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

called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, the Earth belongs to 

You. At creation, You brought order 
out of chaos and light out of darkness. 
We wait for You to renew our strength, 
enabling us to mount up with wings as 
eagles. 

Today reinforce our Senators with 
the constant assurance of Your pres-
ence, renewing their energies and en-
larging their vision. Lord, give them 
hearts that find peace in the knowledge 
that they are ultimately accountable 
to You alone. Redeem their failures, re-
ward their integrity, and crown their 
day with the benediction of Your 
peace. 

We pray in Your sovereign Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable TOM UDALL 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 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 2011. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
any leader remarks, the Senate will re-
sume the motion to proceed to S. 1323, 
which is a bill to express the sense of 
the Senate on shared sacrifice in the 
resulting budget deficit, with the time 
until 10 a.m. equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees. At 10 a.m., there will 
be a vote on the motion to invoke clo-
ture to proceed to S. 1323. 

f 

BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will consider legislation calling 
on millionaires and billionaires to con-
tribute to this country’s effort to re-
duce our deficit. The poor, the middle 
class, children, and seniors have al-
ready been asked to make sacrifices to 
help get our fiscal house in order. This 
legislation would reaffirm the Senate’s 
commitment to ensuring the extremely 
wealthy are asked to make similar sac-
rifices. This principle that all Ameri-
cans should contribute their fair share 
as we work together to reduce the def-
icit is so common sense it should go 
without saying. Yet Republicans boast 
of their opposition of having the very 
affluent not pay their fair share. This 
is the simple, straightforward state-
ment by my Republican colleagues. 
Listen to this: 

. . . any agreement to reduce the budget 
deficit should require that those earning 
$1,000,000 or more per year make a more 
meaningful contribution to the deficit reduc-
tion effort. 

My Republican colleagues reject 
that. Democrats believe all Americans, 
even those who can afford private jets 
and yachts, should contribute to the 
collective effort to reduce the deficit. 
The question is, Why aren’t Repub-
licans willing to do the same? They say 
it is because they are looking out for 
the people. That claim is ridiculous. 
This claim is without foundation, 
which is preposterous. Let’s talk about 
the millionaires and billionaires Re-
publicans are determined to protect 
above all else. Less than one-quarter of 
1 percent of tax returns filed in the 
United States each year belong to the 
people making more than $1 million— 
25 percent of 1 percent, one-quarter 
percent of 1 percent. These same people 
are the 1 percent of Americans who 
control 50 percent of this country’s 
wealth. We are speaking of the Warren 
Buffetts of the world. Warren Buffett is 
my friend. I have great respect and ad-
miration for him, but he is extremely 
wealthy. What does Warren Buffett, 
who is the second or third richest man 
in the world, say about contributing 
his fair share? He welcomes it. In fact, 
Mr. Buffett criticized the system in 
which his secretary gives a greater 
share of her income to the government 
each year than a man worth more than 
$50 billion. Here he says: ‘‘If you’re the 
luckiest 1 percent of humanity, you 
owe it to the rest of humanity to think 
about the other 99 percent.’’ 

That is what he said. That is what 
Warren Buffett said about contributing 
his fair share. 

Since the late 1970s, incomes for the 
lucky 1 percent of America have risen 
by 281 percent. The last three decades 
have been very good to the very 
wealthy. President George W. Bush 
called these people the haves and have- 
mores. He also called them his base. 
Right now, the Republican Party is 
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putting what is good for this very 
small base ahead of what is very good 
for this great Nation. 

The legislation before us asks only 
this: that each American be part of the 
solution rather than part of the prob-
lem. In poll after poll, Americans have 
endorsed this principle. They have said 
they believe we must address our def-
icit both by reducing spending and by 
ending tax breaks to the wealthiest 
citizens and corporations. We have 
heard them. Democrats have heard 
them. If Warren Buffett chooses to buy 
a private jet or a whole fleet of them, 
that is OK, but the American taxpayer 
should not give him a special tax break 
for buying his own jet airplane. 

Our country is facing a crisis. We 
face mounting debt brought on by a 
decade of war and tax breaks for the 
wealthy. We face the prospect that Re-
publicans will force us to default on 
our financial obligations for the first 
time in our Nation’s history. Difficult 
choices must be made. Together, we 
should consider cutting programs to 
help real people in very real ways. 
Eliminating tax breaks for oil compa-
nies making record profits, corpora-
tions that ship jobs overseas, and the 
owners of private jets and yachts 
should be an easy part of this problem 
to solve. Yet Republicans walked away 
from the negotiating table when a solu-
tion was in sight because they said no 
to fairness. Democrats had already 
agreed to trillions in difficult cuts in 
order to prevent a default crisis and 
avert a worldwide depression. Then Re-
publicans walked away from the table 
to help the 1 percent of Americans for-
tunate enough to not need any extra 
help. 

How do Republicans explain that to 
their constituents back home? Very 
carefully. Why? Because as middle- 
class families struggle to make ends 
meet, my Republican colleagues are 
risking the financial future of this 
country and the world for the sake of 
people who can afford private jets and 
yachts. I cannot imagine that con-
versation. Asking millionaires and bil-
lionaires to contribute to solving this 
Nation’s deficit crisis is not unreason-
able. It is just plain common sense and 
simple fairness. 

We are going to have a vote in just 20 
minutes or so, and probably what my 
Republican colleagues will do is to vote 
to allow us to proceed. That would be 
great if there was some sense that they 
agreed with what we are trying to do; 
that is, that they want the millionaires 
and billionaires to contribute their fair 
share. But as we know, the rules will 
only allow us to move to the next step 
and actually be on the bill. So when we 
get on the bill, I would tell everyone 
here, if we can work on an agreement 
to have some fixed amendments and 
work on it, I would be happy to do 
that. It is how we used to do things 
around here. 

But if this means a free-for-all and 
offering amendments on abortion and 
war fighting and all this kind of stuff, 

we can’t do that. We need to devote 
these next few weeks to debate dealing 
with the deficit problems we have in 
this country, and they are significant. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

BUDGET DEBATE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
later this morning, we will have a vote 
whether to proceed to a nonbinding 
resolution on whether to raise taxes at 
a time when 14 million Americans are 
out of work. I oppose the resolution, 
but I will vote to move to it so we can 
finally have a real debate about the 
economic crisis we face. That is what 
we were supposed to be doing this 
week, and that is what we will do. This 
is an important debate to have as dis-
cussions continue over at the White 
House this morning in connection with 
the President’s request to raise the 
debt ceiling. 

Americans want to know where their 
elected representatives stand on these 
issues. Today we will have an oppor-
tunity to show them where we stand on 
entitlement reform, where we stand on 
government spending, where we stand 
on balancing the budget, where we 
stand on our unsustainable deficits and 
debt. 

For too long, Democrats have tried 
to evade these questions. It has been 
799 days since Democrats passed a 
budget. They have presented no plan to 
reduce our debt. So today is an oppor-
tunity to offer real ideas for addressing 
our debt and job crisis, to make our po-
sitions clear, and, for our part, Repub-
licans intend to offer more than a 
vague, nonbinding resolution. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

SHARED SACRIFICE IN RESOLVING 
THE BUDGET DEFICIT—MOTION 
TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of S. 1323, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to the bill (S. 1323) to 
express the sense of the Senate on shared 
sacrifice in resolving the budget deficit. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 10 a.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with Sen-

ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, pending 
is S. 1323, which is the sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution. For those who fol-
low the Senate, this is not a law. It 
will not be a law, if passed. It is merely 
an expression of sentiment by the Sen-
ate on an issue. It can be summarized 
very quickly with the sense-of-the-Sen-
ate clause, which reads: 

It is the sense of the Senate that any 
agreement to reduce the budget deficit 
should require that those earning $1,000,000 
or more per year make a more meaningful 
contribution to the deficit reduction effort. 

Why are we even talking about this? 
Wouldn’t everyone in America concede 
that everyone needs to make a sac-
rifice if we are going to make this 
country stronger? Those who can make 
a greater sacrifice, those who are well- 
off, with an income of $1 million or 
more each year, should do a little 
more. Why is that such a bold and con-
troversial suggestion? Because, in fact, 
when we look at the actions taken by 
Congress over the last 10 years, we 
have found a political sentiment, pri-
marily from the other side of the 
aisle—not exclusively, primarily— 
which says we cannot ask sacrifice of 
the wealthiest people in America. 

I can tell those who are students of 
American history know when we have 
had a challenge in this Nation, particu-
larly during wars when our very exist-
ence was being challenged, people 
stepped up from every income level in 
America and said: I am willing to fight 
for this country. I am willing to die for 
this country. I am willing to sacrifice 
for this country. So why would this be 
a matter to be debated on the floor of 
the Senate? Because, in fact, the poli-
cies of this country over the last 10 
years have said that the wealthiest 
among us should be spared, time and 
again, from sacrifice when it comes to 
the future of our Nation. 

That is just plain wrong. Those who 
are fortunate enough to be well-off, to 
have a strong income, to enjoy the 
blessings of liberty, to live in what I 
feel is the greatest Nation on Earth 
should be prepared to give back some-
thing. 

I have spoken to some in our walk of 
life here in the Senate. We spend time 
with those who are well-off who finance 
our campaigns. That is a reality I am 
not happy with, but a reality. So many 
of them have said, for goodness sake, 
Senator, why do you even hesitate to 
ask me for more taxes? I am prepared 
to pay those taxes because I feel 
blessed to live in this country. 

So the idea of raising taxes on the 
wealthiest among us won’t change 
their lifestyle a bit but will help to 
solve some of our problems. If we don’t 
change the tax cuts that were put in 
under President George W. Bush, peo-
ple making $1 million-plus a year will 
get a $200,000 tax break—a $200,000 tax 
break—every year. In order to pay for 
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that tax break, some other Americans 
have to sacrifice. For example, it 
means about 33 seniors will have to pay 
$600 more a year for Medicare under 
one proposal in the House Republican 
budget so that we will generate enough 
money to give a tax break to a person 
who is a millionaire. Thirty-three sen-
iors will pay $600 more a year so a mil-
lionaire can get a tax break. That is 
wrong. It is just plain wrong. 

I believe we need to ask for shared 
sacrifice, and that is what this resolu-
tion says. Senator MCCONNELL, who 
was here a few moments ago, said this 
week: 

It’s about making Washington make tough 
choices. It’s about Washington taking the 
hit this time. 

Well, the people who are taking the 
hit in America are not in Washington, 
they are all across this country. It is 
low and middle-income Americans who 
are taking a hit in the current econ-
omy. There are still almost 14 million 
Americans out of work and those who 
are working have seen the bulk of in-
come growth go to the highest income 
categories. We have the greatest in-
come disparity in the history of the 
United States since the Great Depres-
sion. Over the past 10 years, the me-
dian family income has declined by 
more than $2,500. What that means, 
whether it is New Mexico or Illinois, is 
that people who are working hard, 
going to work every single day, making 
sacrifices, fall further and further be-
hind and live paycheck to paycheck. 
That is the reality of life for hard- 
working, middle-income Americans. 

So those of us who come to the floor 
and say spare them—if you are going to 
spare anyone from further taxation, 
give them a helping hand—understand 
the reality of it so they can keep their 
heads above water, barely. So many 
Americans live paycheck to paycheck. 
It is the only way they survive, and 
that is the reality. 

My colleague from Kentucky is right. 
In Washington we need to make the 
tough choices and we need to face them 
with a sense of consensus and com-
promise. An all-or-nothing approach to 
the budget isn’t going to work. In 
about an hour and 15 minutes, I am 
going to be honored to represent, with 
Senator REID, our majority leader, the 
Senate Democrats in a meeting with 
President Obama. We will sit down in 
the Cabinet Room, as I have before, 
and we will talk about what we are 
going to do with this deficit crisis. I 
will say to the President and those as-
sembled that we have plenty to work 
with. It was 6 or 7 months ago when the 
Bowles-Simpson commission, the 
President’s commission on the deficit, 
gave us a blueprint and said: Here is a 
way to reach $4.5 trillion of deficit re-
duction in a fair way: Put everything 
on the table. Democrats, suck it up. 
Put entitlements on the table. Make 
sure that at the end of the day, these 
are still programs that serve the pub-
lic, Social Security is still there mak-
ing its promised payments. Make sure 

Medicare covers the health care of el-
derly Americans. Do it in a fiscally re-
sponsible way, but don’t run away from 
it. Don’t ignore the problems we face. 

Similarly, the Bowles-Simpson com-
mission said to those on the other side 
of the aisle: Be honest about revenue. 
We are facing the lowest Federal rev-
enue against our gross domestic prod-
uct we have seen in 60 years. Is it any 
wonder we are in deficit? Fifteen per-
cent of our gross domestic product 
comes to the Federal Government rev-
enue share and we spend 25 percent. So 
the 10-percent difference is our deficit. 
It is time to bring the spending down 
and the revenue up. 

Critics will say we can’t raise taxes 
in the midst of a recession. Well, we 
need to be careful, I agree. Raising 
taxes in the wrong places could hurt 
our recovery. Here are some places 
where it won’t hurt, as this resolution 
says, at the highest income categories. 
These Americans can afford to pay a 
little more. They certainly don’t need 
a tax break. 

Secondly, take a look at the Tax 
Code. We have up to $1.2 trillion a year 
in tax spending, tax earmarks, credits 
and deductions that the special inter-
est lobbyists put in the Tax Code. 
Many of them are absolutely indefen-
sible, and we can’t afford them any-
more. If we are asking sacrifice across 
the board from America, we should ask 
sacrifice from those who are benefiting 
from these tax loopholes and tax bene-
fits. We can do that. In fact, we may be 
able to do it if we follow Bowles-Simp-
son and at the same time reduce the 
marginal tax rates for all Americans. 
It can be done. 

Let’s take a hard look at the Tax 
Code and remember that 70 percent of 
Americans do not itemize, which 
means they do not take advantage of 
the Tax Code, except in a rare situa-
tion where they have a refundable tax 
credit. These people are not using the 
Tax Code. Those who use it are in high-
er income categories. They are using 
it, they are following the law, and they 
are avoiding their taxes. 

Warren Buffett had a great quote 
which we should remember while we 
debate this. November 26, 2006: 

There’s class warfare, all right, but it’s my 
class, the rich class, that’s making war, and 
we’re winning. 

Warren Buffett is a man of few words 
and is listened to carefully because of 
his wisdom in business and in life, and 
he hits the nail on the head. He said to 
me and to many others—and publicly— 
it is unconscionable that using our Tax 
Code today, he, Warren Buffett, pays a 
lower marginal tax rate than the secre-
taries in his office. That is absolutely 
wrong. Why should a hard-working per-
son in a business, at a lower level, pay 
a higher marginal tax rate than the 
person owning the business, making 
millions of dollars each year? That is 
where the Tax Code is wrong, and that 
is where we can change it, save money, 
use it to reduce the deficit and reduce 
marginal income tax rates. 

That is what this resolution is all 
about. It is nothing short of amazing 
we are debating the question of wheth-
er those who make $1 million or more 
each year should pony up and con-
tribute more when it comes to deficit 
reduction. 

The newspapers this morning talk 
about what may be included in any 
final agreement. I don’t know what 
will be included. I hope there is an 
agreement. There is one thing I wish to 
make clear. I just left a meeting with 
people who do forecasting—Standard & 
Poor’s, Moody’s, Fitch, and the like. 
They talked about what is going to 
happen if we do not extend the debt 
ceiling. Let me lay my cards on the 
table. The debt ceiling vote every year 
is a political football. Those who are 
not in the President’s party don’t want 
to vote for it. Why should they, and go 
home and get slapped around for hav-
ing voted to extend America’s debt. In 
years gone by, there have been times I 
didn’t vote for it but, in all honesty, I 
knew in the back of my mind it was 
going to pass. 

Here is the reality: If we reach a 
stalemate on the debt ceiling now be-
cause the President’s party doesn’t 
control the Congress—certainly not the 
House and barely in the Senate—if we 
don’t extend the debt ceiling, what is 
going to happen is very obvious. The 
full faith and credit of the United 
States is going to be called into ques-
tion, and that has never happened. We 
have never in our history failed to ex-
tend the debt ceiling and to say we 
stand behind our debts and will make 
good on payments. If there is any ques-
tion about that, we know what hap-
pens. It is the same thing that happens 
when a person defaults on their home 
mortgage. It becomes increasingly dif-
ficult to ever get another mortgage and 
if that person does, he or she faces 
higher interest rates than ever. That is 
what America will face if we don’t ex-
tend the debt ceiling. So these people 
from these rating agencies came to us 
and said it will be disastrous if you 
allow the debt ceiling not to be ex-
tended on August 2. That is the reality 
of the world we live in. 

So I would say, as we go into these 
important and difficult negotiations, 
as we move toward the moment when 
we are going to have, I hope, an agree-
ment, let’s make it very clear to the 
world that the United States under-
stands its obligations, will pay its 
debts, and that we won’t face the dire 
consequences of the opposite being 
true. That is the reality of what we 
face today. 

I will say one last thing before I yield 
the floor. 

As we structure this deficit rescue or 
deficit project, let’s remember two 
things are essential. There are vulner-
able people in the United States of 
America who, through no fault of their 
own, struggle each day to live. Some of 
them suffer from physical and mental 
disabilities. Some of them have been 
poor their entire lives and come from 
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poor families and have a difficult time 
and limited education. Some of them 
are elderly and in nursing homes. 
These people—the most vulnerable 
among us—need a helping hand. We 
have never failed to do that in modern 
times and we shouldn’t in this time of 
trouble, time of deficit. We can keep 
our word to the poor among us that we 
are going to stand by them because we 
are caring people. We can do it by mak-
ing certain the Medicaid Program, 
which provides health insurance for 
one-third of the children in America 
and which covers the medical costs of 
birth of more than 40 percent of chil-
dren in America and literally provides 
for millions of seniors to be able to 
stay in nursing homes and in senior 
settings, these are the things we need 
to take care of in the midst of this def-
icit reduction. 

I see my colleague from Tennessee on 
the Republican side has come to the 
floor, and there is time available on his 
side. I didn’t know if anyone was com-
ing. I am wrapping up, so I thank my 
colleague from Tennessee. 

I will wrap up by saying we can take 
care to make sure the safety net is pro-
tected, and to make sure as well that 
we address all levels of spending in our 
government—every one of them—to 
make certain that whether it is the de-
fense budget or the budget for pro-
grams not related to defense or wheth-
er it is entitlement programs, all of 
these need to be carefully scrutinized. 
We can cut spending in a responsible, 
bipartisan way and show we can bring 
our deficit down, strengthen this econ-
omy and, I think in the process, if we 
do it on a bipartisan basis, we are 
going to launch an economic recovery 
that inures to the benefit of all of us. 
If we don’t and this ends up in finger 
pointing, I don’t know who will take 
the fall for it. No one does. But the 
best thing we can do is to ignore the 
political aspect and deal with the re-
ality of the challenge we face. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

appreciate what the Senator from Illi-
nois said and I congratulate him not 
necessarily for the specifics of what he 
said but for his general demeanor and 
attitude throughout this entire discus-
sion about the deficit and the debt. He 
has been one of those Senators—there 
have been some on both sides of the 
aisle—who have made some difficult 
choices and some difficult decisions 
and recognizes that at a time when 
Washington is borrowing 40 cents of 
every dollar we spend, we have a seri-
ous problem and we have to look at our 
entire fiscal condition in order to solve 
the problem. The people of this country 
expect us to do that. So Senator DUR-
BIN has, by his willingness to make 
some hard decisions, set a pretty good 
example for all of us in the Senate. 

Today, my hope is the meeting the 
President has with our congressional 
leaders of both sides succeeds, because 

if they succeed, our country succeeds. 
The country expects us to do that. I 
hope they think big. I hope they swing 
for the fences and get a result and 
bring it back to us and let us consider 
it and hopefully enact it and get on to 
other business. The debt is a major 
long-term problem, not just for our 
grandchildren but for us today. We 
have a bigger issue facing us which is 
the fact that we have had persistent 
unemployment in an economy that is 
not growing, and that is hurting too 
many people. So the sooner we swing 
for the fences and get a result and get 
our debt under control and deal with it 
in a bipartisan way, the better for the 
country and the quicker we will be able 
to get on to the larger question of jobs. 

Of course, economists have made 
clear to us getting the debt under con-
trol has a lot to do with jobs. When our 
total debt is as high as it is today— 
nearly 100 percent of our gross domes-
tic product—that probably costs us 1 
million jobs a year. We can’t solve all 
of that in 1 day or 1 month, but we can 
take a big step in the right direction, 
and that is what our countrymen and 
women want us to do. 

I am glad I was able to be here to 
hear part of the Senator’s speech and I 
am glad I have a chance to commend 
him for his leadership on this vexing 
and important problem we need to deal 
with. 

I thank the President, and I yield the 
floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if it 
meets with the approval of the Senator 
from Tennessee in leadership on the 
Republican side, I suggest we yield 
back all time, and I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed to the vote. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays 
before the Senate the pending cloture 
motion, which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 93, S. 1323, a bill to 
express the sense of the Senate on shared 
sacrifice in resolving the budget deficit. 

Harry Reid, Richard J. Durbin, Charles 
E. Schumer, Frank R. Lautenberg, Al 
Franken, John D. Rockefeller IV, Jack 
Reed, Sheldon Whitehouse, Sherrod 
Brown, Bernard Sanders, John F. 
Kerry, Jeff Merkley, Debbie Stabenow, 
Daniel K. Akaka, Daniel K. Inouye, 
Patrick J. Leahy, Benjamin L. Cardin. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. By unanimous consent, the man-
datory quorum call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1323, a bill to express the 
sense of the Senate on shared sacrifice 
in resolving the budget deficit, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
and the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. BURR). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 74, 
nays 22, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 106 Leg.] 
YEAS—74 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Blumenthal 
Boxer 
Brown (MA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Hoeven 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johanns 
Johnson (SD) 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 

Moran 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Thune 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—22 

Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Enzi 
Hatch 
Heller 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson (WI) 
Lee 
Nelson (NE) 

Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Rubio 
Toomey 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—4 

Burr 
Harkin 

Leahy 
Tester 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On this vote, the yeas are 74, the 
nays are 22. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn having 
voted in the affirmative, the motion is 
agreed to. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the time until 6 
p.m. today on the motion to proceed be 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or there designees; further, that at 
2 p.m., Monday, July 11, the Senate re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 1323, with the time until 
5:30 equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees; that at 5:30 
p.m. the Senate proceed to vote on the 
adoption of the motion to proceed to S. 
1323. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. There will be no more roll-
call votes this week. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator from 
Texas yield for a question? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. MCCAIN. The Senator from 
Texas, I am just wondering if a view 
that she might have might be that we 
have been terribly overworked this 
week. I understand we cancelled our 
Fourth of July recess in order to get 
back here and get to work and do the 
people’s business. 

Is it correct that was the second vote 
that we have taken? One was an in-
struction of the Sergeant at Arms, and 
this one, another highly controversial 
issue that was taken up. 

I guess my question to the Senator 
from Texas is, Has this week been a 
worthwhile expenditure of the tax-
payers’ dollars? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Well, I will re-
spond to the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona that the resolution that 
was just passed was to go to a sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution, which, of 
course, has no force of law. It is, in-
deed, our second vote this week. 

I will say that there is one thing on 
the minds of the people today, one 
thing on the minds of the people of 
America today, and it is, What on 
Earth is Congress doing? What on 
Earth is the President doing? What are 
they doing to address the looming debt 
crisis? And we were called back in not 
to recess but so that we could do some-
thing meaningful. 

When I saw the Senator from Arizona 
on the Senate floor, he was ready to 
talk about our international situation 
and the commitments that we are 
making certainly. Many people said: 
No, wait a minute. We have a debt cri-
sis, and we can’t wait until August 2 to 
fulfill it. 

So I would just respond to the Sen-
ator from Arizona and say, when do the 
American people get the answer they 
deserve, which is that Congress and the 
President are working together, and we 
are being productive, and we have a 
budget resolution on the floor, and we 
are debating it and we are talking 
about our differences on taxes and 
spending? I don’t think we can tax our 
way out of a recession. I don’t think we 
can tax our way out of the budget def-
icit. 

I would just ask the Senator from Ar-
izona if he thinks that we can make 
meaningful progress staying in session 
and debating, and if, in fact, that 
might be an option in the future. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I see the distinguished 
majority leader waiting, so I will make 
my comments brief. I know that his 
agenda is very busy. 

I would just say to my friend from 
Texas that I understand a lot of the 
inner mechanisms and hidden workings 
are going on behind the scenes. But 
when I go back and tell my constitu-
ents that we cancelled a week of recess 
and we had two votes—one to instruct 
the Sergeant at Arms and the other on 
a sense-of-the Senate resolution—I 
would have liked to have taken up 
other business that was rejected by 
Members on this side because they 
wanted to focus on the deficit. But if 
we are focusing on that, maybe we 
should have taken up some issues that 
directly affect the deficit, such as eth-
anol subsidies, such as some of the 
other tax breaks and loopholes and 
other issues that surround the whole 
bankruptcy of this country. 

I see the majority leader is waiting, 
so I will yield to my friend from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would just ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
majority leader I regain the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. REID. The Senator from Texas 
will have the floor. I just have a brief 
comment. 

I have known my friend, the senior 
Senator from Arizona, since 1982 when 
we were both elected to Congress. His 
record of public service speaks for 
itself. But I would say to him, and to 
everyone within the sound of my voice, 
we didn’t vote on Libya, this important 
resolution that had been worked on so 
hard by the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona and the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, because I 
was told we wouldn’t get any votes 
from the Republicans because they 
wanted to focus on the deficit. 

My friend also recognizes, as he said, 
that there is work going on behind the 
scenes, and that is true. There has been 
a lot of work this week that took place 
as a result of our being here that would 
not have taken place but for the fact 
that we are in session. 

We know a lot of the work we accom-
plish here is not with votes. One reason 
we have not been having a lot of votes 
in recent months is because we can’t 
get things on the Senate floor. We have 
been stopped by my Republican friends. 
There are meetings going on with the 
White House and with the Speaker, a 
multitude of meetings there, meetings 
going on between Members of the Sen-
ate and Democrats and Republicans in 
the House of Representatives. So I 
would say to everyone here it is good 
we were in session this week. I haven’t 
heard a single person who is not in 
Congress complain about our being 
here. It is important we are here. As a 
result of that, we have been able to 
move down the road much further on 
the problems we have with the debt 
than we would have had we not been in 
session because there are all kinds of 

meetings going on around town dealing 
with how we do this. 

We had a meeting right behind us 
today that started at 9 where we had 
the head of the Chamber of Commerce 
in. We had people from Moody’s Finan-
cial Services. They were here to tell us 
what they are doing to focus on Repub-
licans being able to help us get through 
this problem dealing with the debt. 

We have to do something about the 
staggering debt that faces us, and what 
this resolution we voted on earlier 
today is all about is making sure there 
is equal sacrifice in our country; that 
is, we know we are going to have to 
make some cuts. We also recognize 
that we need to do something about 
equalizing revenue, and that is what is 
going on. 

While what we do in the Senate every 
week isn’t like solving a math prob-
lem—there is no perfection—that is the 
way the Founding Fathers set up this 
great government of ours. So we are 
going to continue to work in the next 
4 weeks of this work period to solve 
some of the Nation’s problems. 

No. 1 on the list is doing something 
about our staggering debt. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
appreciate what the majority leader 
has said. 

There is a lot going on, and there is 
the beginning, perhaps, of coming to-
gether, hopefully, with the President 
and the leadership of the House and the 
Senate. I just hope that we can estab-
lish why it is that there is such a di-
vide on how we accomplish the issue of 
raising the debt ceiling with real re-
forms that will assure that we will not 
have to raise the debt ceiling again; 
that we will cut deficits so the debt 
will also be cut in this country. We 
cannot sustain the level of debt we 
have now. It is the highest we have 
ever had in the history of this country. 

Mr. President, let’s face it. We have 
two basic problems. We have this loom-
ing $14 trillion debt that is about to hit 
the ceiling, and we have to raise the 
ceiling. It would be irresponsible to do 
that without significant reforms that 
will assure that we are not going to hit 
it again. But the second problem we 
have is 9.1 percent unemployment. 

So it is not like we are in a vacuum 
and we can just start taxing our small 
businesses, when small business has al-
ready had the looming hit of the health 
care plan that was passed that is going 
to cause every business in this country 
significant increases in their cost of 
doing business. 

So when people are out there saying: 
Why is unemployment still so high? 
Why is hiring lagging? I think it is be-
cause businesses are trying to prepare 
for this big hit they are going to get in 
2014 when the Obama health care plan 
takes full effect. They are trying to fig-
ure out if they are going to pay more 
for insurance or if they are going to 
take the fine and pay fines for every 
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employee who doesn’t have insurance, 
which is going to cause chaos in this 
country. So they are trying to decide. 

On top of that, people on the other 
side of the aisle in Washington, DC, 
keep talking about increasing taxes, 
and the President keeps talking about 
increasing taxes. So no wonder our em-
ployers are not saying: Oh, yes, let’s 
just open the floodgates and bring peo-
ple back to work. They don’t know 
what to expect. 

We must generate economic growth, 
not stifle it. We need businesses to feel 
confident in the future that they are 
going to be able to make a profit on 
top of all the added costs of new taxes 
and health care reform that is going to 
hit businesses the hardest. 

So we don’t have a tax problem in 
this country. We are not being taxed 
too little. This government is spending 
too much. That is the problem we are 
facing right now. That is why we have 
a $14 trillion debt. We have a $1.6 tril-
lion shortfall between spending and 
revenue this year. 

So I am reminded of what Ronald 
Reagan once said: We don’t have a $1 
trillion debt because we haven’t taxed 
enough. We have a $1 trillion debt be-
cause we spend too much. 

Let’s look at the spending side of the 
equation. We cannot continue business 
as usual in Washington and fix this 
problem. When President Obama was 
sworn into office, the national debt was 
$10.6 trillion. It was too much then. I 
think we all agree. Now it is $14.3 tril-
lion. We are weeks away from officially 
hitting that $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. 

We have had a monumental addition 
to the unprecedented number of spend-
ing dollars that was the stimulus that 
passed in February of 2009. Today, the 
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers said that 2.4 million jobs were cre-
ated at a cost of $666 billion. That is 
about three-quarters of the stimulus. 
That is a cost to taxpayers of $278,000 
per job. That is just not reasonable. 
This is the kind of spending we cannot 
continue in this country. 

I think they say they want to in-
crease taxes, and I hear the President 
say we must increase taxes on the oil 
companies, increase taxes on corporate 
jets. I think if we are fair and across- 
the-board and we tax oil companies 
like we tax every business—sure. Let’s 
even the playing field. If we are going 
to take away the business deductions 
every business gets in this country, 
then, sure, let’s take them from every 
business, including oil. But it is not 
going to help the deficit because it is 
not enough to help the deficit. 

They say they want to increase taxes 
in order to reduce the deficit, but what 
they really want is to increase taxes to 
permanently increase spending so the 
big government we have seen grow in 
the last 2 years, 21⁄2 years will be per-
manent. That is why they want to in-
crease taxes. 

I say there is a way to fix this. First 
of all, we could pass a balanced budget 
amendment. A balanced budget amend-

ment to the U.S. Constitution would 
put us on a budget that we would have 
to meet like most States in this Nation 
and every business and every family. 
We would set the limits. I believe the 
appropriate limit would be that total 
Federal expenditures would be limited 
to 18 percent of the gross domestic 
product. Then Congress would also 
have to have caps on spending—about 
the same, 18 percent of gross domestic 
product. This would be a spending re-
form we could adopt that I believe the 
States would also agree to ratify that 
would give us a trajectory that would 
eliminate this deficit and the debt in 
this country, and we would be on a fis-
cally responsible path. 

Second, if we are going to do this, we 
have to look at entitlements. That is 
the reality. We have a nearly bankrupt 
entitlement system that is ongoing re-
gardless of what the revenue coming in 
is. The debt limit and the ongoing def-
icit reduction negotiations need to put 
entitlement reform on the table. Until 
yesterday they had refused to do it, but 
now it seems that perhaps some enti-
tlement reform might be on the table. 
For instance, one that I have intro-
duced a bill to correct is the Social Se-
curity system. Social Security will ac-
count for one-fifth of all Federal spend-
ing this year. The time for reform is 
now, and we can do it in a reasonable 
way. 

The amount of Social Security bene-
fits being paid out exceeds the revenue 
the Social Security payroll is col-
lecting, and we are starting to draw 
down on the Social Security reserves. 
When the reserves run out in 2036, So-
cial Security will only be able to pay 
out 77 percent of the benefits to cur-
rent and future retirees. That is the 
law today. It would force a 23-percent 
cut in benefits. That is the law today. 

The Social Security Board of Trust-
ees reported earlier this year that one 
way to shore up Social Security’s as-
sets is to immediately and perma-
nently increase the combined payroll 
tax on employees and employers from 
12.4 to 14.5 percent—in other words, in-
crease payroll taxes by one-sixth dur-
ing our jobless economic nonrecovery. I 
do not think that is really feasible. 

The trustees also noted that the 
shortfall could be eliminated by an im-
mediate 13.8 percent cut in core bene-
fits retirees are getting right now—an 
immediate $150-per-month cut in every 
Social Security benefit check right 
now. That was what the Social Secu-
rity trustees suggested was a possi-
bility. That is something I think we 
would unanimously, in this Senate, re-
ject. No one is going to cut benefits 
$150 per month right now—nobody. No-
body would do it. 

If we are going to address this, I have 
proposed a plan. Senator KYL and I in-
troduced S. 1213, the Defend and Save 
Social Security Act. First, everyone 
knows we are living longer than when 
the Social Security Act passed. We 
have a higher quality of life. People 
want to work longer in most areas. So 

why not gradually raise the retirement 
age without impacting those who are 
about to retire? 

Under my bill, anyone who is 58 years 
of age or older will see no change by 
the gradual increase of the retirement 
age. For everyone else, starting in 2016 
the normal and early retirement age 
would increase by 3 months a year, so 
the normal retirement age would reach 
67 by 2019, 68 by 2023, and 69 at 2027, and 
it stops there. Early retirement would 
be gradual—3 months a year, increased 
to 63 by 2019 and 64 by 2023, and it 
would stop. 

Currently, Social Security recipients 
receive an annual cost-of-living adjust-
ment, a COLA. Under my plan, the 
COLA would be computed as it is in 
current law but reduced 1 percent. So 
the average rate of inflation and COLA 
has been 2.2 percent every year of an 
increase. So if we have a 2.2-percent 
rate of inflation COLA, it would be a 
1.2-percent increase in Social Security 
benefits. What I am saying is that a 1- 
percent decrease in the COLA is just a 
1-percent decrease in the increase. 

You would have the gradual raising 
of the age that would be much more in 
line with our actuarial table and the 
reality today, where people are living 
much longer, and you would also have 
a slight decrease in the increase in So-
cial Security benefits according to in-
flation. If we have rampant inflation, 
then you would have the COLA, just 1 
percent less. So if it is 2.2 percent infla-
tion, then you would get a 1.2-percent 
COLA. Doing that saves the Social Se-
curity system, and it closes the 75-year 
gap. It does not raise taxes on anyone, 
and it does not cut a core benefit for 
anyone. That is the way we could fix 
Social Security right now. 

What would that do for our deficit? 
Here is what it would do. It would 
achieve a $416 billion reduction over 
the next 10 years of our deficit and a 
$7.2 trillion savings by 2085. That 
means we are on the track. That means 
that over the next 75 years Social Se-
curity will be solid and secure without 
a tax increase on anyone and without a 
cut in core benefits to anyone, and no 
one who is 58 years of age or older will 
be affected by the adjustment in the re-
tirement age. 

We have a chance to do some things. 
I have gone out and said: Here is a pro-
posal. My colleague, Senator CORKER, 
has proposed a limit, a cap on spending 
that is a reasonable limit. Other col-
leagues—Senator LEE, Senator PAUL, 
and Senator TOOMEY have suggested 
other ways to cut spending across the 
board, just a level goal. They are not 
cutting specific things, but they are 
cutting the discretionary spending at 
reasonable levels. Many Republicans 
are offering ways to cut back on spend-
ing. My colleague, Senator CORNYN 
from Texas, has put forward a cap on 
spending and a balanced budget amend-
ment. There are proposals out there 
that are responsible ways to deal with 
this deficit that include entitlements 
and discretionary spending both. 
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It is time for the President of the 

United States to sit down at the table 
and understand that tax increases for 
kind of a photo-op PR are not going to 
fill the void. The public relations of 
cutting back on corporate jet benefits, 
whatever they are—I don’t know what 
they are; I don’t have one—but I think 
we would probably all agree, if you can 
afford a corporate jet or a private jet, 
fine. Whatever the President wants to 
do, we will do it, and it will do nothing 
to help the deficit. So why don’t we do 
the meaningful things, which is make 
meaningful cuts in discretionary 
spending. Let’s attack what everybody 
knows is the case; that is, Social Secu-
rity is going bankrupt as we speak. If 
Congress and the President will speak 
responsibly about it, we can put that 
on a glidepath that is within the rea-
sonable actuarial table estimate so 
that people will work longer, and very 
gradually increase it—starting in 2016, 
ending in 2027 at 69. That is gradual. 

