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At the same time, President Obama, 

the first President in years in either 
party, is beginning to enforce trade 
law. We know what that meant in 
Findlay, OH, when he enforced trade 
laws with the International Trade 
Commission and the Department of 
Commerce, on Chinese tires that had 
been dumped, sold illegally into this 
country. 

When President Obama enforced 
those trade rules against the breaking 
of the law that the Chinese Govern-
ment did, immediately we saw several 
hundred jobs created—100 of them in 
Findlay, OH—several hundred jobs cre-
ated all over the country. 

When the President did the same 
thing on something called oil country 
tubular steel—it is the steel, the seam-
less steel pipes, these tubes that are 
used for oil and gas drilling—we imme-
diately saw a commitment, an invest-
ment, which will result in 400 jobs in 
Mahoning Valley in northeast Ohio, 
and a good many jobs in Lorain, OH, a 
city I lived in for a decade west of 
Cleveland on Lake Erie. 

We were able to do that because, fi-
nally, it is the Democrats, working 
with President Obama, who are enforc-
ing trade law and beginning to change 
tax policy so we see job creation. 

I do not care where you live in this 
country. People are just sick and tired 
of not being able to find American- 
made products. This is made in China. 
This is made in India. This is made in 
Brazil. This is made in Honduras. This 
is made in Bangladesh. Nothing against 
those countries, but oftentimes, espe-
cially the Chinese, their government is 
gaming the system. They are not play-
ing fair on trade. We need a whole dif-
ferent trade regimen. We need a whole 
different tax system so American com-
panies are no longer going to China to 
find cheap labor, weak environmental 
rules, unenforced worker safety rules, 
and can produce and then send it back 
to America. 

I think this is the first time since co-
lonial days where the business commu-
nity, where a lot of large manufac-
turing companies—and I make the dis-
tinction between large and small be-
cause small manufacturing companies 
do not do this but the large manufac-
turing companies. Ten years ago they 
came to lobby Congress to pass the per-
manent normal trade relations with 
China. Ten years ago this month the 
Senate, for all intents and purposes, 
sold out American manufacturing. 
They passed PNTR, it was called. It 
used to be called most favored nation 
status with China. They changed the 
name because it did not sound very 
good. 

Congress passed that 10 years ago. 
What that has meant is our trade def-
icit with China has almost tripled in 
that period of time. What the business 
community has done, the large compa-
nies have done, is this: They lobbied to 

change the rules. Then they moved pro-
duction from St. Clairsville, OH, and 
Portsmouth, OH, and Springfield, OH, 
to Shanghai and Wuhan and Beijing, 
and Huang Jo, China, to make those 
products. Then they sold them back to 
the United States. 

I don’t think since colonial times 
that large companies in one country 
have adopted that kind of business plan 
where you move production out of your 
country, make it somewhere else, add 
all that value to those products, and 
then sell them back into the home 
country where the corporation head-
quarters is located. It doesn’t make 
sense for us. It means far too many lost 
jobs. 

I will give an example. There is an in-
dustry in which many Ohio companies 
are involved, the paper industry. There 
is a specific kind of paper called a 
glossy paper used in magazines. China 
didn’t have that industry. It is called 
coated paper. Twelve years ago China 
did not have a coated paper industry. 
They began it similar to the last dec-
ade when they built wind and solar, 
clean energy industries, and somehow 
started to lead the world, as we have 
unilaterally disarmed. Now they buy 
most of their pulp in Brazil. So they 
grow the trees, cut down the trees in 
Brazil. They ship the wood to Chinese 
paper mills. They manufacture the 
coated paper in China. They ship it 
back to the United States. They 
underprice American paper companies 
which buy the wood sometimes within 
a few miles or a few hundred miles of 
where they are, which tells me, even 
though wages are less in China, even 
though they don’t have much enforce-
ment of environmental rules or worker 
safety rules, they are gaming the sys-
tem with currency, with subsidies, free 
land, all the kinds of things the Chi-
nese Communist Government does. 

