it. I have seen it through-
out history, at least during my life-
time, and I have seen it more recently 
in Ukraine, in Georgia, and threats 
that go on every single day in coun-
tries in the Baltics and Poland. It is 
clear to them that they are fighting a 
hybrid war, not just the military 
threat, which is very real, but also 
cyber threats that at one point closed 
down the Estonian economy—a Rus-
sian cyber invasion closed it down—and 
propaganda threats, which are nonstop 
through cable television known as RT, 
Russia Today. They continue to broad-
cast false information into countries 
like the Baltics and try to do it with 
impunity. That is the reality of what 
we are facing. 

The question we face, though, as the 
U.S. Senate sworn to uphold this Con-
stitution, is whether we are prepared 
to defend it against foreign powers that 
will undermine it, in this case the Rus-
sian Federation. 

There has been a suggestion that the 
intelligence committees can have an 
investigation of this matter. I would 
say that in and of itself is not objec-
tionable, but it is certainly not com-
plete and satisfactory. The Intelligence 
Committee is going meet behind closed 
doors. We will not see the witnesses. 
We will not hear their testimony. The 
American people may not ever hear 
who testified and what they had to say. 

Some parts of this must continue to 
be classified, and I understand that. 
But by and large, the American people 
have a right to know what the Rus-
sians did and how they did it so that we 
can make sure we defend ourselves 
against this in the future. The Intel-
ligence Committees have a role, but 
not in its entirety. 

I think there should be a special 
prosecutor from the Department of 
Justice to see if any crimes have been 
committed. I don’t know where the evi-
dence will lead, but we should have 
someone we trust, a person of integ-
rity, who will step up and assume that 
role and make that investigation for 
the Department of Justice. 

One other thing: I think this is of 
sufficient gravity that we should have 
an independent, transparent, bipar-
tisan commission. My colleague, Sen-
ator CARDIN of Maryland, is the spon-
sor of that legislation, which I am 

happy to cosponsor. That is the ulti-
mate answer. 

Let’s get to the bottom of this once 
and for all to make certain we know 
what the Russians tried to do to us and 
to make doubly certain that it never 
happens again. That is the reality of 
this challenge. 

I hope we can get bipartisan support 
for it. When it comes to sanctions 
against Russia, we have had good bi-
partisan support, and that is encour-
aging—equal numbers of Democrats 
and Republicans saying they should 
pay a price for what they did. Let’s get 
the investigation to its conclusion. 

Leon Panetta is a friend of mine and 
served in our government at many dif-
ferent levels. In the Sunday talk 
shows, he talked about what he would 
recommend to the Trump administra-
tion. He said to them very simply: Get 
in front of this. Don’t keep reacting to 
this. Say that if you have done nothing 
wrong you are going to cooperate fully 
with any investigation to get to the 
bottom of it. That is the way to deal 
with it. 

I hope we will have an end to the 
tweets and a beginning of the coopera-
tion that is necessary so that we can 
get to the bottom of this situation and 
know the facts, wherever they may 
lead us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I thank 

Senator DURBIN, Senator MENENDEZ, 
and Senator COONS for joining on the 
floor today to talk about the threat 
that Russia poses. 

Senator DURBIN is absolutely correct, 
and I thank him for his leadership on 
this. The only way the American peo-
ple will have a full accounting of what 
Russia’s intentions were and what they 
did in attacking our country is to have 
an independent commission. 

We had such a commission after the 
attack on 9/11. Democrats and Repub-
licans came together. There was no 
controversy about that. We wanted to 
find out what and how we were at-
tacked, how they got through our in-
telligence network, how they put to-
gether the horrific attack on our coun-
try, and then we wanted to know how 
we could get recommendations to pro-
tect us moving forward. 

I am going to tell you, that commis-
sion served a very important national 
security function because we learned a 
lot. We learned that we were 
stovepiping too much information. We 
weren’t sharing it. The way the agen-
cies were set up, it was more over turf 
than it was over mission. Congress 
acted on the recommendations, and we 
are safer today as a result of it. 

We don’t know what Russia’s inten-
tions are all about. We suspect that 
they are trying to undermine our 
democratic system of government. We 
suspect that Russia is interested in re-
gaining its reputation of the former 
Soviet Union. They are looking for a 
greater geographical footprint. We see 
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that in their military operations, not 
just on their border countries such as 
Ukraine or what they are doing in 
Georgia or Moldova, but we see that 
also in the Middle East where they 
have a military presence today, and 
they want to have a footprint there. 

We believe they want to become a 
greater Russia. We know they don’t 
like democratic systems of govern-
ment. Their government stays in power 
through making sure that there is no 
effective opposition. They have quelled 
any opportunity for a Democratic op-
position and for the free press. 

We know those—but what are their 
ultimate aspirations? What do they in-
tend to do with the transatlantic part-
nership? We talked about that. We are 
safer today because of the trans-
atlantic relations. NATO has made our 
Nation safer. The strength of the EU 
has made our Nation stronger. 

We know Russia is trying to interfere 
with that. They interfered with the 
Montenegro election in an effort to 
prevent Montenegro from agreeing to 
join NATO. We know they are trying to 
pull other nations out of Europe. We 
know that. 

What we need to have, though, is a 
full accounting as to what happened in 
the attack on our country and how we 
can prepare ourselves to defend our-
selves. By the way, it might also give 
us a blueprint for what we need to do 
to show Russia we will not tolerate 
that type of activity. 

Senator DURBIN is absolutely right. 
We have responsibilities in Congress. 
The committee I serve on, the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee—our re-
lationship with Russia, we have to 
have hearings. Senator MENENDEZ was 
right in calling upon our committee to 
have additional hearings. What is Rus-
sia doing? How does it affect not only 
our relationship with Russia, but how 
do we deal with Europe? How do we 
deal with the authorization for use of 
military force? If we were attacked, 
can you use cyber as an attack vehicle? 
Does that require congressional au-
thorization? 

We have to be prepared in our com-
mittees. The Intelligence Committee 
has a responsibility to find out exactly 
what happened and whether we need to 
change our intelligence network be-
cause Russia was able to invade our 
country. They were able to get private 
information and then send it to 
WikiLeaks to use politically against 
us. They may compromise some of our 
classified information. We don’t know. 
We need to find that out. 

The Intelligence Committee has a 
function to play. The Judiciary Com-
mittee has a function to play. I know 
the subcommittee is doing some work 
under Senators Whitehouse and Gra-
ham. The Armed Services Committee 
certainly has a role to play. 

There is only one way the American 
people will get a clear view of how seri-
ous this matter is and that we are tak-
ing every conceivable possible step to 
make sure we protect the national se-

curity of the United States and our 
Democratic institutions, which are 
part of our national security, and that 
is to have an independent commission. 

There are no turf problems there. 
They can look at everything. They can 
have a transparent process, and the 
American people can get an eye as to 
what is happening. They can make the 
recommendations we need. 

I thank Senator DURBIN for under-
scoring that point. It is something I 
think we will ultimately get to. I was 
hoping we could get to it sooner rather 
than later because I think the Amer-
ican people would have a great deal 
more confidence. 

I thank Senator COONS for putting 
this in historic perspective. He is abso-
lutely right; we go back a long time as 
to what Russia’s intentions are all 
about. I thought that was extremely 
helpful to fill in all of the aspects of 
what we are trying to do. 

Senator MENENDEZ’s point was very 
critical; our reasons for being here and 
our reasons for wanting to take action 
are to protect our country, the Amer-
ican people. We are not talking about 
any one person or any one election. 
This is not challenging the results of 
this past election. This is all about 
making sure that we protect the integ-
rity of our free election system and, 
particularly moving forward, knowing 
that Russia may very well be engaged, 
as we speak, in trying to interfere with 
the elections in the Netherlands and 
Germany and France. We need to have 
a better game plan on how to deal with 
this. 

As Senator MENENDEZ said—I think 
it is a very important point; I want to 
underscore this: You can’t trust Rus-
sia. Let’s be clear about that. Ask the 
Ukrainians. They signed the Budapest 
Declaration. The United States was 
part of that. They very clearly gave up 
their nuclear capacity, and in exchange 
they got the security from Russia on 
their jurisdiction, on their territory, 
on their sovereignty. Look how long 
that lasted before Russia invaded 
Ukraine, annexed part of Ukraine, and 
they continue to supply resources to 
disrupt the eastern part of Ukraine so 
Ukraine will have a very difficult time 
in its integration into Europe. That is 
what Russia is doing today in con-
travention to their written commit-
ments with Ukraine. 

Then I might tell my colleagues: 
Look at the Minsk agreement set up to 
try to end this hot war, and Russia has 
violated all the aspects of the Minsk 
agreement. You can’t trust Russia’s 
agreements. 

As Senator MENENDEZ pointed out— 
he is right—look at the INF. Look at 
the treaty obligations. Russia is vio-
lating their treaty obligations, which 
directly affect the security of Europe. 
These are pretty serious things. We 
counter this by unity. 

That is why I am so proud that we 
have Democrats and Republicans work-
ing together. This is not one party. 
Both parties recognize the danger of 

Russia. Both parties recognize that we 
have to protect ourselves. I would just 
urge my colleagues to follow this vig-
orous strategy, where we can show the 
American people that unity and that 
resolve and that we will not allow Rus-
sia to attack our country, that we are 
going to prepare to make sure that we 
defend our democratic system of gov-
ernment and that we will be united in 
standing up to those types of activities 
that are against our national security 
interests. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 

The Senator from Maryland. 
TRUMPCARE 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, we 
have now had a little more than 24 
hours to get a peek at the Republican 
plan to get rid of the Affordable Care 
Act. Now we know why they kept it in 
hiding for as long as they did—because 
it is a total mess and it will wreak 
havoc on the healthcare system in the 
United States of America and severely 
harm millions of Americans. After 7 
years in waiting, is this really the best 
they can do? The first thing people 
need to know about the Republican 
plan to replace the Affordable Care 
Act—let’s be clear. This is no replace-
ment. This is a fake replacement. The 
first thing they need to know about it 
is, it will strip away affordable 
healthcare for millions of Americans in 
order to give the wealthiest households 
a huge tax cut. 

How big is that tax cut? First of all, 
it goes to households who make over 
$250,000 a year. Here is the thing. The 
richer you are, the more money you 
make over $250,000 a year, the bigger 
the tax cut you are going to get under 
the Republican healthcare plan, under 
TrumpCare. In fact, if you are a mil-
lionaire, you are going to get a tax cut, 
on average, of about $50,000—to be pre-
cise, a $49,370 average tax cut for mil-
lionaires. If you are in the top one- 
tenth percent of American households, 
you are going to get, on average, a 
$200,000 tax cut under the Republican 
plan to get rid of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

That is great news if your name is 
Donald Trump or you are one of the 
billionaires or millionaires in his Cabi-
net. It is great news if you have loads 
of money. I want to be clear. I have 
nothing against millionaires. The more 
millionaires, the better in terms of 
growth in the economy, but certainly 
at this point in time, they don’t need a 
tax cut, and they certainly shouldn’t 
have a tax cut when the impact of that 
is to harm tens of millions of Ameri-
cans and hurt their healthcare. 

I guess we are beginning to learn ex-
actly what President Trump meant 
when he said that his healthcare was 
going to be ‘‘much better.’’ Yes, if you 
are one of those folks in the top one- 
tenth percent of American income 
earners, if you are in the wealthiest 
strata of this country, you are going to 
get a big tax break. So I guess it is 
much better for you from that perspec-
tive. 
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You know whom else this is going to 

be better for? It is going to be better 
for insurance companies and their 
CEOs. It is really hard to believe, but if 
you look at the House bill—and now I 
know why it was under lock and key 
for so long. If you look at it, you are 
going to find that their plan gives in-
surance companies a new tax break 
when they pay their CEOs multi-
million-dollar bonuses. In fact, the big-
ger the bonus the healthcare company 
pays to the CEO, the bigger tax break 
the corporation gets, the more Amer-
ican taxpayers will be subsidizing those 
bonuses for those insurance CEOs. 

So you know what, you are a CEO of 
an insurance company, you raise the 
premiums, the company makes more 
money, and you get a bigger bonus. 
Taxpayers foot the bill in terms of 
larger taxpayer subsidies to those 
CEOs. All in all, when you add up all 
the tax breaks for these CEOs and the 
insurance companies and the wealthi-
est Americans, it is a tax break wind-
fall of $600 billion. That is the number 
by the experts in the Joint Committee 
on Taxation here in the Congress. 
These are the nonpartisan experts who 
look at legislation and determine what 
the fiscal impact will be. What they 
say is that the TrumpCare bill will pro-
vide tax breaks in the amount of $600 
billion over the next 10 years. I guess 
that is what President Trump must 
have been referring to the other day 
when he tweeted about his ‘‘wonderful 
new healthcare bill.’’ It will be wonder-
ful for those who are getting those big 
tax breaks. 

We know who the winners are. Who 
are the losers? Well, just about every-
body else ends up on the short end of 
the stick—just about everybody else in 
America. That is why you are seeing 
such strong opposition coming from all 
over the country. First, there are the 
millions of Americans who are going to 
lose their healthcare coverage alto-
gether because they can’t possibly af-
ford to pay the huge additional pre-
miums and copays and deductions they 
would be faced with under these plans 
that would be offered. Then there are 
tens of millions of more who will pay 
much more for much less coverage. 

Older Americans are going to be espe-
cially hard hit, which is why we are all 
hearing from AARP. You know 
AARP—they sometimes give their 
opinion, they weigh in a little bit here 
and there, but they are out full force 
against this TrumpCare bill because it 
is going to have a very negative impact 
on seniors in America. They call it a 
sweetheart deal to big drug companies 
and other special interests. They 
argue—and we will talk about how it 
will weaken Medicare. They say it is 
going to impose an age tax on older 
Americans, and that is what it does. In 
fact, they calculate the following: 

The change in structure will dramatically 
increase premiums for older consumers. We 
estimate that the bill’s changes to current 
law’s tax credits could increase premium 
costs for a 55-year-old earning $25,000 by 

more than $2,300 a year. For a 64-year-old 
earning $25,000 that increase rises to more 
than $4,400 a year. 

A year extra—$4,400 more a year for 
that 64-year-old earning $25,000 to pay 
for their health insurance, the health 
insurance they have today. Then they 
calculate that it will be $5,800 more for 
a 64-year-old earning $15,000. In other 
words, compared to the Affordable Care 
Act, the less income you have, the 
more you are going to be paying under 
TrumpCare than you are paying today 
under ObamaCare, under the Affordable 
Care Act. 

We are also hearing from groups that 
fight for the rights of people with dis-
abilities from all over the country, 
that are against this legislation be-
cause of its impact on Medicaid and the 
impact those cuts to Medicaid will 
have on people with disabilities 
throughout the country. 

We are also hearing about the impact 
on Medicare. One of the promises Can-
didate Trump made was that he wasn’t 
going to do anything that would harm 
Medicare. That is what he said then, 
but, in fact, in January, Congress re-
ceived a letter from the Medicare actu-
aries. These are the professionals who 
look at the impact of various proposals 
on the Medicare system. What they 
concluded was, this proposal to provide 
tax cuts to wealthy Americans would 
actually reduce the life of the Medicare 
program by 3 years. 

Here is what they are proposing. We 
are going to give a tax cut—and one of 
the tax cuts means that wealthy Amer-
icans will not have to pay a portion of 
their Medicare taxes. That portion of 
their Medicare taxes today goes into 
the Medicare trust fund. You say to 
those wealthy Americans: We are going 
to give you a tax break that is going 
back in your pockets. That means it is 
no longer going into the Medicare trust 
fund. That shortens the life of the 
Medicare trust fund. That is the view, 
that is the opinion, those are the facts 
stated by the actuaries for Medicare. 

As you begin to reduce the life of the 
Medicare Program, there will be more 
and more pressure to go to the plan 
that has been much discussed, espe-
cially by House Republicans, to turn 
Medicare into a voucher program. The 
AARP raises this issue, as well, in 
their letter. If you are going to start 
cutting down on the Medicare trust 
fund, if you are reducing the revenues 
going into that trust fund because you 
are giving wealthier Americans this 
tax cut, obviously, there is less money 
in that program to pay for the bills of 
Medicare. 

One of the ideas that has been pushed 
is: All right, let’s save money for Medi-
care by transferring the risks Medicare 
currently takes onto the backs of sen-
iors. So we are going to start giving 
them a voucher, a voucher that does 
not keep pace with the rising costs of 
Medicare. That means that over time, 
seniors have to pay a lot more, get a 
lot less in healthcare, and that is how 
they save the Medicare plan money. 

Make no mistake, by providing a tax 
cut, and particularly the tax cut to the 
wealthy paying into the Medicare Pro-
gram right now, you are hurting Medi-
care. 

I know that the President says he is 
a terrific negotiator, just a terrific ne-
gotiator, and I have here a book by 
Trump, ‘‘The Art of the Deal.’’ I don’t 
know whether Donald Trump is a good 
negotiator or a bad negotiator, but 
what I know is this: When you look at 
this TrumpCare plan, whoever did the 
negotiating was negotiating on behalf 
of very wealthy special interests at the 
expense of people in the rest of the 
country. 

So all the talk we heard throughout 
the campaign and since about looking 
after the little guy, all the talk we 
heard about the middle class being 
squeezed, which is very real out there 
in America, all the talk we heard about 
struggling Americans, when you look 
at TrumpCare, it hurts exactly those 
people. 

If President Trump was negotiating 
this deal, he got a great deal for the 
billionaires and millionaires who are in 
his Cabinet. They are going to see a 
great tax break windfall. I mean, I 
would like to get a calculator and take 
a look at what the size of the tax break 
will be to the members of the Trump 
Cabinet because it is going to be huge. 
But ordinary Americans are going to 
take it on the chin. They are going to 
be very badly hurt, which is why appar-
ently people are trying to rush this 
through the Congress so quickly. 

First, it was in some remote room, 
and you needed bloodhounds to go out 
to try to find out where it was, and 
now we know why it was kept so se-
cret—because it is such a bad deal for 
the American people. 

Now that it is in the light of day and 
the details are coming out and we are 
getting more and more letters from 
groups from around the country— 
AARP, the American Hospital Associa-
tion, the American Medical Associa-
tion, hundreds of other groups. The let-
ters are pouring in. What is the re-
sponse? Let’s try to get this through 
the Congress as fast as possible before 
the word gets out even farther around 
the country. 

It is ironic because I remember that 
during the debate over the Affordable 
Care Act, which took months and 
months—I mean, it took over 7 or 8 
months—our Republican colleagues ac-
cused us of moving too quickly, of not 
having sufficient debate and input. Yet 
what we are seeing right now, now that 
the bill has come out of hiding, is an 
effort to try to move that bill through 
the House in a matter of weeks without 
any hearings. And then we are hearing 
over here in the Senate that the plan 
will be—and maybe the Republican 
leader can clarify this at some point, 
but the plan will be to not send it to 
any of the committees in the Senate 
for a review but to try to bring it up 
immediately here on the floor of the 
Senate without any committee consid-
eration, totally outside the regular 
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order, flying directly in the face of the 
complaints that were made many years 
ago, when the process took well over 7 
months, went through all the commit-
tees, and was thoroughly deliberated 
throughout the country. 

Today I am looking at some of the 
publications, and I see Republican col-
leagues preemptively criticizing the 
Congressional Budget Office for what it 
might say about what TrumpCare is 
going to cost the American people. 

Mr. President, I know you and our 
colleagues know that CBO is the ref-
eree on which we all rely. I know some 
people like to make up their own alter-
native facts, but you need to have some 
referee here in Congress when it comes 
to budget issues because otherwise peo-
ple just make up whatever numbers 
they want. 

It is also important to know that the 
current head of the Congressional 
Budget Office is somebody who was 
jointly selected by the Republican 
chairman of the House Budget Com-
mittee and the Republican chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee. In other 
words, the current head of the CBO was 
picked by the Republican chairmen of 
the House and Senate Budget Commit-
tees. It is very important that we have 
that nonpartisan referee in these dis-
cussions. Yet, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, they are acting on 
TrumpCare right now in committees 
without even the benefit of the anal-
ysis from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. Apparently, they are afraid of 
what it might be and what it might 
say. 

If people want to defend this 
TrumpCare proposal, they are obvi-
ously free to do it, but we should do it 
in the regular order, and we should do 
it based on information from sources 
like the Congressional Budget Office so 
people can have all the facts when they 
make these decisions which will im-
pact the American people. 

One fact we know right now is the 
fact that I mentioned at the outset, 
which is from the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, the nonpartisan experts, saying 
that TrumpCare will provide a $600 bil-
lion tax cut windfall. We also know it 
is a fact from the Medicare Actuary 
that by providing very wealthy Ameri-
cans with this tax break, you are going 
to take some years off of the life of the 
Medicare Program. Those are real 
facts. 