We cannot procrastinate. We cannot 
wait. We cannot hope the crisis will 
pass. And we cannot delay the inevi-
table. This is the Senate. We were 
elected to make the tough choices. It is 
time for us to do it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio). The Senator from 
Pennsylvania is recognized. 

TRADE WITH SOUTH KOREA 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the Senate’s upcoming 
trade agenda and its impact on Penn-
sylvania workers and Pennsylvania 
jobs. 

Like so many of our States, Pennsyl-
vania has always played a critically 
important role in America’s manufac-
turing and commercial heritage. The 
coal and waterways of our State helped 
make the Commonwealth legendary for 
steelmaking and helped turn the 
United States into an industrial power-
house. During its heyday, 60 percent of 
the domestic steel production in the 
United States came from Pennsyl-
vania. 

During World War II, almost one- 
third of the Nation’s steel came from 
Pennsylvania, which was a full 20 per-
cent of global production at the time. 
The then-Governor of Pennsylvania, 
Arthur James, put it this way: ‘‘Penn-
sylvania was truly the arsenal of de-
mocracy and the arsenal of America.’’ 

Given its dominance in the steel in-
dustry, it is no surprise that the Com-
monwealth was sixth in the Nation in 
total war production during the Second 
World War, leading in shipbuilding and 
munitions production. More money was 
spent to expand production capacity in 
Pennsylvania than in any other State 
during the war. 

We know at the time it did not stop 
there. It did not stop at the end of the 
war. After the war was over, these 
manufacturing facilities were used to 
make American products and fuel the 
growth of a thriving middle class. 

Today, so many of these plants have 
gone away, due in part to our failed 

trade policies. Over the last 30 years, 
we have seen trade deficits soar, cur-
rency manipulation go unchecked, lav-
ish subsidies by foreign governments 
go ignored, and exploitation of workers 
in other countries overlooked. That is 
why I am very concerned that today 
the Finance Committee is moving for-
ward the pending agreements with 
South Korea, Colombia, and Panama. 
For the last several weeks, the Pre-
siding Officer, Senator BROWN, and I 
have persistently asked the tough, crit-
ical questions about the impact of 
these agreements before they are con-
sidered. A review of the impact of past 
trade agreements offers very little 
comfort. In 1994, Congress passed the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. We know it as NAFTA. Since 
NAFTA’s passage, U.S. Trade policies 
have steadily chipped away at Penn-
sylvania’s manufacturing base. 

It is a critical sector for our State 
and so many others. According to a re-
cent study—and the chart on my left 
depicts it—from the Industrial Re-
source Centers, from 1997 to 2010, just 
13 years, manufacturing went from 16.4 
percent of our gross State product to 
12.1 percent, a remarkable drop in just 
13 years. What does that mean for the 
total number of jobs? In total, Pennsyl-
vania lost nearly 300,000 manufacturing 
jobs. You can see it from the chart, 
starting in 1997, the drop to 12.1 percent 
in just those 13 years—300,000 jobs in 13 
years. 

Despite these alarming numbers and 
statistics, advocates for the trade 
deals, including the pending agreement 
with South Korea, promised significant 
economic benefits from exploding ex-
port potential to job creation. Pro-
ponents argue a significant net positive 
from these agreements every time they 
are considered. In reality, instead of 
creating opportunities for Pennsyl-
vania, our trade policies did little more 
than offshore good-paying jobs, while 
giving our trading partners unlimited 
access to our markets. 

So we must take the time now to ask 
the tough questions. Specifically, as a 
Senator from Pennsylvania, I must ask 
three basic questions about any trade 
deal. No. 1, will the agreement protect 
current Pennsylvania jobs and create 
new jobs in Pennsylvania and across 
America? No. 2, will the agreement 
help create a level playing field for 
American businesses and workers? No. 
3, does the agreement provide new op-
portunities for American manufactur-
ers to export? 

I will focus on the South Korean Free 
Trade Agreement in the context of 
each question. First, will the agree-
ment protect and create jobs in Penn-
sylvania and across the Nation? In 
these uncertain times, job creation 
must be our top priority. In Pennsyl-
vania, the manufacturing sector is crit-
ical. Manufacturing remains the Com-
monwealth’s largest source of good- 
paying jobs, with chemical primary 
metal products, fabricated metal prod-
ucts, food products, and machinery 

making up the top five manufacturing 
sectors supporting Pennsylvania fami-
lies. These benefits extend beyond indi-
vidual manufacturing businesses in our 
State—in fact, the economic benefits of 
a strong manufacturing sector experi-
enced throughout Pennsylvania’s econ-
omy. According to research commis-
sioned by the Pennsylvania Industrial 
Resource Centers, every $1 increase in 
demand for products manufactured in 
our State leads to an increase in 
growth value of $2.52 across all indus-
tries. So one buck in activity can lead 
to $2.52 in value. 

The manufacturing jobs that are cre-
ated support middle-income families, 
and the creation of those jobs and the 
support they provided for those fami-
lies in 2008 meant the following: The 
average annual compensation of a 
worker in the manufacturing sector 
was over $65,000. The average pay for 
the rest of the workforce was $10,000 
less. Each good-paying job in this coun-
try allows for more money to flow back 
into the economy. Given the impor-
tance of manufacturing jobs in Penn-
sylvania, we must ask ourselves: Will 
the Korea trade agreement create jobs, 
especially in the manufacturing sec-
tor? I believe it will not create a sub-
stantial number of new jobs in this 
critical sector. 

Looking back over the last 20 years, 
trade-related job expansion has been an 
unfulfilled promise for Pennsylvania 
and the Nation. We need to look no fur-
ther than NAFTA. In 1993, when the 
agreement was signed, NAFTA prom-
ised to deliver hundreds of thousands of 
jobs across the United States. Leading 
economists at the time projected 
NAFTA would bring 170,000 new jobs in 
the near term alone. These gains were 
not realized. Instead, since NAFTA was 
signed into law through 2002, 525,094 
workers were certified as displaced 
under NAFTA, according to the De-
partment of Labor. I am sure that 
number has grown since that 2002 data 
point. Furthermore, when NAFTA was 
negotiated, leaders suggested that 
American exports would expand great-
ly to meet the new-found demands of 
the open Mexican market with all its 
new customers. The opposite has oc-
curred. 

In 1993, the United States had a small 
trade surplus. We had a surplus with 
Mexico. According to the official Cen-
sus Bureau statistics, by 2010, 17 years 
later, we were running a trade deficit 
with Mexico of $66.4 billion. So a sur-
plus in trade with Mexico became a 
huge deficit. Trade with Canada also 
saw a widening trade deficit from $10 
billion in 1993 to $28 billion in 2010. So 
there a deficit got bigger; whereas, in 
the case of Mexico, it went from a sur-
plus to a massive deficit of $66 billion. 
The impact of these policies is plainly 
seen in employment data. Pennsyl-
vania has seen a dramatic decline in 
manufacturing employment since 
NAFTA was implemented, losing a 
total of over 300,000 jobs. With this rosy 
prediction of NAFTA in mind, a close 
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look at the government’s projections of 
the South Korea agreement should be 
viewed with great skepticism. While 
the International Trade Commission 
predicts our bilateral trade with Korea 
will improve, the total U.S. trade def-
icit is predicted to get larger. While 
proponents of the agreement argue 
U.S. exports to Korea will increase, 
they are neglecting to tell the whole 
truth. Companies will simply shift 
from exporting to Korea, to creating 
current customers in other places, 
rather than increasing total exports. 

The second question I ask is, Will 
this agreement help create a level 
playing field after enactment? I believe 
this agreement, South Korea agree-
ment, will fail to create a level playing 
field for our workers and our compa-
nies. Modern trade agreements do more 
than cut tariffs. These agreements con-
tain hundreds of provisions that make 
substantial changes to nontrade poli-
cies, and the Korea agreement is no ex-
ception. According to the group Public 
Citizen, these nontrade provisions 
limit the authority granted to elected 
representatives of the American people 
over product and food safety, financial 
regulations, health care and energy 
regulations, patent terms, and even our 
tax dollars that can be spent by the 
government. The agreement allows Ko-
rean exporters to take investment dis-
putes out of courts and into unaccount-
able and secretive international tribu-
nals through a process known as inves-
tor-to-state dispute system that is 
similar to NAFTA. 

Additionally, the investment chap-
ters were signed prior to the current fi-
nancial crisis back in 2007. These spe-
cific chapters include rules that pro-
hibit either country from imposing 
firewalls between the sorts of financial 
services one firm may offer to limit the 
spread of risk, for example. Important 
protections put in place after the fi-
nancial crisis of 2007 and 2008 could po-
tentially be challenged under the pend-
ing agreement. Even more troubling is 
the issue of Korea’s currency. South 
Korean currency manipulation remains 
an unaddressed problem. As we have 
seen in China, an intentionally weak-
ened currency leads to a fundamentally 
unbalanced trade relationship and bru-
tal conditions for U.S. companies. In a 
June 17 report, the Economic Policy 
Institute calculated that if Asian cur-
rencies were strengthened to appro-
priate market-determined levels, if 
that were done, U.S. gross domestic 
product would increase by as much as 
$285.7 billion or 1.9 percent, creating up 
to 2.25 million U.S. jobs; that is, if 
Asian currencies were strengthened to 
those appropriate levels. Unfortu-
nately, as with other NAFTA-style 
free-trade agreements, this South 
Korea agreement is silent on currency. 
This is unacceptable because South 
Korea devalued their currency twice, 
once in 1988, once in 1998. Both inter-
ventions devalued their currency by 50 
percent or more. South Korea was one 
of the first countries cited as a cur-

rency manipulator by the Treasury De-
partment in 1988. South Korea con-
tinues their long history of manipu-
lating their currency. In fact, the most 
recent Treasury report to Congress on 
international economic and exchange 
rate policies, from May 27, 2011, noted 
that South Korea intervened ‘‘heavily’’ 
in its currency market during the fi-
nancial crisis and has continued unin-
terrupted since. Treasury urged South 
Korea to ‘‘adopt a greater degree of ex-
change rate flexibility and less inter-
vention.’’ Currency policy has played a 
central role in China’s mercantilist 
trade policies and has cost the United 
States thousands of jobs. We should 
not be cutting tariffs for the country, 
with South Korea’s heavy history on 
currency manipulation, without lan-
guage to deal with protecting us in a 
competitive environment in the de-
valuations that they have undertaken 
before. 

Additionally, several groups raised 
the possibility that the agreement 
could be used to weaken U.S. trade 
laws. The free trade agreement creates 
a bilateral commission on trade laws. 
While our Trade Representative argues 
that this will not change any existing 
U.S. trade laws, this avenue could be 
used by advocates of weaker enforce-
ment in the future. 

Finally, I turn to the last question. 
Does the agreement provide new oppor-
tunities for Pennsylvania manufactur-
ers to export their goods? Similar to 
NAFTA, the benefits of the South 
Korea deal have been, in my judgment, 
overstated, while the risks have been 
largely ignored. Rather than opening a 
new market for Pennsylvania farmers 
and manufacturers, I am concerned 
that the benefits to the United States 
are minimal, at best. There are specific 
reasons this deal fails to deliver for 
Pennsylvania exporters. First, most of 
the benefits are based on an overly op-
timistic projection for agriculture. 
These projections, compiled by sup-
porters of the agreement, assume that 
a cut in tariffs will immediately equal 
a growth in market share. 

We know from past experience that 
Asian markets, including South Korea, 
have come up with a host of unjustified 
nontariff restrictions to keep U.S. beef 
out of their country. These barriers to 
free trade are likely to limit export po-
tential and are largely unaddressed in 
the agreement. There are other trou-
bling clauses dealing with the beef in-
dustry. The South Korea agreement 
will allow American beef packagers to 
use Canadian or Mexican cattle and 
then export the packaged Mexican or 
Canadian beef as ‘‘American’’ beef. 
This policy, while great for beef pack-
agers, undercuts the U.S. ranchers. 
Given our difficulties in gaining a foot-
hold in these markets, we should rely 
solely on U.S. cattle, which we know 
are safe. 

Second, one of Pennsylvania’s most 
important sectors—dairy—the com-
peting European Union Free Trade 
Agreement with South Korea could in-

hibit our ability to compete in the 
South Korean market. The text of the 
European Union agreement specifies 
that certain types of cheese, including 
mozzarella, must come from specific 
regions. As a result, European export-
ers could challenge U.S. producers sell-
ing cheese in South Korea as ‘‘mozza-
rella’’ or ‘‘parmesan.’’ In this sense, 
the Europeans have negotiated a better 
agreement, giving European companies 
an advantage over American compa-
nies. 

Another problem with the agreement 
is which goods qualify for the ‘‘Made in 
South Korea’’ designation—the sticker, 
so to speak—and are allowed to, there-
fore, enter the United States duty free. 
Under the rules of origin in annex 6–A 
of the agreement, 65 percent of the 
value of many goods, including auto-
mobiles shipped duty free to the United 
States can come from South Korea and 
still be considered ‘‘Made in South 
Korea.’’ 

This standard is lower than the Euro-
pean Union agreement. The European 
Union agreement has a 55-percent con-
tent standard where content can be for-
eign and, once again, places our compa-
nies at a comparative disadvantage in 
international competition. Just as the 
chart depicts, 35 percent Korea plus 65 
percent China will equal ‘‘Made in 
Korea.’’ I don’t think that is what the 
American people bargain for when they 
expect us to get trade policies right. In 
a sense, this opens the door—a back 
door—for products primarily made in 
places such as North Korea or China to 
enter the United States of America 
duty free. That is wrong. It should be 
changed. We should not broker an 
agreement that has that in it. 

Let me conclude with the three ques-
tions I started with. First, will the 
agreement create a substantial number 
of new jobs? I am concerned it will not. 
In previous agreements such as 
NAFTA, if they are any indication, the 
U.S.-Korea agreement will lead to job 
losses, especially in the critical manu-
facturing sector. 

Second, will the agreement help cre-
ate a level playing field? It will not. 
The agreement fails to address critical 
issues such as currency manipulation 
that have already hurt American busi-
nesses and cost us jobs. 

Third, does the agreement provide 
new opportunities for American manu-
facturers to export? Proponents have 
overstated the benefits. Certainly in-
dustries and firms are likely to benefit, 
while many others will not. What is 
clear is that in its failure to address 
nontariff barriers to trade, the agree-
ment leaves American firms unpro-
tected and on a playing field that is 
not level. 

Instead of moving ahead with a bro-
ken model, we need to focus on the big-
ger picture—formulating a strategy 
that helps American manufacturers, 
that leads to job creation to help mid-
dle-income families, helping us create 
the jobs of the future. 

To make real sustained progress, 
Washington needs to have a plan, a 
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strategy. We must develop and commit 
ourselves to a national manufacturing 
strategy that includes job-creating 
trade policies as well. 

Recently I convened a roundtable in 
Pennsylvania with leaders of several 
southwestern Pennsylvania companies 
at the Universal Electric Corporation 
in Canonsburg, Washington County, to 
listen to their ideas and bring them to 
Washington, DC, to keep a focus on 
supporting manufacturing. I heard a 
number of common themes. First of 
all, we should develop a national strat-
egy, as I mentioned, for manufac-
turing. Second, we should make the 
R&D tax credit permanent. Third, we 
should crack down—really crack 
down—on China’s currency manipula-
tion and other unfair trade policies so 
that Pennsylvania companies and their 
workers have at least a fair shot. Leg-
islation I recently introduced gives us 
those tools to hold countries account-
able for manipulating currencies. 

We also need to extend trade adjust-
ment assistance to help workers who 
have lost their jobs to overseas unfair 
foreign competition so they can build 
new skills and find new employment. 

Finally, we need to invest in science, 
technology, engineering, and math, the 
so-called STEM discipline, which we 
know will create many jobs in the fu-
ture. 

Manufacturing is the heart and soul 
of Pennsylvania and our Nation’s econ-
omy. Our future depends on developing 
policies that help our workers and our 
businesses compete in the global pro-
duction of goods. Our workers and our 
businesses can outcompete anyone in 
the world—any country in the world. 
We just need to give them a fair shot. 
We need to give them a strategy. These 
agreements don’t do that. 

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

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President I would 

observe the current Presiding Officer 
has had the misfortune of being in the 
chair whenever I am coming down to 
speak, so I appreciate his patience. 

Today, congressional leaders are 
meeting with the President of the 
United States to discuss what can be 
done to reduce the Nation’s out-of-con-
trol deficit, to deal with our 
unsustainable debt, to get America 
back to work and help grow our econ-
omy. I congratulate the President for 
convening this meeting, which will 
probably be one of the last chances we 
will have to deal with this deadline of 
August 2 to deal with the debt limit— 
a situation wherein we have maxed out 
our Nation’s credit card. Forty-three 
cents out of every dollar the Federal 
Government spends today is borrowed 
money, making the deficit worse and 
not better and making the debt worse 
and not better. This is the chance to 
kick the habit of out-of-control spend-
ing here in Washington. 

I appreciate the fact the President 
has moved from his initial position 
wherein he advocated for Congress to 

simply raise the debt limit without 
putting Washington and Congress on a 
spending diet. I appreciate the fact he 
has moved in his position. I read today 
in the daily newspapers that he is put-
ting a lot of things, including Social 
Security reform, on the table, together 
with other entitlements. I hope this 
represents a change of position, a 
change of attitude, and the President 
and our negotiators will seize this op-
portunity to do the kind of grand bar-
gain that will put America back on to 
a more solid fiscal path. Every child 
born in the United States today—while 
being one of the luckiest people in the 
world being born in the United States 
of America, but at the same time being 
burdened—every child born today will 
be burdened with $46,000 for their share 
of the national debt. That is simply 
wrong and we all know it. 

Unfortunately, there has been a lot 
of discussion about the White House 
and some of our Democratic colleagues 
wanting to raise taxes as part of this 
grand bargain. Indeed, I think that is 
the notion behind this sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution the majority leader 
has introduced, which is targeted at 
millionaires and billionaires. The 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution the ma-
jority leader wants us to vote on says 
it is the sense of the Senate that any 
agreement to reduce the budget deficit 
should require that those earning $1 
million or more per year make a more 
meaningful contribution to deficit re-
duction. 

Unfortunately, this is not real legis-
lation. This won’t change anything. 
This is a sense of the Senate. This is a 
resolution, which I think is a missed 
opportunity to actually deal with the 
issue rather than pretend as though we 
are treating it seriously. 

When the White House proposes that 
working families and small businesses, 
among others, suffer a $400 billion tax 
increase over the next 10 years, it 
strikes me that in one sense this is like 
a diet where a person says, I am going 
to give up dessert. I am not going to 
eat dessert. But then that person 
binges on the buffet. In other words, it 
is not real. It is not going to work. 

To put this in perspective, the Fed-
eral Government is currently bor-
rowing $4 billion every day this year. 
So actually raising taxes in this 
amount—while this only amounts to 10 
days of what Washington spends—rais-
ing taxes by $400 billion over 10 years, 
as we can see, won’t make a serious 
dent in the deficit and the debt, and 
they are very serious job-killing pro-
posals as well. It strikes me as common 
sense to say if we want more jobs, we 
make it easier to create jobs. If we 
want less jobs, we make it harder to 
create jobs by raising taxes, by exces-
sive regulation, and other obstacles to 
job creation. The irony is that I am not 
confident our friends on the other side 
who propose tax increases as part of 
this grand bargain actually want to use 
that increased revenue to pay down the 
deficit and the debt. To the contrary, I 

fear what they want to do is continue 
spending at the current levels. So it is 
kind of a shell game, saying we are 
going to cut $2 trillion but we are 
going to raise taxes by $2 trillion. What 
does that mean? Unless that $2 trillion 
in additional revenue is used to pay 
down the debt, it means it is a wash 
and government and Washington con-
tinue business as usual. I don’t think 
the American people want us to con-
tinue doing business as usual. I think 
they want us to listen to them and to 
mend our ways. 

Let me give a context for how non-
serious some of the proposals are, in-
cluding out of the President of the 
United States. All of a sudden he fo-
cused last week on this depreciation 
schedule for corporate jets. Deprecia-
tion is a normal part of the Tax Code 
which says if one uses something in a 
business, one can basically write it 
down over time. It won’t surprise us to 
find that if a person did that, if a per-
son did what the President said—elimi-
nate depreciation of corporate jets—it 
would generate about $3 billion in rev-
enue to the Federal Treasury over 10 
years—$3 billion over 10 years. But to 
get a sense of what a minuscule con-
tribution that would make to solving 
the problem, consider what our annual 
deficit is. This is in 1 year. This is what 
$1.5 trillion looks like. It has 12 zeroes; 
a 1, a 5, and 11 zeroes after the 5. That 
is our annual deficit. 

The President says to solve this an-
nual deficit, we need to raise $3 billion 
in additional revenue from corporate 
jet owners. Obviously, it is a drop in 
the bucket. But it is even worse when 
we look at the debt. The deficit, of 
course, is the difference between what 
the Federal Government brings in and 
what it spends. Right now it is spend-
ing about $1.5 trillion more each year 
than it brings in, in revenue. That is 
the deficit. But the accumulation of 
those deficits represents the debt. This 
is how much red ink our Federal Gov-
ernment is spending—or where we find 
ourselves—and that is $14 trillion. This 
is the number the President wants us 
to raise—$14 trillion. That is like the 
max on a credit card. If a person is 
spending too much money, that person 
bumps up against the credit card limit. 
The President, in essence, rather than 
cutting back on spending and making 
sure we are paying our bills we already 
owe, wants to raise it so the Federal 
Government can spend more money. 

As I mentioned, this $14 trillion in 
debt boils down to $46,000 for every 
man, woman, and child in the country. 
So when the President gives a press 
conference—and I can’t remember how 
many times he mentions chartered 
jets—but he talks about $3 billion in 
revenue over 10 years, it is a drop in 
the bucket when dealing with a 1-year 
deficit, or a deficit each year, cur-
rently of $1.5 trillion, or a $14 trillion 
debt. So the fact is we cannot get there 
from here, even if we did what the 
President said. It is not serious. It is 
not honest. It is not candid in terms of 
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what we need to do to get our country 
back on a solid fiscal pathway. 

So let’s talk about Federal tax re-
form. There has been a lot of discussion 
about that, where we want to take the 
Tax Code with all of its multiple provi-
sions and get it on the table and take 
a look at it to make sure it is, in my 
view, flatter, fairer, and simpler. But 
right now, the fact of that according to 
the Committee on Joint Taxation, 51 
percent—that is a majority of Amer-
ican households—paid no income tax in 
2009. Zero. Zip. Nada. No income tax 
was paid by 51 percent of the house-
holds in America in 2009. Actually, to 
show how out of whack things have 
gotten, 30 percent of American house-
holds actually made money from the 
tax system by way of refundable tax 
credits, the earned income tax credit, 
among others. So 51 percent of Amer-
ican households paid no income tax in 
2009, but 30 percent actually made 
money under the current system. Ac-
cording to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, the top 10 percent of wage earners 
in America paid 70 percent of total in-
come taxes. The top 5 percent of in-
come earners in America paid nearly 60 
percent of income taxes, and the top 1 
percent paid 38 percent of income 
taxes. 

So what is the President talking 
about and what is the majority leader 
trying to—what point are they trying 
to make when they suggest we pass a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution saying 
that millionaires should ‘‘make a more 
meaningful contribution to the deficit 
reduction effort’’? What is their point? 
Is their point that we ought to raise 
taxes on people who are already paying 
taxes? Is their point that we should ex-
pand the pool of people who do not pay 
any income tax or should we perhaps 
expand the pool of people who actually 
benefit from cash transfers, payments 
as a result of a refundable tax credit? 

Well, I think it is pretty obvious we 
need tax reform. I am skeptical that we 
have time between now and Secretary 
Geithner’s stated deadline of August 2 
to do what we need to do and to repair 
and fix our broken tax system. But I 
think this helps put in context the 
frankly cynical suggestion that some-
how we could solve the problem if we 
just go after the fat cats and the cor-
porate jet owners. If we just make the 
millionaires and billionaires pay more 
money, it will all be all right. Well, I 
think the American people are smarter 
than that. When confronted with the 
facts, I think they can readily conclude 
and will readily conclude that the sys-
tem is broken and needs to be fixed. We 
do not need a bunch of smoke and mir-
rors and phony arguments about class 
warfare. That is not going to solve the 
problem. We need to solve the problem. 

Well, let’s look at the President’s 
economic record. I know there have 
been some press reports about that the 
President said we are making a come-
back. I think he called this summer 
‘‘the summer of recovery,’’ if I am not 
mistaken. But, in fact, we know the 

President’s policies are actually mak-
ing things worse. 

All you need to do is look at the 
number of people who are unemployed 
in America. There were 12 million peo-
ple unemployed on his inauguration 
day. Now it is almost 14 million. Al-
most 2 million more Americans are un-
employed. Is that making things bet-
ter? No. It is making things worse. And 
we know there are a lot of people who 
are taking minimum-wage jobs and 
other jobs not up to their full potential 
because they want to provide for their 
families, so we call those people under-
employed. That would make that num-
ber even higher. When the President 
was inaugurated in January of 2009, the 
unemployment rate was 7.8 percent. 
Today, it is 9.1 percent. That is a 17- 
percent increase. In other words, unem-
ployment is worse today than it was 
when the President was sworn in. 

Gas prices. We all know what has 
happened to gas prices. They have gone 
through the roof. People are having to 
deny themselves other discretionary 
expenditures because they simply have 
to have the gasoline to be able to drive 
to work, drive the kids to school, or 
take care of their daily business. The 
fact is, when the President was sworn 
in, gasoline prices were $1.85. Well, 
wouldn’t it be great if gas prices were 
$1.85 today? Instead, they average $3.58. 
That is almost a 100-percent increase in 
gasoline prices since President Obama 
put his hand on the Bible and was 
sworn in as President of the United 
States. It is a 94-percent increase. 

Then we were talking about the Fed-
eral debt. The Federal debt when the 
President was sworn in—some people 
will tell you: Oh, it is all about Presi-
dent Bush and fighting two wars that 
were not paid for. It is about the Bush 
tax cuts and other things. Well, I agree 
there is bipartisan blame when it 
comes to our national debt, but we 
ought to link arms and work together 
to try to solve the problem rather than 
continue to make it worse. The Federal 
debt when President Obama was sworn 
in was $10.6 trillion. Today, it is $14.3 
trillion. It is 35 percent worse. The debt 
has gone up by 35 percent since Presi-
dent Obama was sworn in. 

I mentioned this factor earlier. As 
shown on this chart, this is what every 
American citizen owes in terms of their 
share of the national debt. When Presi-
dent Obama was sworn in, it was 
$34,000. Today, it is 46,000. So, con-
gratulations, everyone within the 
sound of my voice owes $11,000 more to 
the national debt since President 
Obama became President of the United 
States. 

Then there is health insurance. We 
have had a lot of debate about health 
insurance costs. We were told that if 
we just passed this giant health care 
bill, health insurance costs would go 
down, we would fix problems, and we 
would make sure more people had ac-
cess to health care. Well, since Presi-
dent Obama became President, health 
insurance premiums have gone up by 19 

percent—19 percent. Did he make it 
better or did he make it worse? 

Well, we need to unburden the econ-
omy from higher taxes, excessive regu-
lation, and all the sorts of obstacles 
that get in the way of small busi-
nesses—the primary job-creating en-
gine in our economy—doing what they 
do best; that is, growing the economy, 
creating jobs. If our friends across the 
aisle want more tax revenue, well, the 
best way to get more revenue is to get 
more Americans back to work so they 
pay taxes rather than remain unem-
ployed, losing their homes because 
they cannot pay their mortgages. That 
is how we ought to increase revenue, 
not by raising rates, not by some of 
these silly class-warfare arguments 
that seem to target unpopular sectors 
of the economy. 

And, yes, we need to increase exports 
to create more jobs. We can do that by 
ratifying the outstanding trade agree-
ments without adding unnecessary 
spending to them. 

And, yes, when it comes to energy 
policy, the high price of gasoline— 
which has gone up 94 percent since 
President Obama became President of 
the United States—we can open more 
domestic energy reserves, more Amer-
ican natural resources, rather than 
continue to have to import it from 
places abroad that are not necessarily 
our friends or which may be in political 
turmoil or even war, such as Libya. So 
if we had a rational national energy 
policy where the EPA, rather than 
looking for excuses to deny us access 
to things such as the natural gas dis-
coveries we have found in Texas and 
around the country—if we had a way to 
take advantage of and did, in fact, take 
advantage of more domestic energy 
production, it could help us put more 
Americans back to work and help us 
reduce our dependency on energy from 
abroad and help bring down this price 
to one that does not break the backs of 
the average working families. 

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. 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. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I have a 
correction. My staff told me I under-
counted $14 trillion. I asked ahead of 
time, but we actually got the number 
wrong. The number I have on the chart 
is actually three zeros too few. So just 
to make sure the record is correct, that 
is 12 zeros after the ‘‘14.’’ That reflects 
our national debt. I would like to say I 
made the mistake and it was actually 
lower, but it actually is much higher, 
which I think reinforces my point. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, while 

the Senator is still here, I recall—Sen-
ator CORNYN is a member of the Budget 
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Committee and knowledgeable about 
these issues—that we have had one 
budget actually presented to the Sen-
ate, and that was the President’s budg-
et. It was scored by the Congressional 
Budget Office, which shows that under 
the President’s budget, the debt of the 
United States would increase by $13 
trillion in 10 years. 

I do not know if the Senator is aware, 
but I would ask him is he aware of how 
much additional revenue would come 
to the government if the President’s 
proposal on corporate jet taxation were 
to be imposed, and would that make a 
difference in the $13,000 trillion that 
would be added to the debt in the next 
10 years? 

Mr. CORNYN. Well, Mr. President, 
responding to my friend from Alabama, 
the number, I am advised, is roughly $3 
billion in additional revenue to the 
Treasury, and that would be over 10 
years. But, as you can see, it is a drop 
in the bucket when it comes to the def-
icit for 1 year, which is $1.5 trillion, 
and the national debt of $14 trillion. 

I apologize, I am not used to dealing 
with numbers that big, which dem-
onstrates that these numbers really 
have kind of lost their meaning here. I 
remember Everett Dirksen being 
quoted as saying: A million here, a mil-
lion there, and pretty soon you are 
talking about real money. 

The fact is we are not talking about 
millions, we are not talking about bil-
lions, we are talking about trillions. I 
think most people’s minds have a very 
difficult time conceiving of how big a 
number that is. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that I be permitted to enter into a 
colloquy with my Republican col-
leagues for up to 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. If Senator CORNYN 
could join us, we would be pleased. 

Mr. President, the debt situation we 
are in today is the most serious our 
Nation has ever faced. A lot of people 
do not understand it and do not under-
stand how serious it is. Even after 
World War II, we had growth. We had 
the baby boomers just coming of age, 
we had more young people and fewer 
older people, and the situation was 
more positive than it is today, even 
though we had debt after the war. That 
is just a fact. 

I have tried to look at the creation of 
a budget that would balance in 10 
years, bring us into balance in 10 years. 
It is hard to do. It absolutely can be 
done. It takes some real effort, but it 
can be done. We can do it, and we have 
to do it. But President Obama, during 
his years as President, is on track to 
have four consecutive trillion-dollar 
deficits—the highest deficit we have 
had previously was the $450 billion def-
icit that President Bush had. We have 
had $1.2 trillion and $1.3 trillion. 

This September 30, when the fiscal 
year ends, it is estimated to be $1.5 
trillion for 2011. We take in $2.2 tril-

lion, we are spending $3.7 trillion, and 
40 cents of every dollar we spend this 
year is borrowed. It is an unsustainable 
course. 

President Obama appointed a deficit 
commission. He appointed Erskine 
Bowles, a former Chief of Staff of 
President Clinton, as co-chair. He also 
chose Alan Simpson, a former Repub-
lican Senator. They submitted a state-
ment to the Budget Committee that 
this country faces the most predictable 
economic crisis in its history. We have 
to act, they told us. 

They were asked when could this cri-
sis happen. Mr. Bowles said it could 
happen within 2 years—not for our 
children and grandchildren; he said 2 
years, maybe a little sooner or maybe 
a little later. Alan Simpson popped up 
and said he thought it could be 1 year; 
in other words, some sort of economic 
crisis like we had in 2007 and 2008 or 
something that could put our economy 
in a tailspin. It is that serious. The 
debt trajectory path we are on is 
unsustainable. 

Tomorrow, I have to say, will mark 
the 800th day this Senate has not had a 
budget. We are borrowing 40 cents out 
of every dollar we spend, and we have 
gone this long without a budget. There 
is no plan, apparently, to present one. 
The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, on which I am ranking Repub-
lican, tells us he has one, and he talked 
to his colleagues and they have agreed 
on it. But it remains secret. 

The Congressional Budget Act explic-
itly says we should have a budget by 
April 15. It says the committee should 
report a budget resolution on April 1. 
Well, we have not had a markup. Ap-
parently, there is no plan to have one. 
We are just going to wait and see if se-
cret negotiations can produce some-
thing. That is not acceptable at a time 
in which the debt is the primary threat 
to the health, security, and welfare of 
our Nation, and there is no doubt about 
it. 

Admiral Mullen, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the greatest 
threat to our national security is our 
debt. Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton made a very similar statement. 
They are exactly right. There is no dis-
pute about it. 

We have had nothing on the floor of 
the Senate except a resolution saying 
we should tax the rich—a sense of the 
Senate, that has no power, no binding 
authority, no numbers, not how much 
we are going to attack the rich. 

We are in serious condition. I think 
the American people, if they under-
stood how little has been done in this 
body this year on the most important 
issue facing this country, would be 
even more dissatisfied with the U.S. 
Congress than they are—more dissatis-
fied at least with the Senate. I knew 
the Senator from Missouri before, who 
is not new to Congress. He was a Re-
publican whip in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The House has passed a 
budget this year—an honest budget 
that changes the debt trajectory of 

America in a solid way, and it would 
put us on a new path for prosperity. 
Everybody doesn’t have to agree with 
everything in it, but they met their re-
sponsibility by April 15. 

It is great to be here with Senator 
BLUNT. We are so pleased to have him 
in the Senate. I ask him if he would 
share his thoughts at this time about 
this situation. 

Mr. BLUNT. I will. I also asked the 
Senator about his view of this budget 
situation. The Presiding Officer and I 
were secretaries of state together some 
time ago and have known each other a 
long time. I am glad to have him in the 
chair as we have this discussion. 

I don’t think the House, until the 
last Congress, ever failed to pass a 
budget. I am not sure the Senate didn’t 
always pass a budget until the last 
Congress, though there were times 
when the House and Senate could not 
agree. But at least each side had a 
plan. 

There is an old adage that when you 
fail to plan, you plan to fail. It sure 
looks to me that is the trajectory we 
are on now. Members are more and 
more talking about maybe we will have 
another continuing resolution this 
year. That will be the appropriations 
process because we have no plan. Of 
course, as the Senator pointed out, as a 
person who knows as much about the 
budget process as anybody in Wash-
ington, we passed the April 1 deadline, 
then we passed a May 1 date, and then 
a June 1 date, and now we passed the 
July 1 date. We are up to that 800th day 
since the Senate passed a plan or had a 
plan of any kind. We are waiting for a 
plan to move forward with the work of 
just funding the government. Clearly, 
that is not acceptable. 

We see the economy continuing to 
wait for some signs of certainty from 
the Federal Government, certainty 
about where our budget is going to be, 
certainty about our tax structure, cer-
tainty about regulations and utility 
bills. We are just not seeing that hap-
pen. In fact, things are getting progres-
sively worse and worse. Gas prices have 
almost doubled now in the last 30 
months. Unemployment is up 17 per-
cent. In fact, there is no statistic I 
know of that is better than it was in 
January of 2009. 

Has the Senate, in the past, until the 
last 3 years—has there ever been a time 
when the Senate didn’t even attempt 
to have a budget? 