Until we enforce trade laws so we 
play fair and compete, we will continue 
to lose manufacturing jobs. That is 
why Monday night is an important 
first step as this Senate moves forward 
on dealing with the problem of out-
sourcing jobs. There are few things we 
can do in this body more important 
than beginning to rebuild manufac-
turing. We know how to make things. 
My State is the third largest manufac-
turing State in the country, behind 
only California and Texas, which are 
two and three times the size of Ohio in 
population. We know how to make big 
and little things. We have the largest 
ketchup manufacturing plant in the 
world in Freemont. We have the largest 
insulation company making fiberglass 
anywhere in the United States in New-
ark. We know how to make things in 
our State. We just need the oppor-
tunity, a level playing field, tax law 
and trade law that puts the United 
States of America on a level playing 
field. We know we can compete with 
anybody. We just need the opportunity. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to 
talk about two basic topics today. But 
first, for today, in light of the news 
that so many people have been dis-
cussing today and reporting on today, 
which is the implementation today of 
some parts of our health care bill, the 
Affordable Care Act, which we passed 
back in March after many months of 
debate and work on that legislation, 
one of the most popular but essential 
elements to that bill was a whole series 
of consumer protections which in some 
ways does not fully describe what they 
are. I would rather use the phrase 
‘‘family safeguards,’’ to give families 
some peace of mind not just on the 
broader question of insurance coverage 
for those who get sick and need cov-
erage. We all need health insurance at 
some point in our life, sometimes more 
than others, but especially if you are a 
child with a preexisting condition. 

For so many years we have allowed a 
system to say to that child and to his 
or her family: We know you have a pre-
existing condition. It might be some-
thing serious and life threatening, but 
the system does not allow you to be 
covered for one reason or another. 

Finally, at long last, in 2010, we said 
no to that denial. So now we are able 
to say that fear that a child would feel, 
especially his or her family, can now 
have peace of mind to know that if a 
child in the United States has a pre-
existing condition, that will not be a 
bar to coverage, therefore, to treat-
ment. Of course, it also impacts adults. 
We have seen stories about adults who 
will benefit from the bill on the pre-
existing condition problem that so 
many people find themselves in. The 
implementation of the children’s provi-
sions goes into effect now. The adults 
will come later. But even in the short 
run, the bill allowed for and developed 
a high risk pool, even for adults with 
preexisting conditions. Of course, the 
full protection won’t be in effect for a 
couple of years. But at least and at 
long last children will have that pro-
tection. 

The other protections among what I 
call family safeguards are some basic 
protections that we should all have a 
right to expect but, unfortunately, a 
lot of families haven’t had these pro-
tections. For example, preventing in-
surance companies from arbitrarily 
throwing people off their insurance 
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coverage or denying them coverage for 
reasons that do not make a lot of 
sense, but I guess they made sense to 
big profitable insurance companies 
over many years. They won’t be able to 
do that any longer. They will not be 
able to put lifetime limits on one’s cov-
erage or treatment. The limits annual 
in nature will be more limited. It will 
be more difficult for insurance compa-
nies to place annual limits. 

One of the provisions that has re-
ceived a lot of attention and speaks 
right to a need a lot of families have is 
when a young person, say someone who 
is finishing college and needs some cov-
erage between the time they are in col-
lege and the time they reach the age of 
26, they will now be covered. So if we 
go down the list, it is a long and sub-
stantial and significant set of con-
sumer protections which does provide 
some degree of safeguard and some de-
gree of peace of mind to our families. 

Unfortunately, in the midst of all 
that, in that ocean of good news on 
these consumer protections, we have 
some bad news which is disturbing. 
When we were debating health insur-
ance in Washington and around the 
country, we would have a lot of fights 
with insurance companies. Some of 
them came around and worked to pass 
the bill. Some did not. 

But there was an attempt to work to-
gether constructively to develop good 
legislation. 

Well, unfortunately, a few—not all 
but a few—took a step the other day 
which was outrageous, insulting, egre-
gious, and harmful to what we are try-
ing to do to make sure children and 
families have that peace of mind I 
spoke of earlier. 

Several health insurance companies 
have announced they are going to stop 
offering child-only health insurance 
plans because they are no longer al-
lowed to discriminate against children 
with preexisting conditions, such as, 
for example, asthma, just to name one. 