So when I look at this deal, whoever 
negotiated this deal was clearly look-
ing out for the very wealthiest in this 
country. That is where the facts lead. 

Again, I don’t know if President 
Trump is a good negotiator or a bad ne-
gotiator. What I do know is that if he 
negotiated this TrumpCare deal, he 
was negotiating on behalf of the mil-
lionaires and billionaires in his Cabi-
net. He was negotiating on behalf of 
the insurance companies that are now 
going to get a tax break for the multi-
million-dollar bonuses they pay to the 
CEOs. The larger the bonus, the bigger 
the tax break under this bill. I know he 

wasn’t negotiating for everyday work-
ing Americans and certainly not for 
older Americans or Americans with 
disabilities. That is why the AARP and 
others are weighing in so strongly 
against this. 

We are going to have a little more 
time to debate here in the Senate, ap-
parently, than in the House, but I 
would hope we would send this through 
the regular order because it requires a 
thorough vetting of the facts, and the 
American people deserve that kind of 
transparency and accountability in 
this process. I am absolutely confident 
that when the American people get a 
good look at this deal, they will know 
it is a very bad deal for the country 
and for millions of Americans. 

I hope we will get on with that proc-
ess. I hope the bill will never arrive in 
the Senate. I hope the folks in the 
House will recognize that it is a bad 
deal for the country and go back to the 
drawing board because when I heard 
the mantra ‘‘repeal and replace’’ and 
when I heard President Trump say that 
replacement was going to be much bet-
ter and cover more people for less cost, 
I think people took that seriously. Now 
when they actually take a look at 
TrumpCare, as it is emerging from the 
House, they see something very dif-
ferent. They see something that is, 
quote, wonderful for the 1 percent of 
Americans who are going to get a tax 
cut, but it is really lousy for everybody 
else in the country. 

We need to defeat this charade. This 
is not a replacement. This is a fake. 
The American people are catching on 
quickly. That is why it is very impor-
tant that we not try to rush this 
through, that we have an opportunity 
to discuss it in the light of day. I am 
absolutely confident that if we do the 
right thing in terms of a full demo-
cratic debate, TrumpCare will go down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to reject 
this resolution to roll back account-
ability for the billions of dollars that 
are sent to States to help educate chil-
dren. 

When Congress updated the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act in 
2015, it was a bipartisan achievement. 
Republicans and Democrats came to-
gether on the 50th anniversary of that 
landmark civil rights law to rewrite it 
into what became the Every Student 
Succeeds Act. 

When President Obama signed this 
K–12 legislation into law in December 
of that year, he called it a ‘‘Christmas 
miracle.’’ It received 85 votes in the 
Senate. It was one of the most impor-
tant pieces of bipartisan legislation 
passed in the last Congress. 

It wasn’t the bill I would have writ-
ten, but it was a bipartisan com-
promise. It gave States and districts 
far more flexibility when it comes to 
improving their struggling public 
schools. At the same time, it also 
maintained critical civil rights and ac-

countability protections to ensure that 
when the Federal Government gives 
States billions of dollars to improve 
the education of their students, that 
money goes to the schools and students 
that need those Federal resources the 
most. It was a critical step toward 
making sure we are building a future 
not just for some of our kids but for all 
of our kids. 

When Congress passes big, complex 
laws like the Every Student Succeeds 
Act, it always leaves some of the im-
plementation details to the agency 
that has to enforce the law. That is 
why I fought hard to make sure the De-
partment of Education had the tools it 
needs to write clarifying rules and 
guidelines to enforce the Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act. That was a condi-
tion of my vote and the votes of lots of 
other people. We won that fight. The 
authority to enforce the rules is right 
there in the law. It was debated in pub-
lic, and it was part of the bipartisan 
agreement between Republicans and 
Democrats. 

Last November, the Department of 
Education—after careful consultation 
with teachers, school leaders, State 
education leaders, and parents—issued 
new rules to enforce this law. Today, 
congressional Republicans are trying 
to take a sledgehammer to these new 
rules. 

When these new rules were issued, ev-
eryone who works in education agreed 
that they were critical and necessary. 
Teachers were fine with the new rules. 
State education leaders were fine with 
the new rules. Civil rights leaders were 
fine with the new rules. Everyone was 
ready to get to work. Apparently, con-
gressional Republicans do not care. In-
stead, they want to blow up these criti-
cally important accountability rules 
even though the people who work in or 
around public education did not ask 
them to do so. This makes no sense. 

Groups that often disagree with each 
other over public education policies are 
united in their belief that this resolu-
tion is a dumb idea. It is opposed by 
teachers; civil rights organizations, 
such as the NAACP and the National 
Council of La Raza; and organizations 
representing students with disabilities, 
such as the National Center for Learn-
ing Disabilities. It is even opposed by 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce because 
they know this resolution will only 
make it more difficult for States as 
they try to implement the new edu-
cation law. And this resolution will un-
dermine the work States are currently 
doing right now to improve their public 
schools with the new law. 

Last week, many of these groups 
signed on to a letter that states: ‘‘This 
action will cause unnecessary confu-
sion, disrupting the work in states and 
wasting time that we cannot afford to 
waste.’’ 

In fact, even conservative education 
policy experts at the Fordham Insti-
tute—a right-leaning educational pol-
icy think tank—argue that congres-
sional Republicans should not swing a 
wrecking ball to these guidelines. 
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They identified over 20 provisions in 

these rules that actually provide more 
flexibility to States by clarifying am-
biguous sections in the law, and they 
concluded: ‘‘Senate Republicans, then, 
should scrap their plan to use the Con-
gressional Review Act to kill all of the 
accountability regulations outright.’’ 

Killing these new rules now would 
lead to chaos and confusion just when 
States, districts, and school leaders are 
beginning to implement this new K–12 
education law. States have already 
spent months drafting their plans for 
complying. Eighteen States, including 
Massachusetts, intended to submit 
their implementation plans to the De-
partment of Education next month. If 
this resolution passes, all of that work 
will be thrown into limbo. 

These clarifying rules include impor-
tant provisions that allow States to 
send additional Federal resources to 
struggling schools, whether or not 
those schools already receive Federal 
dollars; provisions that give States 
more flexibility in educating their 
English learners in the manner that 
best meets the needs of each individual 
student; provisions that ensure that 
parents have more information about 
how their child’s public school is doing 
and sets clear guidelines with what 
States and districts must disclose to 
parents and when they must disclose 
it; and provisions that promote trans-
parency by preventing States from ma-
nipulating their graduation rates or 
data on how much money they are in-
vesting in each student. These regula-
tions were carefully crafted over the 
course of 1 year of input from teachers, 
school system leaders, and student ad-
vocates. Both Republicans and Demo-
crats should support these provisions. 

I think we all know what is going on 
here. Betsy DeVos is the new Secretary 
of Education. Congressional Repub-
licans have decided they want to hand 
over the keys to her with no restric-
tions whatsoever. The resolutions we 
are debating today would give Sec-
retary DeVos more freedom to push 
States in whatever direction she felt 
like. If you are a teacher in Tennessee 
or a principal in Massachusetts, you 
should be furious about that. Congress 
is about to scrap a year of hard work 
and a year of careful compromise in 
order to give Secretary DeVos a blank 
check. 

It is a blank check for Betsy DeVos. 
This is the same Secretary of Edu-
cation who has never attended a public 
school, never taught in a public school, 
and never led a public school. This is 
the same Secretary of Education who 
proved to the world, during her con-
firmation hearing, that she doesn’t 
have a clue about public schools. This 
is the same Secretary of Education 
who still holds shady investments that 
could be hiding conflicts of interest. 
This is the same Secretary of Edu-
cation who has used her vast fortune to 
advance her extreme privatization 
agenda. This is the same Secretary of 
Education whom Jeff Sessions and the 

Vice President of the United States 
had to drag across the finish line in an 
unprecedented tie-breaking confirma-
tion vote. She is the one to whom Sen-
ate Republicans want to give a blank 
check to figure out where she wants to 
drive public education—a blank check 
to push her radical privatization agen-
da. 

States and school districts are plan-
ning for the next school year right 
now. They are figuring out how to im-
plement this law and improve the edu-
cation of kids as I speak. They are 
doing hero’s work every day while Con-
gress wastes time and creates more 
confusion. 

Handing this law over to an Edu-
cation Secretary with no experience in 
public education without any account-
ability rules to guide its implementa-
tion is an insult. It is an insult to 
teachers, an insult to school leaders, 
and an insult to families everywhere. 

This is not a game. Congress should 
not be playing politics with the edu-
cation of our children. Instead of dis-
rupting the important work that 
States and districts are doing to edu-
cate our kids, Congress should get out 
of the way and let States finish what 
they have already started. Let them 
get to work. That is why I urge my col-
leagues to reject this resolution. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

RUSSIA 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor this afternoon fol-
lowing my colleagues, Senator MCCAIN 
and Senator CARDIN, to speak to the 
legislation that I am cosponsoring and 
that they have introduced to ramp up 
sanctions on Russia. I think it is im-
portant to emphasize that this is a 
strongly bipartisan legislative effort. 

Indeed, for more than seven decades, 
Congress has stood strong on a bipar-
tisan basis, first against the Soviet 
Union and now against Russian threats 
against the United States and our Eu-
ropean allies. Working across the aisle 
in Congress, we have supported the 
NATO alliance. Beginning after World 
War II with the Marshall Plan and con-
tinuing to this day with the European 
Reassurance Initiative, we have helped 
to build the richest economies and the 
most robust democracies the world has 
ever seen, protected in large part in 
Western Europe by NATO. 

Today we face new and unprece-
dented threats from an increasingly ag-
gressive Russia. Russia continues to il-
legally occupy territory in Georgia and 
Ukraine. It is on the march in Syria, 
and it is building up its military pres-
ence and making threatening moves to-

ward the Baltic States and in the Bal-
kans. 

There is growing evidence that it is 
actively interfering to spread 
disinformation and manipulate the 
outcome of elections this year in 
France, Germany, and across Europe. 
In fact there is evidence to suggest 
that they were involved in the Brexit 
vote and in the Dutch referendum last 
year. 

Right here in our own country, Rus-
sia has used brazen cyber attacks and 
other measures to aggressively inter-
fere in our Presidential election last 
fall. This was an attack on our sov-
ereignty, on our democracy, and on the 
American people, and it was unprece-
dented. It requires the strongest pos-
sible response, short of armed force, to 
demonstrate to Vladimir Putin that 
this behavior will not be tolerated and 
it must not happen again. That is ex-
actly the purpose of these comprehen-
sive sanctions. 

I agree with Senator CARDIN, the 
ranking member on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, that the Foreign Re-
lations Committee should play a piv-
otal leadership role in both our legisla-
tive and oversight capacities in push-
ing back against Russia’s aggression in 
all its forms. By all means, this in-
cludes making the case that the skills 
and experience of our State Depart-
ment and USAID professionals are 
more important than ever. 

In Eastern Europe, in the Middle 
East, in Afghanistan, and all across the 
world, they are working to increase the 
resilience of our allies by strength-
ening democratic institutions, fos-
tering the rule of law, and fighting cor-
ruption. These initiatives have played 
an indispensable role in helping the 
United States prevail in the Cold War, 
and they are every bit as important 
today as we oppose Russian aggression. 

We had the opportunity in the Armed 
Services Committee to hear from an 
expert talking about Russia and about 
Russia’s strategy. One of the things he 
pointed out is that, just as Russia is 
building up its military might, just as 
it is expanding its propaganda initia-
tives through television broadcasts 
like ‘‘Russia Today’’ and ‘‘Sputnik,’’ it 
is also looking at how it can undermine 
Western democracies as a way to inter-
rupt the transatlantic alliance—the al-
liance between the United States and 
Europe that has been so important to 
stability in the world for the last 70 
years. 

That is Russia’s real goal. They want 
to undermine Europe. They want to un-
dermine the West and the United 
States. One of the ways they are trying 
to do that is by disrupting our elec-
tions. We can’t allow this kind of ag-
gression to go unpunished. If we do, we 
will surely face further attacks from 
an emboldened Russia looking to dis-
rupt our democracy. Indeed, I think 
this attack should be answered with 
the most punishing economic and fi-
nancial sanctions that we can muster, 
and we need to work even harder to 
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shore up our European allies who are 
facing Russian aggression and inter-
ference. 

As we look at the upcoming French 
and German elections, there is no 
doubt that Russia is trying to interfere 
with those elections, as well, with the 
goal of undermining our democracy. 
When one begins to mess around with 
our elections, they strike at the heart 
of a democracy that is the foundation 
of this country. 

I commend Senator MCCAIN and Sen-
ator CARDIN for introducing this bipar-
tisan sanctions legislation, and I hope 
that Senators on both sides of the aisle 
will join us in passing these com-
prehensive sanctions against Russia. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

REMEMBERING JACK ROBINSON 
Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to commemorate the life and 
legacy of Jack Robinson, who passed 
away on March 1, 2017, in Pierre, SD, at 
the age of 92. 

Jack dedicated his life to public serv-
ice—first to his Nation in the U.S. 
military and later to thousands of stu-
dents as a teacher in Pierre. 

When Jack graduated from high 
school in 1942, he was awarded a schol-
arship to Yangton College, but instead 
of furthering his education, he an-
swered the call of duty amidst World 
War II and enlisted in the U.S. Army. 

After transferring from the infantry 
to the Army Air Corps, he completed 
navigation school and became a crew 
member on a B–17 bomber. He and his 
team were eventually sent overseas to 
England and completed 27 combat mis-
sions over Germany before being shot 
down on March 2, 1945. Shortly after-
ward, Jack returned home to South 
Dakota. 

Throughout the rest of his life, he 
was a strong advocate for the military 
and a true patriot. With the stories he 
told and the love of country he shared, 
he showed what it meant to be a true 
American hero. For that, he affection-
ately adopted the nickname ‘‘Captain 
Jack.’’ 

There are not enough words in a dic-
tionary to describe what we owe to the 
men and women who fought in World 
War II to save our Nation and to save 
democracy for the world. Jack Robin-
son put his own dreams aside and put 
his own life in great danger for our 
country and for all of the future gen-
erations of Americans. 

After World War II, Jack graduated 
from Yankton College and taught high 
school science at Highmore, SD, for 2 
years. Then he earned his master’s de-
gree in biology from the University of 

South Dakota. For the next 35 years, 
Jack was a teacher at Riggs High 
School in my hometown of Pierre. 
There, he created advanced biology and 
aeronautics programs for his students 
and inspired several young South Da-
kotans to become doctors. Dr. Brent 
Lindbloom of Pierre said his father and 
Jack Robinson were the reasons he be-
came a doctor. ‘‘Mr. Robinson was a 
great teacher,’’ he said. ‘‘He taught us 
how to study and inspired us to pursue 
our dreams.’’ 

I couldn’t agree more. 
As a teenager, Jack taught me navi-

gational skills needed to properly fly 
an airplane, fueling a lifelong passion 
that continues today. As Jack would 
say, ‘‘you have to know the difference 
between compass course and compass 
heading.’’ 

Over the years he taught many oth-
ers navigational skills as well. But he 
didn’t just teach young people how to 
fly in the skies. He was a tremendous 
role model for all of us and for all the 
students he taught. 

As a bomber crew member, Jack de-
fended our gift of democracy. As a 
teacher, he gave us what we needed to 
become responsible adults and pursue 
our own dreams. In 1994, Jack was in-
ducted into the South Dakota Aviation 
Hall of Fame as a combat crew mem-
ber. I can state that he was very proud 
of that moment. But more important 
than his many achievements as a war 
hero and as a teacher was his life as a 
husband, father, grandfather, and 
great-grandfather. 

We are a better people because Jack 
touched so many lives with his knowl-
edge, kindness, and passion for living. 
His loss is felt by countless South Da-
kotans. 

With this, I welcome the opportunity 
to recognize and commemorate the life 
of this great public servant and per-
sonal role model of mine, Mr. Jack 
Robinson. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

CIVIL RIGHTS AND EDUCATION 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I want 

to talk about an upcoming CRA that 
will be on the floor potentially this 
week that would cancel out an impor-
tant regulation that is designed to 
build upon this country’s history of 
making sure there is a marriage be-
tween civil rights and education to 
make sure that children in this coun-
try, regardless of their race, regardless 
of their learning ability, regardless of 
their religion, regardless of their in-
come, get an equal chance at edu-
cation. 

Frankly, the whole reason the Fed-
eral Government is involved in the 
question of education is due to civil 
rights. This used to be a purely local 
concern, and the Federal Government 
stepped into the question of local edu-
cation because Black kids throughout 
the South were not getting an equal 
education. They were living in seg-
regated schools and getting an edu-
cation that was of far lesser quality. So 
the Federal Government has always 
been involved in education because it 
is a matter of civil rights. 

I want to talk about this issue 
through the prism of one individual. I 
am going to call him James, but this is 
a true story—a story, frankly, that 
could be told millions of times over 
across the country. 

James went to school in an urban 
district in Connecticut. He was a 10th 
grader. At the beginning of James’s 
10th grade year, he had a habit of walk-
ing out of class. In the middle of class, 
he would just get up and walk out after 
10 or 15 or 20 minutes, and he would 
wander the halls of this big, urban high 
school until inevitably he was met by a 
security officer or a teacher or an ad-
ministrator. They would bring him 
down to the office, and they would call 
his grandmother, as he lived with her. 
He would get suspended for a couple of 
days, and then he would come back. 

It played out so often—this cycle of 
James walking out of class, being 
brought down to the principal’s office, 
being suspended—that somewhere 
around the end of October, during his 
sophomore year, he had been out of 
school more days than he had been in 
school. 

One day, though, James goes through 
this cycle again. He is in the hallway, 
and he runs into an assistant principal. 
He is sort of sick and tired of this story 
playing out over and over again. He 
raises his voice. He has some words. 
James has never hurt anybody in his 
life, no history of violence, but the as-
sistant principal decides to call the po-
lice. The police come and they arrest 
James for disorderly conduct, essen-
tially for having words with an assist-
ant principal. Now James, at 16 years 
old, has a criminal record. At the time, 
he was treated as an adult in Con-
necticut, so he has an adult criminal 
record. 

It turns out that James was walking 
out of class every day because he 
couldn’t read, and he was mortified. He 
was embarrassed because he had been 
socially promoted through the years. 
He had a learning disability that was 
going untreated, and he was in the 10th 
grade with the ability to only read at 
an elementary school level. No wonder 
he was walking out of class every day. 
He literally couldn’t follow along. It 
was embarrassing. He didn’t want to be 
called on by the teacher so he left. No-
body ever figured that out until he got 
arrested and finally got a legal aid law-
yer, who happened to be my wife, who 
identified his disability and the fact 
that it was being unaddressed. 
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The fact is, a big part of this story is 

tied up in the fact that James was 
Black, and he was a big kid. So the po-
lice got calls maybe because he ap-
peared to be threatening in a way that 
he simply was not. I can say that be-
cause the data backs up the fact that 
Black kids and disabled kids are treat-
ed very differently in schools today. 
Wherever you are, whether in Con-
necticut, in North Carolina, or in Cali-
fornia, Black kids—especially Black 
boys—are suspended and expelled at a 
rate that is twice that of their White 
peers for the exact same behavior. 
Take mouthing off to a teacher. When 
that happens, Black kids, Black stu-
dents, are twice as likely to be sus-
pended for mouthing off to a teacher 
than a White student. 

James’s story is not unique. It is not 
unique because it happens in every 
State across the country, and it is not 
just in suspension and expulsion rates, 
it is also in achievement rates as well. 
We know the statistics. The graduation 
rate for African-American students is 
16 percent lower than their White 
peers. I can go down the line and tell 
you about the different story when it 
comes to achievement and treatment 
of African-American students as com-
pared to White students. 

Racism isn’t gone in this country. It 
might not be overt. Sometimes it 
might not even be conscious, but it is 
still there. Discrimination against kids 
who are different, whether they be poor 
or disabled, didn’t vanish. It is still all 
over. 

JOHN LEWIS is a civil rights icon. We 
celebrate him every day, Republicans 
and Democrats, in the U.S. Congress. 
He got mercilessly beaten over the 
head simply because he wanted to vote. 
JOHN LEWIS is still alive, but you know 
what, so are the people who beat him. 
We are only a generation removed from 
an era of open, unapologetic racism in 
this country. To think that we don’t 
need civil rights protections for kids 
any longer is to deny reality. Racism 
doesn’t look the same as it used to. 
Discrimination against kids who are 
different isn’t as overt as it used to be, 
but the data is the data. It is still 
there. 

No Child Left Behind got a lot wrong, 
but one of the things it got right was 
that it shed a light on this disparate 
treatment, these disparate outcomes 
between Black students, Hispanic stu-
dents, disabled students, and their 
peers, because it forced States—and 
this was a Republican and Democratic 
accomplishment at the time—it forced 
States to disaggregate results. So you 
had to look at how were disabled stu-
dents doing, how were Black students 
doing, and if they weren’t measuring 
up and if they weren’t getting closer to 
the performance of their nondisabled or 
White peers, then you had to do some-
thing to turn those students around, 
turn their performance around. 