Mr. SESSIONS. To my knowledge, at 
no time since I have been here did the 
Senate not attempt to pass a budget. 
In the last 2 years, even when our 
Democratic colleagues had 60 votes— 
the largest majority in recent memory 
in the Senate—they only attempted to 
bring a budget to the floor once. Last 
year a budget did go to committee. It 
was marked up by Senator CONRAD. It 
came to the floor, but the majority 
leader decided not to bring it up. This 
year, it seems that Senator CONRAD 
was told not to have a markup, not to 
even produce a budget in committee. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:28 Jul 08, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07JY6.017 S07JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4414 July 7, 2011 
It seems to me to indicate a lack of 

willingness to lead because—would the 
Senator not agree?—a budget sets the 
priorities, demonstrates the vision for 
the future of the country and what we 
should spend, what we should tax, and 
how much debt we can afford to run up. 
Those are fundamental responsibilities. 
How would he evaluate the fact that 
tomorrow we are 800 days without a 
budget? What does that say about the 
leadership we have seen in the Senate? 

Mr. BLUNT. It shows we have been 
800 days without a budget, and basi-
cally 800 days without any structure or 
process of how we spend the people’s 
money. It has been 800 days since the 
last time we could come up with an ap-
propriations process, so maybe they 
will suggest we will modify that a lit-
tle bit and move forward. But that 
clearly is not good enough. In that 800 
days, as the Senator pointed out, we 
have gone to where we are—we have 
added 35 percent in a little over 800 
days, in 21⁄2 years, to the Federal def-
icit. 

This is not defending anybody else’s 
effort to make the revenue and the ex-
penditures of the Federal Government 
balance, but we can’t continue to spend 
more than we have. If we don’t have a 
plan, a blueprint, or if we don’t have a 
budget like families have to have—if 
we don’t have a budget at the very 
least, and we are managing our money, 
we write checks until the money runs 
out, and we can’t do much more than 
that. 

We are at a point now that we are 
spending $3.7 trillion or $3.8 trillion 
and collecting $2.2 trillion. I am like 
Senator CORNYN on this topic—by the 
way, everybody else is too, including 
the Secretary of the Treasury. Nobody 
knows how much money this is, but we 
all know if someone is making $22,000 a 
year and spending $37,000 a year, and 
they have already borrowed more 
money than anybody should have ever 
lent them, they can’t continue to do 
that. 

There has to be a point where they 
say: We are going to have to get real. 
We are making $22,000, so we better 
start spending no more than $22,000, 
and that includes paying off the money 
that we have already borrowed when 
we were spending $37,000. 

There are so many zeros and numbers 
that if any of us really understood how 
much money we are talking about and 
how long it will take to pay it back, we 
would all be more scared than we are. 
Certainly, the people we work for 
would be more scared than they are be-
cause we are doing irresponsible 
things, and as irresponsible as any of 
those things is not having a plan. 

In all those years the Senator spent 
on the Budget Committee and his lead-
ership there now, he knows if we don’t 
have a plan—the appropriations proc-
ess doesn’t move forward unless we 
agree first how much money we are 
going to spend in that process. So, 
eventually, we just go back and say: 
Let’s go back to last year and modify 

slightly the terrible job we did last 
year, and let’s borrow that much more 
money again. 

That is not acceptable. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Before the Senator 

shares his thoughts about the appro-
priations process from his extensive ex-
perience in the leadership of the Con-
gress, just briefly, I want to make sure 
the American people and our col-
leagues know what happened. 

I see our newly elected colleague 
from Wisconsin, Senator RON JOHNSON. 
He won election, you could say, in an 
upset—a popular, big victory. He cam-
paigned all over his State and talked 
about the issues we are talking about 
today. 

As a new Member of the Senate, I 
would love to hear Senator JOHNSON’s 
comments about where he thinks we 
are today. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. First of 
all, I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship. He has been talking loudly and 
clearly about the fact that we should 
not have recessed this week. I know 
President Obama tried to claim credit 
for that. It is because of the Senator’s 
leadership and the members of the Re-
publican conference in the Senate who 
said: No, we are bankrupting America 
and we need to stay here and start de-
bating this issue. 

Unfortunately, that is not what we 
have been doing this week. It is sad. 
One word I have used all the time now 
that I have come to Washington is ‘‘un-
believable.’’ It is simply unbelievable 
that tomorrow will mark 800 days that 
we haven’t passed a budget. 

My background is in business for the 
last 34 years. I have had to produce 
budgets on time. I have had people 
produce budgets for me on time. In 
business—even a small business—it is 
inconceivable that if you tell a col-
league to make sure to have the budget 
on your desk by April 15 that it 
wouldn’t be there; 99.9 percent of those 
accountants and controllers would 
have a budget on time, on April 15. 

We are dealing with the United 
States of America. We are talking 
about our financial future, the fate of 
America. The Democrats in the Senate 
have failed to meet that obligation for 
2 years in a row. That is simply unbe-
lievable, and it is so incredibly irre-
sponsible. Really, I think the Senate 
has been guilty of willful neglect. The 
phrase I have used is that the Senate 
has been ‘‘fiddling’’ while America is 
going broke. That is sad. 

As the Senator pointed out as well, 
what does the financial future of Amer-
ica rest on? Some secret talks—talks 
between a few individuals going out be-
hind closed doors far from the view of 
the American public rather than in an 
orderly process where a plan is pre-
sented that can be viewed by the Amer-
ican public, that can be debated openly 
the way our Founders envisioned on 
the floor of this Senate, this historic 
floor; instead of using the process that 
we should have been using, what is 
going to happen? Are we going to have 

a result, a negotiated settlement drop 
in our laps a couple days before this 
deadline date? Is that what is going to 
happen? Is that really how the finan-
cial fate of America is going to be de-
cided? 

I personally find that process dis-
gusting. That is why I stood last Tues-
day on the floor of the Senate and said 
unless we start seriously addressing 
this problem, the bankrupting of Amer-
ica, in the open, in the bright light of 
day, I was going to begin to object. I 
was going to begin to withhold my con-
sent. 

I was heartened by the support I got 
from my Republican colleagues be-
cause, let’s face it, we understand how 
urgent the situation is. We understand 
how dire our financial situation is. We 
are willing to sit down and work with 
anybody who will seriously address the 
fact that we are driving America to-
ward bankruptcy. But we need a will-
ing partner, and up to this point in 
time I haven’t seen one. 

The fact that the only plan we have 
seen is the President’s budget, 4.25 
inches thick, 2,400 pages long—how 
many thousands of manhours did that 
document take to produce? It was so 
unserious it would have added more 
than $12 trillion to our Nation’s debt in 
the next 10 years. It would have contin-
ued the bankrupting of America. It 
would have made us go broke. It was so 
unserious, it failed in the Senate by a 
vote of 0–97. Not one Democratic Sen-
ator found that bill serious enough to 
give it a vote. That is the only plan I 
have seen. 

I woke up this morning to a couple of 
news reports, and there was more de-
tail about what the administration 
might plan to do fed to reporters than 
fed to a Member of Congress. 

I am sorry to be so blunt about this, 
but that is a disgusting process. The 
American people deserve far better. I 
guess today what I am standing here 
saying is, I want to see a plan, and I 
want to see a budget, and I want to see 
it to give us enough time so we can ac-
tually analyze it and debate it and pass 
the real structural reforms so that we 
can actually solve this problem. I am 
calling on the President and I am call-
ing on the Democrats in this Senate to 
produce that plan so we can have an 
open debate on it. That is kind of how 
I am thinking. 

Mr. BLUNT. I would like to say to 
both Senator SESSIONS and Senator 
JOHNSON, who were primary leaders in 
this idea that we shouldn’t go home, 
that Republicans shouldn’t vote to ad-
journ, that you were going to object to 
things that didn’t relate to the busi-
ness we need to do, and, of course, that 
is right. 

As Senator JOHNSON was talking, I 
was thinking the other deadline, the 
other April 15 deadline, every Amer-
ican had better comply with that one. 
It is in the law just like the one that 
we are supposed to comply with. 

What if everybody in America de-
cided they were going to miss their 
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legal deadline as well? OK, we are not 
going to have a budget, and we are not 
going to pay our taxes. Of course, they 
would be in trouble. The Senate is not 
in trouble, but the country is in trou-
ble because the Senate is not doing its 
job. Neither the House nor the Senate 
did their jobs in the last Congress, for 
the first time ever. So that is how we 
go now into 3 years of no budget, 3 
years since we had a working document 
that we should have to work with. That 
is important. 

What did we do this week? The dis-
appointment to all three of us is we 
said we wanted to stay this week and 
deal with these issues, and what did we 
deal with? We started out by trying to 
deal with a Libya resolution that ap-
parently wasn’t important enough to 
deal with last Thursday when we were 
going to take a week to be working in 
our States, but we will debate the 
Libya resolution. Then when people on 
the Republican side said they thought 
we ought to be debating the reason we 
were supposed to stay, we still didn’t 
do that. We have this amendment that 
I think was supposed to be a sense of 
the Senate, and is a sense of the Senate 
that millionaires aren’t paying enough 
taxes. 

We all understand the politics of 
that, just like we understand the poli-
tics of no accelerated depreciation for 
business airplanes. Whenever that was 
done, it was done to try to create more 
American jobs quicker by a little more 
demand. I think how that works is that 
plane is depreciated in 5 years instead 
of 7 to encourage people to go ahead 
and buy a plane and keep people who 
make planes at work. But what is that 
$3 billion over 10 years? We are bor-
rowing $4 billion today, and we try to 
have this debate as if it is about $3 bil-
lion over 10 years. We are borrowing $4 
billion today, and we want to have this 
false debate about who is not paying 
their share. 

We are spending too much money is 
the problem. The problem is not that 
we are not taxing enough. We are 
spending almost 25 percent of the ca-
pacity of the country to produce goods 
and services. Until the beginning of 
2009, for 40 years the average was 20.6; 
$1 out of $5 was going to the Federal 
Government, not $1 out of $4. 

I was asked by some reporters yester-
day: Why is this so different than other 
times when the debt limit has been in-
creased? You mentioned one of them 
earlier. One of the differences is we 
have added 35 percent to the debt in 
about 30 months—35 percent to the 
debt in 30 months. 

Another one is the Federal Govern-
ment is suffocating the economy by 
spending too much money. There is no 
money left for people to borrow and 
take a risk and create a job and create 
an opportunity for somebody else. 

On the millionaire tax, 1 percent of 
all the taxpayers pay 38 percent of all 
the taxes now. Maybe we ought to get 
to where 1 or 2 percent just pay all the 
taxes. We already have 47 percent of 

the individuals in the country paying 
no income tax. 

By the way, you value what you pay 
for. If you don’t pay any income tax, 
you don’t care about the income tax as 
much as if you did. So there aren’t as 
many people out there fighting exces-
sive taxation because they have less of 
a stake in it. But 1 percent of the peo-
ple in the country already pay 38 per-
cent of the income taxes, and 10 per-
cent pay 70 percent. Maybe we just 
ought to let that 10 percent pay 100 per-
cent. I guess that would get all the mil-
lionaires and billionaires. 

And, oh, I remember the tax. Do you 
remember the millionaires’ tax, but 
only like 155 people would pay or some-
thing? It was the alternative minimum 
tax; 155 people were going to pay that 
millionaire tax, and now some huge 
percentage of all Americans pay it be-
cause, eventually, once we start down 
this path, everybody is impacted by 
higher tax rates. 

The frustration of being here and not 
doing anything all week—we had one 
vote to compel the Members who didn’t 
come, to come to the Senate, and an-
other vote was cloture on a bill that 
doesn’t matter. The frustration of your 
leadership and then that result is pret-
ty incredible to me. 

But thanks to both Senators for in-
sisting for weeks before last week that 
we should stay and have a discussion, a 
debate, a vote on the things that mat-
ter. I am sorry that we didn’t have 
that, particularly based on the inten-
sity on the part of both Senators of in-
sisting that we have that kind of de-
bate this week, and we didn’t have it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. I would 
like to pick up on Senator BLUNT’s 
point about just how unserious this 
week has been. 

Just in comparison to business, 
about 5 years ago I bought a business 
out of bankruptcy. I watched those 
business owners over the course of 2 or 
3 years struggle to make a go of that 
business. You would not believe the 
number of hours those people, those 
hard-working Americans put in to save 
that business. It didn’t work. They 
went into reorganization under the 
bankruptcy laws. I bought that busi-
ness out of bankruptcy. I saw how in-
credibly hard my team worked to make 
that business survive, and it did sur-
vive. These are individuals putting in 
16, 17, 18, 20 hours a day to make a 
product, to build a good life for them-
selves and their families, to provide 
employment, jobs. 

This is the American spirit. That is 
the entrepreneurial spirit. That is what 
Americans do day in and day out, 
whether they own a business or wheth-
er they contribute their effort: their 
labor to make their business success-
ful, the one they work for successful. 
That is what Americans do. 

What has this President done? What 
has this Congress done? What has this 
Senate done? 

In the last 6 months since I have been 
here, we passed six laws, six bills that 

have become law. Three of those had to 
do with the continuing resolutions of 
last year’s business: funding the gov-
ernment for this year. Those were laws 
that should have been passed 1 year 
ago, but it was left over for us to do 
that. 

We had two bills to extend the PA-
TRIOT Act. If we take a look at how 
that was even done, it was last minute, 
rush-rush, very little time for debate. 
We couldn’t even get amendments in 
there. 

Then, of course, the other one is we 
kind of cleaned up a little bit a little 
part of the health care law that dealt 
with 1099s, which would have been a 
nightmare. It would have cost billions 
of dollars to comply with and not 
brought in any revenue. So we finally 
got that off the books, thankfully. 

The other bills we have debated, we 
spent 16 weeks debating three bills. 
The total dollar amount of those bills 
is $20 billion. That is about 1⁄2 percent 
of what this Federal Government will 
spend this year. So we have spent 16 
weeks debating 1⁄2 percent of our $3.6- 
trillion-a-year budget. That, in my 
mind, is the definition of being not se-
rious. 

Of course, we have said it has been 
799—tomorrow it will be 800—days 
since we actually passed a budget. This 
week we spent 15 hours of debate. We 
call it a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion? It should be called the nonsense 
of the Senate. That is what has been 
occurring this week, and it is a trag-
edy. It is a tragedy. 

But, again, that is why I stood up and 
started to object. I will continue to do 
that until we actually start getting se-
rious, until we actually see a plan, a 
budget that we can start debating. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Well, let me just 
note that we had a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution on the floor, and we had a 
cloture vote on it that I think every-
body voted to go to the bill. That is 
what the leader wanted to do. We go to 
the bill. But it is really nothing be-
cause if it passes it has no impact and 
makes no change whatsoever. It basi-
cally says we should tax the rich more. 

Well, we can debate these issues, but 
I will just note that the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, OECD, which is an organization 
for the development of world busi-
nesses has concluded that the United 
States has the most progressive tax 
system in the world. We always 
thought the Europeans were more hos-
tile to wealth and more socialistic than 
we were, but that is their analysis. 

As Senator BLUNT said, how much 
more do we want them to pay? Maybe 
they should pay more. Let’s debate it 
and let’s talk about it. But that is not 
going to fix our problems. 

Senator JOHNSON was a successful 
businessman, an accountant. I have 
seen his work. I am so glad he is on the 
Budget Committee. I guess he and Sen-
ator ENZI are the only accountants 
around here, and we are glad the Sen-
ator is here. I have seen his work. 
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He actually adds up numbers and 

makes spending charts. He showed me 
one this morning, trying to figure out 
a way to change America. 

But my first question is—the Senator 
was a successful businessman and he 
had never been a politician before, so 
why did the Senator run? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Well, 
the reason I ran is because we are 
bankrupting the Nation. I love Amer-
ica. We love America. When I watch 
what is happening, and when I saw how 
broken Washington was, when I saw 
them pass the health care law, from 
my standpoint that was the straw that 
broke the camel’s back. 

Our first child, my daughter Carey, 
was born with a very serious con-
genital heart defect. Dedicated doctors 
and surgeons saved her life the first 
day. Then 8 months later, when her 
heart was the size of a plum, another 
dedicated surgical team of dedicated 
professionals totally reconstructed the 
upper chamber of her heart. Her heart 
operates backwards now. But she is 28 
years old, and she is a nurse herself in 
a neonatal intensive care unit. 

When I heard President Obama say 
these doctors, that they will take out a 
set of tonsils for a few extra bucks, I 
found that outrageous. Then when this 
Congress and this President signed the 
health care law, I know the result of 
that. It is designed to lead to a govern-
ment takeover of our health care sys-
tem. 

All we have to do is take a look at 
Canada and Britain. We don’t have to 
theorize what that is going to result in. 
It will lower the quality of care. It will 
result in rationing, and the medical in-
novation to save my daughter’s life and 
millions of others—it really is America 
where medical miracles are created. I 
think that innovation is going to come 
to a grinding halt. 

So that is just the quality aspect of 
the health care bill, but it is going to 
destroy our budget. 

I wrote a piece with Douglas Holtz- 
Eakin, ex-CBO Director. Rather than 
$93 billion a year, when this bill kicks 
in, as it is designed to do, and a large 
percentage of Americans lose their 
health care employer coverage and get 
dumped into the exchanges, we are 
talking about a $1⁄2 trillion or maybe 
$900 billion. 

I see we are running out of time, but 
that is why I ran, because we are bank-
rupting America. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senators have used 30 min-
utes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be given 1 additional 
minute. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I just 
want to say we have in this colloquy 
Senator BLUNT, who was the second 
ranking Republican leader in the House 
and who has dealt with these issues for 
many years. We are so glad to have 

him in the Senate—and Senator JOHN-
SON, a new Senator, passionate and 
concerned about the future of America, 
both of them. I think the American 
people should be proud of the service 
they have rendered. 

We have to change. I believe we can, 
and we are going to keep fighting to-
ward that end. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Ohio is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Presiding Officer recog-
nizing me. I kind of switched places 
with him earlier. I was in the chair and 
listened to some comments from a 
number of Senators on the other side of 
the aisle. I did not come to the floor to 
talk about this, but I just cannot help 
myself sometimes. 

I heard these comparisons. When 
they talked about the economy, it all 
started January 20 of 2009, and they 
compared that day with today. What 
they left out of that picture is when 
Barack Obama became President, this 
economy was going like this. It was 
not like: He is President. Now things 
will get better. The 30 days after he 
was sworn in on January 20, 2009, we 
lost 700,000 jobs in this country. The 
next 30 days we lost somewhere in ex-
cess of, I believe, 600,000 jobs. 

The point is, what happened for the 
first several months, almost before 
President Obama could take a breath, 
before Congress, the House and Senate, 
controlled by Democrats then, could 
actually put a program in place and 
put policies in place that would re-
spond to this terrible economy be-
queathed to them and to us by this sort 
of Republican economic policy. The Re-
publican economic policy was tax cuts 
for the rich, two wars not paid for, a 
giveaway to the drug and insurance in-
dustry, a bailout to the drug and insur-
ance industry in the name of Medicare 
privatization, privatization/deregula-
tion of Wall Street, and tax cuts that 
went overwhelmingly to the richest 
Americans. That is what got us into 
this. 

For them to say look at the number 
of jobs today, look at the number of 
jobs in January, 2009—they know that 
is a specious argument. They are dis-
ingenuous. They are not especially 
honest when they make that argument. 

The fact is, we have seen in the last 
14 months—and I wish it were better. I 
went to Barberton, OH, this week and 
was at a plant expansion with 30 jobs. 
It is not enough, I wish it were 300. It 
is an Alcoa plant. They are hiring peo-
ple. They are paying OK wages. I wish 
they were paying better wages. I wish 
they could hire more people. But we 
are seeing progress. 

In the last 14 months—they forgot to 
tell us this—we are seeing job growth 
every month, including manufacturing 
job growth, the lifeblood of the econ-
omy in my State. We are the third 
leading manufacturing State, only be-
hind the States of Senator CORNYN and 

Senator BOXER and Senator FEINSTEIN 
in the number of manufacturing jobs 
and their output. 

The point is, let’s be honest when we 
have this discussion. We know our poli-
cies are not working as fast as we 
would like. But we know what their 
policies brought us—21 million private 
sector jobs created during the 8 years 
of Bill Clinton; then when they put in 
the Bush economic policies: tax cuts 
for the wealthy, twice; two wars, not 
paying for them; partial privatization 
of Medicare; deregulation of Wall 
Street—1 million private sector jobs 
created in 8 years; 21 million versus 1 
million. Tell that story too. 

I am not saying we have every an-
swer—we don’t—but we are making 
progress in spite of their saying no to 
everything we are trying to do. 

We have to look at the future. The 
biggest problem we have in this coun-
try is the decline of the middle class 
and we have to address that. That is 
why I came to the floor, because even 
though we are in the midst of this 
budget debate as everyone is talking 
about, the focus has to stay on jobs 
creation. It has to be: How do we create 
jobs in this country? 

One way not to create jobs is what 
Senator CASEY talked about an hour or 
so ago, and that would be three new 
trade agreements that too many people 
on both sides of the aisle want to foist 
on the American people. 

This morning, the Senate Finance 
Committee and House Ways and Means 
Committee were both having what are 
called mock markups of free-trade 
deals with three countries: South 
Korea in Asia, Colombia and Panama 
in our hemisphere. 

The Senate Finance committee is in-
cluding trade adjustment assistance. 
The House does not even care to take 
care of workers who lose their jobs be-
cause of these trade agreements. They 
are expendable. They are a bunch of 50- 
year-olds who do not have much edu-
cation and, if they lose their jobs, who 
cares? That is what they are saying in 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 
We will pass this legislation. When peo-
ple lose their jobs, there is nothing we 
can do to help them. But there is, and 
we have had something called trade ad-
justment assistance for 50 years and it 
has been bipartisan, until this group of 
radicals who run the House of Rep-
resentatives decided we don’t want 
trade assistance adjustment anymore. 

In the last decade alone, 6 million 
manufacturing jobs, 55,000 manufac-
turing plants have been lost. 

Multinational companies are too eas-
ily setting up companies overseas and 
exporting products back into the U.S. 
market. Is there any time in world his-
tory where the most compelling busi-
ness plan for a company is shut down 
what they do in their home country, 
move production far away to another 
country where they have lower wages, 
fewer regulations, a government that is 
not exactly free, make those products 
there, and sell them back to the home 
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country? This business plan that so 
many American companies follow is 
move production overseas where they 
can get cheap labor and weak regula-
tions in a totalitarian government and 
then sell the products back to the 
home country. That is a business plan 
that far too many American companies 
have, obviously, followed. 

Manufacturing now accounts for less 
than 10 percent of employment in our 
country. That is partly because of 
NAFTA, partly because of the CAFTA, 
partly because of the China permanent 
normal trade relations. They only ac-
celerate our decline and the country 
pays for it today. The public has heard 
promises of job creation from trade 
deals before—every single time: 
NAFTA would create this many jobs, 
CAFTA would create this many jobs, 
PNTR would mean more prosperity and 
jobs for Americans. 

The Korean deal is more of the same. 
The International Trade Commission 
projects the Korean Free Trade Agree-
ment would increase the U.S. trade def-
icit. The Economic Policy Institute es-
timates the loss of at least 150,000 jobs 
from this agreement. The Korea pact 
has unusually low rules of origin, al-
lowing manufactured goods containing 
up to 65 percent of components from 
China or any other country to obtain 
the benefits of the agreement. 

What happens is a company in Seoul, 
South Korea—after this trade agree-
ment would pass, if it does—would con-
tract with the Chinese; 65 percent of 
the product would come from China, be 
sold into South Korea, South Korea 
puts its value added on it, sends it to 
the United States duty free, tariff free, 
even though 65 percent of it was made 
in China. 

Pundits and the editorial boards say 
agreements such as these are no- 
brainers. They say trade adjustment 
assistance is just a payoff to workers 
for passing more job-killing trade 
agreements. The Washington Post edi-
torial board—always a creative thinker 
of the future and wrong in their pre-
dictions on war, wrong in their pre-
dictions on trade, wrong in their pre-
dictions on labor law, but nonetheless 
the Washington Post editorial board 
called TAA a consolation prize. 

Once again, they get it wrong. Not 
many editorial writers in the Wash-
ington Post, frankly, have lost their 
jobs in trade agreements. They don’t 
seem all that interested in people in 
Steubenville and Lima and Zanesville 
who actually have lost their jobs be-
cause of these trade agreements which 
the Washington Post editorial board al-
ways supports. 

We need to focus on retraining work-
ers who are displaced because of past 
free-trade deals. But even this histori-
cally bipartisan program, as I said ear-
lier, is suddenly becoming controver-
sial. It was operated through numerous 
administrations, supported by Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, and en-
sures workers who lose their jobs and 
financial security as a result of 

globalization have an opportunity to 
transition to new jobs in emerging sec-
tors of the economy. It helps retrain 
workers for new opportunities. 

In the 2010 fiscal year alone, more 
than 225,000 workers participated in the 
TAA program, receiving training for 
jobs employers are looking to fill. It is 
common sense. Senator CASEY stood on 
this floor—he in that row, I in this 
row—and asked repeatedly for his col-
leagues to extend this vital job train-
ing program. Under the rules of the 
Senate, one of them stands and objects, 
time and time again. We did get a 6- 
week extension, but since mid-Feb-
ruary, this part of trade adjustment as-
sistance is simply not available to so 
many people in New Mexico and in 
Ohio and in Pennsylvania and across 
the country. 

Senator CASEY and I introduced the 
TAA bill last week that would extend 
TAA for 5 years. We paid for it. We 
know it is no panacea for bad trade 
agreements. It is not the price workers 
in my State want to pay while Con-
gress passes more trade deals. We must 
stand for workers before even consid-
ering new trade agreements. We must 
focus on real job creation. A big part of 
that is standing against China’s unfair 
currency regime that they have in-
flicted on this world trade regimen for 
a number of years. 

With our trade deficit, also comes 
trading partners manipulating their 
currency to undermine our manufac-
turers. They have repeatedly found 
ways to circumvent trade laws to gain 
an unfair advantage. In 2010, our trade 
deficit was $634 billion. That means 
every single day, 7 days a week, 52 
weeks a year—every single day we buy 
more than $1.5 billion more in goods 
than they sell internationally. 

With China, our trade deficit was $273 
billion. That means several hundred 
million dollars every day we purchase 
from China more than we sell to China, 
every single day. 

President Bush once said that a $1 
billion trade surplus or a $1 billion 
trade deficit translates into 13,000 jobs. 
Think about that. If we have a trade 
deficit of $1 billion, according to Presi-
dent Bush—these are not my num-
bers—both President Bushes, by and 
large, supported both of these trade 
agreements—by and large, we lost 
13,000 jobs, mostly manufacturing, in 
Indiana and Ohio and New Mexico and 
around the country. 

Do the math. If our trade deficit is 
$200 billion with China, we know what 
that means. 

Ten years ago, our trade deficit in 
goods with China was $68 billion. These 
geniuses who come up with these trade 
agreements, supported by the editorial 
boards, supported by Harvard econo-
mists, supported by Presidents, sup-
ported by pundits who are in Wash-
ington and probably do not get outside 
of Washington much—we had a $68 bil-
lion trade deficit with China when the 
most effective corporate lobbyists in 
the history of the world came to this 

institution, came to the House and 
Senate, and sold a majority of House 
and Senate Members that PNTR with 
China was a good idea. We had a $68 bil-
lion trade deficit with China then. Now 
it is $273 billion. They told us: We are 
going to sell more goods. We are going 
to do better with our deals with China 
when we have this. 

In the last couple minutes, I would 
point out Senator SNOWE and I pro-
posed bipartisan currency reform for 
the Fair Trade Act to ensure our trade 
deficit is not further increased when 
countries such as China manipulate 
their currency to make their exports 
less expensive so they can break into 
our market and keep us out of their 
market. The legislation passed over-
whelmingly in the House last year. Our 
bill would strengthen countervailing 
duty laws to consider undervalued cur-
rency as an unfair trade subsidy in de-
termining duty rates. 

When an Ohio industry such as coat-
ed paper in Hamilton, OH, or steel in 
Lorain or aluminum in Sidney, when 
they petition the International Trade 
Commission for relief against unfair 
subsidies, they can talk about—include 
in that petition—the charge of cur-
rency manipulation. The bill sends a 
signal to our trading partners we are 
not going to sit there while countries 
gain the unfair advantage over Ameri-
cans workers and businesses. Before 
pursuing more free-trade agreements, 
lets focus on enforcement and focus on 
addressing currency manipulation. 
Let’s level the playing field so we can 
fight back and stop this terrible hem-
orrhaging of American manufacturing 
jobs. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Indiana is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, today 
Congressional leadership on both sides 
of the aisle is meeting with the Presi-
dent to try to break the current im-
passe on the debt talks. As the Presi-
dent said in a press conference earlier 
this week: ‘‘Right now, we’ve got a 
unique opportunity to do something 
big.’’ I completely agree with that 
statement. I am glad and pleased that, 
finally, after months of concern and 
months of urging, we are dealing with 
this impending debt crisis. 

Time is running out. The leadership 
is now meeting. We will be getting re-
ports on what has come from this 
meeting. I was encouraged by initial 
reports today indicating the President 
has agreed to address the issue of enti-
tlement spending as well as defining 
the amount of spending cuts that are 
necessary to put together a credible 
plan that move our country into a bet-
ter financial position. 

I have been discussing the necessity 
of a comprehensive solution to our 
problem ever since day one of this ses-
sion and my return to the Senate, and 
I’ve indicated that the current process 
of spending way beyond our means sim-
ply cannot be maintained and sus-
tained and that we have to address it— 
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not after 2012 but we need to address it 
now. So I am encouraged by the talks 
that are now going on, and that are be-
ginning to incorporate the elements of 
a growing consensus, if not almost 
total consensus, that exists and is nec-
essary for this initiative to be success-
ful, for it to be deemed credible, and 
for it to avoid the potentially cata-
strophic consequences of defaulting on 
our debt and losing our credibility as 
the place to invest your money for the 
best safety you can get. 

I don’t have to go through the math 
again, but I will just briefly. Spending 
$3.7 trillion a year when you are only 
taking in $2.2 trillion a year is 
unsustainable and is driving us toward 
the cliff of bankruptcy—an inability to 
pay our debts. A big driver of that and 
the biggest driver of that debt is clear-
ly the mandatory spending that comes 
with entitlements. 

It is no secret that we have seen the 
baby boom generation move through 
the economy from birth now to retire-
ment. The programs that were put in 
place and the promises that were made 
in terms of benefits to those bene-
ficiaries are not going to be available if 
we don’t address the pending bank-
ruptcy of these programs. Those who 
have analyzed this have basically said: 
Look, you have to do something now to 
keep these programs from going broke 
in the future. 

So all of those who say, don’t touch 
my Medicare, don’t touch my Social 
Security, don’t do anything, they are 
essentially saying we are willing to 
ride it out for 2 or 3 more years and 
then see the whole thing collapse. Then 
there are those of us who are saying, 
let’s do something sensible and ration-
al now—not taking away any benefits 
from current beneficiaries, by the way, 
but doing something to preserve these 
programs in the future is absolutely es-
sential. We are trying to save Social 
Security, we are trying to save Medi-
care, and we are trying to do the kinds 
of things that are necessary with our 
mandatory spending to address the 
total imbalance in place that is driving 
these programs into insolvency. 

I would hope today that what we hear 
back from this meeting at the White 
House is a commitment to go forward 
with a comprehensive approach includ-
ing necessary cuts, the elimination of 
duplications of programs, 
redundancies, fraud and abuse—things 
we simply cannot afford anymore— 
combined with addressing mandatory 
spending and entitlements in a respon-
sible way, and the mandatory spending, 
putting the right enforcement mecha-
nisms in place so we don’t renege on 
our commitments, and also incor-
porating comprehensive tax reform. 

For months, the focus has been on 
cutting spending and tax increases. I 
think another growing consensus is 
that without comprehensive tax re-
form, we are not going to be able to ad-
dress and solve this problem. I believe 
the administration has also begun to 
recognize this and acknowledge that 
comprehensive tax reform is necessary. 

Yesterday, Senator WYDEN and I sent 
a letter to President Obama and to the 
congressional leaders who are partici-
pating in today’s debt ceiling talks 
urging them to include a timeline for 
comprehensive tax reform. 

The bill Senator WYDEN and former 
Senator Gregg put together after 2 
painstaking years of negotiations— 
which I have joined now in Senator 
Gregg’s place after he retired from the 
Senate, after we made some modifica-
tions to the original bill—is a bipar-
tisan effort to deal with comprehensive 
tax reform. We need to go after the 
10,000 special breaks and interests and 
credits and exceptions that exist and 
take the savings from that to lower 
rates and make the private sector more 
competitive, which we know will bring 
about growth and ultimately jobs for 
the American people. 

The President’s Commission on Fis-
cal Responsibility and Reform found 
that resolving the Nation’s debt crisis 
demands comprehensive, structural 
change, including, they said, tax re-
form. There is no better way to raise 
revenue and reduce the deficit than by 
growing the economy and putting 
Americans back to work. If done right, 
tax reform will create those good-pay-
ing jobs and provide businesses and 
families with the certainty they need 
to plan for the future. 

Any revenues raised by closing tax 
loopholes should be part of a com-
prehensive plan that reduces tax rates 
for American families and businesses 
and creates jobs. I want to repeat that. 
The whole purpose of this is to take 
those special interests and exemptions 
that have been incorporated into the 
Tax Code over a 15-, 20-year period of 
time, which now total 10,000 special ex-
emptions, to take a selective portion of 
that and a significant portion of that 
and eliminate or reduce those to gain 
the revenues, allowing us to reduce tax 
rates on American families and on 
American businesses so that those 
businesses can be more competitive 
and those families will have more dis-
cretionary spending. 

Our businesses currently rank 35 out 
of 36 in terms of the highest corporate 
tax rates imposed—some of the highest 
in the world. We compete around the 
world with those countries that are 
producing the same products, yet their 
tax rates are significantly lower than 
ours, and that puts us at a competitive 
disadvantage. We can make the best 
products in the world and we can out-
sell anybody in the world if we put our 
companies and our businesses on a 
level playing field. The whole structure 
and purpose behind the Wyden-Coats 
tax reform bill is to do just that—to 
put us on a competitive basis with our 
competitors by lowering rates and 
gaining the revenue to pay for our 
debt. 

We know this won’t be easy, and we 
know it requires Democrats and Repub-
licans to work together to take on the 
special interests that currently benefit 
from the broken tax system. We know 

that right now that seems very dif-
ficult and very challenging, but it has 
been done before. We had tax reform in 
1986 that stimulated the economy in 
ways no stimulus had ever done before. 
It brought in significant additional 
revenues to the Treasury and put 
Americans back to work. 

This is a bipartisan bill—a Democrat 
from Oregon and a Republican from In-
diana—have joined forces on this. We 
want to signal that this is something 
that can be done aside from political 
gotchas, aside from political gain for 
the 2012 election, and something we can 
work together on that will make a 
commitment to a substantial portion 
of the necessary action that needs to 
be taking place to deal with this pend-
ing debt crisis and deficit crisis that 
has to be resolved by August 2 or close 
to that. Some say it can’t be done in 
the time that is left. Well, we are in ex-
traordinary times, and I think we have 
to set aside the conventional thinking 
and work toward what can and must be 
done. 

To the extent it can’t be fully incor-
porated into the law, at the very least, 
I believe the package we are ultimately 
going to be voting on needs a rock- 
hard, firm commitment and instruc-
tions to the tax-writing committees 
that this must be done and presented 
to the Congress in this session so we 
can address it and so we eliminate the 
uncertainty on whether we are going to 
go forward. It needs an enforcement 
backup mechanism so that if Congress 
doesn’t act in a timely manner, there 
will be an automatic process in place 
that presents this to us for a vote. 

We have a unique opportunity to do 
something big, to quote the President 
again. I commend him for saying that, 
and I commend him for coming forward 
and saying we will get off this cut- 
only, tax-only stalemate by beginning 
to address this on a comprehensive 
basis and put in place those elements 
we all know are necessary to achieve 
success. It will require the House and 
the Senate and the White House to cast 
aside political posturing in the 2012 
elections, to transcend the politics, to 
do what is necessary for the future of 
America, for the future of Americans, 
to do what is necessary to get our fi-
nances and our economy moving again 
and to get people back to work. We 
need to transcend that and do what is 
right for the future of our country. 

I hope we have taken a positive step 
in that direction today. I look forward 
to participating, as I know all of us do, 
in that process and hopefully assuring 
the American people and assuring the 
world that America is not at a stale-
mate, that America can address a chal-
lenge—a big challenge—and we can 
come forward with a sensible solution 
that puts us on the path to prosperity 
and guarantees a better future for our 
children and grandchildren. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand we are debating a 
specific resolution. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness for 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

NASA 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise today to recognize NASA’s 
STS–135 mission. As the Presiding Offi-
cer knows, at approximately 11:30 a.m. 
tomorrow, Space Shuttle Atlantis is 
scheduled to lift off from the Kennedy 
Space Center in Florida with a crew of 
four on board. The 12-day mission will 
deliver supplies, logistics, and spare 
parts to the International Space Sta-
tion. This will be the final mission of 
the space shuttle era that began just 
over 30 years ago. 