Why would insurance companies do 
that? Right before this provision goes 
into effect, at the eleventh hour so to 
speak, they start dropping this kind of 
coverage. It puts hundreds of thou-
sands of children at risk. The Obama 
administration estimates that 100,000 
to 700,000 children could be affected by 
these changes. 

I believe it will be outrageous if one 
child is affected by this—literally one 
child—when we have provisions going 
into effect that are going to at long 
last protect kids; that a couple insur-
ance companies that make a tremen-
dous profit—which I will get to in a 
moment—take this step to change 
their strategy as it relates to kids. 
Many of the children who will be af-
fected by this adverse decision by these 
few insurance companies are in fami-
lies who are struggling just to get by 
now and cannot afford to pay for insur-
ance for their whole family, but they 
are trying to keep their kids insured. 

A lot of parents do that all the time. 
They forego their own coverage and 
their own health care and sometimes, 
literally, their own health in order to 
protect their children, in order to pro-
vide a child with some treatment, some 
care, some protection. Yet we have 
these few insurance companies that are 
taking this action, which is outrageous 
and disturbing, and that is an under-
statement. 

Several of the companies that have 
decided to take this action—this action 
that is harmful to America’s children— 
some of these companies have oper-
ations in States such as Pennsylvania. 
Aetna is one of them. The companies 
that have decided to stop offering 
health insurance to children are few. I 
mentioned Aetna. Another is Cigna and 
another is Anthem Blue Cross. As we 
know, Anthem Blue Cross is owned by 
WellPoint. 

Listen to this: In 2009, these three 
health insurance companies that are 
discontinuing their child-only plans 
had $7.3 billion in profits. That is not 
gross revenue, folks. That is profit, $7.3 
billion. WellPoint, which owns Anthem 
Blue Cross, $4.7 billion in profits; 
Aetna, $1.2 billion in profits; and, fi-
nally, Cigna, $1.3 billion in profits. 
They are firms that are doing this, tak-
ing this action just before today’s pro-
visions to protect kids on preexisting 
conditions take effect. 

So it is my hope—and I believe they 
will do this—the Department of Health 
and Human Services will take every 
step necessary to have this decision by 
these companies reversed. I hope there 
is some way to sanction or punish in-
surance companies that do that. I am 
not sure that is possible. There are a 
lot of debates about what can be done. 
But I would hope—short of action by a 
Federal agency or short of action by a 
State government authority or agen-
cy—these insurance companies would 
rethink their policy, rethink the action 
they took, which will be harmful to 
children because if they do not, it calls 
into question their commitment to 
what we have been trying to do in this 
country for a long time. We finally got 
over the hump, so to speak, and passed 
legislation not only to cover more than 
30 million Americans but at long last 
to provide coverage and support for 
children. 

Of course, one thing we found out in 
the health care debate last year was, 
this is not just a debate about the un-
insured—the more than 30 million who 
will be covered—this is as much a de-
bate about the insured, the more than 
80 percent of Americans who had insur-
ance coverage but not the protections 
they should have a right to expect. 
That is why we needed these consumer 
protections on preexisting conditions, 
on protecting families from being 
thrown off arbitrarily—the annual lim-
its, the lifetime limits—all of those 
features that we had to get enacted 

into law because that was the way to 
protect people with insurance coverage 
who thought they had more protection 
than they really did. 

So I hope this is just an egregious ex-
ample and a decision that was imple-
mented by these health insurance com-
panies that will be, in fact, reversed be-
cause, as I said before, if it is not re-
versed, it does call into question what 
these insurance companies that are 
taking this step are all about. 

Are they for record profits or are 
they going to try to help our families 
in a reasonable way? 

We are not asking them to do some-
thing that is unreasonable or incon-
sistent with their business model or in-
consistent with having a profit. We are 
just saying: Why don’t you do what all 
the others are trying to do? Why don’t 
you do what the American people ex-
pect you to do, which is to take every 
step necessary to protect our kids, es-
pecially children who are vulnerable 
and do not have lobbyists standing up 
to fight their battles and do not have a 
lot of campaign money in the middle of 
an election year? Vulnerable children— 
unless someone in one of the two 
Houses of Congress stands up to fight 
for them, or somebody in the adminis-
tration—do not have much power 
around here. So I would hope these in-
surance companies would rethink that 
decision, and we are waiting and 
watching to see what they will do. 