Now, the part that No Child Left Be-
hind got wrong is big and significant. 
Part of it is that it required every sin-

gle one of those kids to hit the 100-per-
cent proficiency mark, when progress 
is important to measure as well. It also 
told States exactly what to do to turn 
around the experiences of those kids. It 
is not the same in Connecticut as it is 
in North Carolina, and it is not the 
same in an urban district as it is in a 
suburban district. So when we got to-
gether on this floor and passed, in a bi-
partisan way, the new Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, we did some-
thing really important. We preserved 
those requirements to disaggregate re-
sults for Black kids and for Hispanic 
kids and for kids with disabilities, but 
then we left it up to States to decide 
what proficiency is, and we left it up to 
States as to how they would turn 
around the experience for these kids if 
they weren’t meeting those State-set 
goals. We gave an enormous amount of 
discretion and flexibility to States, but 
we preserved the basic expectation that 
our education policy was still going to 
be civil rights policy: Pay attention to 
how those vulnerable populations with 
a history of discrimination levied 
against them performed and require 
States to pay attention to the inter-
ventions. 

That was a bipartisan achievement, 
and when we did it, we knew the regu-
lation was going to be needed because, 
as with many education statutes, they 
are very vague. Republicans and Demo-
crats understood that there was going 
to have to be a regulation to provide 
some clarity to States on how you 
build these locally driven account-
ability systems. 

So the regulation we are talking 
about here today was not one of these 
that came out of left field. It was not 
one of these regulations that was polit-
ical in nature; no, it flows from a bi-
partisan act that preserved account-
ability requirements for kids. 

It is important for a variety of rea-
sons. One, it is important because 
there are some really vague terms in 
the statute that do need clarification. 
For instance, one of the things we 
voted for, Republicans and Democrats, 
is we voted to say you have to show 
that you are providing improvement 
for African-American students, let’s 
say, and if they are not showing con-
tinuous improvement, then you have to 
have a turnaround plan. By the way, 
that turnaround plan is totally yours 
to decide; no sanctions from the Fed-
eral Government if it is not X turn-
around plan or Y turnaround plan. 
That is the old law. The new law says 
it is yours to decide. 

‘‘Continuous improvement’’ is a 
super vague term. It is one of those ob-
vious terms that has to have some reg-
ulatory guardrails put around it be-
cause what if the State said ‘‘contin-
uous improvement’’ is improvement 
over 20 years. Well, kids come in and 
out of schools in 2 or 3 or 4 years and 
a 20-year period of looking at a par-
ticular subgroup’s performance is 
meaningless to kids. 

So the regulation says continuous 
improvement means 2 years; look at 

how a kid does over 2 years. And then 
it says, if 2 years doesn’t work for you, 
you can make it longer but just tell us 
why. That is an important protection, 
and it still preserves enormous flexi-
bility for States. 

States want this regulation because 
it also gives them other types of flexi-
bilities. An example is, when you are 
looking at performance, the statute 
suggests that you can have students 
who are meeting goal or students who 
are not meeting goal. The regulation 
recognizes that is, frankly, a really ar-
bitrary way to look at performance. So 
the statute says: Yes, that is what the 
regulation says. The statute says: 
Meeting goal and not meeting goal, but 
you can get extra credit for students 
who are close to meeting goal, who 
have shown growth. You can get credit 
for students who are way above goal, 
your high-achieving students. You 
don’t have to measure your schools 
just based on how many students meet 
goal. That is flexibility States want, 
that they likely don’t have without the 
regulation. 

Another example, for English lan-
guage learners, proficiency goals 
should vary based on where you start-
ed. If you start here with no English 
skills, then your proficiency target 
should be different than if you started 
with a pretty advanced understanding 
of the language. The statute just says 
you have to have a proficiency goal. It 
is unclear whether you can have dif-
ferent ones for different levels of learn-
ers. The regulation makes it clear: 
Give States that flexibility. 

So that is why States didn’t ask for 
this CRA. This is different than these 
other CRAs. States didn’t ask for this 
CRA. All of the educational groups we 
listened to—teachers, superintendents, 
principals—they weighed in on this 
regulation. They didn’t love every 
piece of it, but they were ready to im-
plement it. None of these groups were 
coming up to the Congress asking for 
this regulation to be withdrawn. Would 
they have liked it to be fixed or tai-
lored? Sure. But here is what they un-
derstood, and here is why I am really 
concerned. 

Secretary DeVos could fix the things 
she doesn’t like or Senator ALEXANDER 
doesn’t like through the regular notice 
and comment period. I think there is 80 
percent of this regulation that every-
body agrees on, that just dots the i’s 
and crosses the t’s on a bipartisan com-
mitment to accountability, and maybe 
there is 20 percent or 10 percent that 
Senator ALEXANDER and some other 
Members think goes a little bit too far, 
but when you pass a CRA, you don’t 
allow for a regulation to be passed in 
the future that is substantially similar 
to the entirety of the regulation. The 
courts aren’t going to look, or, frankly, 
even know, what parts of the regula-
tion you didn’t like and the 80 percent 
of the regulation you wanted to pre-
serve. 

The Department of Education can’t 
pass anything that is similar to this 
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ever again. So one of the things the 
regulation says is that you get a 1-year 
delay because it is just too quick to 
come up with accountability systems 
for this coming school year. That is 
gone. When this CRA passes, every 
school district in the Nation has to de-
velop an accountability system for this 
calendar year because without the reg-
ulation, you don’t have that flexibility. 

So what makes me, frankly, so dis-
turbed about this CRA is that it could 
happen another way, which would pre-
serve the pieces of the civil rights pro-
tections that all of us agree on, which 
is the majority of the regulation. To 
my mind, it violated the spirit of our 
agreement when we passed this law. 
Here was a really amazing achieve-
ment; that we were able to rewrite the 
No Child Left Behind law—essentially 
repeal it and replace it with something 
better—that Democrats and Repub-
licans could agree upon. In my mind, 
that agreement was predicated upon 
the Department being able to enforce 
maybe the most important part of the 
law for big constituency groups in this 
country—the accountability section, 
the civil rights protections. 

By passing this CRA, we are essen-
tially making it impossible for any 
regulation ever again to be passed to 
implement the accountability sections 
and the civil rights protections in this 
law. Why? Because you can’t pass any-
thing that is substantially similar— 
substantially similar to the parts you 
like, substantially similar to the parts 
you don’t like. This isn’t like these 
other CRAs where Republicans didn’t 
like any part of it, where Republicans 
didn’t see any need for the regulation 
to go forward. This is different. We 
agree on 80 percent of this one, but the 
80 percent is likely gone by passing 
this. 

I guess part of what disturbs me here 
is that we worked, locked arm in arm, 
in passing this law. I really do believe 
that by passing this CRA, Republican 
leadership—HELP leadership—is vio-
lating the agreement we had to make 
sure this law went into force and effect 
in the way we all intended. 

It happened in the context of the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee that isn’t working 
this year like it used to work. I have 
such great respect for the chairman 
and the ranking member of that com-
mittee. They pulled off some big bipar-
tisan wins during the time of their ten-
ure, including the Workforce Invest-
ment Act, the rewrite of the No Child 
Left Behind Act, and some other small-
er wins that people didn’t necessarily 
think as much about, and leading up to 
the end of last year, the passage of a 
major new commitment to reforming 
mental illness and mental health in 
this country. 

That spirit of bipartisanship, which 
was present in the HELP Committee in 
a way that it wasn’t present in other 
committees, is disappearing before our 
eyes. We were mad that we only got 5 
minutes to question Betsy DeVos be-

cause it felt like the committee was 
hiding her from public view. Democrats 
were asking for more time to ask more 
questions, and we didn’t get it. That 
rarely happens in that committee, 
where the minority party is just asking 
to be heard and is shut down. 

We begged for the CRA not to come 
before this body because there was an-
other way to get it done that didn’t 
violate the spirit of our agreement 
around the rewrite of the No Child Left 
Behind law, but we were denied in that 
request. Now we are voting on a CRA 
that is potentially going to be dev-
astating not just for kids out there who 
need protection but also for States 
that want this flexibility. 

Finally, we are on a schedule, accord-
ing to the majority leader, that is 
going to bring a healthcare bill that 
will rewrite the rules for one-sixth of 
the American economy to the floor of 
the Senate without any debate in the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, without a single 
hearing on the bill, without a markup, 
and without any ability for amend-
ment. 

I listened for 6 years to my Repub-
lican friends tell me that the 
healthcare bill, or the Affordable Care 
Act, was rammed through Congress and 
that the biggest problem was the fact 
that it was done outside of the public 
view for expediency’s sake. Now, I was 
there in the House of Representatives, 
and let me express the unbelievable 
irony of those complaints now that 
there will be no process for the com-
mittees to consider the replacement to 
the Affordable Care Act. 

The House and the Senate had hun-
dreds—hundreds—of meetings and 
hearings. The HELP Committee 
alone—I don’t have the numbers in 
front of me—considered hundreds of 
amendments and adopted over 100 Re-
publican amendments in the markup 
process. The Senate’s session was the 
second longest in the history of the 
Senate, in for more than 20 days debat-
ing that bill. The reason there was so 
much tempest out in the American 
public over the Affordable Care Act 
was because it was open for debate for 
so long. 

The Finance Committee had a full 
process. The HELP Committee had a 
full process. The Ways and Means Com-
mittee had a full process. The Energy 
and Commerce Committee had a full 
process. 

None of that is happening here. This 
bill is being jammed through, as we 
speak, the Ways and Means and the En-
ergy and Commerce Committees. This 
bill is going to be jammed onto the 
floor, perhaps without any committee 
process, in the Senate. The target is 
from introduction Monday to passage 
in the House in 3 weeks and perhaps 
just a few more weeks before it passes 
the Senate. So spare me the complaints 
about the Affordable Care Act being 
rushed into place when this process is 
going to make that look laborious in 
comparison. 

What pains me is not just this CRA, 
which is unnecessary, but it doesn’t 
have to happen this way. What pains 
me is a committee process that when I 
got here had a reputation for being 
truly bipartisan, for being one of the 
more functional, if not the most func-
tional, committee processes. That is 
being blown up most significantly by 
the rush job—the rush job on the repeal 
and replacement of the Affordable Care 
Act, which nobody in the American 
public is going to have enough time to 
look at it and see it. 

I ask my colleagues one more time to 
reconsider their votes on this CRA. We 
are at our best when we come together 
around the idea that every kid in this 
country should have a chance at a 
quality education, no matter what 
color their skin is, no matter what 
their learning ability is. I know my 
colleagues have a couple problems with 
this regulation. I get it. But by passing 
this CRA, the regulation is gone and 
never coming back, and the States that 
want the flexibility, that are begging 
for the flexibility, won’t get it. It will 
just be an unworkable section of the 
bill. A section that was supposed to be 
bipartisan now fundamentally won’t 
work because we can’t get a regulation 
passed that is at all substantially simi-
lar to the good parts or to the bad 
parts. 

This body is at its best when we 
stand together—Republicans and 
Democrats—and say that no matter 
what you look like, no matter how well 
you learn, no matter how much money 
you have, you get a quality education. 
We did that when we voted together on 
ESSA, and we are going back on that 
bipartisan commitment by passing a 
CRA that is unnecessary. As to the bad 
stuff you don’t like, it can be gone in a 
matter of months by a regular process 
of notice and comment in the Depart-
ment of Education. 

This is part of a disturbing new trend 
line in this committee toward partisan-
ship and away from a history of com-
mitment to our kids—Republican and 
Democrat. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

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

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that following 
leader remarks on Thursday, March 9, 
the Senate resume consideration of 
H.J. Res. 57, with the time equally di-
vided in the usual form until 12 noon, 
and that at noon, the Senate vote on 
passage of the resolution with no inter-
vening action or debate. I further ask 
that, notwithstanding the provisions of 
rule XXII, the Senate then resume ex-
ecutive session for the consideration of 
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Executive Calendar No. 18, and that the 
cloture vote on the nomination occur 
at 1:45 p.m. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

REMEMBERING THE SOLDIERS OF 
2ND BATTALION, 131ST FIELD 
ARTILLERY REGIMENT 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this 

week, we remember the brave men of 
Texas who gave so much to preserve 
freedom in the Pacific and survived the 
greatest horrors of World War II. Sol-
diers of 2nd Battalion, 131st Field Ar-
tillery Regiment from Camp Bowie, 
TX, a Texas National Guard unit, were 
fighting alongside Australian forces on 
Java, an island in Indonesia, against 
invading Japanese forces. On March 8, 
1942 the Americans and their Aus-
tralian allies were captured by the Jap-
anese. A report was never filed by the 
Japanese to identify the captured unit. 
As a result, the Texas soldiers had dis-
appeared and were dubbed ‘‘the Lost 
Battalion.’’ 

They were combined with survivors 
of the USS Houston, CA–30, which had 
been sunk in the Battle of Sunda Strait 
on March 1, 1942, and dispersed to POW 
labor camps located in Burma, Thai-
land, and Japan to work as slave labor-
ers. They worked on the Burma-Siam 
Death Railway, building a railroad 
through the jungle and into the coal 
mines, docks, and shipyards in Japan 
and other Southeast Asian countries. 
For 42 months, the men of 2nd Bat-
talion, 131st Field Artillery and the 
USS Houston suffered together through 
humiliation, degradation, physical and 
mental torture, starvation, and hor-
rible tropical diseases, with no medica-
tion. 

Five hundred and thirty-two soldiers 
of the battalion, along with 371 sur-
vivors of the USS Houston were taken 
prisoner. As many as 163 soldiers died 
in captivity, and of those, 133 are esti-
mated to have died working on the 
railroad. 

In August of 1945, after 42 months of 
captivity and forced labor, the sur-
vivors of 2nd Battalion, 131st Field Ar-
tillery Regiment and the survivors of 
the USS Houston were returned to the 
United States. March 8, 2017, marks the 
75th year since their capture on the is-
land of Java, and these soldiers deserve 
to be remembered for their heroic serv-
ice and sacrifices in the Pacific theater 
of battle. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ROBERT BACKUS 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 

am honored to recognize a Vermont 
treasure, Dr. Robert Backus of Grace 
Cottage Hospital, who is retiring after 
nearly four decades of dedicated serv-
ice to the rural community of 
Townshend, VT. 

Dr. Backus, or ‘‘Dr. B’’ as his pa-
tients often call him, is a natural heal-

er. He discovered his passion for med-
ical sciences as a young hunter. After 
serving with the Peace Corps in Brazil, 
he traveled to Australia to complete a 
medical internship and his residency. 
Years later, while on a trek across 
country from California, Dr. Backus 
found himself meandering along the 
winding roads of Vermont’s Route 30, 
and he discovered the place he con-
tinues to call home today. The people 
of Townshend are glad he never left. 

After settling in Vermont, Dr. 
Backus went on to complete his 
premedical studies at the University of 
Massachusetts and, later, Dartmouth 
College. He then received his doctorate 
in medicine from the University of 
Vermont in Burlington. Soon after, Dr. 
Backus took a job working as deputy 
to Dr. Carlos Otis, the revered founder 
of Vermont’s Grace Cottage Hospital, 
one of the State’s leading rural pro-
viders. 

Dr. Backus is perhaps most well- 
known for always being there for his 
patients, even if they are admitted to a 
different hospital. He is also known for 
his strong commitment to the commu-
nity. For example, each year, Dr. 
Backus dedicates his time to collecting 
items for the Grace Cottage Fair, an 
event that supports the work and pa-
tients of the hospital. He also enjoys 
singing in the West River Valley Cho-
rus with his wife, Carol. 

Dr. Backus remains committed to 
staying active in his community after 
retirement, and as a grandfather to six, 
he is also looking forward to spending 
more time with his family. 

I am proud to honor Dr. Backus’s 
commitment to our State, and to the 
health and well-being of Vermonters. I 
know we will continue to see great 
things from him, and I wish him the 
very best as he enters a well-deserved 
retirement. 

f 

CRA DISAPPROVAL OF BLM 
PLANNING 2.0 RULE 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, yester-
day, the Senate approved H.J. Res. 44, 
a joint resolution of disapproval under 
the Congressional Review Act, CRA, 
that overturned the Bureau of Land 
Management’s resource management 
planning rule, commonly referred to as 
the planning 2.0 rule. I oppose this mis-
guided revocation of a rule that would 
have allowed greater public involve-
ment in the land-use planning process, 
increased government transparency, 
and improved the efficiency in making 
sustainable multiple use decisions for 
our public lands. 

The BLM is responsible for admin-
istering 245 million acres, or over 10 
percent of the total area of the United 
States, and 700 million acres, or 30 per-
cent, of the Nation’s mineral estate. 
The majority of BLM lands are in the 
11 western States and Alaska. 

Across the West, the economy has 
changed significantly in recent dec-
ades. From 1990 to 2010, the population 
in the West grew by 36 percent, and the 

economy of the West has grown faster 
than any other region in the country. 
As new people and new businesses have 
moved West, demands on public lands 
for outdoor recreation, hunting, fish-
ing, tourism, conservation, and renew-
able energy development have been in-
creasing. These demands have the po-
tential to lead to conflicts with uses 
such as grazing, timber, mining, and 
oil and gas extraction. 

The planning 2.0 rule represented a 
new approach to addressing increas-
ingly complex challenges on public 
lands and balancing what are com-
peting uses and, quite frankly, at times 
competing values for the use of our 
public lands. Planning 2.0 was the first 
update of the BLM’s planning regula-
tions in 34 years. It included tools to 
help local land managers respond to 
these new challenges and the changing 
needs of western communities. 

Under the BLM’s 1983 planning regu-
lations, the BLM’s planning process 
has been far too slow. State, local, and 
tribal governments and the public have 
been frustrated with the BLM’s inabil-
ity to complete resource management 
plans that support key infrastructure 
projects like pipelines, utility cor-
ridors, oil and gas leasing areas, and 
other management designations. It 
takes an average of 8 years to complete 
a resource management plan, and the 
public is provided few opportunities for 
input. By the time a plan is completed, 
it is almost already out of date. Since 
public involvement doesn’t occur until 
nearly the end of the planning process, 
new information provided near the end 
can require revision and cause further 
delay. Litigation also can stall the 
process and add significantly more 
time and costs. 

Nullifying planning 2.0 through CRA 
disapproval permanently forces the 
BLM to use a planning process that 
wastes taxpayer money and is ineffi-
cient at best. 

Planning 2.0 provided earlier and 
more frequent opportunities for public 
involvement as part of the new plan-
ning assessment step. By inviting 
State, local, and tribal governments 
and the public to share information 
and participate in developing alter-
natives before the draft resource man-
agement plan could be published, plan-
ning 2.0 made it possible to discover 
the issues and potential conflicts and 
work out solutions before huge invest-
ments of time and labor were expended. 
Early involvement and collaboration 
with the public and all stakeholders 
made the planning process more effi-
cient and effective. 

Under planning 2.0, the formal plan-
ning process remained largely un-
changed: a draft environmental impact 
statement and a draft plan were still 
required, but with an expanded public 
comment period, from 90 days to 100 
days. Draft plan amendments are often 
less complex, and so the minimum 
comment period was reduced from 90 
days to 60 days. The rule provided op-
portunities to extend any comment pe-
riod as necessary. 
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Planning 2.0 preserved and enhanced 

partnerships with State, local, and 
tribal governments in the planning 
process. The rule maintained the co-
ordination and consistency require-
ments, and it recognized the special 
roles of State, local, and tribal govern-
ments, affording opportunities to par-
ticipate side-by-side with the BLM as 
cooperating agencies. The final plan-
ning 2.0 rule took meaningful steps to 
accommodate requests from States and 
local governments to improve the plan-
ning process and to ensure governors 
were able to raise concerns and fully 
engage in the planning process, as re-
quired by the Federal Lands Policy and 
Management Act. 

As vice chair of the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, I closely re-
view Federal actions that affect native 
people and Indian Country. Under plan-
ning 2.0, the right of federally recog-
nized tribes to government-to-govern-
ment consultation was clearly enumer-
ated and protected. The BLM worked 
extensively to make sure the new plan-
ning process was more inclusive. Plan-
ning 2.0 recognized the value of the 
knowledge, history, and culture that 
tribes bring to the planning effort. By 
formalizing the tribal consultation role 
and providing early and more frequent 
opportunities for tribes to provide 
input, the BLM had taken an impor-
tant step to ensure Indian Country was 
able to be fully engaged in the process. 
Repealing planning 2.0 through the 
CRA now risks ignoring the concerns of 
tribes in favor of commercial interests 
and their lobbyists in Washington, DC. 