A Senator from Colorado may not 
seem like the most likely person to 
come to the floor today to speak about 
the space shuttle, but NASA and space 
exploration actually have quite a bit to 
do with Colorado, and it is something I 
care deeply about. 

Colorado has one of the three top 
aerospace economies in the country, 
with a hand in every aspect of space— 
government, commercial and aca-
demic, civil and military. We helped 
develop the space shuttle and many of 
the missions that flew on it, and we are 
playing a major role in the develop-
ment of the shuttle’s successors. 

NASA has been a source of pride for 
all Americans from its very beginnings. 
We have cheered their triumphs and 
suffered with them during their trage-
dies. All the while, we have been in-
spired by their mission of exploration. 

The shuttle era is no exception. Ever 
since the first launch in April of 1981, 
the names of the space shuttles—the 
Columbia, Challenger, Discovery, 
Atlantis, and Endeavour—have become 
familiar to even casual observers. This 
is a testament to the vehicle itself and 
those behind it. 

I would like to acknowledge all of 
those who have flown on the shuttle, 
the thousands of unseen heroes at 
NASA who support them, and the con-
tractors at too many companies to 
name who make it all possible. Flying 
the shuttle is a true team effort. Ev-
eryone who has been a part of that 
team should be proud of what they 
have accomplished. 

I see my colleague from Florida 
across the Chamber, and I know he is 
also very aware that this has been a 
team effort across the board. 

I know I would be remiss at this 
point if I didn’t mention those who 

paid the ultimate price for their serv-
ice. We will never forget the images of 
the horrible tragedies that befell the 
shuttle, one occurring merely seconds 
after leaving the pull of Earth’s grav-
ity, the other just minutes away from 
being home again. We will always re-
member the crews of the Space Shut-
tles Challenger and Columbia. 

This milestone in the history of 
space flight forces us to reflect on what 
we have learned and where we are 
going. America is now in the 
unenviable position of having no U.S.- 
derived means of sending humans into 
space, including to vital assets like the 
International Space Station. For the 
near future, we will have to rely on our 
international partners, namely Russia. 
But that position will change. It must 
change, I would add. NASA is devel-
oping a successor to the shuttle based 
on important work done during the 
Constellation Program, and the bur-
geoning commercial sector is literally 
changing the way we access space as 
we speak. These complementary devel-
opment tracks will build a more robust 
space exploration enterprise. 

As the Presiding Officer knows, I 
have an interest in climbing moun-
tains, as does he, and I have had the 
great good fortune to stand on the top 
of some of the world’s highest moun-
tains. I believe it is in our nature as 
humans to explore and understand the 
world around us, to keep stretching to 
achieve goals just beyond our grasp. 

The shuttle has allowed us to reach 
farther than many ever dreamed pos-
sible. But the end of the shuttle era is 
by no means the end of exploration. At 
its heart, NASA is not about parts, it is 
about people. Even after the shuttle as-
sumes its rightful place in history, le-
gions of engineers, scientists, pilots, 
and other adventurers will carry its 
mission forward into the next phase of 
exploration. Keeping that spirit intact 
will be a fitting tribute to the space 
shuttle. 

I wish the crew of STS–135 a smooth 
and productive journey and, above all, 
a safe return. 

Before I yield the floor, I wish to add 
an additional note. In Colorado, of 
course, we have 54 mountains that are 
over 14,000 feet. We have countless 
peaks below that lofty elevation. But 
among the 100 highest peaks in Colo-
rado, we have Columbia Point, which is 
named to commemorate the astronauts 
and the mission that ended tragically. 
We also have Challenger Point. Both 
peaks are in the top 100, both peaks are 
linked by a high ridge, and in the mid-
dle of that high ridge is Kit Carson 
Peak which is a 14,000-foot mountain. I 
have had the good fortune to stand on 
the summit of both of those peaks, 
most recently Columbia Peak in April, 
and the view is one that is worthy of us 
as Americans. As we go forward, let’s 
remember the great successes of the 
shuttle program and build on them as 
we move forward as Americans explor-
ing the world and exploring the uni-
verse. 

I know my colleague from Florida 
shares those sentiments. I don’t know 
that he is on the floor to speak on this 
particular topic, but I look forward to 
working with him, given the impor-
tance of the space industry and the 
space mission in the great State of 
Florida. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be recognized for 
up to 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado, as I pick up where 
he left off on the space program. 

Thirty years ago, the United States 
launched the first space shuttle mis-
sion from Kennedy Space Center in 
Florida. 

It marked a new era of American 
leadership in space and showed, once 
again, that Americans would continue 
to be committed to being first in space 
and on the cutting edge of scientific 
progress to improve our lives. 

It also showed what free people— 
committed to discovery, to innovation, 
to improving the lives of their fellow 
man—can accomplish. 

President Ronald Reagan said it best 
when he kicked off the space station 
program in 1984 . . . ‘‘We are first; we 
are the best; and we are so because 
we’re free.’’ 

Over these 30 years, we have been 
witness to many heroic triumphs in 
space that have served as a testament 
to America’s unparalleled ingenuity 
and imagination. 

Over time, the shuttle program 
would make household names out of 
some. Sally Ride became the first 
American woman to travel into space. 
One shuttle alum even serves with us 
in the Senate today—our colleague, 
BILL NELSON. 

Of course, space exploration has al-
ways entailed risk-taking. It has al-
ways required putting one’s life on the 
line. And because of this, the space 
shuttle program’s history also gave us 
moments of great pain as we lost 
Christa McAuliffe and the Challenger 
crew in 1986, and the Columbia crew in 
2003. 

Each time these tragedies forced us 
to ask ourselves: Is space exploration 
worth it? 

And thank God, time and time again, 
America answered with an emphatic: 
Yes. 

Today, on this eve of the final space 
shuttle launch, we celebrate the shut-
tle program’s remarkable feats, which 
exhibited many of the qualities that 
make America exceptional—courage, 
ingenuity, risk-taking, and an ability 
to accomplish what once seemed un-
thinkable. 

Space exploration speaks volumes 
about America—who we are as a people 
and a nation. 
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When America was born 235 years 

ago, surely our Founding Fathers could 
not fathom that one day our people 
would fly among the stars. But the 
truth is, it has always been our des-
tiny. 

In the 19th century, it became our 
manifest destiny to explore and push 
westward until the American land 
stretched from sea to shining sea. And 
once we reached as far west as we 
could, Americans had no choice but to 
gaze up to the sky and settle on the 
stars as our next frontier. 

Almost 42 years ago to the day, Neil 
Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin and Mike Col-
lins made that giant leap for mankind 
and left their indelible footprints on 
the Moon’s surface and on human his-
tory. And on that night in July of 1969, 
the whole world witnessed the Amer-
ican miracle firsthand. 

Even today, that moment serves as a 
poignant reminder about the limitless 
capacity that Americans possess in 
space and every aspect of our lives. 

Even as we face a host of domestic 
and international challenges, America 
possesses a remarkable capacity to 
meet them by setting ambitious goals 
as President Kennedy did in his Moon 
speech, persevering in the face of set-
backs and rising to the occasion to do 
what history demands of us. 

Our space program inspired younger 
generations of Americans to pursue ca-
reers in the aerospace industry and 
other related fields. Satellite tech-
nologies developed and improved by 
NASA now connect the world in un-
precedented ways, support our mili-
tary’s reconnaissance efforts, and fa-
cilitate travel through GPS devices. 

For others, it got them hooked on 
math and science, and led them to 
other fields whose innovations make 
our lives better every day. 

And then there were the lucky few 
who would actually go on to fly our 
space shuttles. 

For the rest of us who did not pursue 
careers in science, math and engineer-
ing, our journeys into space have 
meant a lot—in different ways. 

For many of us, Kennedy Space Cen-
ter elicits memories as the place where 
imaginations are awakened and where 
dreams have been born. 

And it is also where many children 
think fondly to their visits for field 
trips or space camps, and, in my case, 
of the time my parents took me there 
for my eighth birthday party before we 
moved to Las Vegas. 

But these types of feelings did not 
just happen in America. The impact of 
our space program is a global phe-
nomenon. 

One needs to look no further than the 
various foreign currencies in the dona-
tion box at Washington’s National Air 
and Space Museum to understand what 
our space program means not only for 
Florida and our country but for all of 
humanity. 

This brings me to my other reason 
for speaking today. 

When this final shuttle mission 
draws to a close, many Americans will 

be startled by the realization that we 
don’t have an answer to the question: 
What is next for NASA? 

NASA has no answer. President 
Obama has no answer. And as we tran-
sition to the next generation of space 
exploration, Florida’s aerospace work-
ers are left with only questions about 
their future. 

We know that for the next few years, 
we will have to rely on the Russians to 
get to space. 

Just a few weeks ago, that only cost 
$50 million an astronaut. Now the price 
tag is up to $63 million per astronaut. 
We can only imagine it will go higher. 

Whereas America once led the way to 
the Moon, we now face the unaccept-
able prospect of limited options to sim-
ply get a human into orbit. 

We know that our commercial space 
partners are working to fill some of the 
gap in our human spaceflight capabili-
ties. But we need NASA to lead. 

And, as I say this, I fully recognize 
that our Nation faces a debt crisis be-
cause politicians in both parties have 
spent recklessly for many decades. It 
will require Washington to finally live 
within its means and for leaders to 
make tough choices about what our 
Nation’s priorities are. NASA is no ex-
ception. It will not be about spending 
more—it will be about spending wisely. 

Tomorrow, Americans will proudly 
watch as Atlantis takes off for its last 
flight. It will be a poignant oppor-
tunity to recall the entire 30-year his-
tory of the shuttle program and all 
that has been achieved in 50 years of 
NASA’s existence. 

And it will be another opportunity to 
thank the thousands of men and 
women in Florida who have made this 
program possible and who take such 
pride in the shuttle and what it has ac-
complished. 

For NASA, just like our Nation, is at 
its best when it is looking forward, not 
looking back. 

Mr. President, may I inquire of the 
Chair what my remaining time is? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In postcloture status, the Senator 
has 53 minutes remaining. So 8 minutes 
of the 15 minutes is remaining. 

Mr. RUBIO. Fifty-three sounded like 
too much, even for a Senator. 

I briefly wish to use the second half 
of my time to talk about the issue of 
the day and that is the issue that is 
being discussed here in town about the 
debt—an important issue. It is hap-
pening at a time when many Ameri-
cans from all across the country are 
traveling here on their vacations to 
show their children and their families 
how government works—or maybe in 
the case of this issue, how government 
does not work—in any event, how our 
Republic is trying to work its way 
through this issue, an important one. 

I know that a few moments ago there 
was a meeting at the White House that 
concluded, and we wait with great an-
ticipation—I see my colleague, the 
Senator from Illinois, has arrived and 
perhaps he will update us here on the 

floor in a few moments. But we are all 
interested in this issue because it goes 
well beyond partisanship or party poli-
tics; it is about the future of our coun-
try. 

I think there is growing consensus on 
some of the outlines of what it will 
take to solve this issue. I think it will 
take two things, because I have heard 
this terminology we use about a bal-
anced approach. It will take two 
things. First, it will take reductions in 
spending and it will take cuts, but we 
cannot simply cut our way out of this 
process. We must also grow our way 
out of this process. 

My point is there is no way we can 
simply reduce spending enough to get 
America out of the predicament it is 
facing. We must also grow our economy 
at the same time. And growing our 
economy leads us to the No. 1 issue fac-
ing our country. For America, for the 
government, for us here in Washington, 
the national debt is the No. 1 issue on 
our minds, and rightfully so. It is a se-
rious issue. But for the rest of our 
country, the No. 1 issue is joblessness. 
It is the fact that people are struggling 
to find a job. 

These people did everything that was 
asked of them. They went to school, 
got a degree, worked hard, and now 
they have lost their job and their 
homes. If they did find a job, maybe 
they are making half as much and 
working twice as long. So we have to 
grow our economy. The logic behind it 
is very straightforward. If we have 
more people working, we have more 
people paying into our tax system. If 
we have more people paying into our 
tax system, that is more money avail-
able for our government to pay down 
its debt. 

So I want to focus on the growth as-
pect and what we can do to grow our 
economy and help job creators create 
jobs. Don’t ask the politicians, ask the 
job creators. They will tell us there are 
two things standing in the way of job 
creation in America. No. 1 is a broken 
Tax Code that is uncertain, com-
plicated, difficult to navigate and, in 
many instances, unaffordable for them. 
No. 2, it is runaway regulations. So any 
deal that deals with the debt in a seri-
ous way has to encompass growth poli-
cies that involve, in my mind, both 
regulatory reform and tax reform. I 
hope that is what they are working to-
ward—tax reform. Because what we 
need in America is not more taxes, we 
need more taxpayers. 

The other part of the deal, of course, 
is going to have to involve some spend-
ing reductions. That is why I proudly 
stood with my colleagues to point out 
three things we have to clearly do to 
bring it under control. The first is we 
have to reduce spending this year. Ob-
viously, we can’t solve the budget def-
icit and debt in 1 year, but we have to 
begin to address it this year, so mean-
ingful cuts this year. 

The second thing we need to do is a 
spending cap that limits the amount of 
money this government can spend in 
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the future or the growth in the amount 
of money the government can spend in 
the future. Our government should not 
grow faster than our economy. 

Finally, we need some sort of bal-
anced budget amendment. 

To top it all off, we have to save So-
cial Security and Medicare. I was en-
couraged this morning to read that the 
President is interested in this issue. It 
is important. It is not about balancing 
the budget on the backs of anyone. It is 
about saving Social Security and Medi-
care so that there will never have to be 
benefit reductions for current bene-
ficiaries, and so that these programs 
exist for me when I retire and for my 
children when they retire, and so they 
will never grow insolvent. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

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

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

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about our debt crisis, our 
short-term debt crisis and our long- 
term debt crisis. I come here today to 
discuss ways to address them and ways 
not to address them. 

Our most immediate debt crisis is 
now upon us. In order to maintain the 
full faith and credit of the U.S. Govern-
ment, Congress will have to vote to 
raise the debt ceiling within a matter 
of weeks. This is something Congress 
has done as a matter of course many 
times over the years as our national 
debt has grown. 

Let us be clear about what exactly it 
means to raise the debt ceiling and 
why it is necessary. As a nation, we 
have accumulated $14.3 trillion in debt. 
This in and of itself is a very bad and 
dangerous thing. That means our na-
tional debt is currently 93 percent of 
our gross national product. Again, this 
is a very bad and dangerous thing. We 
have been in this situation before. Ac-
tually, it has been worse. After World 
War II, our national debt was at 121.7 
percent of our gross national product. 
We certainly had something to show 
for it. We had won World War II. 

Through the 1940s, 1950s, 1960s, and 
1970s, we worked our way to a point 
where our national debt fell to 32.5 per-
cent of GDP in 1981. We did this 
through a combination of growth and 
some inflation. Our debt was in pretty 
good shape until we hit the 1980s, dur-
ing which we quadrupled our national 
debt under Presidents Ronald Reagan 
and George H.W. Bush. 

We have hashed over time and again 
who is to blame for the situation we 

find ourselves in. But let me leave that 
alone for the moment and get back to 
what it means to raise the debt ceiling. 
As I said, our debt currently stands at 
$14.3 trillion. I think we can agree on 
this: That number reflects past 
choices, not current ones. 

The debt ceiling also stands at $14.3 
trillion. We have to raise the debt ceil-
ing because we as a nation have certain 
obligations we must meet. We have to 
pay for the wars we are currently en-
gaged in. We have obligations to vet-
erans who have served our Nation. We 
have obligations to have the dedicated 
men and women at FEMA who have 
been responding to the many floods and 
fires our Nation has been facing. 

We have obligations to seniors who 
have paid into Social Security all their 
working lives and have a right to ex-
pect a check every month of their re-
tirement. 

We have obligations under Medicare, 
not just to seniors, who again have 
paid in, but to clinics and hospitals and 
health care providers and to those who 
supply medicine and medical equip-
ment. 

We have contractual obligations of 
all kinds to many different businesses, 
whether they are building roads or 
water towers or providing IT services 
to the VA or the Park Service or the 
Senate. I think almost everyone would 
agree it is good to have guards in our 
Federal prisons, except maybe the pris-
oners. The list of obligations goes on 
and on, and one of our most funda-
mental obligations is to pay principal 
and interest to bondholders who have 
invested in what has been for decades 
and decades considered the safest in-
vestment in the world: the U.S. Treas-
ury bond. 

Currently, we simply are not taking 
in enough revenues to meet all these 
obligations, so we must borrow more. 
Of course, we must pay interest on our 
debt, at an interest rate that is now ac-
tually quite low. 

The surest way to increase the inter-
est on our debt would be to default on 
our debt obligations. And make no mis-
take, that is exactly what will happen 
if we fail to raise the debt ceiling. Even 
an increase in interest rates of just 1 
percent would add $1.3 trillion to our 
interest payments over the next dec-
ade. So, as you can see, defaulting on 
our debt to make a point about the se-
riousness of our current position 
would, to say the least, be counter-
productive. Yet some of my colleagues 
are willing to do just that, and that is 
irresponsible. 

As to the notion that bondholders 
could be paid while other obligations 
were postponed, Scott Elmendorf, 
Chair of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, said: 

Defaulting on any government obligation 
is a dangerous gamble. 

We are not absolutely certain what 
exactly will happen if we default, but 
we have a pretty good idea. We know it 
would roil the international financial 
markets, induce rating downgrades of 

our Treasury notes, create funda-
mental doubts about the creditworthi-
ness of the United States, and force us 
to pay higher interest rates to induce 
people to buy our bonds. It would dam-
age the dollar and the special role of 
Treasury securities in global markets 
for decades to come—a dangerous gam-
ble, one we cannot afford to take. 

Defaulting on our debt would also be, 
as David Brooks so aptly put it, a stain 
upon our national honor. Are we actu-
ally going to become a country that 
cannot be relied on to pay its debts? 

Yet we have Members of the House 
and Members of this body threatening 
to vote against raising the debt ceiling 
unless the President and Democrats in 
Congress meet their demands on how 
to address the deficit going forward. 

Are my friends suggesting we act like 
a deadbeat who buys a new car and 
then, some time down the line, decides: 
‘‘You know, I just don’t feel like mak-
ing the payments’’? 

I think these Members are doing an 
enormous disservice by holding our Na-
tion’s economy and, indeed, the entire 
global economy hostage to their de-
mands. Because the U.S. Treasury bond 
has been the foundation of the world fi-
nancial system, it is not an overstate-
ment to say that defaulting on our 
debt at this fragile point in the global 
economic recovery could throw us into 
a worldwide depression. 

I am hardly alone in this regard. The 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce shares my 
alarm. It is no small secret that the 
Wall Street backers of the Republican 
Party are beseeching their allies in 
Congress to come to their senses. 

Yet Republican leaders know there 
are also those in their party who be-
lieve this is their chance. This is their 
opportunity to exact concessions from 
the White House and Democrats in 
Congress precisely because the situa-
tion is so fraught with peril. They 
know the President of the United 
States cannot play a game of chicken 
with the full faith and credit of the 
United States of America. And in a 
game of chicken, the irrational and ir-
responsible player holds a distinct stra-
tegic advantage over the rational and 
responsible player. 

So we find ourselves in this place at 
this time. 

What are the demands? 
Well, Republican leaders here in the 

Senate are holding the debt ceiling 
hostage so they can end Medicare as we 
know it. Democrats are trying to pro-
tect Medicare and ensure its solvency, 
and the Affordable Care Act is already 
doing that. Not only does the Afford-
able Care Act provide more benefits to 
Medicare recipients, it also extends the 
solvency of Medicare by 7 years. That 
is the conclusion of the most recent re-
port of the Medicare trustees. 

Of course, the first big idea from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
this Congress was to repeal the Afford-
able Care Act, and they all voted to do 
that. So please understand that one of 
their first votes this Congress would 
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have had the effect of diminishing the 
solvency of Medicare, shrinking the 
solvency of Medicare by 7 years. 

Not only that, but according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, the Af-
fordable Care Act will reduce the debt 
over the next decade by $210 billion, 
and over the decade following that by 
more than $1 trillion. So rather than 
saving money by making our health 
care system stronger, making our de-
livery of care more efficient, and keep-
ing our constituents healthy, Repub-
licans voted to repeal the health re-
form law. So the big Republican con-
tribution to the sustainability of Medi-
care and our national debt was to vote 
to shorten Medicare’s life expectancy 
by 7 years and to add well over $1 tril-
lion to the debt in the next two dec-
ades. 

There is no doubt that the biggest 
threat to the sustainability of our 
long-term debt is the cost of health 
care. That is why so much of the Af-
fordable Care Act is designed to ad-
dress the cost of the delivery of med-
ical care. 

Let me give you a couple of exam-
ples. First, the value index. The value 
index will direct that health care pro-
viders be reimbursed by the value of 
the care they provide rather than by 
the volume—the quality of the care 
rather than the quantity of care. In 
Minnesota, for instance, we do health 
care a lot better than most other 
States. We provide higher quality care 
at a lower cost than almost any other 
State. There is room for improvement 
in Minnesota, of course. As a health 
care economist told me: In Minnesota, 
we get an A, but that is because we 
grade on a curve. 

In Texas, they get reimbursed 50 per-
cent more per patient in Medicare than 
we do in Minnesota and yet we have 
better outcomes. 

Why? Well, we have a different health 
care culture in Minnesota. We tend to 
do more coordinated, fully integrated 
care. We tend to see patients as people 
who we want to keep healthy and out 
of the hospital. In Texas, patients are 
more often viewed as profit centers. 
There are some excellent, high-value 
centers of health care in Texas, such as 
Baylor University. Then, there are 
some egregiously low-value ones, like 
some in McAllen, TX. And, by and 
large, Texas doctors order more proce-
dures than Minnesota doctors so they 
can bill for more procedures. 

But the idea here isn’t to pit Min-
nesota against Texas. The idea is to 
incentivize low-value States to do 
health care more like high-value 
States. Imagine if we could bring down 
the cost of health care in Texas by one- 
third. Imagine the savings to Medicare 
and Medicaid. 

One more example. Senator LUGAR 
and I wrote a provision into the bill 
called the Diabetes Prevention Pro-
gram. It is based on a CDC program pi-
loted in Indianapolis and in St. Paul. 
They took folks that had been diag-
nosed with ‘‘prediabetes’’ and gave 

them 16 weeks of nutritional training 
and 16 weeks of physical exercise at the 
YMCA, all at a cost of only about $300 
per person. 

The number of people with 
prediabetes who later developed full- 
blown type 2 diabetes was reduced by 
almost 60 percent—60 percent! Caring 
for chronic disease is the most expen-
sive piece of our health care system in 
this country. One of the most common 
chronic illnesses is diabetes. It costs 
our Nation $218 billion a year to treat 
diabetes. 

A couple weeks after the Affordable 
Care Act passed, I brought the Under 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices into my office to meet with diabe-
tes experts from the CDC and with 
United Health Group, the country’s 
largest insurance company. The goal of 
the meeting was to get HHS on board 
to bring the piloted Diabetes Preven-
tion Program up to scale nationwide. 
The executive from United Health said 
she would definitely reimburse their 
policy holders for going through the 16- 
week program. She said, ‘‘You know 
why? Because for every dollar we 
spend, we’ll save four dollars.’’ 

The value index and the Diabetes 
Prevention Program are but two of the 
many programs in the Affordable Care 
Act that have been written into the 
law. Jonathan Gruber, the MIT pro-
fessor who helped put together the 
health reform system in Massachusetts 
when Mitt Romney was Governor 
there, has said of the Affordable Care 
Act, ‘‘It’s really hard to figure out how 
to bend the cost curve, but I can’t 
think of a thing to try that they didn’t 
try . . . You couldn’t have done better 
than they are doing.’’ 

Since then, in the House, Representa-
tive PAUL RYAN and the Republicans in 
Congress have taken an entirely dif-
ferent approach. Instead of putting in 
the long, hard hours of consulting with 
health care providers, health care 
economists, patient groups, hospitals, 
rural health groups, and medical re-
searchers to actually try to build on 
protocols that have been proven to 
bring down the cost of delivering qual-
ity medicine, Representative RYAN de-
cided just to slash the funding of Medi-
care, give the money left over to sen-
iors, and let them fend for themselves 
to buy their own health care from in-
surance companies. 

Now, we know there was no func-
tional market for health insurance for 
folks 65 and over before Medicare and 
Medicaid started in 1965. It is doubtful 
that there would be one now. Under the 
Republican plan, seniors would essen-
tially get a voucher for a significantly 
lower amount than their Medicare is 
worth now. Remember that the cost to 
Medicare for administering its program 
is less than 2 percent. Insurance com-
panies, on the other hand, spend 
around 11 percent on administration. 
The CBO estimates that under the 
Ryan plan, out-of-pocket cost for 
health care for each senior will more 
than double to over $12,500 a year. 

This is not Medicare as we know it. 
It is not Medicare. So, understand this: 
the Republican plan to end Medicare 
would make huge cuts in Medicare ben-
efits and put insurance companies in 
charge of seniors’ health care. This 
would double the out-of-pocket costs 
for seniors and toss aside all the new 
benefits offered by the Affordable Care 
Act. 

There is no question which vision of 
Medicare holds more hope for seniors 
and which takes a scientific, evidence- 
based, best practices approach to ad-
dressing the long-range cost of deliv-
ering health care to all Americans. 

And yet my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are telling us that they 
are willing to risk throwing the global 
economy into depression if Democrats 
don’t act more responsibly on Medi-
care. 

Well, ok. Here is an idea. Allow Medi-
care to negotiate with the pharma-
ceutical companies on drugs for Medi-
care Part D. The VA does it. And guess 
what. The VA pays an average of 48 
percent less than Medicare does for the 
top 10 most prescribed drugs. Now the 
pharmaceutical industry tells us they 
need us to pay the higher price because 
they need the money for research. But, 
in fact, they spend more money on ad-
vertising and marketing than they do 
on research. 

Almost every other developed coun-
try uses its size to negotiate with the 
pharmaceutical companies. Why does 
the American taxpayer have to be the 
chump who pays full price? I say we ne-
gotiate with the pharmaceutical com-
panies and bring down the cost to 
Medicare by as much as $24 billion a 
year, or $240 billion over the next 10 
years. That could go straight to paying 
off the debt. There. I got you a $240 bil-
lion cut to Medicare. Now can we 
please vote to raise the debt ceiling 
and avert a worldwide economic catas-
trophe? 

If my friends on the other side are 
really serious about getting our deficit 
under control, couldn’t we start by get-
ting rid of a measly $2 billion a year in 
taxpayer subsidies to oil companies— 
the companies that are getting record 
profits because the price of oil is so 
high? Unfortunately, according to my 
Republican colleagues, this would be a 
tax hike. 

In order for us to agree to balance 
the budget, everyone has to pay. Who 
is in a better position to give? Exxon or 
a little girl in Minnesota named Eve-
lyn. You see, Evelyn was born with cys-
tic fibrosis. When she was 10, her liver 
failed, and her own toxins started to 
poison her. But Medicaid helped her get 
the care she needed. That is what this 
is about. Exxon or Evelyn. Frankly, it 
makes me kind of sad. 

So there are some more billions for 
deficit reduction. Get rid of the sub-
sidies to the five biggest oil compa-
nies—$21 billion over the next 10 years. 
And you know what? If we are seri-
ously going to address our debt crisis, 
we have to increase revenues. 
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Now under the Republican plan, the 

cuts to end Medicare as we know it and 
to slash Medicaid all go to pay for tax 
cuts to the wealthiest Americans. 
That’s right. The Republican plan cuts 
taxes on the top marginal rates for 
millionaires and billionaires from 35 
percent to 25 percent. 

Now my Republican friends like to 
say that tax cuts always produce rev-
enue increases. Besides the fact that 
that is simply not true, it also con-
tradicts the other argument Repub-
licans use for not raising taxes. Raising 
taxes, Republicans often argue, would 
just give the government more money 
to spend. According to that oft-re-
peated Republican argument, cutting 
taxes will lower revenue and ‘‘starve 
the beast.’’ 

Here is President Ronald Reagan 
making this exact point in 1981: 

There were always those who told us that 
taxes couldn’t be cut until spending was re-
duced. Well, you know, we can lecture our 
children about extravagance until we run 
out of voice and breath. Or we can cure their 
extravagance by simply reducing their al-
lowance. 

In other words, cutting taxes cuts 
revenues and forces the children, in 
this case, the government, to cut 
spending. 

So, at the heart of my friends’ argu-
ment on why we must cut taxes are 
two completely contradictory, mutu-
ally exclusive arguments. On the one 
hand, according to my friends, low-
ering taxes always increases revenues 
and therefore brings down the deficit. 
On the other hand, they argue, low-
ering taxes decreases revenues. Which 
is it? Because you can’t have it both 
ways. 

I will try to provide some context for 
my friends. After President Reagan cut 
taxes in 1981, we immediately started 
amassing enormous deficits. They were 
so bad that President Reagan felt com-
pelled to raise taxes in 1982 and then 
again in 1983. In fact, President Ronald 
Reagan, the supply-side icon, raised 
taxes 11 times. If President Reagan did 
that today, the Tea Party and, in fact, 
the entire Republican Party would run 
him out of town on a rail. 

But, you see, President Reagan knew 
that to raise revenue, you have to ei-
ther raise marginal tax rates, or get rid 
of tax loopholes for the wealthy and for 
big corporations. Which is what he did 
repeatedly. 

Even so, our national debt nearly tri-
pled during the Reagan Presidency. 
The national debt continued to grow 
rapidly during the George H. W. Bush 
administration. In fact, in 1993, he 
handed President Bill Clinton what at 
that point was the largest deficit in 
history. 

So what did President Clinton do? 
Well, in his 1993 deficit reduction pack-
age, he added two new marginal tax 
rates at the top end—36 percent for 
those making over $180,000 and 39.6 per-
cent for those making over $250,000. 
Every Republican voted against the 
package. They said that raising the top 

marginal tax rate would cause a reces-
sion. Former Speaker Newt Gingrich 
said: 

I believe this will lead to a recession next 
year. This is the Democrat machine’s reces-
sion, and each one of them will be held per-
sonally accountable. 

Senator Phil Gramm of Texas said: 
The Clinton plan is a one-way ticket to re-

cession. This plan does not reduce the def-
icit. But it raises taxes and it puts people 
out of work. 

Representative John Kasich, then 
ranking member of the House Budget 
Committee, said: 

This plan will not work. If it was to work, 
I’d have to become a Democrat. 

Well, it worked. Not only did we have 
an unprecedented expansion of our 
economy for 8 years, creating more 
than 22 million new net jobs, but we 
balanced the budget and Bill Clinton 
handed George W. Bush a record sur-
plus. I call that ‘‘working.’’ 

Now President Clinton, and espe-
cially the Democrats in Congress, paid 
a political price for the 1993 deficit re-
duction package. The Democrats went 
down to defeat in 1994, losing control of 
the House for the first time in 40 years. 
You could say that Democrats took a 
shellacking. 

Nevertheless, between 1993 and 2001 
the Nation created an unprecedented 
number of jobs benefiting every quar-
tile of our economy, decreasing the 
number of Americans in poverty, in-
creasing median income, and creating 
more millionaires than ever—to which 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle might say, ‘‘Sure, it worked in 
practice. But does it work in theory?’’ 

President Clinton’s deficit reduction 
plan not only reduced the deficit as 
planned, it eliminated it entirely and 
gave incoming President George W. 
Bush a record surplus. In fact, when 
President Bush took office, we were on 
track to completely pay off our na-
tional debt with $5 trillion of surpluses 
projected over the next 10 years. In 
other words, we would have zeroed out 
our national debt this year. 

Five days after President Bush took 
office—again, after President Bush 
took office—Alan Greenspan testified 
to the Senate Budget Committee that 
we were in danger of paying off the na-
tional debt too quickly and entering 
uncharted territory in which the Fed-
eral Government would have too much 
money. The Federal Government, 
Greenspan warned, would have to put 
its excess money into private equities, 
thereby distorting and decreasing the 
efficiency of our markets. 

President Bush told the country that 
a surplus meant that Americans were 
paying too much in taxes. This was our 
money, he told us, and so we all de-
served a tax cut. Then after the econ-
omy went into recession, Bush told us 
that what we needed was another tax 
cut to stimulate the economy. So, in 
other words, ‘‘when the economy is 
going strong, tax cuts are in order.’’ 
And ‘‘when the economy is weak, tax 
cuts are in order.’’ Combine those with 

the aforementioned contradictory ‘‘tax 
cuts reduce revenues forcing govern-
ment to spend less of our money’’ and 
‘‘tax cuts always increase revenues’’ 
and you have an exquisitely incompre-
hensible economic theory. 

But that exquisitely incomprehen-
sible theory needed just one more ele-
ment to make it downright dangerous. 
And that element would be provided by 
Vice President Richard Cheney. 

By late 2002, the surplus President 
George W. Bush had inherited from Bill 
Clinton was turning once again into 
huge deficits. According to then-Treas-
ury Secretary Paul O’Neill, he tried to 
warn Vice President Cheney that budg-
et deficits were growing at an alarming 
rate, posing a threat to the economy. 
Vice President Cheney cut O’Neill off, 
saying, ‘‘You know, Paul, Reagan 
proved deficits don’t matter.’’ 

By the end of his Presidency, George 
W. Bush left President Obama a budget 
deficit projected at $1.2 trillion for fis-
cal year 2009. Meanwhile, President 
Bush had doubled our national debt. 

What was to blame? Could it have 
had anything to do with the fact that 
for the first time in history we cut 
taxes while we were at war? 

Well, not according to the Repub-
lican leader. In July of last year Sen-
ator MCCONNELL said: ‘‘There’s no evi-
dence whatsoever that the Bush tax 
cuts actually diminished revenue.’’ 

But adjusting for inflation, since the 
Bush tax cuts were enacted, revenues 
have fallen 17 percent. And that is not 
even taking into account growth in our 
population, which was 9 percent over 
this period. When you add the effect of 
population growth, revenues declined 
by about 24 percent per capita. I think 
this clearly constitutes evidence that 
the Bush tax cuts actually diminished 
revenue. 

So it should be no surprise that re-
duced revenues are responsible for a lot 
of our deficit, as you can see here. This 
chart by the Center on Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities is based on CBO data and 
shows that the Bush tax cuts were re-
sponsible for 25 percent of the deficit in 
2010. And that is only going to grow. By 
2019, the tax cuts will account for al-
most 60 percent of our deficit. 

And the fact is that not only did the 
national debt double during the Bush 
administration, we also had a dismal 
record of job creation. And during the 
Bush years, for the first time since we 
started keeping records, median in-
come fell in America. And more Ameri-
cans fell into poverty. One in five chil-
dren in America now lives in poverty. 
It is even higher in rural America. 

There is one group that did very well 
during the Bush years, and continues 
to do very well: The extremely 
wealthy. 

We now have in this country the 
greatest disparity in income and 
wealth that we have had since the 
1920s. 

So the one thing that there is no evi-
dence whatsoever of is that cutting 
taxes on the wealthiest Americans can 
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create jobs and keep the deficit under 
control. 

So why would we do it, when the evi-
dence is so stark that the Bush tax 
cuts coincided with a huge spike in 
both the debt and unemployment? 

Why not look back on what has 
worked in the past and learn from it? 

As I said earlier, after World War II 
our debt as a percentage of GDP was, 
in fact, significantly larger than it is 
today. But what did we do? Well, we 
passed the G.I. bill so that our troops 
returning from the war could go to col-
lege. 

Truman started the Marshall plan to 
help Europe get on its feet. 

And it is not as if we had smooth 
sailing as far as Defense spending. We 
went to war in Korea, losing nearly 
35,000 Americans. After that war ended, 
we found ourselves in an extended Cold 
War. We built the largest infrastruc-
ture project in our history, the Inter-
state Highway System—it added enor-
mously to our economic development, 
because now we could transport our 
goods around the country so much 
more efficiently. 

When the Soviets launched Sputnik 
into space, we jump-started our space 
program and our investment in science 
and math education. My brother and I 
were Sputnik kids. He was 11 and I was 
6 when it was launched. My parents 
took us into our living room in Min-
nesota and told us that we had to study 
math and science in order to beat the 
Soviets. I thought that was a big bur-
den to place on an 11-year-old and a 6- 
year-old. But we were obedient sons, 
and so we studied math and science. 
And wouldn’t you know it, my parents 
were right. We beat the Soviets. 

The space program created all kinds 
of dividends in technology and to our 
economic development. I watched a 
Senate debate last fall in which the Re-
publican candidate said that govern-
ment had never created a job. The de-
bate, of course, was broadcast by sat-
ellite. 