UNEMPLOYMENT 
Mr. President, let me just shift gears 

quickly. I know we have limited time, 
but I did want to talk a little bit about 
the job situation that confronts so 
many families, so many communities 
in our country, as well as some steps 
that have been taken recently to help 
deal with the unemployment rate and 
the economic circumstances we find 
ourselves in. 

In Pennsylvania, we have hovered 
around 590,000 people out of work for 
many months now. Fortunately, it has 
dipped a little below 590,000. But when 
you are getting close to 600,000 people 
out of work in a State such as Pennsyl-
vania, people are really hurting. Our 
rate does not tell the story. We have 
been below 10 percent for a while, but 
almost 600,000 people out of work is a 
horrific nightmare for those families in 
a lot of communities. 

I spent, as a lot of Members in the 
Senate, several weeks in August and 
September traveling to many commu-
nities in Pennsylvania. I got to a little 
more than 30 counties, and it was re-
markable but also disturbing to see the 
breadth and the scope of the unemploy-
ment problem in a State such as Penn-
sylvania. 

Some parts of the State are doing 
better than others in keeping us below 
10 percent unemployment, but there 
are so many communities where there 
is a very high rural population—a lot 
of small towns—having very high un-
employment rates. 
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Just to give a couple examples of 

places I visited that are smaller com-
munities or smaller counties and to 
some degree or another largely rural— 
sometimes 100 percent rural or at least 
half by the way they categorize them 
demographically—Cambria County, 
where Johnstown, PA, is, always has 
had a high unemployment rate. They 
are at 10 percent, persistently at that 
level. In that county that means 7,000 
people were out of work, and that is as 
of the July numbers. I have not seen 
the latest, but it is in that category; 
Clarion County, a place I visited as 
well, almost 10.5 percent, with 2,200 
people out of work in that community; 
Forest County, a very small county by 
way of population, right in the north 
central region of our State, 10.6 percent 
unemployment; Jefferson County, a 
larger but still not a big urban or met-
ropolitan community, that county has 
almost 2,500 people out of work, over 10 
percent unemployment; Lawrence 
County, Lehigh County, Luzerne Coun-
ty—all above 10 percent unemploy-
ment. Luzerne County is right next to 
Lackawanna County, where I live. It is 
approaching 11 percent. 

But then here are the ones that prob-
ably tell the story best. 

Philadelphia is now at about 12 per-
cent unemployment. The rate is very 
high. When we are hovering around 12 
percent in that city, we have almost 
75,000 people out of work—in just one 
city in Pennsylvania, 75,000 individuals 
out of work. 

Then we go to north central Pennsyl-
vania and visit Potter County, a coun-
ty which is categorized as almost 100 
percent rural, with a very small popu-
lation, under 20,000 people. They have 
almost the same unemployment rate 
that Philadelphia has—a little less, but 
it is about 11.5 percent. As of July, it 
was at about 11.2 percent. So it has 
hovered between 11 and 12 percent. 

So in Philadelphia, having an 11- or 
12-percent unemployment rate means 
75,000 people; in Potter County that 
translates into just about 900 people, 
just hovering around 1,000 people. So 
even in a very small county, the loss of 
one business, one factory, one plant 
can mean devastation for that county 
and that community. That is whether 
you are in urban Pennsylvania or rural 
Pennsylvania, even in suburban areas, 
which got accustomed to 5 percent un-
employment or maybe 4 percent unem-
ployment and are now at 7 percent or 
7.5 percent or 8 percent. Of course, 
Pennsylvania’s rate is not nearly as 
high as some across the country. 

So people might say: Well, what has 
the Congress been doing about this 
over the last 18 months, and especially 
over the last couple months? Well, we 
could point to the Recovery Act, which 
I realize has not been popular around 
the country. But the Recovery Act cre-
ated 3 million jobs. It was one way to 
directly and positively impact the job 

situation. When we lose 8 million and 
create about 3 million in the Recovery 
Act, that is a good start but not nearly 
enough. 