Pressures on BLM lands have in-
creased in scale and complexity, and 
planning 2.0 encouraged the collection 
and use of high-quality data. It encour-
aged flexibility to identify a planning 
area boundary that reflects the re-
source issues. By looking at larger 
landscapes, local offices could have col-
laborated where there are shared re-
source issues and could have reduced 
conflicts and litigation for large-scale 
projects. Planning 2.0 would have en-
abled the BLM to set clear goals and 
allowed local offices to work together 
on landscape-wide planning where re-
source issues span multiple administra-
tive jurisdictions. 

The rule identified important cor-
ridors for wildlife and critical habitats 
early in the planning process so that 
those important areas could be man-
aged and conserved in balance with 
other uses and development decisions. 
Working across boundaries is espe-
cially important to tackle wildfire pre-
vention and eradication of invasive 
species, which are degrading our public 
lands and placing neighboring private 
lands at risk of harm. Efficient and col-
laborative planning is desperately 
needed to approve infrastructure 
projects, pipelines, and energy trans-
mission corridors that are stalled 
under the current planning process. 
Eliminating planning 2.0 reinstates a 
cumbersome and inefficient planning 
process that increases burdens on in-
dustries and the public. 

Opponents of the planning 2.0 rule 
mischaracterized the rule as a last 
minute ‘‘midnight rule’’ that excluded 
public comment. This is simply not 
true. The planning 2.0 initiative went 
through a transparent rulemaking 
process over 2 and a half years. The 
BLM responded to over 3,000 public 
comments on the draft rule and made 
critical changes in the final rule. Con-
gress held two hearings on planning 2.0, 
and the BLM incorporated that infor-
mation before publishing the final rule. 
The BLM conducted extensive public 
outreach through public meetings, 
webinars, an extended public comment 
period, and input from a broad spec-
trum of the public that resulted in sig-
nificant revisions to the final rule. 

However, the CRA resolution dis-
approving planning 2.0 was accom-
plished without public hearings and 
without transparency. Management of 
our public lands will now revert back 
to a process that gives commercial in-
terest greater power and the public less 
opportunity for meaningful involve-
ment. 

Opponents of planning 2.0 expressed 
concern that emphasizing landscape- 
scale planning could result in the pri-
macy of national objectives over State 
and local objectives. This is not true. 
Planning 2.0 did not centralize deci-
sionmaking in Washington, DC, or di-
lute local control of the planning proc-
ess. The rule actually allowed for more 
local community involvement and pre-
served the priority status for local gov-
ernments and states in land use plan-
ning. Increasing the opportunity for 
public voices helped develop plans that 
met the increasingly diverse needs of 
western communities. Further, the 
rule did not require all resource man-
agement plans to be multistate land-
scapes. The rule provided the process 
for planning at larger landscape-scales 
when it made sense given the resources 
involved. 

The use of the Congressional Review 
Act to revoke planning 2.0 is a reckless 
tactic. Specific concerns could and 
should have been addressed through 
the regular rulemaking process or tar-
geted legislation by Congress instead. 
Under the CRA, once Congress passes a 
resolution of disapproval, the BLM is 
prohibited from writing a new rule that 
is ‘‘substantially the same’’ without 
additional legislative action. As a re-
sult, many of the provisions of plan-
ning 2.0 that improved the planning 
process cannot be enacted or proposed 
again without express congressional 
approval. 

Secretary Zinke has now been con-
firmed and should have been given the 
opportunity to consider revising plan-
ning 2.0 and making any necessary 
changes. With passage of H.J. Res. 44, 
Secretary Zinke will face considerable 
legal uncertainty, and his authority to 
reformulate a new planning rule will be 
limited substantially. This resolution 
should have been rejected and the new 
administration given the opportunity 
to reformulate planning 2.0 and to 

make sure the public continued to have 
a voice in decisions that affect their 
way of life. 

f 

KINGSPORT CENTENNIAL 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a copy of the Tennessee 
General Assembly’s proclamation rec-
ognizing the city of Kingsport, TN, 
centennial celebration. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

KINGSPORT CENTENNIAL 
Whereas, it is fitting that the members of 

this legislative body should pause in their 
deliberations to recognize and honor those 
venerable communities of this State that are 
marking special occasions in their histories; 
and 

Whereas, the new city of Kingsport was in-
corporated in 1917, using the historical name 
of a nearby town that was previously incor-
porated in 1822 but lost its charter after the 
Civil War; and 

Whereas, Kingsport is the first thoroughly 
diversified, professionally planned, and pri-
vately financed city in twentieth-century 
America; and 

Whereas, Kingsport was the first city in 
Tennessee, and one of the first in the nation, 
to adopt the ‘‘model city charter’’ estab-
lishing a city manager form of government; 
and 

Whereas, Kingsport was produced by the 
marriage of New South philosophy and Pro-
gressivism, born at a time when capitalists 
turned their attention to Southern Appa-
lachia; and 

Whereas, the seeds planted in 1917 grew to 
become the corporate headquarters of East-
man, a Fortune 300 company with a signifi-
cant global presence that has provided eco-
nomic opportunity for generations of Ten-
nesseans; and 

Whereas, early founders coined the term 
‘‘Kingsport Spirit’’ to describe the work 
ethic, can-do attitude, and caring culture 
that are still widely prevalent today; and 

Whereas, Kingsport continues to be a lead-
er in innovation and collaboration to rede-
fine the economic future of Tennessee and 
Tennesseans; and 

Whereas, on this milestone occasion, it is 
fitting that we recognize and honor the city 
of Kingsport and its residents: Now, there-
fore, 

I, Randy McNally, Speaker of the Senate of 
the One Hundred Tenth General Assembly of 
the State of Tennessee, at the request of and 
in conjunction with Senator Jon Lundberg, 
do hereby proclaim that we honor and com-
mend the fine citizens of Kingsport as they 
celebrate their city’s centennial and extend 
to them our best wishes for continued suc-
cess and prosperity in the future. Proclaimed 
in Nashville, Tennessee, on this the 13th day 
of February 2017. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN MEDINGER 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to honor John Medinger on his 
retirement from Federal and public 
service. John has dedicated his career 
to improving the lives of individuals in 
the La Crosse community and across 
the State of Wisconsin, most recently 
as my southwestern Wisconsin regional 
representative. I am so pleased to cele-
brate John’s legacy of dedicated public 
service and positive social change. 
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John was born in La Crosse, WI, and 

has been the community’s strongest 
advocate ever since. He graduated from 
Aquinas High School and went on to 
receive his bachelor’s and master’s de-
grees from the University of Wisconsin- 
La Crosse. 

John’s public service career began in 
1972 with his work at Volunteers in 
Service to America, VISTA to combat 
poverty and racial inequality in Vir-
ginia. During his time in Virginia, 
John developed a passion for social jus-
tice that guided his future work as a 
public servant. 

In 1976, John was elected to represent 
the 95th district in the Wisconsin State 
Legislature, where he ultimately 
served as assistant majority leader of 
the assembly. As a State representa-
tive, John became known for fighting 
domestic abuse. He authored one of 
Wisconsin’s first domestic violence 
bills to create safe houses for victims 
and worked with Wisconsin police de-
partments to make combating domes-
tic abuse a top priority. He was also 
known for his early leadership on gay 
rights issues, fighting for marriage 
equality, and proudly participating in 
La Crosse’s first PRIDE Fest. 

I have known few public servants as 
dedicated as John in serving the people 
he represents. He embodies the true 
meaning of public service. No request 
was too small for his devoted atten-
tion. In fact, John was famous for com-
ing to work on Monday after a weekend 
of local events with a fist full of paper 
scraps covered in scribbled notes from 
people he ran into, describing their 
concerns. John remembered every one 
of those concerns as he advocated for 
his constituents on the assembly floor. 
During a time of increasing partisan-
ship, he had a knack for bringing op-
posing sides together in the interest of 
bettering the lives of Wisconsinites. 

After 16 years, John left the State 
legislature. Although he claimed his 
departure was to get away from long 
legislative speeches, it was clear he 
wanted to be closer to the people he 
cared so much about in his hometown. 
Unable to stay out of public service for 
long, John announced his campaign for 
mayor in the Spring of 1997. As mayor 
of La Crosse, John adhered to his fun-
damental belief that he was there to 
serve all residents of La Crosse—not 
just those who supported him. Guided 
by his VISTA experience, John created 
the city’s first anti-racism task force 
and encouraged people of color to run 
for local office. He is especially well- 
loved by the African-American and 
Hmong communities in La Crosse. 

Three U.S. Senators, myself included, 
had the privilege of having John rep-
resent us in southwestern Wisconsin. 
Although times have changed and tech-
nology has advanced—much to John’s 
chagrin—his knowledge, dedication, 
and connections are irreplaceable. 

John has taught those lucky enough 
to have worked with him what it 
means to be a true representative of 
the people: take your work—but not 

yourself—seriously, don’t hold a 
grudge, keep your word, and, above all, 
put constituents first. I will miss John 
a great deal, but I am delighted to wish 
him and his wife Dee the very best in 
this new chapter. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

REMEMBERING LIEUTENANT GEN-
ERAL HAROLD ‘‘HAL’’ GREGORY 
MOORE, JR. 

∑ Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, today I 
mourn the loss of LTG Harold ‘‘Hal’’ 
Gregory Moore, Jr., and to honor his 
life and memory as one of Georgia’s 
great citizens and military heroes. 

Having served in the U.S. Army for 32 
years, Lieutenant General Moore was 
known for valiantly and courageously 
protecting his fellow Americans during 
the Korean and Vietnam wars and for 
always leading by example. 

He is perhaps best known for leading 
the 1st Battalion, 7th Calvary Regi-
ment in the first major battle against 
North Vietnamese forces in the la 
Drang Valley on November 14, 1965. 
During that 4-day battle—which would 
set the tone for the entire conflict— 
then-Lieutenant Colonel Moore kept 
the promise he had made to his men: 
that he would be the first to set foot on 
the battlefield, the last to step off, and 
that, dead or alive, he would leave no 
man behind. For his leadership and 
dedication to his men at la Drang, he 
was awarded the Distinguished Service 
Cross for valor. 

Lieutenant General Moore passed 
away on February 10, 2017, leaving be-
hind 5 children and 11 grandchildren. 
He was buried with his wife of 55 years, 
Julia Compton Moore, at the Main 
Post Cemetery in Fort Benning, GA. 
His funeral was attended by more than 
500 people, showcasing the extent to 
which his service, sacrifice, and leader-
ship touched the lives of countless oth-
ers. 

We will forever remember and forever 
aspire to live our lives in the spirit of 
selflessness, bravery, kindness, and 
compassion with which Lieutenant 
General Moore led his.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING CARMEN DELGADO 
VOTAW 

∑ Mr.. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, I 
wish to pay tribute to a distinguished 
woman from the State of Maryland. 
Carmen Delgado Votaw, who passed 
away on February 18, 2017, was a civil 
rights pioneer, a public servant, a sto-
ryteller, and a beloved community 
leader. 

Ms. Votaw was born on September 29, 
1935, in Humacao, PR. She studied at 
the University of Puerto Rico and 
graduated from American University in 
Washington, DC, with a bachelor of 
arts in international studies. She was 
subsequently awarded an honorary doc-
torate in humanities by Hood College 
in Frederick, MD. 

Ms. Votaw was appointed by Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter to serve as cochair 
of the National Advisory Committee on 
Women. She served as president of the 
Interamerican Commission of Women 
of the Organization of American States 
in 1979–80. The first president of that 
body, she remains just one of two 
women from the United States to have 
served as the commission’s president. 

During her career, Ms. Votaw trav-
elled to more than 80 countries and 
met with more than 50 heads of state. 
She was a member of the U.S. delega-
tion to the International Women’s 
Year conference, attending conferences 
in Mexico City, Copenhagen, Nairobi 
and Beijing. 

Ms. Votaw was chief of staff for Puer-
to Rico’s Resident Commissioner 
Jaime B. Fuster from 1985–91. As the 
first Hispanic female chief of staff for a 
Member of Congress, she worked to ad-
dress the challenges facing 3.5 million 
Puerto Ricans living on the island and 
to build a strong network for women in 
the Federal Government. After leaving 
the U.S. House of Representatives, she 
was involved with the Girl Scouts of 
the USA, United Way of America, and 
the Alliance for Children and Families. 

Ms. Votaw was an author of a number 
of publications on women, including 
‘‘Puerto Rican Women: Mujeres 
Puertorriquenas,’’ ‘‘Notable American 
Women,’’ ‘‘Libro de Oro,’’ and ‘‘To Our-
selves Be True.’’ These stories high-
light the wonderful accomplishments 
of women, particularly Hispanic 
women, who led remarkable lives and 
serve as role models for younger 
women. 

As a stalwart defender of civil rights 
for diverse populations, especially His-
panics, Ms. Votaw received the His-
panic Heritage Award for Education, 
the Mexican American Women’s 
Primeras Award, and numerous awards 
from NASA, FEW, and national and 
local civic organizations. 

Ms. Votaw served on the boards of di-
rectors of numerous women’s organiza-
tions, including the National Con-
ference of Puerto Rican Women, which 
she served as national president and 
president of the DC chapter, the Over-
seas Education Fund of the League of 
Women’s Voters, the Girl Scouts of the 
USA, the International Girl Guides, 
the National Women’s Political Caucus 
and its Appointments Coalition, the 
Mid-Atlantic Equity Center, and the 
National Coalition for Women and 
Girls in Education. She was also active 
with the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus Institute, the Gala Hispanic The-
atre, and the Maryland Women’s Herit-
age Center, and she was a longtime 
member of the Council on Foreign Re-
lations. 

In 1992, Ms. Votaw was inducted into 
the Maryland Women’s Hall of Fame 
for her numerous contributions to the 
community. In addition, she was recog-
nized by the National Women’s History 
Project for Distinguished Lifetime 
Achievement in 2014. 

Ms. Votaw died on February 18, 2017. 
She is survived by her husband of more 
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than 50 years, Gregory B. Votaw; three 
children, Stephen G. Votaw of Arling-
ton, VA, Michael A. and Liz Votaw of 
Potomac, MD, and Lisa Votaw and 
Brian Olson of Steamboat Springs, CO; 
and six grandchildren—Daniel Votaw, 
Alexandra Votaw, Anna Votaw, Mi-
chael Todd Votaw, Taylor Delgado 
Olson, and Abby Olson. 

Ms. Votaw’s extraordinary and trans-
formational contributions to our State, 
Nation, and world will have an impact 
on the lives of girls, women, and fami-
lies for generations to come. Her vision 
of inclusivity and creating opportuni-
ties for women broke barriers and shat-
tered institutional societal stigmas 
that prevented women from achieving 
their dreams. Ms. Votaw lived a life of 
extraordinary accomplishment, and we 
owe her a tremendous debt of gratitude 
for her outstanding work in increasing 
equality and opportunity throughout 
the world. I ask my colleagues to join 
me in remembering Carmen Delgado 
Votaw and in expressing our deepest 
condolences to her family and count-
less friends.∑ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:10 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amendment: 

S. 442. An act to authorize the programs of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 375. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 719 Church Street in Nashville, Ten-
nessee, as the ‘‘Fred D. Thompson Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 1174. An act to provide a lactation 
room in public buildings. 

H.R. 1362. An act to name the Department 
of Veterans Affairs community-based out-
patient clinic in Pago Pago, American 
Samoa, the Faleomavaega Eni Fa’aua’a 
Hunkin VA Clinic. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1174. An act to provide a lactation 
room in public buildings; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 1362. An act to name the Department 
of Veterans Affairs community-based out-
patient clinic in Pago Pago, American 
Samoa, the Faleomavaega Eni Fa’aua’a 
Hunkin VA Clinic; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr. 
TESTER): 

S. 563. A bill to amend the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 to require that certain 
buildings and personal property be covered 
by flood insurance, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
LEE): 

S. 564. A bill to repeal debt collection 
amendments made by the Bipartisan Budget 
Act of 2015, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mrs. FISCHER (for herself, Mr. 
GARDNER, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. 
CRAPO): 

S. 565. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to provide for transparency of 
payments made from the Judgment Fund; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 566. A bill to withdraw certain land in 
Okanogan County, Washington, to protect 
the land, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Ms. HEITKAMP: 
S. 567. A bill to amend the Home Owners’ 

Loan Act to allow Federal savings associa-
tions to elect to operate as national banks, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. NELSON, and Mrs. CAPITO): 

S. 568. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to count a period of re-
ceipt of outpatient observation services in a 
hospital toward satisfying the 3-day inpa-
tient hospital requirement for coverage of 
skilled nursing facility services under Medi-
care; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TESTER, Ms. STA-
BENOW, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. MANCHIN, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CASEY, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
COONS): 

S. 569. A bill to amend title 54, United 
States Code, to provide consistent and reli-
able authority for, and for the funding of, 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund to 
maximize the effectiveness of the Fund for 
future generations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr. 
SCHATZ): 

S. 570. A bill to improve the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration’s 
weather research through a focused program 
of investment on affordable and attainable 
advances in observational, computing, and 
modeling capabilities to support substantial 
improvement in weather forecasting and pre-
diction of high impact weather events, to ex-
pand commercial opportunities for the provi-
sion of weather data, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. PERDUE (for himself and Mr. 
ISAKSON): 

S. 571. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain National Forest System land in the 
State of Georgia; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Ms. CANT-
WELL, and Mr. TILLIS): 

S. 572. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Commerce to study the coverage gaps of the 
Next Generation Weather Radar of the Na-
tional Weather Service and to develop a plan 
for improving radar coverage and hazardous 
weather detection and forecasting, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. PETERS (for himself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. CORNYN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. CASEY, Mr. BLUNT, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mrs. CAP-
ITO, Mr. WARNER, Mr. RUBIO, Ms. 
HEITKAMP, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. HATCH, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. 
HARRIS, Mr. NELSON, Mr. KAINE, and 
Mr. CASSIDY): 

S. 573. A bill to establish the National 
Criminal Justice Commission; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. 
BROWN): 

S. 574. A bill to restrict the use of funds for 
the long-range standoff weapon until the 
Secretary of Defense completes a Nuclear 
Posture Review that includes an assessment 
of the capabilities and effects of the use of 
the long-range standoff weapon, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. BOOKER (for himself and Mr. 
LEE): 

S. 575. A bill to amend the Fair Debt Col-
lection Practices Act to restrict the debt col-
lection practices of certain debt collectors; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Ms. 
BALDWIN): 

S. 576. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to extend certain protections 
against prohibited personnel practices, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. LANKFORD (for himself and 
Mr. RISCH): 

S. 577. A bill to require each agency, in 
providing notice of a rule making, to include 
a link to a 100 word plain language summary 
of the proposed rule; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. LANKFORD: 
S. 578. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide requirements for 
agency decision making based on science; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. LANKFORD (for himself and 
Ms. HEITKAMP): 

S. 579. A bill to require agencies to publish 
an advance notice of proposed rule making 
for major rules; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. LANKFORD: 
S. 580. A bill to establish agency proce-

dures for the issuance of guidance docu-
ments, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 581. A bill to include information con-
cerning a patient’s opioid addiction in cer-
tain medical records; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 582. A bill to reauthorize the Office of 
Special Counsel, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. TILLIS, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HELLER, and 
Mr. CRUZ): 

S. 583. A bill to amend the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to au-
thorize COPS grantees to use grant funds to 
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hire veterans as career law enforcement offi-
cers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANKFORD (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 584. A bill to amend chapter 6 of title 5, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act), to ensure com-
plete analysis of potential impacts on small 
entities of rules, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Mrs. 
ERNST): 

S. 585. A bill to provide greater whistle-
blower protections for Federal employees, 
increased awareness of Federal whistle-
blower protections, and increased account-
ability and required discipline for Federal 
supervisors who retaliate against whistle-
blowers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, Mr. 
PERDUE, and Mr. LEAHY): 

S.J. Res. 35. A joint resolution providing 
for the appointment of Michael Govan as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, Mr. 
PERDUE, and Mr. LEAHY): 

S.J. Res. 36. A joint resolution providing 
for the appointment of Roger W. Ferguson as 
a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO): 

S. Res. 83. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the trafficking 
of illicit fentanyl into the United States 
from Mexico and China; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. COONS, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. Res. 84. A resolution supporting the 
goals of International Women’s Day; consid-
ered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 14 

At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 14, a bill to provide that 
Members of Congress may not receive 
pay after October 1 of any fiscal year in 
which Congress has not approved a con-
current resolution on the budget and 
passed the regular appropriations bills. 

S. 65 
At the request of Ms. WARREN, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 65, a bill to address financial con-
flicts of interest of the President and 
Vice President. 

S. 67 
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 

of the Senator from South Carolina 

(Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 67, a bill to direct the Secretary of 
State to submit to Congress a report 
on the designation of Iran’s Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps as a foreign ter-
rorist organization, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 130 
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
130, a bill to require enforcement 
against misbranded milk alternatives. 

S. 147 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 147, a bill to prevent a taxpayer bail-
out of health insurance issuers. 