I think you get the idea. The fact is 
the investments we made in the 1940s, 
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s in science and 
technology, in our State universities, 
in infrastructure that was the envy of 
the world brought our debt as a per-
centage of GDP from 121 percent in 1945 
to 33 percent in 1980. 

Erskine Bowles is right. We can’t get 
out of our current debt crisis with 
growth alone. But I will tell you most 
certainly that we will not get out of it 
without growth. 

And so we have to choose wisely in 
what we invest in, in when we invest, 
and in how we invest; and in what we 
cut, and when we cut, and how we cut— 
which we must do—and in how we in-
crease revenues, when we increase rev-
enues, and from whom we get those 
revenues. 

Why not invest in retrofitting our 
buildings when we have so many in the 
building trades out of work, sitting on 
the sidelines, and knowing that we can 
recoup that investment in energy sav-

ings within 3 to 5 years? Let’s find cre-
ative ways of financing that, such as 
PACE financing, which lets families 
get a loan from their local government 
and pay it back on their property 
taxes. This is how cities pay for 
streetlights and sidewalks. It adds 
value to homes; and when the family 
moves, the loan stays with the prop-
erty. We should also create incentives 
for banks to lend to small businesses 
for retrofitting commercial buildings. 

There is a company in Minnesota 
called McQuay that makes heating and 
air conditioning systems for commer-
cial buildings. They are actually sup-
plying the system for the new World 
Trade Center, and their systems are so 
energy efficient that they pay for 
themselves in 3 to 5 years through en-
ergy savings. 

They have been taking out loans 
from banks since they are a large cred-
itworthy company, but then they give 
out loans to customers who install 
their systems. It is a win-win, because 
they are selling more units and putting 
people back to work, and their cus-
tomers are actually making money in 
the long run through energy savings. 
McQuay has a good model, and we 
should be figuring out how to encour-
age others to do the same thing. 

Why not cut our Defense spending 
when $100 billion in cuts have been 
identified by our service chiefs at Sec-
retary Gates’ request, and when cost 
overruns on our weapons systems are 
absurdly high? The GAO recently re-
vealed that when you add up the 
growth in costs of major Defense weap-
ons systems over their original esti-
mates, the total is over $402 billion. 

Why not raise revenue by increasing 
taxes on the wealthiest in this Na-
tion—those who have benefited the 
most from the economy in recent 
years—especially when we can look to 
the recent past and see that their tax 
cuts created virtually no jobs and con-
tributed mightily to our deficit? 

Only when the middle class is strong 
does our economy grow, because the 
middle class has always been the part 
of our society that creates demand. 
There are just not enough rich people 
to buy enough stuff. The middle class 
spends its money. But today, compa-
nies are sitting on trillions of dollars 
because there is just not enough de-
mand. And that is because there is a 
lot of unemployment and because 
wages for the middle class have gone 
down over the last decade. 

Creating a middle class is not an end 
unto itself. A strong middle class leads 
to strong consumer spending, and 
therefore to a strong economy and to 
national prosperity. The middle class is 
also where you get entrepreneurs and 
small businesses—it is the engine of 
our economy. 

Why not invest in early childhood 
education when we know that the re-
turn on quality early childhood edu-
cation is up to $16 for every $1 spent? 
We know that children who have had 
quality early childhood education are 

less likely to need special education, 
less likely to repeat grades, they have 
better health outcomes, and that the 
girls are less likely to get pregnant as 
teenagers. We know children who have 
quality early childhood education are 
more likely to graduate from high 
school, more likely to go to college, 
more likely to get a good job and pay 
taxes, and much less likely to go to 
prison. 

My friends on the other side say that 
we must cut the deficit for our chil-
dren’s sake, and I agree. But why then 
are such a disproportionate amount of 
the cuts aimed at programs that help 
kids? As I said, one of every five chil-
dren in America lives in poverty, and 
even more in rural areas. 

But the Republicans want to cut 
Head Start and Early Head Start. We 
currently serve about 40 percent of 
children who qualify for Head Start 
and less than 4 percent of children who 
qualify for Early Head Start. Do we 
really want to cut that? Do we really 
want to cut Pell grants? The Repub-
lican budget slashes Medicaid. About 50 
percent of the recipients of Medicaid 
are children. We know we are going to 
have to make shared sacrifices to get 
the budget under control, but do we 
really think that sick kids should 
make those sacrifices? 

You know, immediately after this 
last election, Republican leadership 
said that their No. 1 priority was see-
ing to it that Barack Obama is a one- 
term President. They didn’t say their 
No. 1 priority was getting Americans 
back to work, or educating our kids, or 
even balancing the budget. 

Their No. 1 priority was winning the 
next election. But I don’t think that is 
what Americans want. The American 
people want us to get to work to solve 
problems, to improve their lives. We 
don’t have to agree on how to do that 
but they sent us here to work together. 
If the time between elections just be-
comes about jockeying for the next 
election, then what in the world is the 
point of getting elected in the first 
place? I thought we were here to work 
together constructively in the interest 
of the American people. 

Now the Senate Republican leader is 
saying that raising any new revenues is 
off the table; that he will not vote to 
raise the debt ceiling if part of our 
compromise on the budget going for-
ward involves any tax increase on any-
one, no matter how wealthy they are, 
no matter what their income. 

I ask all my colleagues, for the good 
of the country, to step back from the 
brink, to step back from brinksman-
ship on this debt ceiling. Let’s not 
panic. We are going to be on this planet 
for a while. Let’s have some confidence 
in ourselves to do this in a smart 
thoughtful way so that our children 
will say, ‘‘Well, they might not have 
been the Greatest Generation, but they 
were a Pretty Good Generation.’’ 

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

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

roll. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. VITTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator KIRK and I speak in 
succession for up to 15 minutes and 
that the Democratic side then have 
two speakers. 

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

The Senator from Illinois. 
AHMED ABDULKADIR WARSAME 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, we have 
just learned that Ahmed Abdulkadir 
Warsame was arrested by the U.S. mili-
tary in April. This news has just come 
to us, learning that this man who 
fought for no country and wore no uni-
form and under an international law is 
considered an enemy combatant and 
therefore not a prisoner of war or an 
American civilian criminal, has been 
taken to a U.S. criminal court to be 
granted full U.S. constitutional rights 
in a prosecution in the civilian courts 
of the United States, located in the 
Southern District of New York. 

This man was taken outside Amer-
ican territory for attacks outside U.S. 
jurisdiction for acts against non-U.S. 
citizens. Yet he has been charged with 
a U.S. civilian crime and has been 
given the full rights of an American 
citizen or a nationalized individual. I 
think we have made a grievous mis-
take. 

We have made a significant change 
just this week. We have violated the 
principles set forth by President Lin-
coln and President Roosevelt, who well 
used military commissions to handle 
enemy combatants and not providing 
them full U.S. constitutional rights for 
actions taken outside the United 
States against non-U.S. citizens in the 
war on terror. 

I am very worried this foreign ter-
rorist, who was taken abroad for at-
tacks committed abroad, is now going 
to have the full constitutional right to 
confront his accuser and have all infor-
mation used in his trial exposed. This 
means that, under the new policy, the 
United States may be forced to reveal 
intelligence information critical in the 
war on terror, especially against al 
Qaida, al Qaida in the Arabian Penin-
sula, and Al-Shabaab, when otherwise a 
military commission could have kept 
that information confidential, leading 
to further success by the United 
States. 

We should ask at what cost this pros-
ecution will come. The previous pro-
posal by the President, which he 
backed away from, was to bring the au-
thor of the 9/11 attack, Khalid Shaikh 
Mohammed, to central New York, at a 
cost of an estimated $75 million to pro-
tect the court, the judge, the pros-
ecutor, the jury, and their families. 
The President backed away from that 
Khalid Shaikh Mohammed decision, 
but apparently he has now made that 

decision again with regard to Ahmed 
Abdulkadir Warsame. 

My question is this: What threat is 
now being posed to the people of New 
York? What threat is being posed to 
the Federal judge? What will the pros-
ecutor fear for the rest of his or her life 
in participating in this unnecessary ci-
vilian prosecution—and especially for 
the jurors and their families who now 
will be subject to scrutiny throughout 
the jihadist world by al Qaida in the 
Arabian Peninsula and Al-Shabaab. 
Why is this unnecessary threat now 
going to be posed to these Americans? 

That is why 39 Republicans and 
Democrats joined me in a letter to At-
torney General Eric Holder, saying this 
decision was a mistake and should not 
be repeated; that we have now created 
undue attention to the people of New 
York by al Qaida in the Arabian Penin-
sula, al Qaida itself, and Al-Shabaab. 

Remember, following our successful 
attack against bin Laden, we now esti-
mate that al Qaida in the Arabian Pe-
ninsula and Al-Shabaab are the most 
dangerous and heavily armed subsidi-
aries of al Qaida. Al-Shabaab alone has 
over 8,000 men under training and, as 
one intelligence expert said, some of 
them at the level of training equiva-
lent to the U.S. Army Rangers. 

How are we going to protect the 
judge in this case for the rest of his or 
her life? How are we going to protect 
the prosecutor for the rest of his or her 
life? How are we going to protect the 
jury and their families for the rest of 
their lives because of this mistake 
made by the Attorney General of the 
United States? 

At what cost will this prosecution 
come? Will it be paid by the city of 
New York, already heavily strained in 
finances, a New York State famously 
short of funds, or the Federal Govern-
ment, which is also short of money? 

What happens if Ahmed Abdulkadir 
Warsame is found innocent? We already 
know many released terrorists have al-
ready returned to jihad, as he proudly 
indicates he surely will. 

In the wake of the debate on deficits 
and debt on a famous criminal trial in 
New York, we may have overlooked a 
fundamental decision, a mistake made 
by the Attorney General of the United 
States. The 9/11 Commission taught us 
a critical lesson, that terrorism is not 
a law enforcement problem; it is an in-
telligence and military problem. Well- 
established principles under Roosevelt, 
Lincoln, Bush, and, yes, President 
Obama, using military commissions, 
should be used instead of subjecting 
the American people to the increased 
threats, the increased costs, and the 
terrible precedent we have just set in 
giving an international terrorist, for 
acts committed overseas against for-
eigners, full constitutional rights. I 
think it is a decision we will regret. 
Many of us may quote the 9/11 Commis-
sion report in its clear findings in high-
lighting the error that was made. 

I yield to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise 
again to urge all of us, Democrats and 
Republicans, to come together and put 
serious deficit reduction proposals on 
the floor for full debate, an open 
amendment process, a constructive de-
bate and votes and action. That is the 
way we can move forward and resolve 
this greatest threat we face as a coun-
try, out-of-control Washington spend-
ing and debt. 

We are making a little bit of progress 
in that regard. After months and 
months of the distinguished majority 
leader putting every other issue under 
the Sun on the floor but spending and 
debt, we finally forced this central 
issue to come and be debated. 

Last week, many of us banded to-
gether, conservatives who were pushing 
for this debate, and said: Enough is 
enough. We should cancel the July 4 re-
cess, we should block it so we stay and 
debate the central issue. That is what 
we did, and we successfully did that. 
Unfortunately, the majority leader 
then proposed that we stay here—yes, 
because we had blocked the recess—but 
did not put the central issue on the 
floor and moved yet another topic. We 
said: No; we are staying to get to this 
debate, this important issue, the great-
est challenge we face right now as a 
country, and we successfully defeated 
his move to another topic. 

Finally, with this little bit of 
progress, we are on the floor at least 
talking about the right issue. But we 
don’t yet have a strong, meaningful, 
underlying proposal to act on. We have 
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. That 
is a good basis for debate, I suppose. 
But, of course, we need more than that. 
We need serious proposals to debate 
and amend and vote on and act on. 
That is the important next step. 

When I made these remarks yester-
day, the distinguished Senator from 
New York, Senator SCHUMER, was in 
the Chamber and suggested that Re-
publicans, including myself, had not 
gotten behind a serious, credible pro-
posal. Specifically, he said: Wait a 
minute. The Ryan budget, which you 
voted for, doesn’t reduce the deficit at 
all. I said at the time that is incorrect, 
but I didn’t have the numbers in front 
of me. In fact, I looked it up, and the 
Ryan budget does significantly reduce 
the deficit from $1.4 trillion this year 
to $391 billion at the end of 10 years. 
That is a major reduction. 

As I said to the Senator from New 
York at the time, my preference even 
ahead of that is the Toomey budget, 
which we produced on the Republican 
side in the Senate. That reduces the 
deficit from $1.4 trillion right now to 
zero over 10 years. It balances the 
budget over 10 years—obviously, major 
progress. 

Again, going back to the Ryan budg-
et, which Senator SCHUMER brought up, 
it contains $6.2 trillion in spending re-
ductions compared to spending in 
President Obama’s budget. It adds 
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total deficits that are $4.4 trillion 
lower than that in the President’s 
budget. It brings total Federal spend-
ing to below 20 percent of the economy. 
The President’s budget is always above 
23 percent in that figure. So it puts us 
on a path to balance. Again, the 
Toomey budget, my first choice, actu-
ally achieves that balance within the 
10-year budget window. 

In contrast to that, I have to say it is 
very unsettling that the distinguished 
majority leader and the majority in 
this Chamber have not even tried to 
meet our mandated budget responsibil-
ities. Section 300 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, which is the Fed-
eral law that controls the budget proc-
ess, says that by April 15 of every year, 
a budget resolution is supposed to be 
passed. We are 83 days and counting 
past that deadline and no serious at-
tempt to even try to meet that legal 
mandate has been made by the major-
ity or by the distinguished majority 
leader. We have had a few budget votes, 
three Republican budget proposals, and 
President Obama’s budget. The Obama 
budget got zero votes on the Senate 
floor. The majority, the majority lead-
er produced no budget proposal. The 
Finance Committee, led by the major-
ity, produced no budget proposal, not 
even trying to meet our responsibility, 
an actual legal mandate under the law. 

Through the Chair, I would ask Sen-
ator SCHUMER: Where is your proposal? 
Where is your attempt? Yes, we have 
put forth specific proposals that dra-
matically cut the deficit. When is the 
majority going to even try? Again, 83 
days and counting this year past that 
deadline. Of course, last year this body, 
under the same leadership, produced no 
budget. So we are 448 days and count-
ing in total under the Budget Act. In 
that time, by the way, our debt has in-
creased $3.2 trillion. 

That is why we need serious pro-
posals on this Senate floor to debate, 
to amend if necessary, to vote on, to 
act on. At least we are to the topic, but 
we need serious proposals before us to 
act on. 

Again, I urge all of my colleagues to 
embrace a three-tier approach, cut and 
cap and balance: passing a budget reso-
lution which we are mandated to do 
that includes immediate meaningful 
real cuts—that is cut; cap, structural 
budget reform to cap spending in every 
major category of the budget to ensure 
we stay on that path to a balanced 
budget; and balance, a requirement in 
the U.S. Constitution that we have a 
balanced Federal budget through the 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. I support that. All Re-
publicans in this body have coauthored 
that. That is the third crucial tier of 
this three-tier approach: cut, cap, and 
balance. 

I hope we get to consideration of 
those and other important proposals. I 
hope we not only have a debate around 
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution, I hope 
we have real meaningful proposals on 
the floor, an open amendment process, 

an open debate and votes and action on 
this most critical issue. I have en-
dorsed specific proposals. I mentioned 
two of them. They dramatically reduce 
the deficit. I have coauthored the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment that enforces discipline, the 
straitjacket we need. I support the cap 
concept for the medium term to get us 
on that path. But we need to act on 
that on the floor in a bipartisan way. I 
urge that as the next necessary step. 

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. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, first I 
thank my good friend and colleague 
from Minnesota, Senator FRANKEN, for 
leading this debate here today, the sub-
ject of course being the potential of de-
fault by the U.S. Government, a sub-
ject many of us thought we would 
never have to discuss. I hope people 
who did not get a chance to see his 
speech—I am sorry, I had hoped to be 
here but we had the final vote on the 
free trade agreements in the Finance 
Committee, but I hope people will look 
at the speech. It is a very erudite, 
thoughtful, and compelling document. 
It is on a subject that deserves that 
kind of attention, which is the danger 
of default. In our entire history we 
have never defaulted on our debt. 
America has always kept its promises. 
But some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are threatening to 
make us the first generation of Ameri-
cans that does not pay its debts, that 
does not keep its promise. Earlier this 
week the President said we should 
reach a deal within 2 weeks in order to 
avoid roiling the financial markets. We 
Democrats are working in good faith. 
We are committed to making sure our 
Nation does not fail in meeting its obli-
gations. My colleagues and I on this 
side of the aisle are working diligently 
to find spending cuts, many of which 
come from programs we strongly be-
lieve help this country, in order to 
come to a final agreement. We are also 
identifying tax loopholes to close. 

But I must ask, what exactly are my 
Republican colleagues doing? They are 
stalling, they are demagoging. They 
walked out on bipartisan budget nego-
tiations and are continuing to insist 
that we cannot raise a single dollar in 
revenue, no matter how wasteful the 
tax breaks or how generous the sub-
sidy. The shocking truth is that our 
Republican colleagues seem to be will-
ing to tank the economy simply to help 
out the very most privileged, who are 
already doing well. 

Let’s face it, middle-class people, 
poor people, depend on government 
programs. But if you are wealthy you 
do not need government spending. You 

don’t need help to send your kid to col-
lege. You don’t need to go to a clinic to 
have your teeth looked at in case they 
are falling apart and you cannot afford 
high-priced, fancy dentists. But if you 
are wealthy, how do you get breaks? 
You look into the Tax Code and lobby 
Congress, whether you are a corpora-
tion or individual, to get those breaks. 
That is how the high-end folks benefit, 
in terms of this government. 

To say all those are off limits is not 
class warfare, it is a simple fact of life. 
It is a fact of life that the well-to-do, 
whether they be corporate or individ-
uals, benefit from tax expenditures, 
whereas middle-class and poorer people 
benefit from spending expenditures. 
Yet our Republican colleagues say one 
whole side is off limits. That is putting 
politics over the economy. 

In fact, these actions seem to indi-
cate they might be deliberately 
tanking, or want to deliberately tank, 
the economy to harm the President’s 
reelection chances. That is a tough 
thought. I shudder to believe it. But 
when you look at the evidence, it leads 
in that direction. 

These are not actions of leaders. 
Forcing the United States into default 
to score political points is playing with 
fire. You risk undermining the future 
credit of the United States and do 
enough damage to the global economy 
that it could cause another financial 
crisis not unlike the one we saw in 2008 
from which we still have not recovered, 
all to score political points, all to help 
those, the one segment of society 
which, God bless them, has done very 
well in the last decade. 

I also want to talk today about a sub-
ject that is often ignored in debates 
over the debt ceiling. These debates 
can seem very abstract and the poten-
tial consequences very remote. That is 
why my colleague from Minnesota de-
cided to lead a debate in this regard. In 
fact, the consequences would affect 
every American who wants to take out 
a mortgage; every parent who needs to 
take out student loans to send their 
kids to college; every American with a 
credit card. It would even affect the 
price of gasoline and the price of food. 
The impact of a default will not just be 
felt on Wall Street or in the mythical 
world of bond markets, but in every 
town, every household in the Nation. 

The consequences will not be short 
lived. The repercussions of a default 
will stay with us for years or even dec-
ades. J.P. Morgan estimates that even 
a technical default, the failure to pay 
interest on our debt for a few days, 
would result in the cost of U.S. treas-
uries increasing by 50 basis points. 

What does that mean to the average 
household? Most households do not 
speak in terms of basis points. Mort-
gage rates are often set at 150 points 
above U.S. Treasury. That means 1.5 
percent above U.S. treasuries. If the 
rate on treasuries goes up 50 basis 
points, it goes up another half percent. 
So the cost of a mortgage for a family 
with a 30-year fixed rate mortgage 
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worth $172,000, just that alone, that lit-
tle few days where the United States 
does not pay its debt, costs $19,000 to 
that family. 

The cost of interest on a credit card 
would also increase. A family carrying 
a modest balance, $3,300, would pay an 
estimated $250 more in interest every 
year. 

In total, a default or even a near de-
fault could end up costing American 
households $10 billion in increased bor-
rowing costs every year. 

The same J.P. Morgan study tells us 
that a 50-percent increase in the cost of 
U.S. treasuries will decrease our GDP 
by 1 percent. Leading economists esti-
mate a 1-percent contraction in the 
GDP would result in 640,000 jobs lost. 
These are jobs we cannot afford to lose. 

In addition, the stock market would 
also go down significantly, costing all 
Americans who are investing for their 
retirement or saving to send a child to 
college. The typical American would 
lose $8,000 to $12,000 in his or her retire-
ment account. 

J.P. Morgan also estimates that the 
value of the dollar would decline 5 per-
cent to 10 percent as a result of a de-
fault. 

There are significant consequences 
for the future of the dollar if this hap-
pens. We should all be asking our-
selves, what happens if the dollar 
ceases to be the global reserve cur-
rency? But even if my colleagues 
across the aisle do not want to consider 
that, they should certainly think about 
the impact of a depreciated dollar on 
their constituents. Higher borrowing 
costs to the government would also in-
crease the deficit, exactly the opposite 
of what we are trying to do. 

So when they cavalierly say ‘‘let’s 
default because we have a huge def-
icit,’’ it is actually an internal con-
tradiction. The defaulting will make 
the deficit worse. According to a J.P. 
Morgan analysis, the deficit would in-
crease by $10 billion a year in the short 
term, $75 billion in the long term. 

The worst part is this: All of these 
costs would be self-inflicted wounds. 
We are fully capable of paying our 
debt, as we always have. But some are 
threatening to intentionally default. 
To borrow a phrase from the Presi-
dent’s economic adviser, Austan 
Goolsbee, ‘‘This would be the first de-
fault in history caused entirely by in-
sanity.’’ 

Let me say this. Every American 
family has debt, just about. Most of us 
have mortgages. Let’s say we have a 
mortgage on our house, we have a 
house and we are living in it. If all of 
a sudden we say to our bank I am not 
going to pay my mortgage unless you 
do A, B, and C—you have already 
signed to pay that mortgage—what 
happens? You are not living up to an 
agreement you made. Your house is 
foreclosed upon and you lose it. 

The analogy is the same here. For 
the U.S. Government to default on pur-
pose would be cutting off our nose to 
spite our face, and hurt the citizens of 
this country. 

I say to my Republican colleague, 
how do you plan to explain this to your 
constituents? Do you think they will 
believe the political games are worth 
the increased costs? I sincerely doubt 
it. I want to say to my Republican col-
leagues, because so many of you have 
trifled with the idea of not paying our 
debts, if, God forbid, it happens—I hope 
it doesn’t, for the good of the country, 
but if it does, you will bear the blame. 
Not a single Democrat I am aware of 
has said we want to default. Many Re-
publicans have said they want to de-
fault. So you do not have to be Albert 
Einstein or a Ph.D. in biophysics to 
know who is risking default, who is tri-
fling with default, and who would cause 
default if, God forbid, we cannot come 
to an agreement. 

Many on our side have said we are 
willing, if it comes to it, to raise the 
debt ceiling if we cannot come to an 
agreement because the consequences 
are so horrible. Not the other side—no. 
They are leveraging the default as a 
means to assert their beliefs, sincerely 
held. That is so wrong. But the good 
news is that the American people, and 
certainly the people who are following 
this issue, realize that. As we get clos-
er and closer to the day of August 2 
they will know who is willing to risk 
default to achieve political goals. They 
will know it is not the people from our 
side of the aisle. They will know it is 
the people from the other side of the 
aisle, and that will make problems 
Newt Gingrich faced in 1995—I believe 
it was when he shut down the govern-
ment—look like child’s play. I would 
urge my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to rethink their position. The 
time has come for a little soul search-
ing on the other side of the aisle. You 
must decide if you are willing to create 
another economic crisis to mollify an 
extreme wing of your party and score 
political points against the President. 
You must decide if you want to go 
down in history as the first generation 
of American leaders to renege on prom-
ises already made by Presidents and 
Congresses, Democratic and Repub-
lican alike. In the coming weeks my 
Republican friends will have to make a 
very serious decision. Are they going 
to get serious about working with us to 
find a bipartisan solution to our debt 
crisis or are they going to put partisan 
politics above the good of the country? 
Are they going to say it has to be our 
way, all the way, 100 percent, no reve-
nues, or we are going to force the coun-
try to default? Or will they put the 
good of the country and compromise 
above narrow, ideological, often fear- 
driven politics? 

In conclusion, I am an optimist. I be-
lieve my colleagues will come around 
and join us in finding a bipartisan way 
forward. I don’t base that on anything 
that has been said. I wish I could. I 
base it on my innate optimism that 
Americans, at the end of the day, are 
practical, problem-solving people, not 
people who look for self-destructive so-
lutions. I ask my colleagues to come 

around, join us in a bipartisan solu-
tion. We are willing to give some. You 
should be willing to give some, but I 
can tell you, my friends, time is run-
ning out. I can only hope, the Amer-
ican people can only hope, you don’t 
wait too long. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I am on 

the floor this afternoon to talk about 
the issue not only of the day, the week, 
the month, the year, it is the issue 
about what to do about the deficit. Ev-
eryone around here knows that if we 
fail to raise the debt ceiling by the Au-
gust 2 deadline, the United States will 
default on its loan payments. Default-
ing could have catastrophic con-
sequences on our economy as we at-
tempt to recover from the worst eco-
nomic recession since the Great De-
pression. Failing to raise the debt limit 
could send our economy into a tailspin 
with unthinkable results for the Amer-
ican people. With the stakes so high, 
we must ask ourselves: How did we get 
into this position? Or as my constitu-
ents back home in Alaska say: How did 
you get into this mess? Over the last 
decade, both sides of the aisle have 
played a role in this irresponsible 
spending that resulted in our current 
fiscal crisis. At the beginning of the 
last decade, we had a budget surplus— 
let me say that again—a budget sur-
plus of $200 billion, with a projected 
surplus of $5 trillion for the next 10 
years. By the time I took office in 2009, 
not only had our budget surplus dis-
appeared, we faced a budget deficit of 
over $1 trillion. 

The creditworthiness of the United 
States is in jeopardy. Some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
oppose raising the debt ceiling, citing 
the need to rein in reckless spending. 
While I support broad deficit reduction 
measures, I strongly disagree with 
those who fail to recognize con-
sequences of failing to raise the debt 
limit and defaulting on our financial 
obligations. Everyone around here 
knows what will happen if we do not. 
For the first time ever the credit-
worthiness of the United States would 
be put in jeopardy. I want to step back 
for a second and remind everyone Con-
gress has enacted measures on the Fed-
eral debt limit 74 times. So they obvi-
ously understand what will happen if 
the American government defaults on 
its payments. The ceiling has been in-
creased by both Democratic and Repub-
lican administrations and Congress. 
George W. Bush’s first term in May of 
2003 would increase the limit by $984 
billion. In fact, Congress raised the 
debt ceiling seven times during his ad-
ministration. The Senate Republicans 
provided the votes to raise the debt 
ceiling in 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2006. To 
keep a good credit rating is something 
the American people understand, and 
they are doing their very best during 
these hard times. I hear this all the 
time when we are back home. 
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While the American people under-

stand that defaulting on our loans 
would only make matters worse, some 
Members of Congress insist on playing 
politics even during this economically 
uncertain time. If the U.S. Government 
defaults on its financial obligations, it 
would be the first time in history our 
credit would be downgraded. Let me re-
peat—never before have we let our 
creditworthiness be called into ques-
tion. The consequences are large and 
somewhat unknown. 

Let me take a little bit from what 
the Senator from New York talked 
about and expand on that, and that is: 
How does it affect the individual, the 
person working hard every day, paying 
their mortgage, driving to work, pump-
ing gas in their car, going on a vaca-
tion, doing everyday things that Amer-
icans do in my State of Alaska, espe-
cially now they are out fishing, enjoy-
ing the summer. The kids are out of 
school, and the State fair is getting 
geared up in another month. What hap-
pens? Well, first off, if we default on 
our loans that are due, our obligations, 
some immediate things will probably 
happen. 

First off, individuals who have credit 
cards will have their rates go up, be-
cause if you read the fine print of those 
great credit card bills we get every 
month, which are very small and very 
detailed, they talk about how the rate 
is structured. The rate is structured 
around what happens in the market. 
Obviously a lot of people today may 
have a good rate, 9 percent, 10 percent, 
but average is around 15 percent, 18 
percent. That interest rate will go up. 
Home mortgage rates—if you have an 
adjustable rate mortgage, it will be ad-
justed up. If you are a small business 
person—as I have been, and am still 
today, my wife—there are many busi-
nesses that borrow on a 1-year, 2-year, 
3-year loan, adjustable rate, maybe 
monthly, maybe it is an inventory loan 
because it is a seasonable business—all 
those rates will go up, assuming you 
can get a loan. When you drive your 
car and pump that gas and fill up your 
tank and you think prices are high 
now, oil commodities are traded in U.S. 
dollars. So the net effect is going to be 
that dollar is going to have less value, 
which means the price of the fuel will 
go up and what you pump into your car 
will increase. 

Mr. President, 75 percent of world 
markets, transactions across this 
world are done in U.S. dollars. If you 
impact the creditworthiness of the 
country, the dollar has less credit be-
hind it, which, of course, costs money, 
which means things we import such as 
fuel to operate our cars, energy to heat 
this building, to turn on these lights, 
go up. It has a real impact to individ-
uals. It is not some global discussion 
here in the halls of Congress. It is not 
about just debt limit and GDP and all 
these other phrases that people kind of 
wonder what it means to them in their 
individual life, but it has a direct im-
pact in their lives. What happens to 

their retirement funds? Their funds are 
invested in maybe U.S. Government se-
curities. Well, they are going to see a 
change, a dramatic change. The Amer-
ican people, Alaskans, are already 
struggling. To add this additional bur-
den because we are unable to sit down 
and work together and solve this prob-
lem in a cohesive, comprehensive way 
is irresponsible. 

To my friends across the aisle, let me 
remind you of what President Reagan 
said in 1983 in a letter to then-Senate 
Majority Leader Howard Baker. He 
said it better than I think any of us 
could say, and this is directly from his 
letter: 

The full consequences of default—or even 
the serious prospect of default—by the 
United States are impossible to predict and 
awesome to contemplate. Denigration of the 
full faith and credit of the United States 
would have substantial effects on the domes-
tic financial markets and on the value of the 
dollar in exchange markets. 

The Nation can ill afford to allow such a 
result. The risk, the costs, the disruptions 
and incalculable damage lead me to but one 
conclusion: the Senate must pass this legis-
lation before Congress adjourns. 

It is amazing I can take a quote such 
as this from history and transplant it 
today and it is the same situation. 

At the same time as we deal with 
this, I feel strongly we must pass a def-
icit reduction measure. I have sup-
ported the deficit commission, the debt 
commission, and their efforts. I didn’t 
agree with it all, but I agreed the $4 
trillion mark should be it. We should 
try to do our best. In order to solve 
this problem, this challenge—and we 
all have our sides where we are kind of 
hunkered down. Every time I go back 
home—and I was back home this last 
weekend for my short 48 hours. I spend 
more time on the plane than staying at 
home at times. But when I get home, 
people say very simply to me, it is a 
combination. We are going to have to 
reduce the spending. I don’t object to 
that. We are going to have to create a 
more fair tax system, which I don’t ob-
ject to. Along with Senator WYDEN and 
Senator COATS, I have introduced tax 
legislation that does that, simplifies 
individual rates, focuses on a growth 
agenda with our tax policy. It gets rid 
of the loopholes, tax havens that peo-
ple take advantage of who pay no taxes 
but enjoy the great bounties of our 
country. 

We also have to invest. We have to 
invest in a growth agenda. That means 
investing in infrastructure, in edu-
cation. Because as you reduce your 
budget, which I don’t disagree with, 
and as we create a more fair, balanced 
tax system, we have to do one of the 
most principled things and that is to 
continue to help grow this economy 
and we have to invest in our infrastruc-
ture, and invest in a variety of things 
that grow our economy. 

This is an opportunity for us to put 
our country on sound financial footing 
by passing a broad deficit reduction 
measure that includes cost savings and 
increased revenues. When it comes to 

protecting America’s economic secu-
rity and improving fiscal responsi-
bility, the time to act is now. 

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

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. PORTMAN. I rise today to talk 

about some of the enormous challenges 
facing our economy, about Washing-
ton’s failure to address those chal-
lenges and a way forward. Today there 
are nearly 23 million Americans look-
ing for full-time jobs. This includes 
people among those 9 percent of Ameri-
cans on the unemployment rolls, but 
also includes a lot of Americans who 
want to work but have given up look-
ing for work or are scraping by on part- 
time jobs when they want a full-time 
job. What makes it more troubling is 
that, among the Americans being 
counted in that 9 percent, the average 
length of time on the unemployment 
rolls is now nearly 10 months. That is 
the longest ever recorded. These folks 
are looking for help, looking to us for 
leadership and looking for us to help 
get the economy back on track by cre-
ating a better environment for job cre-
ation and economic growth. As we have 
heard from the two previous speakers, 
the government faces serious, unprece-
dented budgetary challenges. Wash-
ington is borrowing nearly 40 cents of 
every dollar it spends. It looks as if we 
may have another record deficit this 
year, and we will have the highest debt 
ever. Government spending has gone 
from $25,000 per household to more 
than $31,000 per household in the last 4 
years. The national debt has doubled 
over the 2008 levels—doubled since 2008. 
We have hit this $14.3 trillion debt 
limit, and if we do nothing about it, we 
are going to end up with an economic 
crisis much like Greece is facing today. 

I just listened to the comments of my 
colleague from New York and my 
friend from Alaska, and they are talk-
ing about the fact that interest rates 
might go up unless we vote to extend 
the debt limit. I am talking to a lot of 
economists and thinking about the im-
pact it will have on Ohio if we don’t do 
something about the deficit and debt. 
When we extend the debt limit again, 
interest rates will go up. The value of 
the dollar will continue to go down. In-
flation will go up. 

The point is not that we want to go 
into default—I hope nobody does in 
this Chamber. Despite what my friend 
and colleague from New York said, 
there is no Republican interest in de-
faulting on the debt. No one wants to 
default on the debt. But it is just the 
same as when we have a credit card in 
our families. Once we max out on the 
credit card, before we try to get a high-
er line of credit, we ought to look at 
the underlying problem, otherwise we 
will fall right back into the same fi-
nancial problems. That is what Repub-
licans are saying. 

It is this: If we do not deal with the 
underlying problem, which is this huge 
fiscal imbalance we just talked about— 
a $14.3 trillion debt that has doubled 
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since 2008—then we are going to find 
ourselves with a financial and eco-
nomic problem that will result in a 
spike in interest rates and will result 
in this negative impact on all Ameri-
cans via car loans, mortgages, and stu-
dent loans. 

So this is why it is so critical over 
the next few weeks as we work through 
this; That we deal with not just ex-
tending the debt limit—I guess that is 
a pretty easy thing to do, to just say 
let’s go borrow more; we are already 
borrowing about 40 cents of every dol-
lar—but we have to deal with the un-
derlying problem. 

So what are we doing in the Senate 
to deal with that underlying problem? 
Very little. This week we are debating 
a meaningless sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution. It is what is called a non-
binding resolution. It will not create a 
single job or reform a single part of our 
tax code. It will not save $1 of govern-
ment spending. It does nothing to ad-
dress the debt limit. It is a distraction, 
and that is why earlier today I voted 
against proceeding to it. Serious times 
demand serious work. 

I was pleased when the Senate came 
together to cancel this week’s sched-
uled recess because we should be here. 
We pledged to return to Washington 
and to confront these economic chal-
lenges we talked about and the budget 
problems we face. I supported doing 
that, but this has not been a serious ef-
fort. 

By the way, the Senate has not even 
passed a basic budget for this year. 
There is no budget, which is highly un-
usual. It also never passed a budget 
last year. So instead of talking about 
nonbinding resolutions, we should be 
talking about a budget. We should have 
a budget on the floor. We should be de-
bating it. The other side will have their 
issues, and we will have issues to talk 
about. None of us will necessarily agree 
with one another on the precise provi-
sions of a budget, and that is fine. Let’s 
have the debate and end up with a blue-
print for our spending going forward. 

President Obama talks about getting 
involved and showing true leadership 
but, to be honest, he hasn’t stepped to 
the plate. The best example would be 
his own budget. He is required by law 
to submit one every year. He did sub-
mit a budget. That budget was voted 
on by this Senate. Because we didn’t 
have our own budget, we voted on his 
budget. It was unanimously rejected 97 
to 0 partly because, as Democrats will 
say, a few weeks after he submitted the 
budget, he gave a speech where he said: 
My budget wasn’t really adequate to 
the task. So he rejected his own budg-
et, in a sense, but he offered no alter-
natives, no specifics. 