One of the best things we did was just 
a couple days ago—and we should be 
able to have it signed into law in a few 
days—was the Small Business Jobs and 
Credit Act, which, by the way, had no 
deficit impact. In fact, it will save a 
little bit of money over the next 10 
years. But there is no adverse impact 
on the deficit. 

Mr. President, there will be $12 bil-
lion directly to small business, a $30 
billion loan fund for our smaller banks, 
our community banks. Most banks in 
the country are at that level. They are 
not the big banks on Wall Street. They 
provide direct help to small businesses 
in communities across States such as 
Pennsylvania and throughout the 
country. 

That bill alone, according to the 
community bankers, will create 500,000 
jobs. That got voted on last week. 
Sometimes when things like that get 
voted on, we move on to something else 
and people do not always notice it. I 
think it is very important for people to 
know we do not believe—I do not be-
lieve, and I think a lot of people in this 
Chamber do not believe—we are out of 
the ditch yet. We are still pushing and 
pushing to get this economy back to a 
position where we are getting the kind 
of robust growth we need. We are in 
positive territory. We are not losing 
700,000 jobs a month or 600,000 jobs a 
month like we were in December of 2008 
and January of 2009 and February and 
March and April—month after month, 
every single month for many months 
losing that many jobs. 

So we are moving in the right direc-
tion. But we have a ways to go. I would 
hope that not only next week but when 
we come back in November the other 
side of the aisle would present some job 
creation strategies. I have not heard 
much. I think 39 out of 41 members of 
the Republican caucus voted against 
the Small Business Jobs and Credit 
Act: $12 billion of tax breaks for small 
business, a $30 billion loan fund which 
can leverage hundreds of billions in 
economic activity and job creation ac-
tivity across the country. 

So we have more to do, and we have 
a ways to go. We have to keep focused 
and stay focused on strategies that will 
create jobs in the near term and cer-
tainly over time, but especially those 
strategies that will create 50,000 jobs or 
75,000 jobs or 100,000 jobs. As we go, we 
can continue to create jobs and grow 
the economy. When we do that—as we 
learned in the 1990s—we can grow the 
economy and make good investments 
in health care and in our infrastructure 
and in education and in our workers 
and their skills. We can also do deficit 
reduction and debt reduction over 
time. But we cannot do those three 
things until we are growing in a way 

that is substantial enough to do at 
least those three: grow enough to cre-
ate jobs, reduce the deficit, and even to 
reduce debt. 

So we have a way to go, but I think 
we are headed in the right direction. I 
am looking forward to seeing the 
Small Business Jobs and Credit Act en-
acted into law, working to help our 
small businesses and our smaller com-
munities, especially those I have high-
lighted across Pennsylvania and across 
the country that have had tremendous 
and horrific job loss over the last 2 
years to 18 months. 

With that, I yield the floor and note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

f 

GLOBAL WARMING 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
come because we are coming to the end 
of our workweek. Many of our col-
leagues are gone already, and others 
are preparing to go. Another week has 
gone by in which the Senate has taken 
no action whatsoever with respect to 
the continuing pollution of our atmos-
phere by carbon, which we subsidize by 
allowing our biggest polluters to do it 
without cost or consequence. The ef-
fects of that on our world continue to 
manifest themselves. This is one of 
those issues where we can come to an 
impasse in the Senate and the foes of 
doing anything about moving to clean 
energy jobs and requiring carbon pol-
luters to actually pay a price for their 
pollution can stop all that. It may 
seem like a victory, but the problem is 
there is a real cost to continuing to 
pollute our atmosphere with carbon. It 
does trap heat. It does warm the plan-
et. 

Those are scientific verities that are 
unavoidable and the consequences con-
tinue to cascade through our world, 
through the environmental systems of 
which it is made up. The evidence of 
that continues to emerge. 

Frankly, Mother Nature does not 
care about what happens in the Senate. 
She is not subject to our law. She is 
not subject to our opinion. She will 
continue to do her thing. It is up to us 
to be prudent and thoughtful care-
takers of our planet and sensible men 
and women and take the appropriate 
steps so we can head off the disasters 
she is loudly signaling are coming our 
way. 

I thought I would share just some of 
the continuing cascade of evidence and 
news that is coming out on this sub-
ject. 
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