S. 168 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 168, a bill to amend and enhance 
certain maritime programs of the De-
partment of Transportation. 

S. 175 
At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 175, a bill to amend the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclama-
tion Act of 1977 to transfer certain 
funds to the Multiemployer Health 
Benefit Plan and the 1974 United Mine 
Workers of America Pension Plan, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 206 
At the request of Mr. KAINE, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
206, a bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to allow the Sec-
retary of Education to award job train-
ing Federal Pell Grants. 

S. 251 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 251, a bill to repeal the Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board in 
order to ensure that it cannot be used 
to undermine the Medicare entitlement 
for beneficiaries. 

S. 299 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 

of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 299, a 
bill to require the appropriation of 
funds to use a fee, fine, penalty, or pro-
ceeds from a settlement received by a 
Federal agency, and for other purposes. 

S. 362 
At the request of Mr. SCHATZ, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 362, a bill to provide that 
6 of the 12 weeks of parental leave 
made available to a Federal employee 
shall be paid leave, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 382 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) and the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) were added as 

cosponsors of S. 382, a bill to require 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to develop a voluntary reg-
istry to collect data on cancer inci-
dence among firefighters. 

S. 384 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 384, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma-
nently extend the new markets tax 
credit, and for other purposes. 

S. 405 

At the request of Mr. COONS, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mrs. 
ERNST) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
405, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to provide an exclu-
sion from income for student loan for-
giveness for students who have died or 
become disabled. 

S. 407 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 407, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently 
extend the railroad track maintenance 
credit. 

S. 422 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 422, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to clarify 
presumptions relating to the exposure 
of certain veterans who served in the 
vicinity of the Republic of Vietnam, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 425 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 425, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to improve 
the historic rehabilitation tax credit, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 438 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
438, a bill to encourage effective, vol-
untary investments to recruit, employ, 
and retain men and women who have 
served in the United States military 
with annual Federal awards to employ-
ers recognizing such efforts, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 465 

At the request of Mr. ROUNDS, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. LANKFORD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 465, a bill to provide for an 
independent outside audit of the Indian 
Health Service. 

S. 538 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 538, a bill to clarify research 
and development for wood products, 
and for other purposes. 
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S. 543 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 543, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to in-
clude in each contract into which the 
Secretary enters for necessary services 
authorities and mechanism for appro-
priate oversight, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 544 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 544, a bill to amend Vet-
erans Access, Choice, and Account-
ability Act of 2014 to modify the termi-
nation date for the Veterans Choice 
Program, and for other purposes. 

S. 546 

At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 546, a bill to reduce temporarily 
the royalty required to be paid for so-
dium produced on Federal lands, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 549 

At the request of Mr. MURPHY, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) and the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. PETERS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 549, a bill to 
block implementation of the Executive 
Order that restricts individuals from 
certain countries from entering the 
United States. 

S. 550 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 550, a bill to restore stat-
utory rights to the people of the United 
States from forced arbitration. 

S. 552 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 552, a bill to amend the Truth 
in Lending Act and the Electronic 
Fund Transfer Act to provide justice to 
victims of fraud. 

S.J. RES. 16 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 16, a joint resolution ap-
proving the discontinuation of the 
process for consideration and auto-
matic implementation of the annual 
proposal of the Independent Medicare 
Advisory Board under section 1899A of 
the Social Security Act. 

S.J. RES. 27 

At the request of Mr. CASSIDY, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of S.J. 
Res. 27, a joint resolution disapproving 
the rule submitted by the Department 
of Labor relating to ‘‘Clarification of 
Employer’s Continuing Obligation to 
Make and Maintain an Accurate 
Record of Each Recordable Injury and 
Illness’’. 

S.J. RES. 32 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

names of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. RISCH) were added as cosponsors of 
S.J. Res. 32, a joint resolution dis-
approving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to sav-
ings arrangements established by 
States for non-governmental employ-
ees. 

S.J. RES. 33 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

names of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. RISCH) were added as cosponsors of 
S.J. Res. 33, a joint resolution dis-
approving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to sav-
ings arrangements established by 
qualified State political subdivisions 
for non-governmental employees. 

S. RES. 23 
At the request of Mr. GARDNER, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 23, a resolution es-
tablishing the Select Committee on 
Cybersecurity. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, 
Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 581. A bill to include information 
concerning a patient’s opioid addiction 
in certain medical records; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise 
again today to share the story of this 
beautiful young lady, Jessie Grubb. 
She is a West Virginian who passed 
away a year ago last week, and she was 
only 30 years old. She was a bright 
young lady with a great future ahead 
of her. 

After years of struggling with heroin 
addiction, she had been doing very 
well. She had been sober since August 
of 2015. She had surgery for an infec-
tion related to a running injury and 
died a day after leaving the hospital. 

Her story of addiction is known to 
many. We have told it many times 
here. Her father David, a former West 
Virginia State legislator who served 
with me, a friend of mine, shared their 
family struggle with addiction when 
President Obama traveled to West Vir-
ginia to bring attention to the growing 
opiate epidemic that we are all encoun-
tering in all of our States. 

West Virginia has been hit the hard-
est by the opioid epidemic, where drug 
overdose deaths soared by more than 
700 percent from 1999 to 2013. More than 
600 lives were lost last year—just last 
year alone—to prescription drug over-
dose, legal prescription drugs. 

Jessie’s story and her family’s pain 
are all too common in West Virginia 
and throughout this Nation. As I said, 
we lost 627 West Virginians to opiates 
last year alone. 

When you think about it, this is a 
pill, this is a product that is manufac-
tured by some of the most regarded in-
stitutions, pharmaceutical manufac-
turers in the country. It has been ap-
proved by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, which basically says what we 
can use and what we should consume 
should be safe for us. 

It is then prescribed by the most 
trusted person who is not in our fam-
ily—and next to our family is a doctor. 
You would think that this is something 
that should be helpful for us, that 
should be part of the healing process. 
Instead, it has been part of the killing 
process. It has no home. It is a silent 
killer. We kept our mouths shut; we 
didn’t say anything for many years, 
and now we have an epidemic on our 
hands, which we are trying to control. 

We had 61,000 West Virginians who 
used prescription pain medications for 
nonmedical purposes in 2014. This in-
cludes 6,000 teenagers. As I have said, 
our State is not unique. The Presiding 
Officer’s wonderful State of North 
Carolina is facing the same challenges 
we are. 

Every day in our country, 91 Ameri-
cans die from a prescription opiate or 
heroin overdose. Since 1999, we have 
lost almost 200,000 Americans to pre-
scription opioid abuse. 

Jessie’s story deeply impacted Presi-
dent Obama, and I spoke with him 
about her death and the pain her fam-
ily is going through. He reached out to 
David and Kate and the entire Grubb 
family. It is horrific. 

When President Obama came to 
Charleston, Jessie was in a rehab facil-
ity in Michigan for the fourth time. Be-
fore her life was taken over by addic-
tion in 2009, Jessie’s future was bright. 
She was the beloved daughter of David 
and Kate Grubb, a beloved sister to her 
four sisters, and a beloved friend to so 
many. 

She was an excellent student, scoring 
in the 99th percentile on all of her tests 
since she had been in education. She 
was a cheerleader at Roosevelt Junior 
High School, and she was an avid run-
ner, an athlete. 

At the time of her death, she was 
looking forward to running in her first 
marathon. She had been training for 
that. The only trouble she had ever 
gotten into at school was when she pro-
tested the Iraq war, and she was on the 
right side of that one. 

Needless to say, she was a natural- 
born leader. After graduating from 
Capital High School, she was thrilled 
and looking forward to her bright fu-
ture at the University of North Caro-
lina at Asheville. 

She was sexually assaulted during 
her first semester, which caused her to 
withdraw from school and return to 
Charleston. The traumatic event that 
caused Jessie to turn to heroin to es-
cape the pain was that horrific experi-
ence. 

Over the next 7 years, Jessie would 
battle her addiction. She would over-
dose four times and go into rehab four 
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times. Until her death, she had been 
sober for 6 months and was focused on 
making a life for herself in Michigan. 
All of her hard work was ruined be-
cause of a careless mistake. 

I introduced this piece of bipartisan 
legislation; everybody has been so kind 
on that. It makes so much common 
sense. I introduced it almost a year 
ago. At the time, I told David, Kate, 
and the family: This is something that 
should be a no-brainer. This is some-
thing we should easily pass. It was 
called Jessie’s Law, after this beautiful 
young lady. 

I will explain how the events un-
folded, and then I will go into the bill. 
Her parents, David and Kate, traveled 
to Michigan for her surgery. They trav-
eled to Michigan, and they told her 
doctors and the hospital personnel that 
she was a recovering addict. Jessie con-
firmed it. She said: Yes, I have strug-
gled. I am clean. I am proud, and I 
want to get healthy. I want to get my 
leg injury fixed, and I want to run that 
marathon. 

After Jessie’s surgery, the dis-
charging doctor, who said he didn’t 
know she was a recovering addict—the 
parents were there when she was ad-
mitted. She told him. You would have 
thought they would have asked: Do you 
have any allergies, penicillin? 

You would have thought they would 
have flagged it: I am a recovering ad-
dict. 

They sent her home with a prescrip-
tion for 50 oxycodone—50 oxycodone— 
because they did not know, because her 
records had not been properly identi-
fied, that she was very prone, being a 
recovering addict, to any type of opi-
ate. There are other ways of treating 
pain. Not knowing, the doctor went 
ahead and released her with what a 
normal person would get for pain relief. 

Needless to say, she should never 
have gotten that prescription—no way, 
shape, or form. We must ensure this 
never happens again. That is why today 
I am reintroducing Jessie’s Law. 

Let me tell you what I ran into. 
David and Kate accompanied her as the 
parents. They were with their beautiful 
daughter. They both confirmed that 
she had an addiction problem and she 
was recovering: Please, we want you to 
notify anybody who handles, anyone 
who dispenses, anyone who is working 
with Jessie. Please know what we are 
dealing with is very fragile. 

I said: We will write the legislation. 
And we did; we wrote the legislation. If 
you have a consenting guardian, par-
ent, and a consenting patient, it should 
be flagged. Because of privacy laws, we 
know we are very concerned about 
that. For some reason, I cannot get 
past the bureaucracy of getting this 
bill to the floor to be voted on because 
they are saying there is objection to 
the privacy laws with the parents’ 
being involved. So guess what. I finally 
called David, and I called Kate, and I 
said: I know you would think it makes 
common sense that, basically, we 
should be able to pass legislation the 

way we would like to pass it—where 
the parents acknowledge it and the pa-
tient, who is their child, acknowledges 
it. They both are cooperating, and it 
should be done. 

In order to try to get this piece of 
legislation passed as quickly as pos-
sible, we are taking off the parents. It 
is only the patient herself. Jessie 
comes in and says: I want you to know 
I am a recovering addict. Please make 
sure that everybody who handles my 
case knows that. That is all we are 
asking for. I am hopeful, Mr. President, 
that you and others will be able to join 
me because we don’t want anybody in 
North Carolina going through what we 
have gone through in West Virginia or 
what the Grubb family has gone 
through, losing this beautiful, bright, 
talented young lady. It should never 
happen in this country. 

Even the healthcare providers are 
saying: We need this legislation to go 
forward so we can identify that, so we 
can mark that, hotline that, redline 
that, and so that anybody who is han-
dling Jessie from the beginning to the 
end, especially when they are dis-
charged, is going to have knowledge. In 
no way, shape, or form will anybody 
prescribe an opiate or any type of ad-
dictive painkiller that they are going 
to be affected by, because their life has 
been changed by it already. 

The bottom line is that we need to go 
at this problem from every angle with 
the help of everyone: family assistance, 
counseling programs, drug courts, con-
sumer and medical education, law en-
forcement support, State and Federal 
legislation. We need everything. This is 
a fight we can’t lose. 

This is the first time in my lifetime 
that my State has fallen under 50 per-
cent of adults of working age not work-
ing. We are down to 49.6 percent. We 
have always had the reputation of hav-
ing some of the greatest workers—hard 
workers—giving you a good hard-work-
ing day for good hard-working pay. 
They have always been there. We just 
have too few of them. There are three 
things that keep you out of the work-
force, basically: a lack of skill sets, if 
you are addicted or you have a crimi-
nal record, or a combination. Addiction 
has taken over and has basically 
changed the lives of Americans, 
changed the lives of West Virginia, and 
it is ruining families. 

There is no way that her sisters and 
David and Kate, her parents, are ever 
going to get over losing Jessie. There is 
no reason they should have lost Jessie 
and no reason you should lose another 
North Carolinian—none of us. As to the 
situation where they are go in and they 
are identified by all the professionals 
with the help they need in the systems 
they are asking for, we owe that to 
every person in America, and we owe it 
to Jessie. 

So I am asking for the cooperation of 
all my colleagues—the continuous sup-
port, tireless work that everyone has 
done. Jessie’s death is heartbreaking 
and reminds us all that this is one 

death that could have been prevented 
and one death that should never hap-
pen again because of a lack of legisla-
tion that prevents us, because of the 
privacy laws, to identify a person that 
is in need. 

If you are looking at addiction and 
happen to be looking at addiction as an 
illness, an illness needs care. If they 
need care, then we are going to give 
them the care to protect them while 
they are getting that care. That is all 
this does. I hope it is something we can 
do as quickly as possible. We will be 
forever grateful. In Jessie’s memory, 
her parents are going to be forever 
grateful. Basically, Jessie’s life will 
not be in vain. That is exactly why I 
am here. I am not going to sit still and 
lose a beautiful person who could con-
tribute to society the way this young 
lady was going to contribute to society 
and say there is nothing we can do. We 
can do it and do it in her honor. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. TILLIS, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HELLER, and Mr. CRUZ): 

S. 583. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to authorize COPS grantees to use 
grant funds to hire veterans as career 
law enforcement officers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 583 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘American 
Law Enforcement Heroes Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. PRIORITIZING HIRING AND TRAINING OF 

VETERANS. 
Section 1701(b)(2) of title I of the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd(b)(2)) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, including by prioritizing the hiring 
and training of veterans (as defined in sec-
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code)’’ 
after ‘‘Nation’’. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 83—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING THE TRAF-
FICKING OF ILLICIT FENTANYL 
INTO THE UNITED STATES FROM 
MEXICO AND CHINA 

Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 83 

Whereas the United States continues to ex-
perience a prescription opioid and heroin 
overdose epidemic that claimed more than 
33,000 lives in 2015; 
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Whereas fentanyl is a synthetic opioid and 

the euphoric effects of fentanyl are some-
times indistinguishable from the euphoric ef-
fects of heroin or morphine; 

Whereas the effect of fentanyl can be up to 
50 times stronger than heroin and 100 times 
stronger than morphine; 

Whereas although pharmaceutical fentanyl 
can be diverted for misuse, most fentanyl 
deaths are believed to be linked to illicitly 
manufactured fentanyl and illicit versions of 
chemically similar compounds known as 
fentanyl analogs (collectively referred to in 
this preamble as ‘‘illicit fentanyl’’); 

Whereas illicit fentanyl is potentially le-
thal even if only a very small quantity is in-
gested or inhaled; 

Whereas across the United States, illicit 
fentanyl use and related deaths are rising at 
alarming rates; 

Whereas illicit fentanyl is cheaper to man-
ufacture than heroin and the sale of illicit 
fentanyl is highly profitable for drug dealers; 

Whereas illicit fentanyl is sold for its her-
oin-like effects and illicit fentanyl is often 
mixed with heroin, cocaine, or methamphet-
amine as a combination product, with or 
without the knowledge of the user; 

Whereas illicit fentanyl is often produced 
to physically resemble other opioid pain 
medicines, such as oxycodone, which sell for 
high amounts on the street; 

Whereas drug users often overdose on il-
licit fentanyl because users are unaware that 
they are ingesting illicit fentanyl and do not 
anticipate the toxicity and potential 
lethality of illicit fentanyl; 

Whereas, according to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, between 2014 
and 2015, the death rate from overdoses 
caused by synthetic opioids, including illicit 
fentanyl and synthetic opioid pain relievers 
other than methadone and heroin, increased 
72 percent; 

Whereas, in 2016, the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (referred to in this preamble 
as the ‘‘DEA’’) issued a National Drug 
Threat Assessment Summary, which found 
that Mexican transnational criminal organi-
zations are— 

(1) the greatest criminal drug threat to the 
United States; and 

(2) poly-drug organizations that use estab-
lished transportation routes and distribution 
networks to traffic heroin, methamphet-
amine, cocaine, and marijuana throughout 
the United States; 

Whereas, in 2016, the DEA issued a Na-
tional Heroin Threat Assessment Summary, 
which found that ‘‘starting in late 2013, sev-
eral states reported spikes in overdose 
deaths due to fentanyl and its analog acetyl- 
fentanyl’’; 

Whereas the 2016 National Heroin Threat 
Assessment Summary found that— 

(1) Mexican drug traffickers are expanding 
their operations to gain a larger share of 
eastern United States heroin markets; and 

(2) the availability of heroin is increasing 
throughout the United States; 

Whereas in 2015, there were more than 9,580 
overdose deaths in the United States caused 
by synthetic opioids, including— 

(1) illicit fentanyl; and 
(2) synthetic opioid pain relievers other 

than methadone and heroin; 
Whereas the number of deaths attributable 

to illicit fentanyl may be significantly 
underreported because— 

(1) coroners and medical examiners do not 
test, or lack the resources to test, routinely 
for fentanyl; 

(2) crime laboratories lack the resources to 
test routinely for fentanyl; and 

(3) illicit fentanyl deaths may erroneously 
be attributed to heroin; 

Whereas, in March 2015, the DEA issued a 
nationwide alert on illicit fentanyl as a 
threat to health and public safety; 

Whereas, in October 2015, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention issued a 
health advisory through its Health Alert 
Network— 

(1) to make public health officials aware of 
the increase in fentanyl-related overdose fa-
talities; 

(2) to provide recommendations for im-
proving detection of fentanyl-related over-
dose outbreaks; and 

(3) to encourage States to expand access 
to, and training on, naloxone; 

Whereas, in August 2016, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention updated the 
health advisory issued in October 2015 to 
make public health officials aware of the in-
creasing— 

(1) availability of counterfeit pills con-
taining various amounts of fentanyl and 
fentanyl-related compounds; and 

(2) frequency with which fentanyl-related 
compounds are mixed with, or sold as, her-
oin; 

Whereas illicit fentanyl has the potential 
to endanger public health workers, first re-
sponders, and law enforcement personnel 
who may unwittingly come into contact 
with illicit fentanyl by accidentally inhaling 
airborne powder; 

Whereas, according to the DEA— 
(1) Mexico is the primary source for illicit 

fentanyl trafficked into the United States; 
and 

(2) distributors in China are the source of 
the fentanyl analogs and the precursor 
chemicals to manufacture fentanyl analogs 
that are found in Mexico and Canada; 

Whereas fentanyl produced illicitly in 
Mexico is— 

(1) smuggled across the southwest border 
of the United States, or delivered through 
mail and express consignment couriers; and 

(2) often mixed with heroin or diluents in 
the United States and then distributed in the 
same United States markets in which white 
powder heroin is distributed; and 

Whereas United States law enforcement of-
ficials have recently seen— 

(1) an influx of illicit fentanyl into the 
United States directly from China; 

(2) shipments of the equipment to manu-
facture illicit fentanyl, such as pill presses; 
and 

(3) some illicit fentanyl products being 
smuggled into the United States across the 
northern border with Canada: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the use of illicit fentanyl in the United 
States and the resulting overdose deaths are 
a public health crisis; 

(2) the trafficking of illicit fentanyl into 
the United States, especially the trafficking 
of illicit fentanyl by transnational criminal 
organizations, is a problem that requires 
close cooperation between the United States 
Government and the Governments of Mexico 
and China; 

(3) the United States Government and the 
Governments of Mexico and China have a 
shared interest in, and responsibility for, 
stopping the production of illicit fentanyl 
and its trafficking into the United States; 

(4) the United States should— 
(A) support efforts by the Governments of 

Mexico and China to stop the production of 
illicit fentanyl and its trafficking into the 
United States; and 

(B) take further measures to reduce and 
prevent heroin and fentanyl consumption 
through— 

(i) enhanced enforcement to reduce the il-
legal supply; and 

(ii) increased use of evidence-based preven-
tion, treatment, and recovery services; and 

(5) the United States Government, includ-
ing the Secretary of State, the Attorney 

General, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Director of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, should use the 
broad diplomatic and law enforcement re-
sources of the United States, in partnership 
with the Governments of Mexico and China, 
to stop the production of illicit fentanyl and 
its trafficking into the United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 84—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS OF INTER-
NATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 

Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Mr. COONS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. 
CANTWELL, and Mr. WYDEN) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 84 

Whereas, as of March 2017, there are more 
than 3,672,000,000 women in the world; 