His own budget, by the way, was so 
unserious that it doubled the debt over 
the next decade, and that is why, 
again, it was voted down by this Sen-
ate. 

What is our budget? What do we be-
lieve in? We should have that debate. 

We need to know what the numbers 
are; and what vision the President has 

for the next 10 years. That is what the 
budget is supposed to do. And, of 
course, we need to know what he will 
do to help grow the economy. In my 
view, getting the budget under control 
is a matter of restraining spending, but 
it is also a matter of growing the econ-
omy. If we don’t grow the economy— 
and that will increase revenues, by 
growing the economy—we will not be 
able to get out of this deep fiscal hole 
we are in with record deficits, record 
debt, and, again, an increasing nega-
tive impact on our economy. 

The lack of a true debate is not from 
a lack of ideas, by the way. Senate Re-
publicans have developed a common-
sense jobs plan, much of which I think 
should be and can be bipartisan. It in-
cludes a lot of commonsense ideas. One 
is to reform the Tax Code. Senator 
BEGICH from Alaska talked about that 
earlier. That is to make sure that our 
Tax Code works better for our econ-
omy; that it is simpler, that it encour-
ages investment and job creation. 
Economists across the board would 
agree that our current code is ineffi-
cient. We should do that as a body. 
That will help develop the economy 
and jobs and economic activity which 
will increase revenue. 

We need to rein in regulations. When 
I am home talking to small businesses, 
the first thing they talk to me about is 
the latest Federal regulation. A new 
one out today from the Environmental 
Protection Agency which is affecting 
my home State of Ohio is going to cost 
jobs at a time when we need jobs des-
perately. These are very specific pro-
posals. Maybe they are not proposals 
everyone can agree to. What are the 
other side’s proposals? Let’s debate 
this issue. Let’s pass legislation that 
forces a cost-benefit analysis of regula-
tions. Let’s be sure the regulators are 
using the least burdensome and least 
costly alternatives. 

These are commonsense ideas: cre-
ating a competitive workforce to make 
sure we are competitive for the 21st 
century. This is incredibly important. 
Expanding exports to create more jobs. 
On energy, being sure we have the abil-
ity to get away from our dangerous de-
pendence on foreign oil by developing 
more resources right here in this coun-
try. These are all commonsense pro-
posals we should work on because they 
relate to the very issue we should be 
talking about this week, which is how 
to deal with our budget imbalance. 

The proposal, by the way, also caps 
government spending. It says we need 
to have a balance between revenues 
and expenditures, which is only com-
mon sense because until we get the fis-
cal house in order it is going to be very 
difficult to get our economy moving. It 
is like a wet blanket over the economy 
creating uncertainty and unpredict-
ability. 

On the budget, let’s be clear. The 
long-term problem is from soaring 
spending, not falling revenues. This is 
from the Congressional Budget Office. 
It is a nonpartisan group. Their job is 

to give us the data to tell us what is 
going to happen with spending and 
with revenues. This is what they tell 
us. 

Even if we keep current tax rates for 
everybody—in other words, don’t get 
rid of the so-called Bush tax cuts—rev-
enues are still expected to rebound 
above the historical average of 18 per-
cent of the economy. If, in fact, the 
Bush tax cuts do not get extended, 
which is current law—right now they 
are expected to end at the end of next 
year—those tax revenues will be well 
above the historic average. Instead of 
18 percent, they get up over the next 
several years to about 20 percent. Over 
the last 50 years, it has been about 18 
percent. The deficit is rising not be-
cause of lack of revenue but because 
spending is now at 24.5 to 25 percent of 
our economy as compared to its histor-
ical level over the last 50 years of 20.3 
percent of the economy. 

What is going to happen? Well, CBO 
has it right there. It is projected to rise 
on the spending side to 26 percent of 
the economy over the next several 
years; then 30, then 40, then 50 percent 
of the economy on spending alone. We 
talked earlier about the fact that we 
have gone from $25,000 per household 
government spending to $31,000 per 
household in the last 4 years alone. 
That spending is projected to grow and 
grow. If we don’t deal with that spend-
ing we will never be able to get the 
budget in balance. That is the top 
issue. Again, we have to face this be-
fore we extend the debt limit again. If 
we don’t, there will be major economic 
problems. 

Look at what Standard & Poor’s and 
Moody’s and Fitch—the so-called credit 
agencies—are telling us. They are say-
ing: Yes, default would be a terrible 
thing. Let’s not default. But they are 
also saying: If we don’t deal with the 
fiscal imbalance, if we don’t deal with 
the record deficits and debts, there will 
be major and negative impacts on the 
economy, and they will be in a position 
where they may downgrade our debt, 
which means higher interest rates. 

Having tax rates chase spending is 
not the solution. It will not balance 
the budget. Moreover, it will not spur 
this sputtering economy to grow and to 
create the jobs we talk about today. It 
will not work to get us back to work. 
In fact, virtually all economic theories 
agree that tax increases harm eco-
nomic growth. When we tax something, 
people do less of it. That is why we tax 
smoking. So if we want economic 
growth, the last thing we should do is 
to raise taxes on working, raise taxes 
on savings, raise taxes on investment. 
These are not the ways to get the econ-
omy moving again. Instead, we should 
be unleashing American entrepreneurs, 
not putting more taxes on them. 

Some suggest we must choose be-
tween creating jobs and reining in gov-
ernment. My view is that the opposite 
is true. Reining in government can 
help create jobs. The less the govern-
ment spends, the more money remains 
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in the private sector for families and 
entrepreneurs to spend. The less the 
government borrows, the more savings 
are available for businesses to borrow 
in order to expand, as well as for fami-
lies to borrow for a new home, a new 
car, or a student loan. Think about it. 
The government borrowing all this 
money is like a big sponge soaking up 
our savings. Today, we are borrowing, 
again, more than 40 cents of every dol-
lar the government spends. That is 
harming the economy. Reducing the 
deficit also reduces the risk of a debt- 
induced financial crisis that might oth-
erwise dwarf what we have seen hap-
pening in Greece today. 

But don’t take my word for it. Lots 
of economists have looked at this. 
There is a great study out there that I 
encourage people to look at. It is done 
by the economists Ken Rogoff and Car-
man Reinhart. Rogoff and Reinhart do 
something very simple. They go around 
the world and look at different econo-
mies and determine what happens when 
their debt gets too big for their econ-
omy. Their view is that when the debt 
gets to 90 percent of the size of a na-
tion’s economy, it has a substantial 
negative impact on the economic 
growth and jobs in that country. 

Their data suggests that when the 
debt gets to 90 percent of the economy, 
there is a 1-percent reduction in eco-
nomic growth rates. So instead of our 
economy growing at 1.8 percent in the 
first quarter, it should have grown at 
2.8 percent. What does that mean? That 
1-percent growth would otherwise 
mean 1 million jobs. 

So if we didn’t have this huge debt— 
and right now it is about 93 percent of 
our economy; it will be at 100 percent 
of the economy this year—then we 
would have more jobs. If we look at 
what Rogoff and Reinhart have said, it 
means we would have about 1 million 
more jobs in this country. Could we use 
those jobs? Yes. We need them des-
perately. 

So there is a connection between this 
overspending—and this huge gap we 
have between revenues and spending— 
and our ability to get this economy 
back on track. 

Over 25 years, by the way, annual 
growth rates 1 percent lower would 
leave the economy nearly one-fourth 
smaller than it would otherwise be. 
Think about that: a 25-percent reduc-
tion in the size of the economy as a re-
sult of this debt. 

In order to create jobs and growth, 
we have to balance the budget, and we 
have to reduce that debt that is now 
over 90 percent of our economy. There 
are two ways to reduce the debt’s share 
of the economy: One is to make the 
debt smaller, and the other is to make 
the economy larger. We know raising 
taxes will shrink the economy. Instead, 
we have to keep tax rates low to create 
jobs and expand the economy, and we 
have to reform the Tax Code so it 
works better. 

Again, economists across the spec-
trum will tell us we can have a better 

economy if we have a more sensible 
Tax Code. We must also responsibly re-
duce government spending, of course, 
to rein in the debt. Low tax rates and 
spending restraint will bring prosperity 
and alleviate this immoral avalanche 
of debt that we are otherwise leaving 
in the laps of our children and grand-
children. 

I understand some of my colleagues 
have their own approaches to this—to 
jobs, to the economy, to the budget 
deficit. That is fine. Let’s have the de-
bate. There are numerous proposals in 
Congress to reduce spending, balance 
the budget, and reform entitlements. 
Instead of voting on political non-
binding resolutions as we have done 
this week in the Senate, let’s have that 
debate. We have too many important 
issues. Let’s stop fiddling while Rome 
burns. 

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

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as we dis-

cuss the need to bring down the deficit, 
we should acknowledge a few basics. 
First is cannot achieve the deficit re-
duction we need with spending cuts to 
nondefense discretionary programs 
alone. They simply aren’t large enough 
to make the difference we need, and 
the damage we would do to American 
families from drastic cuts in those pro-
grams is simply too great. 

Second is that in light of those facts 
and in the interest of basic fairness, a 
balanced solution to deficit spending 
must include revenues as well as spend-
ing cuts. If we ask college students re-
lying on Federal aid, workers in need 
of Federal job training, seniors in need 
of health care to sacrifice in the name 
of deficit reduction, so, too, should 
those who benefit from loopholes and 
handouts in the Tax Code, including 
loopholes that often benefit only high-
ly profitable corporations, one of those 
huge loopholes that benefits corpora-
tions that dole out large stock option 
pay to their executives. 

Current law provides an unwarranted 
tax subsidy to executive stock option 
compensation thereby increasing the 
tax burden on working families and in-
creasing our deficit. According to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, closing 
this loophole would reduce the deficit 
by about $25 billion. 

Today, under tax rules for reporting 
stock options, corporations report 
stock option expenses on their books 
when those stock options are granted 
but use another method to claim a dif-
ferent and a typically much higher ex-
pense on their tax returns when the 
stock options are exercised. The result 
is, corporations can claim larger tax 
deductions for options on their tax re-
turns than the actual expense they 
show on their books for those same op-
tions. 

Stock options are the only type of 
compensation where the Tax Code al-
lows a corporation to deduct more than 
the expense shown on their books. For 
all other types of compensation—cash, 

stock, bonuses, and others—the tax re-
turn deduction equals the book ex-
pense. In fact, if corporations deducted 
on their tax returns more than their 
books showed as compensation, it 
could constitute tax fraud. The sole ex-
ception to that rule is stock options. It 
is an exception we can no longer afford. 

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations, which I chair, held a 
hearing in June of 2007, when we exam-
ined the stock option tax gap in detail 
at nine companies. We found that those 
nine companies claimed tax deductions 
that were a combined $1 billion greater 
than the expenses shown on their 
books. Let me repeat, just nine compa-
nies, $1 billion in excess tax deduc-
tions. 

We were shocked by that finding, and 
we asked the IRS to calculate the 
stock option tax gap for the country as 
a whole. Using actual data from tax re-
turns, the IRS found that for the first 
full year in which data was available, 
U.S. companies claimed an excess of $61 
billion in stock option tax deductions 
compared to their book expenses. Since 
then, IRS data shows that the stock 
option tax gap has persisted for 5 
years. They looked at 2005 to 2009, 
which was the latest year for which 
data was available, with the size of the 
excess tax deductions varying from $11 
billion to $52 billion per year. These ex-
cessive deductions mean billions of dol-
lars in reduced taxes for corporations 
wealthy enough to provide substantial 
stock option compensation to their al-
ready well-paid executives and all at 
the expense of ordinary taxpayers and 
an increase in the deficit. 

It is a tax loophole that is fueling ex-
cessive executive pay, increasing the 
pay gap between millionaires and the 
middle class, and enabling profitable 
corporations to avoid paying their fair 
share to reduce the deficit. 

I will soon be reintroducing the same 
legislation I have introduced in past 
years to end this misalignment of the 
Tax Code. 

The bill would cure the problem sim-
ply by requiring the corporate stock 
option tax deduction to equal the stock 
option expense shown on the corporate 
books. It would not affect the taxes 
paid by individuals who receive the 
stock options. It would not affect so- 
called incentive stock options which 
receive favored tax treatment under 
section 422 of the Tax Code and are 
often used by startup companies. 

In addition, the bill would make 
stock options pay subject to the same 
$1 million cap on corporate tax deduc-
tions that applies to other forms of ex-
ecutive pay. Congress established that 
$1 million cap so that taxpayers would 
not have to subsidize enormous pay-
checks for executives. But the cap 
can’t end that tax subsidy without in-
cluding stock options. Even if included 
under the cap, stock options could still 
be awarded in excess of $1 million, but 
not at the expense of ordinary tax-
payers. 
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I do not know of any Senator who 

does not want to reduce the budget def-
icit. I do not know of any Senator who 
believes it is wise to subsidize execu-
tive paychecks at the expense of work-
ing families. But as it now stands, the 
excessive corporate tax deduction for 
stock option pay widens the deficit 
while increasing the tax burden on or-
dinary taxpayers. By closing this tax 
gap, by ending the illogical treatment 
of corporate stock options in current 
law, we can reduce the budget deficit 
and bring much-needed fairness to the 
Tax Code. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to proceed as in 
morning business for 8 minutes. 

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

AHMED WARSAME 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the De-

partment of Justice announced earlier 
this week that Ahmed Abdulkadir 
Warsame, an accused member of the 
terrorist group Al-Shabaab, has been 
indicted on charges of providing mate-
rial support to Al-Shabaab and al- 
Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, con-
spiring to teach and demonstrate the 
making of explosives, possessing fire-
arms and explosives in furtherance of 
crimes of violence, and other violations 
of Federal law. He will be tried for 
these offenses in Federal court in New 
York. 

Warsame is a Somali national who 
was captured in the gulf region in late 
April and taken to a U.S. Navy vessel 
for detention and interrogation. The 
Department of Defense has stated that 
the interrogation was conducted by an 
interagency team comprised of U.S. 
military personnel, with assistance 
from the High-Value Detainee Interro-
gation Group. After the completion of 
this interrogation and a hiatus of sev-
eral days, Warsame was turned over to 
a team of FBI officials for law enforce-
ment questioning, and in that he 
waived his Miranda rights and contin-
ued to talk. 

This case appears to be an example of 
our national security and law enforce-
ment teams working together in the 
manner we would hope they would to-
ward the twin objectives of collecting 
critical intelligence information and 
ensuring a successful criminal prosecu-
tion of the detainee. 

Published reports indicate that 
Warsame was captured by American 
military forces on a boat in inter-
national waters between Yemen and 
Somalia after the United States ac-
quired intelligence indicating that a 
significant terrorist figure was on 
board the vessel. Under these cir-
cumstances, it was appropriate for the 
military to detain and interrogate 
Warsame to obtain actionable intel-
ligence. The United States is currently 
engaged in military operations pursu-
ant to the 2001 Authorization for Use of 
Military Force. As the Supreme Court 
held 7 years ago in the case of Hamdi v. 
Rumsfeld, the capture and detention of 
both lawful and unlawful combatants is 

a ‘‘fundamental and accepted . . . inci-
dent to war.’’ I understand these inter-
rogations were conducted in a manner 
fully consistent with the interrogation 
techniques authorized under the Army 
Field Manual on interrogations. 

Once our national security team de-
termined that the collection of action-
able intelligence had been completed, a 
separate decision was made, on the 
basis of the specific facts of this case, 
as to the best forum in which to pros-
ecute Warsame for his alleged crimes. 

The indictment sets forth evidence 
that Warsame violated a number of 
Federal statutes, including sections of 
the Criminal Code prohibiting traf-
ficking in explosives, use of dangerous 
weapons, acts of international ter-
rorism, providing material support to 
foreign terrorist organizations, and re-
ceiving military-type training from 
foreign terrorist organizations—mak-
ing him a candidate for prosecution in 
a Federal court with jurisdiction over 
such violations. 

Warsame also appears to have en-
gaged in acts of terrorism and material 
support to terrorism, both of which are 
crimes under the Military Commis-
sions Act, if they are committed ‘‘in 
the context of and associated with hos-
tilities’’ against the United States. 
What has not been resolved is whether 
Warsame meets the jurisdictional 
threshold in the Military Commissions 
Act of having acted in the context of 
hostilities against the United States 
and having engaged in or materially 
supported such hostilities. 

The administration’s national secu-
rity team unanimously agreed that 
prosecution in Federal court was the 
better option and the one most likely 
to lead to a conviction under the facts 
of this case. Our Federal prosecutors 
and Federal courts have a proven track 
record in prosecuting terrorists. Two 
years ago, the Justice Department in-
formed us that there were 208 inmates 
in Federal prisons who had been sen-
tenced for crimes related to inter-
national terrorism and an additional 
139 inmates who had been sentenced for 
crimes related to domestic terrorism. 
By contrast, prosecution of the 
Warsame case before a military com-
mission would have raised a difficult 
jurisdictional issue that could have re-
sulted in dismissal or even acquittal. 

Critics of the decision to try 
Warsame in Federal court apparently 
would prefer that he be tried before a 
military commission, even though he 
might be less likely to be convicted 
there due to the jurisdictional issue. I 
disagree with that position. In my 
view, the most appropriate forum for 
trial should be determined, as it was 
here, on the basis of the nature of the 
offense, the nature of the evidence, and 
the likelihood of successful prosecu-
tion. The executive branch officials 
who made the determination in this 
case are in a much better position to 
weigh those factors and make that 
judgment than is the Congress. 

By the way, the approach taken by 
the administration in this case is con-

sistent with the bipartisan detainee 
provisions included in the National De-
fense Authorization Act, as reported by 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
last month. 

Those provisions would authorize 
military detention for enemy belliger-
ents captured in the course of hos-
tilities authorized by the 2001 Author-
ization for Use of Military Force. That 
authority appropriately encompasses 
the detention of an individual like 
Warsame, who is suspected of partici-
pation in such hostilities, until such 
time as the military has been able to 
interrogate the detainee and make an 
appropriate status determination. 
While we may not have enough evi-
dence to prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt that Warsame participated in 
hostilities against the United States, 
we undoubtedly had sufficient evidence 
to hold him for the time required to in-
terrogate him and obtain the intel-
ligence that our military needs. 

The provisions in the Senate Armed 
Services Committee-reported bill 
would also expressly authorize the 
transfer of such a detainee ‘‘for trial by 
an alternative court or competent tri-
bunal having lawful jurisdiction.’’ In-
deed, an amendment to delete this au-
thority was defeated in committee by a 
bipartisan vote of 7 to 19. We decided, 
in other words, to leave it up to execu-
tive branch officials to determine on a 
case-by-case basis, as they did here, the 
most appropriate forum for prosecu-
tion, whether it be a Federal court or a 
military commission. 

By contrast, the House version of the 
defense authorization bill includes a 
provision that would expressly prohibit 
the trial in Federal court of any al-
leged foreign terrorist who might be 
subject to trial by a military commis-
sion—even if he is arrested inside the 
United States. This provision may well 
be unconstitutional, given that article 
III of the U.S. Constitution expressly 
states that: 

The judicial power shall extend to all 
Cases, in Law and Equity, arising under this 
Constitution, the Laws of the United States, 
and Treaties made, or which shall be made, 
under their Authority. 

Under the plain language of this pro-
vision, Congress would appear to lack 
the authority to exclude the prosecu-
tion of violations of the laws of the 
United States in the Federal courts. 

The effort to direct all terrorist cases 
to military commissions could also be 
highly counterproductive, providing ju-
risdictional arguments that defendants 
could use to seek the dismissal of 
charges against them. If the House lan-
guage were adopted, a case in Federal 
court on a terrorism charge would be 
at risk of being dismissed on the 
grounds that it could only have been 
brought before a military commission, 
while at the same time, because of the 
limited jurisdiction of military com-
missions, the military commission 
might not have jurisdiction either. In 
such a case, it would be impossible to 
prosecute an alleged terrorist in any 
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forum. The critics of the Department 
of Justice decision should end their ef-
fort to score political points here. The 
stakes are too high, and if the critics 
get their way, we might not be able to 
try some terrorists at all—anywhere. 

Some may contend that holding al-
leged terrorists in the United States 
for trial could needlessly subject Amer-
icans to retaliatory attacks by ter-
rorist organizations. There is no basis 
for that argument. We have tried hun-
dreds of alleged terrorists in our Fed-
eral courts over the last decade. We are 
currently holding many more—includ-
ing the Christmas Day bomber, who is 
being held in my hometown of Detroit. 
So far as I know, none of these cases 
have led to retaliatory attacks by ter-
rorist organizations. In any event, we 
know that al-Qaida and its allies are 
already seeking avenues to attack us 
on American soil and would do so if 
they could. Moving the location of a 
trial to Guantanamo or some other for-
eign location is unlikely to deter such 
an attack. 

Last month, ADM William 
McRaven—the President’s nominee to 
be commander of U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command—testified before our 
Armed Services Committee that a sus-
pected enemy belligerent detained out-
side the war zones in Afghanistan and 
Iraq would likely be put on a naval ves-
sel until ‘‘we can prosecute that indi-
vidual in a U.S. court or we can return 
him to a third party country.’’ Admiral 
McRaven made it clear later in his tes-
timony that such an individual could 
also be transferred for trial by a mili-
tary commission. In other words, we 
have a choice. We should preserve that 
choice. 

In summary, the Warsame case dem-
onstrates that we do have the capacity 
to detain and interrogate suspected 
terrorists in military custody for the 
purpose of obtaining actionable intel-
ligence, and then to transfer them to 
an appropriate forum for trial—wheth-
er it be a Federal court or a military 
commission. This case demonstrates 
that we do not have to sacrifice action-
able intelligence for law enforcement 
purposes, and that we do not have to 
sacrifice criminal prosecution in order 
to collect intelligence information. 
And it demonstrates that we can pur-
sue both of these objectives without 
being pushed to what Admiral 
McRaven described as the ‘‘unenviable 
option’’ of having to release the de-
tainee. 

The only ‘‘unenviable’’ outcome is 
the one that the critics of the Depart-
ment of Justice decision would lead us 
to—prohibiting the criminal trial of 
suspected foreign terrorists in Federal 
court and requiring them to be tried by 
military commissions, even in cases 
like the Warsame case, where a juris-
dictional problem might lead a mili-
tary commission to dismiss the case. 

The action of the administration in 
the Warsame case is sound. The pros-
ecutorial discretion they exercised as 
to the best forum for the trial should 

be preserved and should not be inter-
fered with by the Congress. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BINGAMAN). The Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise, 
along with my fellow colleagues, to 
again address the need to reduce our 
deficit and our debt. The United States 
is the strongest country in the world— 
in the history of the world—but that 
will not be the case for long if we do 
not solve our deficit and our debt cri-
sis. It is vital we solve it now for our 
generation, but it is vital we solve it 
for future generations as well. 

The wealth, the economic activity of 
this country, is created by the private 
sector, by hard-working men and 
women, not by the government. The 
government creates the forum, the en-
vironment, if you will, that fosters or 
allows economic activity. But the key 
is, the government should not just 
allow economic activity, the govern-
ment needs to create an environment 
that truly empowers, that promotes 
economic activity, that encourages pri-
vate investment, that encourages en-
trepreneurship, business expansion and 
job growth, innovation—the very en-
trepreneurial activity that has built 
this country. That is the success of 
America, that is the strength of our 
country, that is how America has be-
come the greatest economic power-
house in the history of the world. That 
is why our people enjoy the highest 
standard of living. 

But our current administration be-
lieves more government is the answer— 
more spending, more regulation, and 
more taxes. It is not the answer. That 
is the problem, and it is making the 
situation worse. 

Let’s go through just some of the 
economic statistics. 

Today, we have 13.9 million—almost 
14 million—people unemployed. The 
unemployment rate is over 9 percent. 
Gas prices, since the current adminis-
tration took office, are up to more 
than $3.50 a gallon. That is almost a 
100-percent increase in the cost of gaso-
line. Our Federal debt is closing in on 
$14.5 trillion. For every man, woman, 
and child in this country, that is al-
most $50,000 for every single person. We 
have 45 million people on food stamps 
today. Health insurance. In spite of the 
health insurance legislation, health in-
surance premiums are rising, and home 
values are going down. 

Clearly, we need to get our economy 
going. We need to get people back to 
work. We need that economic growth 
and dynamism that has been the hall-
mark of this country. 

Clearly, we need to reduce our deficit 
and our debt. The reality is, we can do 
it. We absolutely can do it, and we 
have done it before. But we need to 
begin with a comprehensive plan to re-
duce the deficit and the debt. Any 
agreement to raise the debt ceiling 
needs to include a comprehensive 
agreement to reduce the deficit and the 
debt. 

By a comprehensive agreement, I 
mean something that includes a bal-
anced budget amendment, reduction in 
spending, and living within our means 
on an ongoing basis. It means reform-
ing entitlement programs to save them 
from bankruptcy, not only to protect 
our seniors today but to make sure 
those programs are solvent and there 
for future generations. 

All these things and more can go into 
a comprehensive plan. But we need a 
comprehensive plan to reduce the def-
icit, to reduce the debt as part of the 
debt ceiling issue we need to deal with 
now—not put off but deal with now. 

If we think about it, a balanced budg-
et amendment makes sense. Forty-nine 
of the fifty States—49 out of 50 
States—have either a constitutional or 
a statutory requirement that they bal-
ance their budget—not just this year 
but every year. States balance their 
budgets. Cities balance their budgets. 
Businesses balance their budgets. Fam-
ilies balance their budgets, live within 
their means. Our Federal Government 
needs to do the same. Our Federal Gov-
ernment needs that fiscal responsi-
bility, needs that fiscal discipline. 

Also, if we think about it, a balanced 
budget amendment gets everybody in-
volved. It gets everybody involved in 
Congress. It takes a two-thirds major-
ity in both the Senate and the House to 
pass a balanced budget amendment. 
Then what happens? It goes out to the 
States. It goes out to the 50 States, and 
three-fourths of the States must ratify 
that balanced budget amendment in 
order for it to be approved. So we not 
only have everybody at the Federal 
level working to live within our means 
and balance the budget, but we get all 
the States involved as well. 

This is a challenging problem—no 
question about it—getting on top of 
these deficits and our long-term debt 
not only now but for the future as well. 
So let’s have everyone involved. A bal-
anced budget amendment will do just 
that. 

Of course, at the same time, we have 
to reduce our spending both now and 
make sure we continue to live within 
our means going forward. The statis-
tics are very clear. The statistics right 
now show that this year the Federal 
Government will take in about $2.2 
trillion in revenue. 

So our revenue is about $2.2 trillion, 
but our expenses are $3.7 trillion. That 
is about a $1.5 trillion deficit. This 
year, actually, it will be larger than 
that number. So you can see that is 
why our Federal debt now is closing in 
on $14.5 trillion. We are borrowing 40 
cents of every dollar we spend—40 cents 
of every dollar we spend—and every 
single day our debt goes up $4 billion. 
That is simply unsustainable. 

That is why any vote to increase the 
debt ceiling must include a comprehen-
sive plan to reduce our deficit and our 
debt. No question, we need to control 
spending, but as we do that, at the 
same time, in order to truly solve the 
problem, we have to create, as I said at 
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the outset, a government environment 
that not only encourages government 
investment but empowers private in-
vestment across our Nation. 

This next chart shows some of the 
challenges—barriers, if you will—to 
doing that. We need legal, tax, and reg-
ulatory certainty to encourage private 
investment. A probusiness, progrowth, 
projobs environment is one that cre-
ates legal, tax, and regulatory cer-
tainty to not only encourage but em-
power private investment. 

One of the ways we do this is by re-
ducing the regulatory burden. We have 
an incredible regulatory burden at the 
Federal level. We need to find ways to 
reduce that. That is what this chart 
shows. 

Earlier this year, President Obama 
issued an Executive order that pro-
poses to review regulations that may 
be outmoded, ineffective, insufficient, 
or excessively burdensome, and also to 
modify, streamline, or even repeal 
them. Just a week ago, he said again: 

What I have done—and this is unprece-
dented—is I have said to each agency, look 
at the regulations that are already on the 
books, and if they don’t make sense, let’s get 
rid of them. 

That is what he said. I absolutely 
agree with that. Yet, over the past 2 
years, the administration has issued 
502 proposed or enacted regulations and 
is on pace this year to exceed $100 bil-
lion in total regulatory cost burdens to 
industry. That is a huge regulatory 
burden. 

This chart shows the cost of major 
new regulations in billions of dollars 
over the last 30 years. As you can see, 
when the cost of regulation is low, the 
economy is strong, and when the cost 
of regulation is high, as it is now, the 
economy is weak; more important, job 
growth is weak. Look at 2010. In 2010, 
you see the highest regulatory burden, 
in adjusted dollars, in the last 30 years. 
How did our economy do in 2010? 

Senator ROBERTS, my colleague from 
Kansas, myself, and others have taken 
the President up on his pledge to re-
view these regulations. We have intro-
duced the Regulatory Responsibility 
For Our Economy Act, a measure that 
would give teeth to the President’s di-
rective. Regulators will have to show 
the benefits of a new rule and show 
that the benefits outweigh its cost. 
They will have to show that it imposes 
the least burden on society and that it 
maximizes economic benefits. That is 
an approach which would not only en-
courage but truly empower private in-
vestment. 

Let me give you another example of 
what I am talking about with the regu-
latory burden—again, trying to create 
that legal and tax certainty that stim-
ulates the private investment we need 
to get this economy going, not more 
government spending. We are spending 
way beyond our means. What I mean is, 
more private investment that gets this 
economy going, gets people back to 
work, and generates revenue, which 
will help us, over time, reduce our 
debt. 

When we talk about onerous regula-
tions, a key area of the economy that 
is incredibly overburdened and where 
we see a prevention of investment be-
cause of the regulatory burden is the 
energy industry. 

My next chart illustrates the long 
reach of the EPA and how it is side-
lining and dampening job growth in the 
energy sector. It shows a long, complex 
obstacle course, if you will, of expen-
sive standards and procedures and reg-
ulations that are not only being imple-
mented now but will go on for the fore-
seeable future. 

How would you like to be an energy 
company looking at investing and put-
ting hundreds of millions, billions of 
dollars into new plants and invest-
ments, whether it is producing oil and 
gas, whether it is biofuels or biomass— 
you name it—how would you like to 
make those investments on behalf of 
your shareholders and have some idea 
what rate of return you are going to be 
able to get and what rules of the road 
you are going to have to follow? 

This is just a small sampling of the 
regulations that are now coming into 
being and will continue to come into 
place for the foreseeable future. At a 
time of high oil prices, unrest in the 
Middle East, and sluggish economic 
growth, we are not only failing to pro-
vide Americans with affordable energy 
for their homes and vehicles, but we 
are actually discouraging the very in-
vestment that will make it happen, and 
this is just one small example. 

To remedy that, we need new legisla-
tion. I know the occupant of the chair 
and others are working on a lot of new 
legislation that will streamline regula-
tions and encourage investment. 

I will give just a couple of examples. 
One of them I am working on with Sen-
ator JOE MANCHIN from West Virginia. 
He introduced it, and it is called the 
EPA Fair Play Act. It would prohibit 
rescinding properly approved 404 per-
mits. When EPA approves a 404 permit 
for mining, it says you can’t arbi-
trarily withdraw that permit. So a 
company that has invested millions or 
billions of dollars can’t find itself high 
and dry after it has already gotten the 
proper permit. 

Another example of legislation that 
we have introduced that would make a 
difference is Defending America’s Af-
fordable Energy and Jobs Act. The pri-
mary sponsor of that is Senator JOHN 
BARRASSO of Wyoming. This legislation 
ensures that Congress makes the call 
on regulating greenhouse gases, not 
the EPA through regulatory fiat. 

Another example is the Gas Accessi-
bility and Stabilization Act, which I 
am pleased to cosponsor with Senator 
ROY BLUNT of Missouri and others, 
which will simplify the complex rules 
and regulations that govern refining 
and distribution of fuel throughout the 
United States. 

There are many other examples I 
could give as well. 

The point is, with 14 million Ameri-
cans out of work, we can no longer 

delay. It is not just regulations, it is 
legal, tax, and regulatory certainty 
that will empower investment by en-
trepreneurs and companies all over this 
great Nation. 

We don’t just have to talk about reg-
ulations. Let’s talk about trade for a 
minute. Right now, we have three 
trade agreements pending: the United 
States-South Korea Free Trade Agree-
ment, the free-trade agreement with 
Panama, and another one with Colom-
bia. These agreements have been pend-
ing since 2007. The benefit of these 
agreements, for example, is that they 
would generate more than $13 billion a 
year in economic activity for this 
country and create up to 250,000 Amer-
ican jobs. If we fail to act, we will lose 
on the order of 380,000 jobs to the Euro-
pean Union and Canada, which have al-
ready approved their trade agreements. 
Why aren’t we dealing with those trade 
agreements now, when we have 14 mil-
lion people out of work, when we have 
an economy we need to get going, and 
when we have huge deficits and debt, 
increasing at the rate of $4 billion a 
day? 

Well, the deadline on the debt limit 
is fast approaching. The time to act is 
now. The simple truth is this: We can-
not continue to spend more, tax more, 
and regulate more. It is time to control 
our spending and create an environ-
ment that unleashes the entrepre-
neurial power and spirit of the Amer-
ican people. We can do it. In fact, we 
have done it before. We just need the 
will to act for ourselves today and for 
the benefit of future generations. 

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

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, let me 

begin by referring to the front page of 
today’s Washington Post. The headline 
is ‘‘Obama: Social Security on table. 
Cuts offered in debt talks.’’ 

Mr. President, I hope very much that 
headline is wrong because, in fact, So-
cial Security, which is perhaps the 
most successful Federal program in the 
history of our country, has not contrib-
uted one penny to our deficit or our na-
tional debt. The idea of lumping Social 
Security and cuts in Social Security 
into a discussion about our deficit and 
our national debt is absolutely wrong 
and unfair to the tens of millions of 
seniors and people with disabilities 
who benefit from that program. 

As you know and as the American 
people know, Social Security is inde-
pendently funded through the payroll 
tax. Every worker and every employer 
contributes into that fund. Social Se-
curity, today, has a $2.6 trillion surplus 
that is projected, in fact, to grow to 
over $4 trillion by 2023. 

We, of course, need a vigorous debate 
about how we deal with the deficit cri-
sis and our national debt, but Social 
Security, independently funded, with a 
$2.6 trillion surplus, having not con-
tributed one nickel to the national 
debt, should not be part of that debate. 

I understand there are many people 
in the Senate—many of my Republican 
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colleagues—who do not like Social Se-
curity, who do not believe in Social Se-
curity because, essentially, they do not 
believe the government should be in-
volved in retirement insurance for sen-
iors or people with disabilities. I re-
spect their point of view. I very strong-
ly disagree with it. 

The real problem they have is that 
Social Security is enormously popular. 
Poll after poll shows that the Amer-
ican people do not want to see Social 
Security cut, they do not want to see 
the retirement age raised, and they 
most certainly do not want to see So-
cial Security privatized because, in 
fact, Social Security has succeeded. It 
has accomplished the goals of those 
people who founded that program in 
the 1930s. In the 1930s, about half of 
America’s senior citizens lived in pov-
erty. Today, that number, while it is 
too high, is down to 10 percent. More 
important, given the incredible insta-
bility in the economy we have seen for 
decades—especially in the last few 
years—where millions of people have 
lost some or all of the retirement sav-
ings they had invested in Wall Street, 
over the last 75 years, not one Amer-
ican has lost one dime he or she was 
entitled to in terms of Social Security 
benefits. That is a pretty good record— 
every American, getting every penny 
that was owed to him or her for 75 
years. It is a program that has worked. 
It is a program that is working today. 
It is a program that can pay out every 
benefit owed to every eligible Amer-
ican for the next 25 years. It is a pro-
gram that should not be cut. 

But more to the point, in terms of 
President Obama, one of the problems 
we have as a nation is that it is no 
great secret that many of our people 
are losing faith in government, for a 
whole lot of reasons. But certainly one 
of the reasons is that politicians say 
one thing and they do something else. 
They campaign on a certain promise, 
they give a speech, everybody ap-
plauds, and 2 years later: Well, I guess 
I have to change my mind; I can’t quite 
do this. 

Let’s be clear: When President 
Obama ran for the Presidency in 2008, 
he was a strong advocate of Social Se-
curity. He made it very clear to the 
American people he was not going to 
cut benefits. Let me quote from a 
speech the President gave—he was 
then-Senator Barack Obama—on Sep-
tember 6, 2008. This is what he said: 

John McCain’s campaign has suggested 
that the best answer for the growing pres-
sures on Social Security might be to cut 
cost-of-living adjustments or raise the re-
tirement age. Let me be clear: I will not do 
either. 