Whereas women around the world— 
(1) have fundamental rights; 
(2) participate in the political, social, and 

economic lives of their communities; 
(3) play a critical role in providing and car-

ing for their families; 
(4) contribute substantially to economic 

growth and the prevention and resolution of 
conflict; and 

(5) as farmers and caregivers, play an im-
portant role in the advancement of food se-
curity for their communities; 

Whereas the advancement of women 
around the world is a foreign policy priority 
for the United States; 

Whereas at his confirmation hearing, Sec-
retary of State Rex Tillerson— 

(1) spoke about the importance of empow-
ering women; and 

(2) noted that there is ‘‘study after study 
to confirm that when you empower women in 
these developing parts of the world, you 
change the future of the country’’; 

Whereas 2017 marks— 
(1) the 22nd anniversary of the Fourth 

World Conference on Women, at which 189 
countries committed to integrating gender 
equality into each dimension of society; and 

(2) the 6th anniversary of the establish-
ment of the first United States National Ac-
tion Plan on Women, Peace, and Security, 
which includes a comprehensive set of com-
mitments by the United States to advance 
the meaningful participation of women in 
decisionmaking relating to matters of war or 
peace; 

Whereas the United States National Action 
Plan on Women, Peace, and Security, revised 
in June 2016, states that ‘‘[d]eadly conflicts 
can be more effectively avoided, and peace 
can be best forged and sustained, when 
women become equal partners in all aspects 
of peacebuilding and conflict prevention, 
when their lives are protected, their voices 
heard, and their perspectives taken into ac-
count.’’; 

Whereas there are 63 national action plans 
around the world, and there are several addi-
tional national action plans known to be in 
development; 

Whereas the joint strategy of the Depart-
ment of State and the United States Agency 
for International Development entitled ‘‘De-
partment of State & USAID Joint Strategy 
on Countering Violent Extremism’’ and 
dated May 2016— 

(1) notes that women can play a critical 
role in identifying and addressing drivers of 
violent extremism in their families, commu-
nities, and broader society; and 
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(2) commits to supporting programs that 

engage women ‘‘as key stakeholders in pre-
venting and countering violent extremism in 
their communities’’; 

Whereas, despite the historical underrep-
resentation of women in conflict resolution 
processes, women in conflict-affected regions 
have nevertheless achieved significant suc-
cess in— 

(1) moderating violent extremism; 
(2) countering terrorism; 
(3) resolving disputes through nonviolent 

mediation and negotiation; and 
(4) stabilizing societies by improving ac-

cess to peace and security— 
(A) services; 
(B) institutions; and 
(C) venues for decisionmaking; 
Whereas, according to the United Nations, 

peace negotiations are more likely to end in 
a peace agreement when women’s groups 
play an influential role in the negotiation 
process; 

Whereas, according to a study by the Inter-
national Peace Institute, a peace agreement 
is 35 percent more likely to last at least 15 
years if women participate in the develop-
ment of the peace agreement; 

Whereas, according to the Bureau of Inter-
national Narcotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs of the Department of State, the full and 
meaningful participation of women in secu-
rity forces vastly enhances the effectiveness 
of the security forces; 

Whereas, on August 30, 2015, the Secretary 
of State and the Secretary of State for For-
eign and Commonwealth Affairs of the 
United Kingdom highlighted, ‘‘our goal must 
be to build societies in which sexual violence 
is treated—legally and by every institution 
of authority—as the serious and wholly in-
tolerable crime that it is. We have seen glob-
al campaigns and calls to action draw atten-
tion to this issue and mobilize governments 
and organizations to act. But transformation 
requires the active participation of men and 
women everywhere. We must settle for noth-
ing less than a united world saying no to sex-
ual violence and yes to justice, fairness and 
peace.’’; 

Whereas approximately 15,000,000 girls are 
married every year before they reach the age 
of 18, which means that— 

(1) 41,000 girls are married every day; or 
(2) 1 girl is married every 2 seconds; 
Whereas, according to UNICEF— 
(1) approximately 1⁄4 of girls between the 

ages of 15 and 19 are victims of physical vio-
lence; and 

(2) it is estimated that 1 in 3 women 
around the world has experienced some form 
of physical or sexual violence; 

Whereas, according to the 2016 report of 
the United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime entitled ‘‘Global Report on Traf-
ficking in Persons’’— 

(1) 79 percent of all detected trafficking 
victims are women and children; and 

(2) while trafficking for the purposes of 
sexual exploitation and forced labor are the 
most prominently detected forms of traf-
ficking, the trafficking of women and girls 
for the purpose of forced marriage is emerg-
ing as a more prevalent form of trafficking; 

Whereas 603,000,000 women live in countries 
in which domestic violence is not 
criminalized; 

Whereas, on August 10, 2012, the Federal 
Government launched a strategy entitled 
‘‘United States Strategy to Prevent and Re-
spond to Gender-Based Violence Globally’’, 
which is the first interagency strategy 
that— 

(1) addresses gender-based violence around 
the world; 

(2) advances the rights and status of 
women and girls; 

(3) promotes gender equality in United 
States foreign policy; and 

(4) works to bring about a world in which 
all individuals can pursue their aspirations 
without the threat of violence; 

Whereas, in June 2016, the Department of 
State released an update to the strategy en-
titled ‘‘United States Strategy to Prevent 
and Respond to Gender-Based Violence Glob-
ally’’, based on internal evaluations, lessons 
learned, and consultations with civil society, 
that underscores that ‘‘preventing and re-
sponding to gender-based violence is a cor-
nerstone of the U.S. government’s commit-
ment to advancing human rights and pro-
moting gender equality and the empower-
ment of women and girls’’; 

Whereas the ability of women and girls to 
realize their full potential is critical to the 
ability of a country to achieve— 

(1) strong and lasting economic growth; 
and 

(2) political and social stability; 
Whereas, according to the United Nations 

Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organi-
zation— 

(1) 2⁄3 of the 778,000,000 illiterate individuals 
in the world are female; and 

(2) 130,000,000 girls worldwide are not in 
school; 

Whereas, according to the United States 
Agency for International Development, as 
compared to uneducated women, educated 
women are— 

(1) less likely to marry as children; and 
(2) more likely to have healthier families; 
Whereas, although the United Nations Mil-

lennium Project reached the goal of achiev-
ing gender parity in primary education in 
most countries in 2015, more work remains 
to be done to achieve gender equality in pri-
mary education worldwide by addressing— 

(1) discriminatory practices; 
(2) cultural norms; 
(3) inadequate sanitation facilities; and 
(4) other factors that favor boys; 
Whereas, according to the United Nations, 

women have access to fewer income earning 
opportunities and are more likely to manage 
the household or engage in agricultural work 
than men, making women more vulnerable 
to economic insecurity caused by— 

(1) natural disasters; and 
(2) long term changes in weather patterns; 
Whereas women around the world— 
(1) face a variety of constraints that se-

verely limit their economic participation 
and productivity; and 

(2) are underrepresented in the labor force; 
Whereas closing the global gender gap in 

labor markets could increase worldwide 
gross domestic product by as much as 
$28,000,000,000,000 by 2025; 

Whereas despite the achievements of indi-
vidual female leaders— 

(1) women around the world remain vastly 
underrepresented in— 

(A) high-level positions; and 
(B) national and local legislatures and gov-

ernments; and 
(2) according to the Inter-Parliamentary 

Union, women account for only 22 percent of 
national parliamentarians and 17.7 percent of 
government ministers; 

Whereas, according to the World Health 
Organization, during the period beginning in 
1990 and ending in 2015, global maternal mor-
tality decreased by approximately 44 per-
cent, but approximately 830 women die from 
preventable causes relating to pregnancy or 
childbirth each day, and 99 percent of all ma-
ternal deaths occur in developing countries; 

Whereas according to the World Health Or-
ganization— 

(1) suicide is the leading cause of death for 
girls between the ages of 15 and 19; and 

(2) complications from pregnancy or child-
birth is the second-leading cause of death for 
those girls; 

Whereas the Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees reports that 

women and girls comprise approximately 1⁄2 
of the 65,300,000 refugees and internally dis-
placed or stateless individuals in the world; 

Whereas it is imperative— 
(1) to alleviate violence and discrimination 

against women; and 
(2) to afford women every opportunity to 

be full and productive members of their com-
munities; 

Whereas violence, discrimination, and 
harmful practices against women and girls 
are a direct result of negative social norms 
that undervalue females in society; and 

Whereas March 8, 2017, is recognized as 
International Women’s Day, a global day— 

(1) to celebrate the economic, political, 
and social achievements of women in the 
past, present, and future; and 

(2) to recognize the obstacles that women 
face in the struggle for equal rights and op-
portunities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the goals of International 

Women’s Day; 
(2) recognizes that the empowerment of 

women is inextricably linked to the poten-
tial of a country to generate— 

(A) economic growth; 
(B) sustainable democracy; and 
(C) inclusive security; 
(3) recognizes and honors individuals in the 

United States and around the world, includ-
ing women human rights defenders and civil 
society leaders, that have worked through-
out history to ensure that women are guar-
anteed equality and basic human rights; 

(4) recognizes the unique cultural, histor-
ical, and religious differences throughout the 
world and urges the United States Govern-
ment to act with respect and understanding 
toward legitimate differences when pro-
moting any policies; 

(5) reaffirms the commitment— 
(A) to end discrimination and violence 

against women and girls; 
(B) to ensure the safety and welfare of 

women and girls; 
(C) to pursue policies that guarantee the 

basic human rights of women and girls 
worldwide; and 

(D) to promote meaningful and significant 
participation of women in every aspect of so-
ciety and community; 

(6) supports sustainable, measurable, and 
global development that seeks to achieve 
gender equality and the empowerment of 
women; and 

(7) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe International Women’s 
Day with appropriate programs and activi-
ties. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I have 
6 requests for committees to meet dur-
ing today’s session of the Senate. They 
have the approval of the Majority and 
Minority leaders. 

Pursuant to Rule XXVI, paragraph 
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session 
of the Senate: 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

The Committee on Environment and 
Public Works be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 8, 2017, at 10 a.m., in 
room 406 of the Dirksen Senate office 
building, to conduct a hearing entitled, 
‘‘Legislative Hearing on S512 the Nu-
clear Energy Innovation and Mod-
ernization Act.’’ 
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COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE 
The Committee on Commerce, 

Science, and Transportation be author-
ized to hold a meeting during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 8, 2017, at 10 a.m., in room SH– 
216 of the Hart Senate Office Building. 
The Committee will hold a Hearing on 
‘‘Oversight of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission.’’ 

HOMELAND SECURITY AND GOVERNMENTAL 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

The Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, March 8, 
2017, at 9:30 a.m., on the nomination of 
Hon. Elaine C. Duke to be Deputy Sec-
retary, U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
The Committee on Indian Affairs be 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 8, 
2017, in room 628 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, at 2:15 p.m. to conduct 
an oversight hearing on ‘‘Identifying 
Indian Affairs Priorities for the Trump 
Administration.’’ 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CYBERSECURITY 
The Subcommittee on Cybersecurity 

of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 8, 2017, at 2:30 p.m., to receive a 
briefing on Cyber Security from the 
Defense Science Board. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES 
The Subcommittee on Strategic 

Forces of the Committee on Armed 
Services be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 8, 2017, at 2:30 p.m., to re-
ceive testimony on the Global Nuclear 
Weapons Environment. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Dr. Mary 
Schuh, a fellow in my Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, be granted floor privileges for 
the remainder of the 115th Congress. 

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

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator SHAHEEN of New Hamp-
shire, I ask unanimous consent that 
Sonia Tarantolo, a foreign policy fel-
low in her office, be granted floor privi-
leges for the remainder of the 115th 
Congress. 

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

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Tim Abram, a 
fellow in my office, be granted floor 
privileges through July 31, 2017. 

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

f 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGA-
NIZATION COORDINATION AND 
PLANNING AREA REFORM RE-
PEAL ACT 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of S. 496 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration. 

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

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read as follows: 
A bill (S. 496) to repeal the rule issued by 

the Federal Highway Administration and the 
Federal Transit Administration entitled 
‘‘Metropolitan Planning Organization Co-
ordination and Planning Area Reform.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be considered read a third time 
and passed, and the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

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

The bill (S. 496) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 496 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REPEAL. 

The rule issued by the Federal Highway 
Administration and the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration entitled ‘‘Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organization Coordination and Plan-
ning Area Reform’’ (81 Fed. Reg. 93448 (De-
cember 20, 2016)) shall have no force or effect, 
and any regulation revised by that rule shall 
be applied as if that rule had not been issued. 

f 

APPROVING THE LOCATION OF A 
MEMORIAL TO COMMEMORATE 
AND HONOR THE MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES WHO 
SERVED ON ACTIVE DUTY IN 
SUPPORT OF OPERATION 
DESERT STORM OR OPERATION 
DESERT SHIELD 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 
be discharged from further consider-
ation of and the Senate now proceed to 
the consideration of S.J. Res. 1. 

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

The clerk will report the joint resolu-
tion by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 1) approving 
the location of a memorial to commemorate 
and honor the members of the Armed Forces 
who served on active duty in support of Op-
eration Desert Storm or Operation Desert 
Shield. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be read a third time and 
passed, the preamble be agreed to, and 
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table. 

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

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 1) was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 

reading, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, with its pre-

amble, reads as follows: 
S.J. RES. 1 

Whereas section 8908(b)(1) of title 40, 
United States Code, provides that the loca-
tion of a commemorative work in Area I, as 
depicted on the map entitled ‘‘Commemora-
tive Areas Washington, DC and Environs’’, 
numbered 869/86501 B, and dated June 24, 2003, 
shall be deemed to be authorized only if a 
recommendation for the location is approved 
by law not later than 150 calendar days after 
the date on which Congress is notified of the 
recommendation; 

Whereas section 3093 of the Carl Levin and 
Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ McKeon National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (40 
U.S.C. 8903 note; Public Law 113–291) author-
ized the National Desert Storm Memorial 
Association to establish a memorial on Fed-
eral land in the District of Columbia, to 
honor the members of the Armed Forces who 
served on active duty in support of Operation 
Desert Storm or Operation Desert Shield; 
and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior has 
notified Congress of the determination of the 
Secretary of the Interior that the memorial 
should be located in Area I: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the location of a 
commemorative work to commemorate and 
honor the members of the Armed Forces who 
served on active duty in support of Operation 
Desert Storm or Operation Desert Shield au-
thorized by section 3093 of the Carl Levin and 
Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ McKeon National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (40 
U.S.C. 8903 note; Public Law 113–291), within 
Area I, as depicted on the map entitled 
‘‘Commemorative Areas Washington, DC and 
Environs’’, numbered 869/86501 B, and dated 
June 24, 2003, is approved. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE GOALS OF 
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 84, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 84) supporting the 
goals of International Women’s Day. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, on 
this International Women’s Day, we 
celebrate the remarkable social, eco-
nomic, and political achievements of 
women around the world, but we also 
take stock of the barriers that con-
tinue to prevent hundreds of millions 
of women from contributing their tal-
ents as equal members of the human 
family. 

As in years past, this year I am again 
joining with Senator SUSAN COLLINS in 
submitting a bipartisan resolution 
commemorating International Wom-
en’s Day and highlighting its goal of 
advancing the equality and empower-
ment of women all across the globe. I 
especially appreciate Senator COLLINS’ 
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unwavering support in working with 
me on this resolution. 

It has been said that no nation can 
get ahead if it leaves half of its people 
behind, and in the 21st century, wher-
ever women are respected and treated 
as equals, we excel, as the Presiding Of-
ficer knows, as legislators, as sci-
entists, as entrepreneurs, artists, in-
ventors, warriors, and in every other 
field. But the harsh reality remains 
that women make up some 51 percent 
of the world’s population, yet we ac-
count for an estimated 70 percent of 
those living in poverty and two-thirds 
of those denied even a basic education. 

So on this International Women’s 
Day, we celebrate women’s achieve-
ments, and we rededicate ourselves to 
achieving an equal voice, equal partici-
pation, and equal rights for all women. 
We also acknowledge that we still have 
much difficult work ahead of us. 

Research tells us that women and 
girls’ equality can be transformational 
for their communities and for entire 
countries, yet in some of the poorest 
parts of the world—and even in some 
wealthier countries—women and girls 
continue to be held back by injustices 
such as child marriage, sexual and do-
mestic violence, denial of education, 
and lack of access to contraception and 
maternal healthcare. 

In recent years, we have learned 
more about the intersection of so many 
of these issues that affect women. 
When girls are forced into early mar-
riage, when women are denied contra-
ception and have children at a very 
young age, this typically ends any 
chance to gain an education and in-
come-earning employment. This lack 
of economic influence means that 
women remain powerless within their 
families and, too often, within their 
communities. And this, in turn, can 
lead to violence against women and the 
denial of women’s most basic human 
and civil rights. 

The good news is that this same 
interconnectedness can work to em-
power women and to lift up commu-
nities. When women and girls’ rights 
are respected, when we have access to 
education and family planning serv-
ices, this unleashes women’s ability to 
participate equally in the community, 
in the workplace, and even in the polit-
ical arena. 

Indeed, we can now quantify so many 
of the positive ripple effects. For exam-
ple, each additional year of education 
increases a woman’s income by 25 per-
cent. We know that children born to 
educated mothers are twice as likely to 
survive past the age of 5. By mobilizing 
the talents of the previously neglected 
half of the population—in too many 
places—we create more stable societies 
and more rapid economic development. 

For decades, the United States has 
been a world leader in advancing and 
protecting the rights of women and 
girls around the world, including their 
access to contraception and family 
planning. In particular, I want to ap-
plaud the excellent work of the State 

Department’s Office of Global Women’s 
Issues. I am sponsoring legislation in 
this session to give this office perma-
nent authorization, with an ambas-
sador leading it. 

However, on this International Wom-
en’s Day, we must also acknowledge 
actions to abdicate America’s leader-
ship role in advancing women’s rights. 
Indeed, both at home and abroad, the 
Trump administration has exhibited a 
dangerous obsession with rolling back 
women’s reproductive rights. President 
Trump has promised to nominate Su-
preme Court Justices who will over-
turn Roe v. Wade. He has joined with 
some of the Republican leaders in Con-
gress in pledging to terminate funding 
for Planned Parenthood. 

In one of his first official acts, the 
President signed an Executive order re-
instating and expanding the Mexico 
City policy, also known as the global 
gag rule. This rule prohibits U.S. finan-
cial aid to many international organi-
zations that offer contraception and 
comprehensive family planning serv-
ices to women. 

As if the reinstatement of this policy 
weren’t bad enough, the administra-
tion’s Executive order dramatically ex-
panded the policy to apply to all U.S.- 
funded global health programs—so not 
just family planning and counseling 
programs. But we believe that this ex-
pansion will include our HIV/AIDS pro-
gram, known as PEPFAR, which has 
been so positive in saving so many 
lives in Africa. It was started by 
George W. Bush. We also think it will 
affect initiatives that fund the fights 
against the Ebola and Zika outbreaks, 
and this puts at risk 15 times more 
funding and millions more women and 
their families around the world. 

Taken together, all of these actions 
by the new administration I believe 
amount to an assault on the safety and 
well-being of women and girls across 
the globe. 

I have joined with Senator SUSAN 
COLLINS, Senator LISA MURKOWSKI, and 
45 other Senators in introducing bipar-
tisan legislation to permanently repeal 
the global gag rule. I believe—and it is 
well documented—that this is a mis-
guided policy that ignores decades of 
research. 

We shouldn’t allow extreme ideology 
to triumph over the urgent practical 
needs of women across the world. The 
facts make clear that when family 
planning services are accessible and 
contraceptives are affordable, rates of 
unplanned pregnancies and abortions 
go down. 

According to the World Health Orga-
nization, there is an estimated 225 mil-
lion women in the world who would 
like access to family planning services, 
and we know that makes a difference. 
Here in the United States, the abortion 
rate has dropped to the lowest level 
since 1943, a success that is directly at-
tributable to the reduced cost sharing 
for contraception under the Affordable 
Care Act. I can attest to that because 
in New Hampshire, we have one of the 

lowest incidences of teen pregnancy in 
the country. 

In January, we saw millions of 
women, men, and children, turn out for 
marches in Washington, New York, 
London, Nairobi, Tokyo, in my home 
capital of Concord, NH, and in dozens 
of other cities across the country and 
around the world. I think we can look 
at that as an early celebration of Inter-
national Women’s Day because what 
we heard from those marching was that 
we were marching in defense of the 
rights of American women, of Muslim 
women, of women of color, and of all 
women and girls across the globe. 

The world heard our message loudly 
and clearly. We will not allow our re-
productive rights and our human rights 
to be taken away. We will not allow 
women to be targeted for discrimina-
tion. We will not be taken backward. 

That was our message in January, 
and it is our message on this Inter-
national Women’s Day. We have fought 
long and hard for equal rights and 
equal treatment here in the United 
States. 

We are also celebrating women here 
in the United States. We have many 
women who have taken the day off to 
recognize the role that women play 
that is so significant in our society, 
and many of us are also wearing red to 
demonstrate that. So on this day of 
celebration and solidarity, we are de-
termined to go forward to build on the 
progress of recent decades, and we re-
dedicate ourselves to achieving re-
spect, equality, and justice for every 
woman in every community and every 
country across the globe. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 84) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
9, 2017 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m., Thursday, March 
9; that following the prayer and pledge, 
the morning hour be deemed expired, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and that morning business be closed; fi-
nally, that 30 minutes of the majority 
time on H.J. Res. 57 be under the con-
trol of Senator BLUNT or his designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 

DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION—Continued 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order, following the remarks 
of Senators LANKFORD and WARREN. 

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

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, in 

December of 2015, President Obama 
signed the Every Student Succeeds Act 
after it passed this body with over-
whelming bipartisan support—85 of 100 
Senators supported the bill. The Wall 
Street Journal called the Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act ‘‘the largest devolu-
tion of federal control to the states in 
a quarter-century.’’ It also had the sup-
port of Governors, State legislators, 
chief State school officers, school dis-
trict superintendents, local school 
boards, principals, and teachers unions, 
who all agreed on the need to replace 
No Child Left Behind. 

The core of the education reform in 
the Every Student Succeeds Act was to 
restore local control to the States—not 
just control for them but that they 
would have the responsibility and the 
authority for things such as school ac-
countability, teacher evaluation, stu-
dent evaluation. It is very clear. In 
fact, the Every Student Succeeds Act 
says things very specifically. States 
are solely responsible for choosing 
which standards to adopt. The Sec-
retary cannot mandate, direct, or con-
trol State standards. The Secretary of 
Education cannot require, coerce, or 
incentivize States to adopt common 
core State standards. States are re-
sponsible for choosing which assess-
ments to adopt. The Secretary of Edu-
cation cannot mandate, direct, or con-
trol State assessments for education. 
States design their own system for 
holding schools accountable and decide 
which schools to identify for school 
intervention and support. The Sec-
retary cannot add new requirements or 
criteria on State accountability sys-
tems that are not in the law. States 
and local school districts decide what 
strategies they will implement to help 
fix identified schools without Federal 
interference. The Secretary of Edu-
cation cannot prescribe how States and 
local school districts improve those 
schools. 

Congress passed that clear education 
law to take power out of Washington, 
DC, and from the Department of Edu-
cation and the Secretary of Education 
and hand it back to the States. 

Five months after the bill was 
signed, the Obama administration 
changed their mind and released regu-
lations to take back school decision-
making and accountability, in direct 
violation of the law. 

Eighty-five of one hundred of us 
agreed that our passion is for every 

school district, every parent, every 
State to take care of every child; that 
no child would be left behind by 
switching to local control rather than 
Federal centralized control. But when 
this new rule was put out by the 
Obama administration, they reinter-
preted that clear law. Let me tell you 
what they said in the rule. 

In the rule, they dictate to States 
the consequences for schools that don’t 
annually test at least 95 percent of 
their students. 

They prescribe to the States and 
school districts how they would inter-
vene and improve schools that don’t 
exit from this identification process of 
being an underperforming school. 

They limit how States may measure 
school quality or student success based 
on 4-year graduation rates. 

They define how much weight States 
must afford to non-test-based indica-
tors in their accountability systems. 

This regulation prescribes the long- 
term goals and measurements of 
progress that States would use for 
their student subgroups. 

This new regulation prescribes when 
schools may exit from comprehensive 
support based on improvement. 

This new regulation mandates that 
States comply with specific Wash-
ington, DC, created requirements in-
stead of letting the school districts or 
the States determine how best to pro-
ceed on those requirements. 

This new regulation limits how 
States award school improvement 
funding to school districts and schools. 

This new regulation adds a new and 
burdensome reporting requirement 
every 4 years on States and local 
school districts that will drive up com-
pliance costs and will divert resources 
away from students in the classrooms, 
in direct violation of what we passed. 

This new regulation requires States 
to establish a statewide definition for 
‘‘infective teacher,’’ requiring a state-
wide system of evaluation controlled 
by DC. 

This new regulation limits how stu-
dents are scored when they have exited 
from special education. 

This new regulation controls how the 
school report cards are created and 
how long they are. 

This is what we were exiting from 
with No Child Left Behind. We said in 
that vote for Every Student Succeeds 
that Washington, DC, should not do 
this. This rule directly violated the 
spirit and the letter of the law and will 
put the new Secretary of Education, 
Betsy DeVos, in charge of school eval-
uation, teacher evaluation, and student 
success. That is not her role or the in-
tent of this law when we passed it, re-
gardless of who is the Secretary of 
Education. Our intent was to provide 
maximum flexibility for the States and 
the parents. The rule is central control 
from Washington, DC. 

It is essential that we stop this rule 
right now. While some of my colleagues 
have said: Let’s just wait, and we will 
do regulations, and we will unwind 

some of this—they are basically admit-
ting that the Trump administration 
will fix the Obama administration 
overreach. I understand that state-
ment. I think there will be some 
unwinding of regulations, but here is 
why it must be done right now—two 
reasons. One is, when we do this right 
now with a Congressional Review Act, 
we settle this forever, that no adminis-
tration ever, as long as this law is in 
place, can repromulgate a rule and 
turn right back around and say Wash-
ington, DC, is going to control teacher 
evaluation, student success evaluation, 
and school evaluation. This ends that 
forever. 

The second thing is, right now 
schools in Oklahoma have already di-
verted resources in their administra-
tion, and they are filling out forms 
that are due to Washington, DC, in 
April to fulfill this new requirement 
that was put down by the administra-
tion. If we don’t end this now, the dis-
tricts in Oklahoma and in all of the 
States represented by this great Sen-
ate—their administrators will be work-
ing on forms for Washington, DC, rath-
er than educating children at home. 
Let’s get those folks back in the class-
room, working on things that matter, 
not some form that no one in Wash-
ington, DC, will read anyway. Why 
don’t we allow our schools to focus on 
educating kids instead of filling out 
forms for the Secretary of Education? 
That is the reason we passed the Every 
Student Succeeds Act. 

I encourage this body to support H.J. 
Res. 57 when it comes up. This will fix 
this overreach and will put a perma-
nent marker down to say we meant it 
when Congress said to the administra-
tion: Do not control local education. 
Let the States and the parents do it. 

With that, I yield back. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
NOMINATION OF SEEMA VERMA AND THE 

REPUBLICAN HEALTHCARE BILL 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to urge my colleagues to vote 
against the confirmation of Seema 
Verma to serve as Administrator of the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services. 

CMS oversees the administration of 
the Medicare and Medicaid Programs. 
These programs provide healthcare 
coverage to grandparents, people with 
disabilities, foster kids, seniors living 
in nursing homes, single mothers, and 
babies. CMS is also in charge of imple-
menting many parts of the Affordable 
Care Act and making sure that the pro-
tections guaranteed in the law are en-
forced. 
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In other words, CMS is the part of 

government that we entrust with car-
rying out the commitments we have 
made to protect our health and our ac-
cess to healthcare. We need someone to 
run these programs who is a champion 
for Medicare, Medicaid, and the Afford-
able Care Act and someone who can 
stand up to Republicans in Congress 
and stand up to the Trump administra-
tion when they try to burn these prom-
ises and turn their backs on the people 
who need help. 

On Monday night, the Republicans fi-
nally revealed their latest plan to rip 
health insurance away from millions of 
Americans. After years of railing about 
how the ACA was too long and too 
complicated, the Republicans spent 
weeks working on a secret plan— 
locked in a room, hidden somewhere in 
the United States Capitol. They didn’t 
want anyone to see it. Here is a news 
flash: If you have to hide your plans 
from the American public, that is a 
pretty good sign that you are headed in 
the wrong direction. 

Now we know why they were so 
afraid to let anyone else take a look at 
the plan. The plan is ugly—really, real-
ly, ugly. The Republicans’ plan would 
rip health insurance away from mil-
lions of Americans. 

Right off the top, the bill will end the 
Medicaid expansion established in the 
ACA. Right now, 11 million adults are 
covered by that expansion, and the Re-
publican plan will end it. That is 
right—end it. Millions more Americans 
are using ACA subsidies to buy their 
health insurance. For the families who 
need it most, those subsidies will be 
cut. For seniors, prices will rise, and 
that means millions more people will 
not be able to afford health insurance. 

The Republican bill promises tax 
credits to help people pay for their in-
surance, but this is an empty promise 
because the tax credits are designed to 
be too small to actually cover the costs 
of paying for healthcare. If you have a 
2-month break in your health insur-
ance coverage, no matter the reason, 
the Republican bill would let insurance 
companies charge you a 30-percent pen-
alty on top of your premium for an en-
tire year. That is right. If you lose 
your job and scramble to find a new 
plan, you have exactly 62 days to lock 
down that plan because 1 day longer 
than that, and you are slapped with a 
30-percent penalty. 

By the way, it is not a penalty paid 
to the government to help finance 
healthcare. No. It is a penalty paid to 
a $1 billion insurance company. Repub-
licans should be ashamed of them-
selves. 

Too bad if being able to buy afford-
able coverage on the ACA exchange has 
given you access to health insurance 
while you start your small business. 
Too bad if your healthcare has given 
you free cancer screening. Too bad if 
your healthcare has given you access 
to treatment for substance abuse dis-
order. All that is gone under the Re-
publican plan. 

So there it is—the Republicans’ plan 
to take away health insurance for mil-
lions and millions of Americans. The 
Republican plan is cruel, and it gets 
worse. 

The Republican healthcare plan gets 
worse because it also delivers a gut 
punch to the rest of the Medicaid Pro-
gram—the part that predates the ACA 
by decades. It does so by putting a cap 
on overall funding that States can re-
ceive and then strictly limiting the 
growth in that cap. This growth rate is 
deliberately set lower than the actual 
growth rate in medical costs for Med-
icaid beneficiaries. Why? So Repub-
licans can cut the Federal Govern-
ment’s commitment to Medicaid with-
out using the word ‘‘cut.’’ 

I don’t know if they think we are just 
too dumb to notice, but they are cut-
ting Medicaid. Of course, people will 
still get sick and will still need med-
ical care, so what the Republicans are 
doing is shifting hundreds of billions of 
dollars in Medicaid costs to State gov-
ernments, which will struggle to pick 
up the tab, or shifting those costs to 
hospitals and doctors, who will not get 
paid, or shifting it to the families 
themselves, who will try to manage 
those bills. 

Understand what that means. Right 
now, if you qualify for Medicaid cov-
erage, you get Medicaid coverage. That 
has been the law for decades, but the 
Republicans want to change that. With 
the cap, if you qualify for Medicaid 
coverage, you will get something. No-
body is really sure what. All we know 
is that it will not cover your expected 
costs of care. Think about the impact 
of that. 

The reckless Republican plan will 
blow huge holes in State budgets. The 
Republican plan will blow huge holes in 
rural hospitals’ budgets and in the 
budgets of opioid treatment centers 
and community health centers all 
across this country. 

Massachusetts is using some of its 
Medicaid funding right now to fight the 
opioid crisis, but the Republican plan 
makes it harder to wage that fight in 
Massachusetts and in every other State 
that is battling this terrible epidemic. 

The Republican plan will leave mil-
lions of people who have decent Med-
icaid coverage holding the bag when 
they get sick. That is not healthcare; 
that is a con job. 

But it gets even worse. The bill cuts 
funding for Planned Parenthood, which 
provides maternity care and birth con-
trol. It gives insurance companies the 
green light to jack up costs for people 
over 50, blowing up the limits that 
were established in the ACA to make 
sure seniors could afford healthcare. 

But there is one more very, very ugly 
reason the Republicans should be 
ashamed, and that is because while 
they are gutting Medicaid, slashing 
health coverage for sick Americans, 
and slapping penalties on people who 
lose insurance through no fault of their 
own, Republicans are also handing out 
hundreds of millions of dollars in tax 

cuts to rich people and giving a special 
gift to insurance company CEOs. 

The Republican plan repeals two 
Medicare taxes that apply only to high- 
income taxpayers. Who benefits most 
from this repeal? Millionaires. They 
get a full 80-percent of the tax cut. It is 
a benefit that is worth an average of 
$50,000 each. That is right. The tax cut 
that millionaires will get from the Re-
publican plan to rip up healthcare is 
more than many families make in a 
year. 

The Republican plan also hurts Medi-
care by taking money away from the 
Medicare trust fund, where it really be-
longs. 

Right now, the law says insurance 
companies can deduct only $500,000 in 
executive compensation, but the Re-
publicans think that is too hard on in-
surance companies and their CEOs. So 
sad. So they have lifted the cap to a 
full $1 million. The Republicans are de-
termined to help boost the pay of in-
surance company CEOs. No wonder the 
Republicans didn’t want to let anyone 
see this plan. 

This is literally a backroom deal to 
strip away lifesaving healthcare from 
babies, to drive the costs out of sight 
for seniors, to deny help for people 
with disabilities, and to make insur-
ance more expensive for hard-working 
entrepreneurs. In exchange, insurance 
company CEOs and millionaires get 
giant tax deductions. Unbelievable. 
Less health insurance for people who 
need it; more tax cuts for wealthy in-
surance company CEOs. This is the 
deal it took Republicans years to come 
up with? They should be ashamed. 

I have received letters and emails 
and calls from families in Massachu-
setts who depend on Medicaid and the 
ACA. These families are shouting as 
loudly as they can about how impor-
tant Medicaid and the ACA are to 
them. We need someone running the 
CMS who is listening and someone who 
has their backs, who will tell Repub-
lican politicians that their secret deals 
are terrible, who will tell them that 
their plans to take away coverage will 
hurt people, who will tell them that 
their recklessness will blow up State 
budgets. 

Seema Verma has a deep knowledge 
of the Medicaid Program, having 
worked at the State level to design and 
implement Medicaid waivers. Ms. 
Verma says she wants to help States 
like Massachusetts invest in innova-
tive ways to improve care for Medicaid 
beneficiaries while lowering costs—im-
prove care and lower costs. That 
sounds great, but she has also advo-
cated for changes to Medicaid that vio-
late the fundamental principles of the 
program. She has designed Medicaid 
plans that impose work requirements 
as a condition of receiving Medicaid 
coverage even when they make no 
sense. She has sought to increase the 
out-of-pocket costs that Medicaid 
beneficiaries must pay and has put in 
place rules that lock people out of the 
program just at the moment they most 
need coverage. 
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We need a CMS Administrator who 

will stand up to the backroom bullies 
who are plotting to gut Medicaid, not 
one who wants to sneak cuts into the 
very programs that need to be de-
fended. For that reason, I oppose Ms. 
Verma’s nomination. 

One of my constituents who receives 
Medicaid coverage in Massachusetts, 
Lee from Holliston, wrote me to say: ‘‘I 
just need to know it is going to be 
okay.’’ 

Lee, I wish I could tell you that it is 
going to be OK, but I cannot tell you 
that. What I can tell you is that you 
are not alone. Americans depend on the 
ACA and Medicaid to provide 
healthcare coverage. They depend on it 
when they get sick, and they depend on 
it to stay alive. Now that the Repub-
lican politicians have finally emerged 
from their secret basement room and 
unveiled their ugly plans, I promise 
you I am in this fight all the way. We 
need millions of people like you all 
across this Nation to make their voices 
heard so that Republican politicians do 
not destroy your healthcare. 

In January, Senator STABENOW and I 
held a forum for the then-nominee for 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, Tom Price. At this forum, we 
heard from individuals who were con-
cerned about the impact that cuts to 
Medicare and Medicaid would have on 
their lives. I would like to share some 
of my interactions with a few of these 
individuals back in January by reading 
from the transcript Senator STABENOW 
introduced into the record at Congress-
man PRICE’s hearing before the Fi-
nance Committee. 

I started by thanking everyone for 
being there and said this about where 
we were: 

Yesterday at the hearing for Congressman 
PRICE to be Secretary of HHS, I asked him 
about the cuts that he has proposed to Medi-
care and Medicaid. He’s already proposed 
$449 billion in cuts to Medicare and over $1 
trillion in cuts to the Medicaid program. And 
so I asked him if he would commit to follow 
through on Donald Trump’s promise, ‘‘I 
won’t cut Medicare or Medicaid.’’ 

There was a lot of dancing back and 
forth, but the bottom line is that no, 
he would not make that commitment, 
which I suppose should not have been a 
surprise. 

What I want to do as briefly as I can 
is to focus just a little bit on down the 
line and put a face on that, what it 
means to put those kinds of cuts into 
the system. 

I started with Ms. Fleming, and here 
is what I asked her. 

I said: ‘‘You used to work at United 
Airlines. . . . How many years did you 
pay into the Medicare system?’’ 

Ms. Fleming said: ‘‘Thirty-nine 
years.’’ 

I asked: ‘‘How long have you worked 
there?’’ 

Ms. Fleming said: ‘‘Thirty-nine 
years.’’ 

I said: ‘‘Thirty-nine years that you 
paid into the Medicare system. Where 
else is it we need to spend $449 billion 
so that you can spend more out-of- 

pocket? So that money can go some-
where else—like tax cuts for rich peo-
ple?’’ 

I asked Ms. Jensen: 
Just because I want to be clear about this, 

one of the things that Medicaid does is make 
sure you get access to mental health serv-
ices. If you lose that access, what happens in 
your life? 

So I had asked Ms. Fleming about 
the Medicare cuts. Here is what Ms. 
Jensen told me about the Medicaid 
cuts: 

That would entirely change my life. I 
wouldn’t be able to afford the services I need. 
My medications alone, right now, run about 
as much as my rent. And I know that weekly 
counseling or therapy sessions would really 
be out of reach. It would threaten not only 
the growth of my business but the existence 
of my business. 

She runs her own small business. 
She said: 
Basically: no Medicaid, no business. That 

would kind of be the end of one of my 
dreams. And untreated disorders—my un-
treated disorder—I know I would retreat 
from society. I would retreat from my loved 
ones. I would not be a productive citizen. I 
would probably get into trouble and cost the 
taxpayers some money. Mental and behav-
ioral health is no joke. There are fatal con-
sequences, and it’s a matter of life and death 
for a lot of people, including me. 

Then I turned to the third of our wit-
nesses, Ms. Serafin. She has dealt with 
both systems—both Medicare and Med-
icaid—and I asked her to focus just for 
a minute on the Medicaid part of that. 
She was taking care of her elderly 
mother. 

I said: 
Your mother—after your father passed— 

your mother declined, needed full time care. 
And she was supported by Medicaid during 
that period of time. She was able to be in a 
facility that could take care of her. 

If Medicaid had not been available to you, 
if there had been a trillion-dollar cut to Med-
icaid, what would have happened to you and 
your husband? 

Here is what Ms. Serafin said: 
Well, physically, I could not take care of 

anyone else. 

She had her own disabling medical 
problems. She said: 

I can hardly take care of myself. So, we 
would have had to hire someone, or we would 
have had to move because our home was not 
accommodating for another person with a 
disability. 

Secondly, the care my mother received in 
the nursing home was so personally grati-
fying. I could sleep at night. My mother was 
a really strong woman. She could have been 
a CEO. She was born in the wrong era. But as 
a daughter—as mothers and daughters often 
do—we didn’t always see eye to eye on every-
thing! 

The people in the nursing home loved her— 
they loved her feisty manner, they loved the 
things she would say. And I would think, 
‘‘Oh, God, I would never say that!’’ But they 
thought she was wonderful. 

I made the point that my mother was 
a little like that too. 

Ms. Serafin said: 
I would sleep at night. I could feel good. 

Because I cannot do things as it is for my-
self, and there were loving people who would 
go to her and say, ‘‘I love you, Anita,’’ and 

it just made my heart feel that wonderful 
feeling. 

So that is the face of Medicaid. 
We had one more witness, and this 

witness was Ms. Ornella, who had her 
son Sam with her. 

I said: 
Sam is the happy face of Medicaid. Sam is 

a little boy who was born with multiple dif-
ficulties and who flourishes and who receives 
support from Medicaid. 

So I asked: 
If there’s a trillion dollars in cuts to Med-

icaid, and Sam is not able to get the help he 
needs through Medicaid, what happens to 
Sam? 

Ms. Ornella said: 
We barely qualified for Medicaid as it was, 

so if there were any cuts to it, we would have 
been in that group of people who I believe 
wouldn’t have qualified. Medicaid has pro-
vided him to be able to go to his kidney doc-
tors and keep his status check on his kid-
neys, which is what we think his long-term 
issues are going to be. 

Medicaid has been there to cover tests for 
swallowing, for swallowing functions, for all 
the different parts of his body that are af-
fected by his disorder. So my fear is, that if 
we do get employer-based coverage, anything 
can happen in life—what if my husband lost 
his job and then we didn’t qualify for Sam to 
get Medicaid anymore? How would we deal 
with that double whammy of losing em-
ployer coverage and then not qualifying for 
Medicaid for a medically complex child? 