‘‘I will not do either.’’ Today’s Wash-
ington Post: Obama: Social Security on 
table. Cuts offered in debt talks. 

Mr. President, on April 16, 2008, can-
didate Obama said: 

The alternatives, like raising the retire-
ment age, or cutting benefits, or raising the 
payroll tax on everybody, including people 
making less than $97,000 a year—— 

And that is now up to $106,000 a 
year—— 
those are not good policy options. 

On November 11, 2007, candidate 
Obama said: 

I believe that cutting [Social Security] 
benefits is not the right answer; and that 
raising the retirement age is not the best op-
tion. 

The American people expect the 
President of the United States to keep 
his word. 

Now, again, I am not privileged to 
the discussions that may be going on 
right this moment in the White House 
about some grand national debt nego-
tiations. All I can tell you—and it may 
be accurate, it may not; the media has 
been wrong once or twice in history—is 
that according to today’s Washington 
Post, the President is considering low-
ering cost-of-living adjustments for So-
cial Security recipients, even though, 
by the way, Social Security recipients 
have not received a COLA in the last 2 
years. 

So let’s be clear: Today, despite sig-
nificant inflation on health care costs 
and prescription drugs, the fact that 
seniors have not received a COLA in 2 
years, the fact veterans have not re-
ceived a COLA in 2 years, apparently, 
the President, in negotiating with Re-
publicans, is considering lowering 
COLAs in the future. 

It is important to understand what 
that means. According to the Strength-
en Social Security Campaign, which is 
a coalition of senior groups who are 
working hard to protect Social Secu-
rity, changing the way Social Security 
cost-of-living adjustments are cal-
culated—as the President may be con-
sidering—and again, I do not want to 
make a definitive statement. All I am 
doing is telling you what is on the 
Washington Post’s front page today. Is 
it true? I can’t say. But if it is true, 
this would cost senior citizens hun-
dreds of dollars a year in lower bene-
fits. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that the adoption of the so- 
called ‘‘Chained CPI’’—and this is a dif-
ferent formulation. I happen to believe, 
and I have introduced legislation to 
this effect, the current COLAs for sen-
iors are not accurate and are too low 
because they do not, in a realistic way, 
measure what seniors are purchasing, 
which, to a significant degree has to do 
with health care and prescription 
drugs. When you are old, you are not 
primarily buying laptop computers or 
big television sets. You are often 
spending a lot of your money on health 
care, prescription drugs, and those 
costs are going up. So I think today’s 
COLA is too low and it does not reflect 
the real purchasing needs of seniors. 

According to the CBO, if in fact the 
government adopted the so-called 
‘‘Chained-CPI’’—which is a different 
formulation that is even lower than 
the current inadequate formulation— 
annual COLAs under this proposal 
would cut benefits by $112 billion over 
10 years. 

Here is the important point for indi-
viduals. The Social Security Adminis-
tration Chief Actuary estimates the ef-
fects of this change would be that bene-
ficiaries who retire at the age of 65 and 
receive average benefits would get $560 
less a year at age 75 than they would 
under current law and get $1,000 less a 
year at age 85. 

People are living longer. Many of our 
people, God bless them, reach 75, even 
reach 85. To say to somebody when 
they reach 85, and they don’t have a 
whole lot of money, that as a result of 
these cuts they will get $1,000 a year 
less is totally, to my mind, unaccept-
able and not something that should be 
supported by the President or by any 
Member of the Senate. 

The American people, despite what 
many of my Republican friends are 
saying, are pretty clear on some basic 
issues regarding how we address the se-
rious problem of our national debt and 
our deficit. What the American people 
say in poll after poll after poll—and 
they say it to me on the streets in Bur-
lington, VT, or any other place in 
Vermont that I go—is that we must 
have shared sacrifice; that at a time 
when poverty is increasing in this 
country, when we have the highest rate 
of childhood poverty in the industri-
alized world, when millions of workers 
are working longer hours for lower 
wages, when unemployment is sky 
high, when seniors have not received a 
COLA in 2 years, when young people 
are finding it hard to get any jobs at 
all, it is immoral and bad economics to 
do deficit reduction on the backs of 
those people—of working families, of 
children, of the elderly, of the sick, of 
the poor. 

Overwhelmingly, the American peo-
ple say that is wrong, especially at a 
time when the wealthiest people have 
never had it so good and when cor-
porate profits are soaring. 

Mr. President, you may have seen an 
article on the front page of the New 
York Times a few days ago. Last year 
CEOs of major corporations have seen a 
23-percent increase in their compensa-
tion packages—23 percent. We are in 
the midst of a horrendous recession, 
where real wages for American workers 
are going down, but CEOs are doing 
great, Wall Street is doing great, cor-
porate profits are soaring, and we have 
dozens of corporations that make huge 
profits and don’t pay a nickel in taxes. 

We have a military budget that is 
three times higher than it was in 1997. 
So the vast majority of the people 
say—and they say it in polls all over 
the place—we need to go forward with 
shared sacrifice. Not as the Repub-
licans suggest—cutting programs for 
the most vulnerable people in this 
country, throwing millions of kids off 
Medicaid, ending Medicare as we know 
it now, and making it impossible for 
working class families to send their 
kids to college. That is not what the 
American people are saying. 

A recent survey by Public Policy 
Polling in swing States asked the ques-
tions. When voters in Ohio—this is just 
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the other day this came out—were 
asked this spring if they would support 
or oppose cutting spending of Social 
Security to reduce the national debt, 
only 16 percent favored that approach 
compared to 80 percent who were op-
posed, with similar, identical results, 
or very close results in States such as 
Missouri, Montana, and Minnesota. 
That was just out in the papers yester-
day. Meanwhile, strong majorities, in-
cluding Republicans, favor increased 
revenue from the wealthiest Americans 
and most profitable corporations being 
a part of any deficit reduction package. 

So let me conclude by saying that I 
hope very much President Obama does 
not reach any agreement with the Re-
publicans which includes cuts in Social 
Security. Social Security has not con-
tributed one nickel to our national 
debt. It is a successful program and 
widely supported by the American peo-
ple who are benefiting from it every 
single day. More to the point, Presi-
dent Obama, when he campaigned for 
office, made it clear when he told the 
American people if he was elected 
President he would not be cutting So-
cial Security, and the American people 
expect him to keep his word. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yesterday 
I spoke about the matter of tax expend-
itures, and I would like to expand on 
that topic today. They are becoming a 
critical issue in negotiations over the 
debt ceiling. 

First, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that I be permitted to 
finish my remarks. 

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, Demo-
crats say they want to eliminate tax 
expenditures. They refer to them as 
loopholes or spending through the Tax 
Code. This might be a good political ar-
gument, but it bears little relationship 
to the understanding of tax expendi-
tures and tax law or tax policy. 

Yesterday, I outlined a general defi-
nition of tax expenditures. They are 
most definitely not spending through 
the Tax Code, as President Obama so 
creatively put it, and they are most 
definitely not, by and large, loopholes. 
Rather, they were intentionally in-
cluded in the Tax Code by Congress in 
order to realize certain policy goals. 

Tax expenditures are an opportunity 
for families and businesses to keep 
more of their income. Unfortunately, 
rather than have a serious conversa-
tion about tax expenditures and tax 
policy, President Obama and his liberal 
allies are intent on setting new ground 
for juvenile public discourse. 

Faced with a $14.3 trillion debt—and 
going up every day—Social Security 
and Medicare Programs that are set for 
bankruptcy—ruining America’s sen-
iors—and a legitimate fiscal crisis that 
poses a clear and present danger to the 
Nation’s security and the security of 

America’s families and businesses, 
President Obama is again talking 
about shared sacrifice. Well, I like the 
term. The only thing is, I would prefer 
to have shared prosperity because all 
we are going to get out of this adminis-
tration is shared sacrifice, which 
means everybody is going to suffer. I 
would like to have shared prosperity 
where everybody is lifted. 

The first time we really started hear-
ing about this concept of shared sac-
rifice was in the debate over 
ObamaCare. For those who are unfa-
miliar with Washington-speak, this is 
what the President meant by shared 
sacrifice: I am going to raise taxes on 
families and businesses by over $1⁄2 tril-
lion, and I am going to do it by shaking 
down businesses. 

He made them an offer they couldn’t 
refuse: Pay up now or pay up more 
later. So when we started hearing 
again about shared sacrifice, we knew 
what was coming: more proposals for 
tax increases. But I have to say I re-
main shocked at how ham-fisted most 
of these proposals are. They are noth-
ing but a series of bad talking points 
that can be used for the President’s re-
election campaign. These talking 
points were tired by the end of the 1936 
Presidential election. 

I would not be surprised to see Presi-
dent Obama dust off Franklin Roo-
sevelt’s speeches and start railing 
against economic royalists by the end 
of the debt limit negotiations. 

Sadly, the Senate’s leadership has 
followed suit. After making a big to-do 
about keeping the Senate in session to 
address the fiscal crisis, we are spend-
ing this week debating a nonbinding 
resolution demanding higher taxes on 
millionaires. Really? The Democrats’ 
solution to $14.3 trillion in debt is to 
attack corporate jets. Seriously? Three 
billion dollars over ten years. The last 
time they did that, they wound up with 
their tails between their legs in 1990, 
and in 1993 had to reverse the whole 
thing because it cost thousands of jobs. 

I never underestimate liberals’ lack 
of respect for the intelligence of the 
American people, but this is a new low. 
Do they think that ordinary Americans 
are so consumed with class hatred that 
they will respond like Pavlovian dogs 
to the criticism of corporate jets, and 
forget that it was programmatic lib-
eralism, not bonus depreciation of cor-
porate jets or tax benefits to energy 
companies, that got us into this debt 
crisis? 

This is how the left perceives Repub-
licans. They want to score some cheap 
points against Republicans by going 
after corporate jets, as though all Re-
publicans love corporate jets. I would 
venture to say that an awful lot of cor-
porate jets are owned by very wealthy 
Democrats. What are we going to get 
next week, a tax on monocles and top 
hats? Maybe we will spend next week 
debating a nonbinding resolution on 
the need to tax madras blazers for the 
good of the country. 

Unfortunately, not all of the Demo-
cratic proposals are a laughing matter. 

They have been down this road in the 
past pushing tax increases on luxury 
items such as yachts. Today, the press 
ridiculed Republicans for ‘‘defending 
the yachting class.’’ There is no yacht-
ing class in this country, unless you 
count the Democratic party of Mar-
tha’s Vineyard. 

But there is a class of people who 
build yachts. This is what happened to 
those people the last time the Demo-
crats engaged in class warfare of this 
kind. In the 1990 budget deal, a new 
luxury excise tax was created applying 
to yachts, aircraft, jewelry, and furs, 
first applying to the 1991 year. The 
similarities are eerie. 

Faced with soaring deficits, Demo-
crats insisted that revenues be part of 
the equation. And how did this work 
out? The tax was repealed in 1993 be-
cause, as the Democratic-controlled 
Senate Finance Committee report, as 
reported by the Budget Committee, ex-
plains: 

During the recent recession, the boat, air-
craft, jewelry, and fur industries have suf-
fered job losses and increased unemploy-
ment. The Committee believes that it is ap-
propriate to eliminate the burden these 
taxes impose on the interest of fostering eco-
nomic recovery in those and related indus-
tries. 

Republicans are not defending the 
yachting class. They are defending the 
people whose jobs will be lost to Demo-
cratic class warfare. 

Of course, the left cannot contain 
themselves to these targeted tax in-
creases. Today we read in the paper 
that the President is eager to reform 
Social Security. Yet it appears he is 
only willing to do so if we let the 2001 
and 2003 tax cuts expire, tax cuts which 
only last December the President ac-
knowledged were necessary compo-
nents of our economic recovery. 

I would not be surprised to see the 
old Democratic hobby horse, an in-
crease in the Social Security tax max, 
make an appearance in the Democrats’ 
list of demands. 

These are nonstarters, and everyone 
understands why. These broad-based 
tax increases would be a weight around 
our economic recovery. 

But the issue of tax expenditures 
continues to cause confusion and must 
be addressed. Those who advocate lim-
iting or eliminating these tax expendi-
tures suggest that they are spending 
and loopholes that benefit wealthy in-
dividuals. 

Yesterday, I offered a grown-up defi-
nition of what a tax expenditure is. 
Today, I wish to highlight what are in 
fact the top tax expenditures. What we 
will find is that the tax expenditures 
that would generate the largest 
amount of revenue are also those that 
are available to the middle class, ena-
bling them to give to their churches 
and synagogues, and to save for a 
home, for college, and for retirement. 
To get at meaningful deficit reduction, 
Democrats would have to eliminate 
these expenditures. Is that what they 
want to do? That might be a good ques-
tion at the President’s next press con-
ference. Maybe someone could give him 
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a copy of this chart right here, and ask 
which of these tax expenditures he is 
willing to eliminate in the interest of 
deficit reduction: 

No. 1, exclusion for employer-pro-
vided health care. Is he going to get rid 
of that? That is 13 percent of all tax ex-
penditures. 

How about home mortgage interest 
deductions? Is he going to get rid of 
that? That is 9 percent. 

How about preferential rates for divi-
dends and capital gains? That is 8 per-
cent. 

Exclusion of Medicare benefits. Are 
they going to do away with that? That 
is 7 percent. 

Net exclusion of defined benefit pen-
sion contributions and earnings. Are 
they going to attack our pensions? 
That is 6 percent. 

And earned income tax credit. My 
gosh, that is 5 percent. 

Deduction for State and local taxes, 
except real property. That is 5 percent. 

No. 8, net exclusion of defined con-
tribution/earnings. That is 4 percent. 

How about No. 9, exclusion of capital 
gains at death? That is 4 percent. 

And how about No. 10, deductions for 
charitable contributions? That is 4 per-
cent. 

I venture to say hardly any American 
is going to want to do away with all of 
those in the interest of getting more 
revenue so the Democrats can spend it 
back here. 

Look at that chart. It is a list of the 
top 10 tax expenditures. Maybe some-
one can give him a copy of this chart 
and ask which of these tax expendi-
tures he is willing to eliminate in the 
interest of deficit reduction. I encour-
age all my friends to look at this chart. 
It is a list of the top 10 tax expendi-
tures. 

With the rhetoric coming out of the 
White House, you might be surprised to 
learn that tax benefits for yachts and 
corporate jets are not in the top two. 
Not only do they not make the top 10, 
they don’t even come close. 

If you take the so-called savings that 
would come from the corporate jet tax 
approach of the President, it would 
take us 3,000 years to even reach the 
approximately $800 billion stimulus 
package. In the context of the Presi-
dent’s trillion-dollar deficits, they are 
statistical noise. 

So what are the big tax expenditures? 
No. 1 is an issue from the ObamaCare 

debate. It is the exclusion for em-
ployer-provided health insurance. The 
exclusion of employer-provided health 
insurance from income is the single 
largest tax expenditure, representing 13 
percent of tax expenditures. 

Yesterday a Member of the other 
side’s leadership pointed out that the 
largest tax expenditure is one for cor-
porations. Boy, is he wrong. Here is 
what he said: 

The biggest single deduction is the employ-
er’s exclusion for health care premiums. So 
employers are able to exclude from income 
the amount of money they spend for health 
insurance for their employees. That’s the 
biggest. 

Well, that is an incorrect description 
of the law that they are arguing. Em-
ployers always have been allowed, and 
should be allowed, a deduction for the 
cost of benefits they provide to their 
employees. Employee compensation, 
including the provision of health insur-
ance to one’s employees, is a cost of 
doing business and thus properly de-
ductible by the employer so as to accu-
rately measure the income, or profit, of 
the employer. That has never been con-
sidered a tax expenditure. The exclu-
sion at issue, which is a tax expendi-
ture, refers to the employee’s tax 
treatment, not the employer’s tax 
treatment. That is, most compensation 
that an employee receives from his em-
ployer is includable as taxable income. 
One of the few exceptions to that gen-
eral rule is that employees do not in-
clude in taxable income the value of 
employer-provided health insurance. 

Coming in at No. 2 is the home mort-
gage interest deduction. This expendi-
ture alone accounts for 9 percent of all 
tax expenditures. 

The third largest? There we have the 
lower rate on capital gains and divi-
dends. Do away with this expenditure, 
and the rate on capital gains and divi-
dends will almost triple in about 18 
months. Capital gains and dividends 
represent about 8 percent of all tax ex-
penditures. 

What is No. 4? Here we have an 
untaxed piece of Medicare benefits. 
Imagine that. I wonder how many folks 
on the other side realize this or even if 
the President does. When my friends on 
the other side categorically talk about 
cutting back tax expenditures as the 
yellow brick road to deficit reduction, 
I wonder if they know that hiding be-
hind the curtain is an increase in the 
aftertax cost of Medicare. 

Do my friends on the other side real-
ize this? A few months ago, a liberal 
group ran an ad showing my friend, the 
chairman of the House Budget Com-
mittee, PAUL RYAN, pushing an old 
woman in a wheelchair over a cliff. His 
crime? Recommending policy changes 
that would prevent the inevitable 
bankruptcy of Medicare. 

I am not going to hold my breath 
waiting for this same group to pull the 
fire alarm, because the Democrats’ 
talk of eliminating tax expenditures 
might result in seniors getting hit with 
higher taxes on Medicare benefits. But 
this is what the President and the 
Democrats are talking about. If they 
are serious about using tax expendi-
tures to reduce the deficit, these are 
the things that will have to be on the 
table. These are the big expenditures. 
This expenditure is real. You can look 
it up in the handy tax expenditure pub-
lication from the nonpartisan Joint 
Committee on Taxation. It is signifi-
cant, representing 7 percent of all tax 
expenditures, to the exclusion of Medi-
care benefits. 

At No. 5 is the pre-tax treatment for 
defined benefit pension plan contribu-
tions and the inside buildup on the ac-
counts. This is a tax benefit that re-

duces the cost for those workers who 
make the decision to save for retire-
ment. This represents 6 percent of all 
tax expenditures. 

What is No. 6? It is the refundable 
earned income tax credit, the EITC. 
When folks describe tax expenditures 
as spending through the Tax Code, this 
is one that could properly be labeled 
that way. Under congressional budget 
rules, this one, for the most part, 
scores as spending. That is not the case 
with the other tax expenditures on this 
list. Refundable tax credits score as 
spending because the government cuts 
a check to the taxpayer. With the 
other tax benefits on this list, the tax-
payer is receiving a portion of the 
money back in the form of reduced 
taxes. There are some serious tax hikes 
there. This tax expenditure accounts 
for 5 percent of tax expenditures. 

No. 7 is the deduction for State and 
local taxes. My friends on the other 
side need to be particularly careful 
with this one. So far, they would hit 
seniors, families who have health in-
surance through their employers, peo-
ple with mortgages, and anyone who 
owns stocks and bonds. But with this, 
many Democrats risk alienating every 
last taxpayer in their States. Remov-
ing this deduction is going to hit high- 
tax States hard. If you are from a so- 
called blue State, it is likely that con-
stituents are already heavily burdened 
with State and local taxes. Take away 
this and you will, in effect, drive up the 
marginal rate of your constituents who 
take their deduction by as much as 35 
percent. 

I am convinced that many of the in-
roads Democrats made between 2006 
and 2008 were due to carefully crafted 
Trojan horse campaigns. Skillful 
operatives ran Democratic campaigns 
promising moderate tax and spending 
policies that would be respectful of 
families and businesses. But once that 
Trojan horse got inside the Capitol, 
and former Speaker PELOSI and Presi-
dent Obama took charge, frustrated 
liberals spilled out and started taxing 
anything that could move to pay for 
the largest expansion of government 
since Lyndon Johnson was in office. 

Removing the deduction for State 
and local taxes might be the final act 
that restores purple America to its tra-
ditional red hue. At 5 percent of all tax 
expenditures, this would represent a 
massive tax increase, this net exclu-
sion of defined benefit pension con-
tribution. And that is No. 7, after State 
and local taxes, except for real prop-
erty. 

What is No. 8? This is the pre-tax 
treatment for the contributions work-
ers make to their defined contribution 
plans and the inside buildup on the ac-
counts. Many of us know of these re-
tirement plans as 401(k) plans. At 4 per-
cent of tax expenditures, this is a sig-
nificant incentive to families to save 
for retirement. 

No. 9 is a bit more obscure but no less 
critical for families. It is the tax ex-
penditure for the step up in basis at 
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death. We all know the saying that 
nothing is as certain as death and 
taxes. Well, if this tax expenditure 
were eliminated, this step up in basis 
at death, this saying would take on an 
even darker meaning. Death could now 
be taxed twice. First, the decedent’s es-
tate might get hit with the death tax. 
Then the decedent’s heirs would be 
taxed again on the gain embedded in 
any inherited asset should they decide 
to sell. This accounts for 4 percent of 
tax expenditures. 

We close with No. 10, the tax expendi-
ture and probably the most important 
one to my constituents in Utah. It is 
the tax benefit for donations to char-
ities other than education and health 
care institutions. 

When you make your weekly or year-
ly donation to your church, you can 
now deduct it for tax purposes. This 
charitable deduction represents 4 per-
cent of all tax expenditures. The folks 
in my State all pay tithing—almost all 
of them. That is 10 percent of their 
gross income. I do it every year. I have 
to tell you, you would hit a lot of very 
charitable people and a lot of churches 
with the loss of that one, No. 10. Yet 
that is the smallest of the whole 10. 

As the chart shows, these widespread 
everyday tax policies account for al-
most two-thirds of tax expenditures. 
We are not talking about yachts or cor-
porate jets. 

Now, I have already suggested it, but 
rolling back many of these expendi-
tures would have an immediate adverse 
impact on American families and tax-
payers. 

It would also undercut longstanding 
Federal policies promoting saving, 
home ownership, and charitable giving. 

Let’s turn first to retirement secu-
rity. 

About half of Americans save for re-
tirement. The overwhelming bipartisan 
consensus is that this number is way 
too low. Ideally, all American workers 
would be saving for retirement. 

More savings means less financial 
stress on Social Security and Medicare. 
Most importantly, it means retirees 
can enjoy their retirement if they can 
rely on a nest egg. That is why there 
has been a bipartisan desire to 
incentivize retirement savings through 
worker participation in retirement 
plans. 

A time-honored method has been to 
offer a tax benefit up front in the case 
of the traditional defined benefit plan, 
traditional defined contribution, or 
traditional IRA. The benefit remains 
untaxed during the individual’s work-
ing years. It is only taxed when re-
ceived in retirement. By contrast, Roth 
pension plans and IRAs provide a tax 
benefit on the back end, when a worker 
retires and begins drawing on the ac-
count. 

Former Finance Committee Chair-
man William Roth captured the policy 
rationale best by noting the deliberate 
tax policy bias toward savings. Chair-
man Roth used to make the point with 
a rhetorical question. He would ask: 
‘‘Is there any bad saving?’’ 

Of course, the answer is no. 
One thing we know for sure. Curtail 

or eliminate the tax expenditure for re-
tirement savings and the after-tax cost 
of savings will rise. Savers will react. 
It is true that some will continue to 
save. But it is also true they will have 
less to save if they choose to do so. For 
middle income taxpayers, it will prob-
ably mean lower savings rates. 

Is that a good policy to put in place? 
Consider this: According to the Joint 

Committee on Taxation, for 2009 over 
half of households paid no income tax. 
Forty-nine percent of Americans shoul-
dered 100 percent of the income tax 
burden. 

The half shouldering the income tax 
burden are also, generally speaking, 
the part of the population making 
sound personal decisions like saving for 
retirement. That behavior is good in 
both a micro and macro sense. In the 
micro sense workers are sacrificing 
current consumption for security and a 
better standard of living in the future. 
In a macro sense, the collective behav-
ior of these citizens stabilizes our 
aging society. 

To encourage this kind of sacrifice, 
our tax policy provides a tangible tax 
benefit. Take away that tax benefit 
and, as with raising taxes on anything 
else, you will get less of the behavior. 
Take away the tax benefit, and you 
will get less saving for retirement. 
Does that make any sense? 

In order to avoid restraining the 
rapid growth in government spending, 
our friends on the other side would 
have us send the wrong policy signal to 
the half of our population that saves. 
They would add to the burden of those 
who are already shouldering the entire 
burden of funding the Federal Govern-
ment. At the same time, by discour-
aging saving and personal responsi-
bility we would further unleash the ap-
petite of those who want us to spend 
more. 

Take another look at the chart. Add 
up the tax expenditures from defined 
benefit plans and defined contribution 
plans. They account for 10 percent of 
tax expenditures. Over 5 years, the rev-
enue from these expenditures amounts 
to almost $700 billion. On a per-year av-
erage basis, it is $140 billion. That is an 
annual policy shift of $140 billion in in-
centives for private savings to $140 bil-
lion in incentives for growing govern-
ment spending. 

Do we want a society where more 
saving is encouraged? Or do we want a 
society where dependency and more 
government spending are encouraged? 

Do we want to look more like Swit-
zerland or do we want to look like 
Greece? 

The answer to this question is clear 
to the citizens of this country. 

Unfortunately, not all of their rep-
resentatives seem to have thought 
through the implications of going after 
tax expenditures. 

To get at this from another angle, I 
would like to discuss the impact on 
taxpayers of cutting back some of 

these tax expenditures that come in 
the form of itemized deductions. 

I am going to examine the effects of 
cutting back these itemized deductions 
by applying President Obama’s budget 
proposal to cap itemized deductions at 
28 percent. 

It is clear that some in the White 
House are pushing this 28 percent cap 
hard in the negotiations over the debt 
limit. 

As noted before, itemized deductions 
generally are considered tax expendi-
tures. But itemized deductions impact 
a number of basic, longstanding fea-
tures of American life. Itemized deduc-
tions include the home mortgage inter-
est deduction, the charitable contribu-
tion deduction, and the State and local 
tax deduction. The President is pro-
posing to chisel away at these itemized 
deductions, and we should carefully re-
flect on what that would mean. 

President Obama has proposed re-
peatedly ‘‘to limit the tax rate at 
which high-income taxpayers can take 
itemized deductions to 28 percent.’’ It 
appears that this proposal is designed 
to lessen the benefit to higher income 
taxpayers of itemized deductions. The 
Joint Committee on Taxation says 
that this provision would mean the 
Federal Government would collect an 
additional $293 billion in taxes over 10 
years. 

True to form, this is just another 
version of the same soak-the-rich play 
that the left has been running for dec-
ades. From their perspective, it is un-
fair that higher income individuals get 
a more valuable tax benefit than lower 
income individuals? But this perspec-
tive mischaracterizes a critical issue. 
The 35 percent bracket was established 
by Congress with an understanding 
that itemized deductions would allow a 
significant tax benefit. Had Congress 
known that higher income taxpayers 
would be disallowed some of their 
itemized deductions—as the President 
now proposes—undoubtedly Congress 
would have set that bracket at lower 
than 35 percent. 

So, taking away some of the benefit 
of itemized deductions for higher in-
come taxpayers, while leaving the 
high-income tax rates at their current 
levels, upsets the balance struck by 
prior Congresses. Obviously, Congress 
is allowed to do this, but let’s not pre-
tend that these expenditures are loop-
holes or oversights by prior Congresses. 
The President and the Senate’s Demo-
cratic leadership are free to do this if 
they choose, but they should at least 
come clean about what they are doing. 
They are significantly raising taxes on 
the people who are already shouldering 
the lion’s share of the Federal income 
tax burden—98 percent of them, as a 
matter of fact. 

Even aside from the staggering char-
acter of this tax increase—one that 
would clearly violate President 
Obama’s campaign pledge not to raise 
taxes on middle class Americans the 
macroeconomic impact of this cap is 
negative at best. 
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President Obama’s 28 percent cap 

would reduce the benefit from the 
home mortgage interest deduction. For 
5 years now, our Nation has been expe-
riencing a bursting of the real estate 
bubble. Current headlines indicate that 
this trend will continue for a time. 
Limiting the value of the home mort-
gage interest deduction would apply 
additional downward pressure on home 
prices—not only for high end homes, 
but for all homes. By repeatedly pro-
posing to limit the benefit of the home 
mortgage interest deduction, is it the 
President’s intent to further depress 
housing prices, or is this mere collat-
eral damage from his desire to raise 
taxes. 

But the damage from this cap does 
not stop at the housing market. Presi-
dent Obama’s 28 percent cap would also 
reduce the benefit from the charitable 
contribution deduction. This would al-
most surely reduce the amount of con-
tributions people would make to 
churches, synagogues, temples, soup 
kitchens, shelters, universities, and 
museums. Is that the President’s inten-
tion? Does the President know that 
these revenues might never materialize 
because the elimination of this deduc-
tion will step up pressure for direct 
government assistance for the poor, for 
students, and for the arts? 

Finally, this cap would reduce the 
benefit of the State and local tax de-
duction. I touched on this point earlier. 
High-tax States are able to soften the 
blow of their high taxes by pointing 
out to their citizens the Federal de-
ductibility of such taxes. So, my col-
leagues from high-tax States might 
want to talk to their governors about 
the impact the President’s proposed 
cap would have on State and local pub-
lic finance. 

I want to be clear about something. 
Our Tax Code is a colossal, awful mess. 
And tax expenditures must be a part of 
any conversation about tax reform. 
But I want to emphasize that the con-
versation about tax expenditures 
should happen in a conversation about 
broad based tax reform—reform that 
flattens the code while lowering rates. 

The conversation about tax expendi-
tures should be a sober one in the con-
text of a meaningful discussion about 
tax policy. Unfortunately, the Presi-
dent has chosen instead to target tax 
expenditures willy nilly with little re-
gard for the policy implications of 
these tax hikes. 

Make no mistake, whatever the 
President wants to call it—reducing 
spending through the Tax Code, closing 
loopholes, or making people pay their 
fair share—these are tax increases 
plain and simple. And they are tax in-
creases on the middle class. 

There has been some criticism in re-
cent days about Republicans for their 
commitment to a pledge many of them 
took against any net tax increase. 

I have to admit I am at a loss here. 
Conservative Republicans, convinced 

that taxes are already high enough, 
promise their taxpaying citizens that 

they will never support a net tax in-
crease. 

They gave their constituents their 
word, and are sticking to it. 

Meanwhile, President Obama, who 
promised not to raise taxes on the mid-
dle class when running for office, vows 
to break this promise at every oppor-
tunity. 

And yet it is the conservative Repub-
licans who are somehow lacking integ-
rity? Hardly. 

I don’t care how many blows I take 
from sophisticated Washingtonians and 
professional leftists for sticking by my 
pledge to the people of Utah. I will re-
sist any effort by the President to in-
clude tax increases as part of the deal 
to increase the debt ceiling. I will do so 
for a number of reasons. First, our Tax 
Code needs a fundamental overhaul. It 
is a complicated mess that is lacking 
in fundamental fairness. Yet the Presi-
dent’s proposal to reduce tax expendi-
tures for deficit reduction, is a pro-
posal to maintain a tax code that 
grows more burdensome by the day. 
The President’s proposal essentially 
robs the government of the revenues 
that it might use later to flatten the 
Tax Code and lower rates. 

More importantly, I oppose the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax hikes as a matter 
of principle. Flattening the tax base 
without any offsetting rate reduction 
is a tax increase. 

My friend, the ranking member on 
the Senate Budget Committee, Senator 
SESSIONS captured the point well in an 
interview the other day. I will quote 
Senator SESSIONS: 

We have to be honest and recognize that if 
you are going to eliminate systematically a 
host of deductions and keep the money or 
spend it for new programs, then you’ve 
raised taxes. . . . It just is unless we’ve 
changed the English language. 

The campaign against tax expendi-
tures is a campaign for a tax increase. 

It is a tax increase that could send 
the wrong signal to those Americans 
who sacrifice current consumption and 
save for retirement. It could raise the 
bar for those Americans who want to 
experience the American dream of 
home ownership. It would mean the 
residents of high tax States would face 
even higher State and local taxes. And 
it could mean a cutback back in the 
volume of charitable giving. 

This is shared sacrifice that the Na-
tion cannot afford. 

I prefer shared prosperity by cutting 
taxes and giving the small businesses 
and businesses the opportunity to use 
that money to hire people and get peo-
ple working and get more people pay-
ing taxes. I think it is abysmal that 
the bottom 51 percent do not pay in-
come taxes, and 23 million of them get 
refundable tax credits from the govern-
ment that are far more than the pay-
roll taxes they might have to pay, 
which are Social Security payments. 

I listened to my colleague from 
Vermont saying we cannot do anything 
on Social Security, we cannot do this, 
cannot do that, the poor people are 

going to be hurt. Where are they going 
to be when Social Security is bank-
rupt? Where are they going to be when 
Medicare and Medicaid are bankrupt? 
The way we are going, that is where 
they are going to be. 

We cannot keep spending like this, 
and we have to quit playing the phony 
game with tax expenditures. 

All I can say is we have to get with 
it around here and we have to start 
working together as Democrats and 
Republicans in the best interests of the 
American people, and that is reforming 
this awful Tax Code, getting taxes 
down for everybody, and taking care of 
the poor but also expecting everybody 
to have some skin in the game—except 
the really poor—and help our country 
pull out of the mess we are in. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 

consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. 

f 

SECOND OPINION 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor, as I have week after 
week since the health care bill was 
signed into law, with a doctor’s second 
opinion about the health care law be-
cause the President repeatedly made 
promises to the American people as the 
health care bill was being debated and 
even after the health care law was 
signed. He promised to improve, not 
hurt, the quality of medical care in 
this country. 

We now know the President’s health 
care law actually makes the problem of 
health care in this country worse. In 
fact, since this bill was signed into law, 
we have learned that it makes the cost 
of health care worse. We know it 
makes the American’s ability to get 
health care worse and the ability of in-
dividuals to keep the care they like—it 
makes their ability to keep that care 
worse. 

Today, I would like to first talk 
about the cost of care. 

President Obama promised American 
families they would see their health in-
surance premiums go down because of 
the health care law, and he actually 
told them they would go down by over 
$2,000 per family. Well, now we know 
that is not the case. In fact, Americans 
have seen their premiums increase 19 
percent since the time the President 
signed his health care bill into law. 

I was looking at the front page of the 
Sheridan Press, Sheridan, WY, yester-
day. Headline, front page: 
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Health care premium increase. County ad-

ministrative director said the county’s cost 
to provide health care coverage for its em-
ployees will increase by about $360,000 this 
year. 

We are talking about 1 county—1 out 
of 23 counties in Wyoming, $360,000 for 
county employees. 

You know, throughout this entire 
health care debate, the President 
promised the American people that if 
they liked their health care plan, his 
health care law would let them keep 
it—another broken promise. Employers 
all across the country have made it 
clear that the health care law’s man-
dates are too expensive and threaten 
their ability to offer insurance to their 
employees. 

A recent study by McKinsey & Com-
pany, which is a reputable national 
consulting firm, produced a report en-
titled ‘‘How U.S. health care reform 
will affect employee benefits.’’ They 
surveyed over 1,300 employers across 
diverse industries, geographies, and 
employer sizes. The results confirmed 
what Republicans and American work-
ers and their families knew all along, 
and they knew it long before the Presi-
dent and Washington Democrats forced 
this health care law down their 
throats. Overall, the report says, 30 
percent of employers will probably stop 
offering employer-sponsored coverage 
in the years after 2014 when the Obama 
health care law goes fully into effect. 
Among employers with a high aware-
ness of the health care reform law and 
what is specifically in the law, then the 
proportion of those who will definitely 
or probably stop offering coverage 
jumps to 50 percent, and upward of 60 
percent will pursue other options. So 
at least 30 percent of employers would 
actually gain economically from drop-
ping coverage even if they completely 
compensated their employees for the 
change through other benefit offerings 
and higher salaries. 

Apparently, the President’s promise 
that ‘‘if you like the health insurance 
you have today, you can keep it’’ 
translates into ‘‘you may very well 
lose your coverage.’’ 

As former Congressional Budget Of-
fice Director Doug Holtz-Eakin’s anal-
ysis confirms, if employers decided to 
drop coverage—which is in their eco-
nomic best interest to do in many 
cases based on their economic evalua-
tion—the cost of Federal insurance 
subsidies would skyrocket. 

Remember, the White House and 
Democrats in Congress met behind 
closed doors. They acted swiftly and 
covertly to pass a law without regard 
for how its provisions would impact 
each and every American family. 

Then the question is, Will Americans 
actually have the ability to get med-
ical care they need from a doctor they 
want at a price they can afford? The 
President promised that his law would 
increase access to affordable care. 
Some groups tell a different story. 

In April 2010, a month after the 
President signed his health care plan 

into law, the Association of American 
Medical Colleges estimated that based 
on graduation and training rates, this 
country would have a shortage of 
150,000 doctors over the next 15 years. 
In May of the same year, the American 
Medical Association issued the results 
of its survey showing the impact of low 
payment rates and the threat of future 
payment cuts on Medicare patients’ ac-
cess to care. The AMA found that one 
in five physicians currently restricts 
the number of Medicare patients they 
see. The AMA study shows that nearly 
one-third of primary care physicians 
restrict the number of Medicare pa-
tients they take into their practice. 