We heard from four people at this 
forum, and I am very grateful to all 
four of them for putting a face on what 
Medicare and Medicaid means. I sug-
gested to Congressman Price that if he 
is confirmed to be the head of HHS, 
that he cut out the statement that 
Donald Trump had made, ‘‘I will not 
cut Medicare or Medicaid,’’ and that he 
tape it above his desk and look at it 
every single day. Because that is what 
the people at that hearing were all 
about. 

They are the reason we must not cut 
Medicare and we must not cut Med-
icaid, and I thanked them all for being 
with us. 

Alice, Sam, Diane, and Ann really 
put a face on the importance of Medi-
care and Medicaid at that forum. 

I have heard from a number of hos-
pitals, community health centers, and 
behavioral health organizations in 
Massachusetts about the importance of 
Medicaid to them for being able to pro-
vide essential services to the people 
who need it most, and I want to share 
some of the comments they have given 
to me. 

John Nash, the CEO of Franciscan 
Children’s Hospital, highlighted the 
importance of Medicaid in providing 
healthcare coverage for our children. 
Here is what he wrote to me: 

Dear Senator Warren, at Franciscan Chil-
dren’s, our mission is to provide a compas-
sionate and positive environment where chil-
dren with complex medical, mental health, 
and educational needs receive specialized 
care for people who are committed to excel-
lence, innovation, and family support, so 
that these children can reach their fullest 
potential and live their best lives. Located in 
the Boston metropolitan area, we are one of 
four institutions in the country offering this 
unique array of services to children with 
complex needs. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:10 Mar 09, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08MR6.077 S08MRPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1700 March 8, 2017 
In Massachusetts, we are the only pedi-

atric, post-acute care provider that offers 
hospital-level care for children with complex 
medical conditions. We are also one of the 
largest pediatric mental health providers in 
Massachusetts, offering a complete con-
tinuum of inpatient, residential, and out-
patient programming to ensure that children 
have access to the services they desperately 
need. 

Franciscan Children’s is proud to be an 
independent, unaffiliated provider that co-
ordinates across the healthcare system to 
deliver high-quality, low-cost, specialty 
services to children who come to us from 
every major health system and intensive 
care unit from across the State. Collectively 
across our programs, we serve more than 
12,000 children a year. 

Families who have had a child or children 
with special needs often face tremendous fi-
nancial burdens. Many view hospitals like 
ours as a second home. Almost 60 percent of 
the families that we serve in our inpatient 
medical program are on Medicaid. 

In federal discussions about the Affordable 
Care Act, it is crucial to realize that Med-
icaid is the most important health coverage 
program for children. As many as 30 million 
children nationally and 355,000 children in 
Massachusetts (29.6% of the state population 
of children) are covered. Children covered by 
Medicaid—compared with those who are un-
insured—generally go on to enjoy better 
health, lower rates of mortality, and higher 
educational and economic outcomes as they 
become adults. 

Massachusetts is seeing the returns on in-
vestments made in Medicaid. Our rate of un-
insured children is at the lowest on record. 
Cuts to Medicaid will have a negative impact 
on children and may increase healthcare 
costs. Furthermore, any cuts to the Medicaid 
program will threaten our institution’s long- 
term ability to serve children and their fam-
ilies who may not receive care otherwise. As 
the population of children with complex 
needs continues to grow at the rate of 5 per-
cent annually, these funds will be vital to 
our future and to theirs. 

We support the belief that access to afford-
able care is essential for all individuals. Our 
families, whose resilience and strength con-
tinues to inspire us every day, depend on this 
principle being upheld. Our children deserve 
every opportunity to reach their fullest po-
tential and live their best life. 

This letter is just a reminder of who 
gets Medicaid and how Medicaid 
changes the lives of the children who 
need it most and of their families. We 
cannot cut this program without tak-
ing away the futures of these children. 
This is an economic issue, but it is also 
a moral issue. 

I heard from the Behavioral and 
Health Network, a nonprofit commu-
nity behavioral health agency in West-
ern Massachusetts, and they shared 
with me an individual story they want-
ed to tell me about Tasha. 

Tasha went from homelessness to ad-
diction and then to recovery—high-
lighting the importance of Medicaid 
funds in supporting individuals who are 
dealing with substance abuse disorder. 
The behavioral health network shared 
a story, and this is how they tell it: 

Tasha M. recalls how her addiction started. 
She never envisioned how and where it would 
end. As a teenager, she remembers being 
homeless, her mom surrendering her to fos-
ter care twice and living a dysfunctional life, 
leading to the development of an eating dis-
order and hospitalization. 

It was during that hospital stay where she 
was also receiving treatment for an injured 
back, that she was prescribed a bottle of 
painkillers. That started Tasha on the road 
to addiction, and ultimately to BHN’s, ‘‘My 
Sister’s House’’—and her eventual recovery. 

Once addicted to pain pills she remembers 
‘‘hospital hopping’’ to feed the addiction. ‘‘I 
felt so alone,’’ she said. Moving in with an 
aunt brought the prospect of turning the 
page and leaving her addiction behind. In-
stead, Tasha started to work as a bartender, 
ultimately succumbing to alcohol and hit-
ting bottom. Tasha says, ‘‘I lost everything.’’ 

Moving back to Massachusetts, she ‘‘tried 
to start anew.’’ But instead she found herself 
back in the clubs and around alcohol and, 
eventually, in a detox program through 
BHN’s Carlson Center. After that one-week 
stay, she entered Hope Center, a BHN 30-day 
recovery addiction treatment program in 
Springfield. Once released, the grip of addic-
tion surfaced again. ‘‘I remember getting 
ready to go clubbing with my boyfriend. We 
were in line to go into a club and I realized 
I didn’t have my ID. I went home and I found 
my ID lying on top of my AA book. I 
thought, ‘wow, that’s a sign’—and I need to 
get back in the program.’’ 

BHN assisted with entry into My Sister’s 
House, a BHN community-based program for 
women in recovery, where its residents have 
daily therapy and support, peer meetings and 
are connected to community resources. 

It is also where Tasha met an intern who 
inspired her. ‘‘I remember I was one of her 
first clients. She said I couldn’t go back to 
my old ways . . . she really believed in me.’’ 

Tasha’s recovery has come full circle. 
After successful re-entry into the commu-
nity, she acquired a job as an administrative 
assistant at a daycare center, and eventually 
became a social worker helping mothers of 
children navigate the complexities of par-
enting. 

Tasha’s story doesn’t end there. Tasha was 
offered a position at My Sister’s House, 
where she assists other young women who 
find themselves on the sometimes bumpy 
road to recovery. ‘‘For me, it’s about giving 
back . . . I’m grateful to them.’’ 

About the new opportunity to help others 
at My Sister’s House, Tasha said: ‘‘I always 
said to myself I was going to come back to 
this House . . . this is my second home.’’ 

Tasha’s journey was supported by an orga-
nization whose funding is 56 percent State 
and Federal contracts and 42 percent fees 
from Medicaid, Medicare and a small per-
centage of private insurances. Clearly, the 
impact of affordable insurance and funds 
from CMS and the State creates needed ac-
cess and opportunities for changing lives 
[like Tasha’s]. Individuals can embrace help, 
move beyond despair and hardship, and es-
tablish meaningful life experiences, employ-
ment and self-sufficiency. Without affordable 
insurance, Medicaid and Federal and State 
funds, that could not happen. 

Thank you, Tasha, for telling your 
story. Thank you to the Behavioral 
Network for sharing your story. Thank 
you for all of the amazing work that 
you do every single day. 

The Boston Medical Center, the 
State’s largest safety net hospital, also 
shared their perspective on how 
changes and cuts to Medicaid would se-
riously impact the progress they have 
made in working to provide high-qual-
ity, cost-effective care to their pa-
tients. Here is what Boston Medical 
Center said: 

At Boston Medical Center (BMC), our mis-
sion is to provide Exceptional Care without 

Exception to all of our patients. As the larg-
est health safety net system in Massachu-
setts and in New England, BMC and the pa-
tients we serve would be severely impacted 
by major changes to the Affordable Care Act. 

Massachusetts health care reform in 2008, 
and subsequently the Affordable Care Act, 
supported our efforts to provide high-qual-
ity, cost effective care to the many, formerly 
uninsured, patients who became insured 
through Medicaid and subsidized products. 
BMC has worked diligently with the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts and the Center 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) to 
transition the payment and delivery of Med-
icaid services in a more cost effective man-
ner. With a strong understanding of the need 
to ensure that the future of Medicaid is sus-
tainable, our collective efforts have begun to 
produce encouraging results. 

Medicaid—and access to affordable, sub-
sidized health care insurance—is an impor-
tant federal/state partnership that allows 
the most vulnerable in our population to re-
ceive the health care they need. At BMC, we 
see firsthand how it affects the lives of our 
patients. In addition to providing funding for 
important primary care services, it is a life-
line for those with chronic diseases and men-
tal health and substance abuse needs. 

BMC has used Medicaid funding to develop 
and implement a number of very promising 
programs aimed at improving the quality of 
care for our low-income population and 
doing it in a manner that is the most cost ef-
fective. We aim to keep our patients out of 
the hospital while giving them the care nec-
essary to lead fulfilling lives. 

Some of these efforts include innovative 
programs for pregnant women and babies 
both before and after delivery. Post-partum 
depression is an all-too-common issue for 
new mothers. BMC has designed a program 
that embeds necessary behavioral health 
services into the OB/GYN visit setting, 
thereby allowing them to receive the nec-
essary mental health care along with their 
medical visit. 

At the same time, we have several success-
ful programs focusing on newborn infants— 
ranging from babies born prematurely to 
those born addicted to drugs. As New Eng-
land’s largest trauma center, we routinely 
treat large numbers of patients who have 
been victims of violence. In an effort to help 
break the trend of violence in the inner city, 
BMC offers many programs that help those 
victims break that cycle through counseling, 
education and support. 

Boston, like many cities across the coun-
try, has seen an unacceptable level of opioid 
related deaths. Probably our most critical 
efforts today include programs that success-
fully treat opioid and other drug addictions 
while guiding patients toward prevention of 
future drug abuse and a life where they can 
hold a job and maintain their relationships 
with their families. 

Working with the Commonwealth, BMC 
has also used Medicaid funding to redesign 
how health care is provided in a manner that 
ensures the highest quality patient care in 
the most affordable, patient-centric manner. 
The groundwork has been laid over the last 
several years with Medicaid waiver funding. 
As we prepare for implementation of the 
Medicaid waiver extension, we have just 
begun to roll-out our Medicaid Accountable 
Care Organization, (ACO). The ACO struc-
ture requires that we will be accountable for 
the full cost of each Medicaid patient’s 
health care, while it will allow the flexibility 
to provide the right care that might not 
have previously been covered (e.g. purchase 
of humidifier for an asthmatic child that 
will help prevent hospitalizations). Patients 
will benefit through further integration of 
care across the delivery system continuum, 
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while reimbursement for the cost of treating 
those patients will be contained in a defined 
agreement. 

These important Massachusetts efforts of 
transforming the delivery and payment sys-
tem for Medicaid will be dealt a serious blow 
if the underlying Medicaid funding is 
changed. Additionally, if Medicaid and sub-
sidized healthcare eligibility changes result 
in our patients losing access to affordable 
health care, not only will the patient’s qual-
ity of life suffer, but the lack of funding will 
not allow [us] to continue to provide those 
patients with many of these critical services. 

BMC is committed to maintaining the pro-
vision of exceptional care without exception 
and it will require the financial partnership 
with the federal and state government to en-
sure that our low-income patients have ac-
cess to that care. 

Boston Medical Center absolutely 
provides ‘‘Exceptional Care without 
Exception,’’ and Medicaid helps them 
carry out that critical work. 

The Boston Center for Independent 
Living shared with me a story from a 
constituent named Ty who receives 
healthcare from One Care, a program 
in Massachusetts that integrates care 
for beneficiaries who are dually eligible 
for both Medicare and Medicaid. So I 
will tell a little bit about Ty’s story. 

Ty Muto, a 39-year-old transgender man, 
was recovering from colon surgery in 2014 
when he stopped outside of his work and was 
assaulted by three men yelling homophobic 
slurs. He survived the attack with a trau-
matic brain injury and spinal cord injury 
and is only alive thanks to several nec-
essary, timely medical interventions. A 
former mediator and American Friends Serv-
ice Committee volunteer, Ty is enrolled in 
One Care with the Commonwealth Care Alli-
ance. They provide medical care, visiting 
nurse support, physical therapy, and medical 
rides. His Care Manager helped him apply for 
Social Security and find housing, which real-
ly improved his life! On several occasions his 
visiting nurse has identified urgent medical 
conditions and he has been able to take a 
medical ride to the hospital where he re-
ceives care—avoiding lengthy and expensive 
emergency room visits at local hospitals 
that aren’t equipped to care for his specific 
condition. Ty says the only reason he’s alive 
today is because of all of the services and 
care he gets through One Care. 

That is the work being done at the 
Boston Center for Independent Living, 
and it can only be done because they 
receive the support of Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

The Boston Center for Independent 
Living also shared with me a story 
from another constituent named 
Olivia. 

Olivia Richards is a 33-year-old woman on 
One Care and, as she emphasizes, a lifelong 
Bruins fan! Her plan with CCA allows her to 
be an active member of the community and 
her care coordinator assists her in managing 
her seizure disorder, paraplegia, PTSD, and 
ADHD. Olivia grew up in the foster care sys-
tem and, after college, rather than move in 
with an abusive family member, she tried to 
make it on her own and she ended up home-
less. Left without insurance—and trying to 
keep up with her di-lanthin, ADHD and asth-
ma medications from seven- to fourteen-day 
sample packs from a free clinic—she went on 
and off medication and eventually ended up 
in a psychiatric hospital for a month. 

If she had been making that transition in 
the post-Romneycare age, she would have 

maintained her health insurance and been 
able to stay on MassHealth. Olivia raves 
about her coordinated care manager (CCA) 
and how she’s helped stabilize Olivia’s 
health—recognizing issues before they be-
come emergencies. Prior to One Care, Olivia 
went to the emergency room every few 
months with a severe UTI that landed her in 
the hospital. Her care coordinator rec-
ommended she see an infectious disease doc-
tor, who prescribed a preventive antibiotic— 
something none of the many doctors she’d 
seen had put together. Olivia hasn’t been to 
the hospital for a UTI since. 

This time around, when Olivia needed 
emergency care, her care coordinator sent 
community medics to her apartment—pro-
viding her with better care and avoiding an 
expensive emergency room visit and other 
complications. Before One Care, Olivia was 
using a third-hand wheelchair with a bent 
frame and a wheel that she had to weld back 
together every few months. Medicare and 
Medicaid kept dodging responsibility for 
wheelchair repairs. Olivia’s care coordinator 
helped her get a new chair. 

That is a real quality-of-life improve-
ment for Olivia. 

I want to say a special thank you to 
both Ty and to Olivia for sharing their 
stories, for letting us make them pub-
lic, and a very big thanks to the Bos-
ton Center for Independent Living for 
all that you are doing every single day 
to help the people of Massachusetts. 
We are all deeply grateful for your 
work, and we want to continue to sup-
port it here in Congress. 

Many of my constituents have writ-
ten to me, fearful of what changes to 
Medicare or Medicaid might actually 
mean to them. Jeffrey, who is from 
Gardner, wrote to me to share his con-
stant worries about health insurance 
coverage. This is what he wrote: 

Dear Senator Warren, 
I hope this message finds you well, and I 

want to thank you for your continued fight 
for the rights of everyone in Massachusetts 
& the nation. 

Unfortunately, this election has left me 
with some constant worry, as I’m sure it has 
many. I’m a graduate student and have a 
year and a half left until I complete my mas-
ters degree in counseling psychology. 

Obviously because of this, I work part- 
time, and am not offered health insurance 
through my employer. I have been on 
MassHealth (Tufts Network Health, to be 
exact) since 2013 when I decided to make a 
career change. 

I have some issues that require prescrip-
tions and doctors visits monthly. I’m not 
sure if they can be deemed as preexisting 
conditions, but these are prescriptions I can 
certainly not go without, nor could I go 
without insurance for a year and a half. 

Obviously I don’t enjoy being on 
MassHealth, but for right now it’s what is 
necessary. My question may be a difficult 
one to answer, due to the fact that no one 
truly knows what will happen after inau-
guration day. I do know Massachusetts is 
better protected than other states to keep 
its citizens insured, and I know that you and 
Governor Baker have vowed to fight for this 
right, as well as for many others—which I 
could not be more thankful for! 

If the new establishment has their way and 
repeals federal funding to Medicaid, will peo-
ple in Massachusetts such as myself be 
thrown off their insurance? I know we rely 
heavily on a waiver that was signed recently, 
and it’s a ‘‘wait and see matter,’’ but I sup-
pose my question is, will I be protected since 

I have documented needs for insurance al-
ready in place? Or are my conditions going 
to be deemed ‘‘not severe enough?’’ 

All I can say, Jeffrey, is we don’t 
know yet, but I can promise you that I 
am fighting to make sure you remain 
protected. 

Elise from Scituate wrote to me 
about the importance of Medicare and 
Medicaid funds in supporting nursing 
homes, adult day health programs, and 
other needs of older adults. Here is 
what Elise had to say: 

Dear Senator Warren, 
I am writing to you because I am very con-

cerned about the direction of the incoming 
administration, President-Elect Trump, and 
his cabinet choices. It was certainly a dif-
ficult election period. The policies and direc-
tion of these individuals is particularly trou-
bling for those who are older, or who may 
have mental illness, disabilities, or develop-
mental challenges. 

As many are not aware, the federal rules, 
regulations, and budget do affect the man-
agement of services in the states. As a con-
sultant in Massachusetts in both nursing 
homes and adult day health programs, I see 
the strong need for cooperative and sup-
portive federal and state funding as well as 
regulatory processes for ongoing care. Very 
few of the individuals in these settings are 
paying privately. Medicare and Medicaid—as 
well as the VA—are the major funders for 
these programs. 

In Massachusetts, we have 45,000 nursing 
home beds, or approximately 400 skilled 
nursing facilities. Home care incorporates 
adult day health, and we have roughly 14,600 
participants in Massachusetts alone. Our 
population is aging, and access to good serv-
ices are critical to good care and quality of 
life. 

In addition, there are many programs that 
continue to need commitment and funding to 
manage necessary services to individuals. 
These include: housing (Section 8), elder and 
those with disabilities home care, services to 
the blind, and community mental health 
care—to name a few. 

Changes in these benefits would jeopardize 
the delicate balance of home and community 
care, rehabilitation, and perhaps ultimately 
end up costing more for care. For example, if 
we don’t have resources to assist people to 
return to the community, institutional care 
may be the only answer—and a costly one. 

The notion of having poor individuals pay 
for their Medicaid benefits, and/or 
privatizing this to an insurance base is ill- 
founded and often becomes costly to manage, 
as well as lowers benefits. Aside from pro-
viding services to our citizens, the reduction 
in these programs will drag the overall econ-
omy down. 

The healthcare industry (private enter-
prise) is dependent upon a multitude of pro-
grams to generate profit. For example, if Mr. 
X needs a wheel chair and Medicare does not 
pay for one, Mr. X will not pay for a new 
wheel chair. He will either borrow one, or 
purchase one used, or perhaps ‘‘do without.’’ 
This scenario, regardless of the product, will 
duplicate itself throughout health care and 
service provision. Companies that have de-
pendency upon Medicare funds may have to 
close or cut back. Service providers, such as 
Visiting Nurses, will be facing similar re-
sults. 

I have been in the older adult/health care/ 
medical field since 1969. I have seen changes 
over time to services from government pro-
visions to privatization. Privatization is the 
one of the poor outcomes when government 
monies are used to pay for services rendered. 
I remain a very strong advocate for individ-
uals and their families as they try to meet 
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the challenges of obtaining just and fair 
services. 

Thank you, Elise. I appreciate your 
writing. Medicare and Medicaid provide 
critical funds to support nursing homes 
and senior citizens in Massachusetts. I 
agree that we must fight to protect 
these programs. 

I have many constituents writing in. 
My constituents are shouting as loudly 
as they can about the need to protect 
Medicare and Medicaid. We need a CMS 
Administrator who will stand up for 

Tasha and for other individuals who 
are struggling with addiction, who will 
stand up for those who are relying on 
Medicare to help with Parkinson’s, who 
will stand up for our hospitals and 
healthcare providers to ensure that 
they have the resources they need to 
adequately serve their patients. I am 
listening. I am fighting. 

Republicans are trying to cut back-
room deals to end these protections. I 
promise you, I will do everything in my 
power to prevent them from destroying 

your healthcare. That is why I am 
here. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate stands adjourned until 10 a.m. to-
morrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 8:34 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, March 9, 
2017, at 10 a.m. 
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