All any of the Members of the Senate 
need to do is, at home on the weekend, 
talk to someone in your community, 
someone who is on Medicare, someone 
who is trying to find a doctor, a doctor 
to care for them, and see how very dif-
ficult it is for someone on Medicare to 
find a doctor to care for them. 

Well, later last year, the Association 
of American Medical Colleges related 
updated physician shortage estimates. 
The September 2010 study said that by 
2015, doctor shortages will be actually 
50 percent worse than originally pro-
jected. By 2020, there will be a shortage 
of 45,000 primary care physicians and a 
shortage of 46,000 surgeons and medical 
specialists. 

So I find it ironic that we have a 
health care law that is passed that ac-
tually doesn’t put money into training 
doctors to treat you but puts money in 
to hire IRS agents to investigate you. 
Absolutely astonishing. 

These studies clearly demonstrate 
that the President’s health care law 
will only make it harder for Americans 
to see their doctor. In fact, Washington 
only expanded the ability for folks to 
get government-approved, government- 
mandated, government-subsidized cov-
erage. They did not expand the ability 
for the American people to get actual 
medical care. There is a huge dif-
ference between medical coverage and 
medical care. When you take over $500 
billion away from our seniors on Medi-
care not to save Medicare but to start 
a brand new government program for 
someone else, well, that is a way to 
make the problem worse. When you 
force 16 million more people onto Med-
icaid, a program where half of the doc-
tors in the country won’t see those pa-
tients, that also makes the problem 
worse. 

On the front page of yesterday’s USA 
TODAY, Wednesday, July 6, the head-
line is ‘‘Medicaid payments go under 
the knife.’’ State cuts could add to 
shortage of doctors. 

The second paragraph: 
Some health care experts say the cuts, 

most of which went into effect July 1, or will 
later this month, could add to a shortage of 
physicians and other providers participating 
in Medicaid. 

The article goes on: 
Under the 2010 health care law, more than 

16 million additional people will become eli-
gible starting in 2014. 

So already we have a situation where 
doctors are reluctant to take care of 
people on Medicaid. Yet the President’s 
solution to the health care dilemma in 
this country is to put more people into 
a system that is already broken. We 
are giving individuals and families an 
insurance card but not really giving 
them access to the care that has been 
promised. 

Adults are not the only ones waiting 
in lines to get into doctors offices as 
the lines get longer. In fact, children 
enrolled in Medicaid have a harder 
time accessing medical care than chil-
dren who have private insurance. Yet 
that is the President’s solution to the 
needs of this country. 

On January 16 of this year, the New 
England Journal of Medicine published 
a study conducted in Cook County, IL. 
It is President Obama’s hometown of 
Chicago. People were calling medical 
offices asking for appointments. They 
were asking for appointments for chil-
dren with chronic conditions or acute 
conditions and telling the offices— 
these were kind of secret shoppers—the 
person had Medicaid or private insur-
ance. What they found is 66 percent of 
the time when the researcher called for 
an appointment and they mentioned 
Medicaid, they were denied an appoint-
ment. But only 11 percent of the re-
searchers calling for appointments who 
said they had private insurance—only 
11 percent would not get an appoint-
ment. So there you have 66 percent de-
nied if they had Medicaid and only 11 
percent denied with private insurance. 
Those Medicaid patients who did get an 
appointment, well, they faced wait 
times twice as long as kids with pri-
vate insurance—an average of about 6 
weeks. As one caller was told when 
asked what kind of insurance the per-
son had—when that person said Med-
icaid, the receptionist at the medical 
office said: Medicaid is not insurance. 
Yet that is what the President and the 
Democrats base their entire health 
care plan on—16 million more on Med-
icaid. 

Here it is over a year after the law 
has been signed, and the President’s 
health care law has made health care 
in America worse. Premiums are high-
er, and the lines at doctors offices are 
longer. It is more difficult to get a doc-
tor to care for you. This is not what 
the President’s health care law was 
supposed to do, and it is not what the 
President promised the American peo-
ple last year. He promised that the 
health care law would make health 
care better for all Americans. Each 
week, we learn that the promises are 
coming up empty and health care in 
America under this health care law has 
been made worse. 

That is why week after week I come 
to the Senate floor as we learn more 
things about the health care law that 
passed the Senate, passed the House, 
was signed by the President, and, in 
my opinion as a doctor who practiced 
medicine for 24 years, has actually 
been bad for patients, bad for providers 
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and nurses and doctors who take care 
of those patients, and bad for the tax-
payers. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, I have two things I would 
like to talk about. First, I wish to deal 
with the resolution we have on the 
floor that we had a vote on today, 
which was this motion to proceed to S. 
1323, a bill to express the sense of the 
Senate on shared sacrifice and resolv-
ing the budget. I think it is important 
that we realize what is in this sense of 
the Senate. The findings the Congress 
makes here are very important, and I 
would like to read these three findings. 

The Wall Street Journal reports that 
the median pay for chief financial offi-
cers of the S&P 500 companies in-
creased 19 percent to $2.9 million last 
year. And then you compare that with 
the middle class over the last 10 
years—the median family income has 
declined by more than $2,500. Mr. Presi-
dent, 20 percent of all income earned in 
the United States is earned by the top 
1 percent of individuals. Over the past 
quarter century, four-fifths of the in-
come gains accrued to the top 1 percent 
of individuals. 

So we conclude in this sense of the 
Senate—it is the sense of the Senate 
that any agreement to reduce the 
budget deficit should require that 
those earning $1 million or more per 
year make a more meaningful con-
tribution to the deficit reduction ef-
fort. And that is what we have been 
talking about today; that is what our 
leaders are doing—meeting at the 
White House with the President—is 
trying to come up with a budget deal 
and a resolution to this that involves 
shared sacrifice and involves putting us 
on a path to better budget responsi-
bility, reducing the national budget 
deficit. Clearly part of this has to do 
with millionaires paying more of their 
fair share. 

Now, we got 74 votes on the motion 
to proceed, but I heard many people 
say—many Senators walked on the 
floor and said: Well, I am voting for the 
motion to proceed, to invoke cloture 
on the motion to proceed, but I am not 
sure I support the bill. But I think the 
74 votes show a little bit of bipartisan-
ship in terms of a mix of revenue and 
expenditure cuts. That is the point I 
wanted to make on this resolution. 

First of all, I hear things from the 
White House that worry me because 
what has been said when we talk about 
a package—and they are talking about 
the overall package—is they say: We 
are going to have a ratio of 1 to 3, 
meaning 75 percent cuts and only 25 
percent revenue, so three-quarters in 
cuts and one-quarter in revenue. 

Now, how does that compare to how 
we got out of deficit situations in the 
past? I think that is one of the most 
important things to look at because we 
were in a big hole in the 1980s. The 
Reagan administration took us down 

that road and President Clinton and 
President Bush 1 had to deal with that 
situation. What did they come up with? 
They came up with an agreement 
which was basically 55 percent revenue 
and 45 percent cuts. So it was about a 
50–50 situation. 

I urge the President to look at the 
budget. We have only been briefed in a 
very cursory way on the budget KENT 
CONRAD has prepared, but it comes in 
at about 50–50 in terms of revenue and 
cuts. 

We have to realize we are at the low-
est Federal revenue we have seen in 60 
years and the highest Federal expendi-
tures we have seen in 60 years. So we 
have to work at both sides of this. So 
that is where I hope the President 
comes in with some kind of proposal as 
he is negotiating this, and I look for-
ward to him doing that. 

NEW MEXICO WILDFIRES 
The other topic I wish to speak about 

is the wildfires in New Mexico. I spent 
the last week in my State of New Mex-
ico. I stayed there. I started to go to 
the plane, and I kept hearing the re-
ports from my staff, and one of the 
most shocking was the entire commu-
nity of Los Alamos—12,000 people—was 
evacuated because a forest fire was 
coming in their direction. As I kept 
getting the reports and the evacuation 
had started to take place, I thought: 
Well, the best thing to do is to not fly 
out but to go back to the community 
of Los Alamos and the surrounding 
communities and try to assist in any 
way I could. 

I want to talk a little bit about that. 
I think there are some lessons to be 
learned in terms of budgets and deficits 
and how we should invest. But first I 
want to thank the Senators who helped 
me while I was gone. As the Presiding 
Officer, Senator FRANKEN, knows, we 
are assigned weekly duties in terms of 
presiding, and I was supposed to pre-
side last week. So three of my col-
leagues, Senator DURBIN, Senator 
MERKLEY, and my cousin, Senator 
MARK UDALL, stepped up to help me 
with presiding time. I had an amend-
ment that was on the floor when we 
were dealing with the rules package, 
and Senator HARKIN helped me with 
that proposal. So there was a real team 
effort within our Democratic caucus to 
help me to be able to work on the wild-
fire issue out in New Mexico and stay 
there and have my capable staff and 
the other Senators help out. I really 
thank everybody for that team effort. 

The wildfires that are raging across 
New Mexico are not only in New Mex-
ico. A number of States have been hit: 
Texas, Arizona, Florida, and my home 
State of New Mexico. Generally, what 
we see in this country is the fire season 
starts at the southern part and moves 
up to the north as we go through the 
summer season. In the Southwest, we 
have had an extraordinary fire season. 
I was just briefed by Secretary Vilsack 
when I was out there. He spoke in the 
southwest region about 1,600-plus fires 
burning 1.5 million acres. This is still 

very early in the fire season. We could 
see a lot more burning going on. Then, 
the thing that really hit me was the 
fact that we were told this is the driest 
recorded summer since the Forest 
Service has been keeping records. So it 
is pretty remarkable we are in this 
kind of situation where we have a 
drought and then we have fires that 
heat up. 

This particular fire, for New Mex-
ico—the name of it is called the Las 
Conchas fire right near Los Alamos. As 
we speak, it is more than 135,000 acres. 
It is almost three times as big as the 
previous fire situation we have seen. 

What happens with these forest fires 
in our dry, arid region is we get ex-
treme heat within the forest, and we 
get what are called crown fires, where 
the tops of the trees—these trees may 
be 30 to 50 to 100 feet tall, and the fires 
burn in the top of the crown. They can 
spread when there is a 40- or 50-mile- 
an-hour wind, as there was in some 
cases here. They can be in the crown of 
the trees and they can jump out a mile 
in advance with embers and create ad-
ditional fire in front of it. As a result 
of the heat—very intensive heat; I 
think close to 1,000 degrees right in the 
heat of the fire—it makes the soil un-
able to absorb water any longer, which 
is something that creates a situation 
when we get our rainy season, which 
occurs right after the fire season, we 
can have serious flood situations. The 
soil will not absorb water, so when the 
rains come all of the soil on the surface 
washes off. It washes into the res-
ervoirs. It can fill them up with silt. 
Some of those are used for recreation, 
for fishing; others are used for drinking 
water. For example, several of the com-
munities in northern New Mexico get 
40 percent, 50 percent of their drinking 
water from these reservoirs. So these 
kinds of forest fires can be absolutely 
devastating to communities. 

But the one thing we were thankful 
for, because of the Federal firefighters, 
is the worst case scenarios didn’t 
occur. One of the things that was ex-
pected—and I think many saw this cov-
ered on the national media—is this 
might get into the National Labora-
tory, the Los Alamos National Labora-
tory; that there was going to be radi-
ation released and those kinds of 
things. In fact, we dodged a bullet 
there. It didn’t go into Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory. The labs and the 
residences were protected. 

There was another fire burning near-
by that threatened the Santa Fe water-
shed. The fire changed directions and 
because of the skillful firefighting it 
didn’t get into the watershed. So we 
dodged a bullet. But many other 
areas—many other areas—were se-
verely impacted, and many other 
groups were. 

For example, New Mexico’s Indian 
pueblos—we have 19 pueblos in New 
Mexico. Some of them were terribly 
impacted by this: the Nambe Pueblo, 
the Santa Clara Pueblo, San Ildefonso 
Pueblo, the Ohkay Pueblo, Owingeh 
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Pueblo, and many other pueblos. One of 
the most damaged pueblos was the 
Santa Clara Pueblo. The Governor is a 
gentleman by the name of Walter 
Dasheno. He and some of his counselors 
had come to a meeting. Eighty-five 
percent of this Indian reservation has 
been burned in the last two big fires. 
What they said when we were sitting in 
a room—and these are the elders from 
the pueblo who came to talk to us— 
they said: Our hearts are in a very sad 
state. The fire devastated our religious 
sites, our sacred sites. We had medic-
inal plants we would collect in this 
area. We can’t do that any longer. 

With great emotion these elders said: 
We are never going to see this forest in 
the same condition again. So, obvi-
ously, the loss was great at Santa 
Clara, but it was all across New Mex-
ico, of those pueblos that I just named, 
and it is a very significant loss. 

The first thing I wish to do in speak-
ing today is to thank all the fire-
fighters who were involved in this ef-
fort. I think we have fighting just this 
one fire 2,600 firefighters from all over 
the Nation—15 different States. It is in-
credibly tough work—difficult, tough, 
dirty work. 

I met many of these firefighters out 
on the front where they were fighting 
the fire. Some of them would talk 
about how they had been away from 
their families for 2 weeks. They hadn’t 
had a shower. They were sleeping in 
tents. It is a tremendously trying occu-
pation, being a firefighter, but they be-
lieve in it. They show up every day, 
and they do an incredible job. They 
were supported by our National Guard 
which guarded the community of Los 
Alamos while the people were evacu-
ated to make sure there wasn’t any 
crime going on. The State police pa-
trolled the roads to try to make sure 
they could keep order. Local law en-
forcement, local firefighters partici-
pated, the local fire departments. 

So it was an incredible effort by our 
community pulling together. One of 
the most remarkable things is the ex-
pertise at the Federal level in Federal 
land management agencies and fire-
fighters. These teams are headed up— 
typically, we will have a type 1 and a 
type 2 team, and the head of the team 
called the incident commander will 
probably have 20, 25, 30 years of experi-
ence in fighting fires every summer 
around the country. These are career 
people from the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the Forest Service, the Park 
Service, and a variety of other Federal 
agencies that step to the plate and help 
out when we get in these emergency 
situations. 

As I said, they come from all over the 
country to work in the States that are 
impacted, and then as the fire season 
spreads north up to Colorado and Wyo-
ming and Montana, those same fire-
fighters move on to continue the battle 
up there. 

One of the points I take from this, 
one of the things I learned from this— 
and I think President Lincoln said this 

very well: Government does for people 
what they can’t do for themselves. Col-
lectively, we pull together when we hit 
situations where if we have an indi-
vidual who has a home in Los Alamos, 
there is not much he can do with a big 
forest fire coming in his direction. But 
we can organize as a governmental en-
tity to say when we get big cata-
strophic fires such as this, we are going 
to have people who are competent, who 
are capable, and who have all of this 
experience in fighting fires who will 
come together and help out. That is 
something we need to protect. 

When we think of debating budgets 
and deficits and all of that, there is a 
very important function that govern-
ment serves out there, and we need to 
protect that safety net function, that 
collective function where we help each 
other. I think this firefighting is a 
great example of where government is 
needed and we could be devastated if 
we didn’t have the expertise that the 
government has in terms of fighting 
fires. 

The other thing I saw at these fires— 
and it was pretty remarkable. When I 
have been to tornado sites in New Mex-
ico, when I have been to some of the 
flood situations, what stands out for 
me is how New Mexicans pull together 
in this situation—New Mexicans help-
ing New Mexicans. The pueblos I talked 
about that were so impacted by the 
fires, they actually opened other sites 
on their reservations so the evacuees 
coming out of Los Alamos, the 12,000 
people—several of these pueblos said: 
We are going to open our convention 
center and let them set up cots, and we 
are going to feed the people. We are 
going to do everything we can to help 
with this situation. 

At the same time, their particular 
pueblo was being devastated by a forest 
fire. So there was an extraordinary 
outpouring of goodwill that New Mexi-
cans have shown in this kind of emer-
gency situation. It is remarkable to see 
in a time of need people pulling to-
gether and doing that in such a way 
that it brings tears to your eyes. 

There was one individual I want to 
talk about. I was in talking to a group 
of people who were training for a char-
ity that was going to help the evac-
uees—help them serve meals, help 
them set up cots, help them be orga-
nized. I got a question from the floor, 
and the individual said to me: I have 
lived in Los Alamos, and I had to come 
down here. I am an evacuee, but I 
found a friend who was able to put me 
up. I know there are other people who 
do not have that situation. So I am out 
here today training with the American 
Red Cross because I want to help the 
others, and I want to try to give back. 

That is the spirit we have seen in 
New Mexico, that even if you were in 
need and had been driven from your 
home, you were still trying to help out. 
I think it is a pretty remarkable story. 

One of the things we are going to 
have to do as we look across the coun-
try—and we see floods in the Midwest 

and wildfires in the Southwest and tor-
nadoes—all of these things require a 
disaster relief bill, they require dis-
aster relief funding for agencies that 
deal with fires and all these other nat-
ural disasters. 

These things are very costly for local 
government. FEMA steps in and helps 
out with the Governor making a re-
quest. The Forest Service helps out. 
There are burn area rehabilitation 
teams that move in right after a fire to 
try to protect the erosion so there are 
not bad floods. 

We have to try to do everything we 
can to make sure we maintain, once 
again, in this deficit situation, that 
kind of responsibility. The Federal 
Government has to help. Even within a 
deficit situation, we have to have a dis-
aster relief kind of effort. The idea that 
we are going to somehow change the 
way we do disasters now, that we are 
going to take money away from Med-
icaid in order to put it into disasters, is 
I do not think a very good idea. So I 
think when we talk about how we do 
disaster relief, we need to remember we 
are all in this together, and when dis-
asters hit, we need to help each other. 

To show you the kind of pressure we 
are under in New Mexico, Secretary 
Vilsack, with the Forest Service, was 
out in New Mexico, and the one plea he 
made to the congressional delegation— 
because we were talking to him about 
watersheds that mean clean drinking 
water and that kind of situation—the 
Secretary said: I have a program that 
is called the Emergency Watershed 
Protection Program. It is for all over 
the country. It is for when we get into 
these kinds of wildfires, floods—what-
ever the situation is. He said: We have 
$9 million—$9 million—in the account. 
He said: Already, before your requests 
or any others have come in from New 
Mexico and other States—I know there 
are five fires down in Florida and fires 
in Texas and Arizona—we have $45 mil-
lion in requests. 

So there is $9 million in the account, 
$45 million in requests. What we are 
talking about, when we talk about wa-
tersheds, is drinking water not deterio-
rating and that kind of thing. So we 
need to remember there is a lot the 
Federal Government does in a shared 
way with local communities to protect 
those communities. 

My final note, to talk a little bit 
about the biggest picture here. That is 
about climate change and global warm-
ing. We are seeing these wildfires, 
droughts, and floods as we have never 
seen before. I have seen Senators from 
all over the country talking about 
these disaster situations. The sci-
entists tell us we are putting too much 
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, we 
are warming the atmosphere. In the 
West—what the scientists tell us—it is 
going to be twice as hot in the West, 
the computer models show, than in 
other places in the country. While the 
climate scientists are very cautious 
with their modeling and what they say, 
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they say: You cannot point to any par-
ticular storm. I cannot say that par-
ticular fire that occurred in New Mex-
ico—the Las Conchas fire—was caused 
by global warming or climate change. 

They also tell us—and this is the part 
we need to listen to—the scientists tell 
us what we are going to see as a result 
of this is more severe weather events, 
meaning more severe: If you get into a 
drought situation, it is going to be a 
more severe drought, which is exactly 
what we are seeing in New Mexico 
right now. When you get floods, you 
are going to see a more severe flood. 
You are going to see more severe 
wildfires. These are all what we are 
seeing today in New Mexico. We are 
seeing them across the Nation. We 
have seen extreme floods in New Mex-
ico, catastrophic forest fires. 

We are seeing droughts we have not 
seen before. The Forest Service has 
been keeping records for 117 years, and 
they reported to us there is no record 
for how dry we are right now. This is 
the driest year we have ever had, which 
laid the groundwork for the wildfires 
we had with the wind and all the other 
things that occurred. 

So we cannot put our heads in the 
sand in terms of climate change, in 
terms of global warming. We have to 
look at these things and realize we are 
contributing to them, and we need to 
put policies in place, solid policies that 
put us on a path to reducing that car-
bon dioxide pollution that is out there. 

With that, I thank the Presiding Offi-
cer very much and thank the Senate 
for the time and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand be-
fore you today to discuss a problem 
that is of concern to 300 million Ameri-
cans. It relates to our national debt, a 
debt that will soon cross the $15 tril-
lion threshold. 

We have been asked to raise the debt 
limit, extend the Nation’s credit one 
more time. This we have the power to 
do but we have to ask ourselves the 
question: Should we exercise that 
power? Should we incur additional debt 
yet again without any plan moving for-
ward to change fundamentally the way 
we spend money in Washington, DC? 

Our current law requiring us to raise 
the debt limit periodically every time 
our existing line of credit dries up 
dates back to 1982. We have raised the 
debt limit since 1982 nearly 40 times. I 
fear if we do it again this time without 
any permanent binding plan in place, 
legal restrictions changing the way 
Congress spends money, we will be 
right back to the same trough a few 
months later. That is a problem be-
cause as we do this over time we inevi-
tably put pressure on our financial sys-
tem, pressure that will soon cause our 
economy dire circumstances, pressure 
that will in time result in excessive job 
losses, skyrocketing interest rates, and 
lots of other economic conditions that 
would be, to say the least, unpleasant. 

It is for this reason that 100 Senators 
from around the country have canceled 

their plans they previously made to 
spend time with their constituents in 
their respective home States this week. 
That had been our plan, to spend time 
in our home States. We canceled those 
plans so we could come back here and 
have serious, earnest debate and dis-
cussion surrounding the best path for-
ward toward moving in the direction of 
a balanced budget, toward figuring out 
what conditions, if any, would satisfy 
the American people who are under-
standably concerned about the pros-
pect of yet another knee-jerk reflexive 
debt limit increase. 

The American people understand the 
fact that if we choose to do nothing 
more than say: Well, if we are going to 
raise the debt limit by $2 trillion, let’s 
make sure we cut $2 trillion from our 
anticipated spending—they understand 
that kind of promise is one that is not 
binding on the Congress if those spend-
ing cuts are stretched out over the 
course of 10 or 15 years or more, as has 
been discussed, because we here in Con-
gress cannot bind the Congress that 
will be sworn into power in January of 
2013 or January of 2015 or January of 
2017. We cannot bind a future Congress. 
We can make suggestions they can fol-
low, but we cannot bind them—unless, 
of course, we choose to do that, which 
has been done only 27 times in our Na-
tion’s history, which is, amend the 
Constitution. That will bind a future 
Congress. That, I believe, is what we 
have to do in order to change fun-
damentally the way we spend money in 
Washington, to make sure we are not 
headed back to the same trough a few 
months from now to do exactly the 
same thing, leading us closer and clos-
er to the dire circumstances I described 
a few minutes ago. 

While we have been here this week, 
convening during a week that was pre-
viously scheduled for a recess, we as a 
group of Senate Republicans have come 
together and offered a real meaningful 
solution. We have offered to raise the 
debt limit. We have introduced legisla-
tion today with 21 Republican cospon-
sors in the Senate which is a piece of 
legislation we are calling the Cut-Cap- 
Balance Act. Here is what it says. It 
says we will raise the debt limit. We 
will do so only under three cir-
cumstances, only after three very spe-
cific conditions precedent have been 
met. 

The first two relate to immediate 
spending cuts to discretionary spend-
ing, and statutory spending caps mak-
ing sure we start putting ourselves 
right now on a statutorily mandated 
glidepath toward a balanced budget. 

The third step, which is by far the 
most important, involves passage out 
of both Houses of Congress by the req-
uisite two-thirds margin a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion—one that would cap spending as a 
percentage of GDP, and one that would 
require a two-thirds supermajority in 
order to raise taxes. Upon each of those 
conditions being met, then the debt 
limit would be raised, but only then. 

We would not raise it without those 
conditions having been met. Because if 
we do not meet those conditions, we 
will not be able to look our constitu-
ents in the eye and say: We have done 
what needs to be done in order to make 
sure we get to where we need to be, in 
order to get to the point at which we 
will no longer be in a position of hav-
ing to go back to the same trough 
every few months to go through the 
ceremony of raising the debt limit yet 
again. 

We have to remember that every 
time we do this, we run an increased 
risk that we will start having to pay 
higher and higher yields on our Treas-
ury instruments. Every time that hap-
pens, we incur more expenses that re-
late to our ability to remain current on 
our debt interest payments. Every time 
interest rates, yields on those debt in-
struments, go up by 1 percentage point, 
we have to spend an additional $150 bil-
lion a year in interest once our debt in-
struments catch up with the increased 
rate. That is a lot of money. That 
means if we were to return—let’s say if 
interest rates were to go up 3 percent, 
we can soon find ourselves in a position 
in which we might be spending as much 
as $700 billion a year on interest. We 
are currently paying about $250 billion. 

Mr. President, $700 billion a year is 
roughly what we spend on national de-
fense. It is roughly what we spend on 
Social Security in an entire year. It is 
close to what we pay in Medicare and 
Medicaid combined at the Federal level 
in an entire year. So where is the dif-
ference going to come from when inter-
est rates start to creep up? Even if 
they go up 3 percentage points, they 
would still be below their historical av-
erage. That money has to come from 
somewhere, and it will. It will end up 
coming from the various programs that 
Americans are most concerned about. 

So whether you are a conservative, 
and you might be most concerned 
about that money coming from our de-
fense budget or, on the other hand, if 
you are a liberal, and perhaps you are 
most concerned about it coming from 
entitlements, you ought to be con-
cerned about our practice of perpet-
ually raising the debt limit and engag-
ing in perpetual deficit spending, espe-
cially when that deficit spending is 
now in excess of $1.5 trillion every sin-
gle year. 

This potentially threatens every Fed-
eral program out there. It also inter-
feres with the ability of each American 
to find the prosperity he or she seeks, 
the ability of each American to live his 
or her life in the way he or she chooses. 
That is distressing. It interferes with 
the liberty of the individual, which is 
what we have been elected to protect. 

I am very proud to be part of this 21- 
Senator coalition consisting of a group 
of Senators who are concerned enough 
about this issue that they are willing 
to say: We understand that we cannot 
just not raise the debt limit. There are 
enough people who are concerned 
enough in this country about not rais-
ing it. The abrupt halt in spending that 
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would bring about would create enough 
uncertainty and chaos that many are 
unwilling to face that prospect. 

So recognizing that reality, we have 
taken the bull by the horns and we are 
willing to do one difficult thing. In 
order for us to raise the debt limit, we 
have to be willing to set things in mo-
tion in such a way that will solve the 
underlying problem and will create 
permanent structural spending reform 
within the Congress. 

I wish to close by responding to an 
argument made recently by Timothy 
Geithner, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, to the effect that we in Congress 
are essentially mere surplus when it 
comes to the debt limit increase. He ar-
gued that, as I understand it, section 4 
of the 14th amendment somehow inde-
pendently authorizes the executive 
branch—perhaps the Treasury Sec-
retary, perhaps just the President—to 
somehow raise the debt limit without 
consulting Congress, without an act of 
Congress in place. 

That argument is not accurate. That 
argument is based on an improper read-
ing of the 14th amendment. The lan-
guage to which he refers reads, in part, 
as follows: 

The validity of the public debt of the 
United States, authorized by law, shall not 
be questioned. 

Adopted in the immediate aftermath 
of the Civil War, this provision simply 
acknowledges the fact that we can’t ig-
nore our debt obligations, that when 
interest or principal comes due on our 
national debt, they have to be honored. 
You will notice that in the middle of it, 
set off by commas, is a phrase that 
says ‘‘authorized by law.’’ 

To create law in this country, you 
have to move something through Con-
gress. That something has to be pre-
sented to the President for his signa-
ture or a veto. You cannot make a law 
in the U.S. Government without Con-
gress. Article I, section 8, clause 2 
makes that point clear by giving the 
authority to Congress to incur debt in 
the name of the United States. 

So, necessarily, by definition and op-
eration of the plain text of the Con-
stitution, you cannot raise the debt 
limit without an act of Congress. If 
anything, section 4 of the 14th amend-
ment simply makes clear that which I 
wish Secretary Geithner would ac-
knowledge—and I hereby call upon him 
to acknowledge—which is that he has a 
legal and a moral obligation to make 
sure that if the debt limit is not in-
creased, during whatever time it re-
mains in limbo, during whatever time 
we face the debt limit-induced short-
fall, it is his obligation to use the first 
tax revenues coming in the door to pay 
our debt obligations, pay the interest 
being accrued on our national debt. It 
is his obligation not only as a fiduciary 
or quasi-fiduciary but also the very 
provision of the Constitution, section 4 
of the 14th amendment—the same pro-
vision he cites—binds his hands and re-
quires him to make sure that interest 
gets paid and prohibits him from bring-

ing about a default on our national 
debt, which is what he has been threat-
ening on many occasions. 

There is a way forward. The cir-
cumstances in which we now find our-
selves are, to be sure, threatening, in-
timidating and daunting and they are 
circumstances that bring about sub-
stantial disagreement within this body 
and the other body that meets down 
the hall from us. But there are answers 
and solutions to which we can agree. 

I believe the Cut-Cap-Balance Act 
provides the proper solution which can 
appeal to liberals and conservatives, 
Democrats and Republicans alike. I 
call on all within the sound of my voice 
to look at this legislation and jump on 
board and become part of the solution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

TALL STACKS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

rise to speak about a serious public 
health issue in Rhode Island and to 
commend the EPA for its actions to ad-
dress it. 

Rhode Island has the sixth highest 
rate of asthma in the country. Accord-
ing to our Department of Health, more 
than 25,000 Rhode Island children or 11 
percent of children in our State—more 
than 1 in every 10 kids—suffer from 
asthma, and 82,000 adults in Rhode Is-
land, which is also about 11 percent of 
our adult population, also suffer from 
this chronic disease. 

From 2005 to 2009, asthma was the un-
derlying cause or a contributing cause 
of death for 240 people in Rhode Island, 
including 4 children. 

In 2009, there were 1,750 hospital dis-
charges in Rhode Island for asthma 
cases. Those hospital stays cost about 
$8 million—in just that 1 year—in di-
rect medical costs, not counting the 
costs associated with days of work and 
school missed or the medication for on-
going treatment. 

On a clear summer day in Rhode Is-
land, many of us have had the experi-
ence commuting to work and hearing a 
warning on drive time radio: Today is a 
bad air day in Rhode Island. Infants, 
senior citizens, and people with res-
piratory difficulties should stay in-
doors today. 

In fact, yesterday was just such a day 
in Rhode Island. An air quality alert 
was issued by our State Department of 
Environmental Management, warning 
that ozone was expected to reach dan-
gerous levels in the southern half of 
our State by afternoon. They rec-
ommended that all residents limit 
physical exertion and take refuge in 
air-conditioned environments for the 
better part of the day. In addition, 
Rhode Island’s public transit operator, 
RIPTA, offered free bus rides all day 
long to keep people out of their cars. 

These are real costs—costs paid in 
freedom, in reduced quality of life, in 
medical bills, in burdened public serv-
ices to respond to the health risks of 
dirty air, and in more missed days of 
work and school. 

There is still a lot to learn about the 
causes and cures of asthma. But we 

know air pollution triggers asthma at-
tacks. We know air pollution is a pre-
ventable problem. Armed with this 
knowledge, Rhode Island has taken 
great strides to reduce air pollution. 

In 2006, Rhode Island passed a law to 
prohibit cars and buses from idling 
with their engines on. 

In 2007, Rhode Island passed a law to 
retrofit all State school buses with die-
sel pollution controls. 

In 2010, Rhode Island began requiring 
heavy-duty vehicles used in federally 
funded construction projects to install 
diesel pollution controls, adhere to the 
State anti-idling law, and use only low- 
sulfur diesel fuel. 

RIPTA has voluntarily retrofitted 
half its bus fleet with diesel pollution 
control equipment. 

However, Rhode Island cannot solve 
its air pollution problem on its own. 
We could stop driving entirely and shut 
down every industry in our State, and 
we would still have problems with 
ground-level ozone and particulate 
matter pollution. Why is that? Be-
cause, as EPA has determined, most of 
the pollution that lands in Rhode Is-
land is sent to us by other States. 
Much of that out-of-State pollution 
comes from virtually uncontrolled 
Midwestern coal-fired powerplants that 
are tied to excessively tall smoke-
stacks that send pollution hundreds of 
miles away from the source. 

Last month, at my request, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office com-
pleted a report about tall smokestacks 
at coal powerplants. Here is what the 
report said: In 1970, the year the Clean 
Air Act was enacted, there were two 
tall stacks—stacks over 500 feet—in the 
United States. By 1985, this number of 
tall stacks had grown from 2 to more 
than 180. Utilities and industry lit-
erally built their way into compliance 
with the Clean Air Act. 

The trend continued. As of December 
31, 2010, at the end of last year, 284 tall 
stacks were operating at 172 coal pow-
erplants in the United States. These 
tall smokestacks are associated with 64 
percent of the coal generating capacity 
in our country. Most of the coal gener-
ating capacity in our country vents its 
pollution through tall smokestacks. 

Most of the tall stacks—207 of them 
or nearly three-quarters of them—are 
between 500 and 699 feet tall; 63 of them 
are between 700 and 999 feet tall. The 
remaining 14 are over 1,000 feet tall. 
The tallest stack at a coal powerplant 
in the United States is 1,038 feet, which 
is at the Rockport Powerplant in Indi-
ana. This graphic compares some of 
these stacks with some of the well- 
known landmarks in our country. Here 
is the Statue of Liberty, at 305 feet; the 
Washington Monument, at 555 feet; and 
here are stacks at 1,000 feet, 1,038, and 
12,004 feet—the Empire State Building 
in New York and the Willis Tower in 
Chicago. 

As I have noted in previous floor re-
marks, once a stack gets over 1,000 
feet, it has to be actually marked on 
aviation maps as a hazard to avoid 
plane collisions. 
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What do I mean when I say the utili-

ties built their way into compliance 
with these tall stacks? In the early 
days of the Clean Air Act, some States 
allowed pollution sources to build tall 
stacks instead of installing pollution 
controls. The concept was that pollu-
tion sent high enough into the atmos-
phere would be sent far away from the 
source and it would not contribute to 
the air pollution problem in that State 
and everybody would be happy. 

The problem is, this air pollution 
causes problems downwind in other 
States. As the GAO report put it, ‘‘Tall 
stacks generally disperse pollutants 
over greater distances than shorter 
stacks and provide pollutants greater 
time to react in the atmosphere to 
form ozone and particulate matter,’’ 
which are the precursors to asthma. 
Yet public health policy has not yet 
caught up with this practice. Rhode Is-
land pays the price. 

Making matters worse, the GAO 
found that more than half the boilers 
attached to these tall stacks at the 
coal powerplants have no scrubber to 
control sulfur dioxide emissions—none. 
Approximately 85 percent of these boil-
ers went into service before 1980, so 
they are antiquated and dirty and they 
run the pollution up the tall stack and 
it ends up being dumped on Rhode Is-
land instead of cleaned up at the 
source. Nearly two-thirds of boilers 
connected to these tall stacks have no 
postcombustion controls for nitrogen 
oxide—controls that are vastly more 
effective than so-called low NOX burn-
ers. Again, uncontrolled at the source, 
they dump the pollution up the tall 
stacks, export it elsewhere, and it is 
not their problem, but it then lands on 
Rhode Island. 

Here is a graphic that shows more 
than 70 coal plants which have tall 
stacks at boilers that operate without 
scrubbers or postcombustion nitrogen 
oxide controls. These boilers are send-
ing hundreds of thousands of tons of 
unabated pollution up very tall smoke-
stacks, into the jetstream, and the jet-
stream delivers it downwind onto 
States such as Rhode Island. 

As the GAO indicated: 
In the Mid-Atlantic United States, the 

wind generally blows from west to east dur-
ing the day . . . ozone can travel hundreds of 
miles at night with the help of high-speed 
winds known as the low-level jet. This phe-
nomenon typically occurs at night . . . due 
to the ground cooling quicker than the upper 
atmosphere, which can allow the low-level 
jet to form and transport ozone and particu-
late matter with its high winds. 

The map shows a typical prevailing 
wind pattern in the spring. Notice how 
the prevailing winds send so much of 
the pollution up and over to Rhode Is-
land and other States along the eastern 
seaboard. In fact, five of the States on 
this map—Ohio, Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia, Illinois, and North Carolina— 
have been identified by EPA as contrib-
uting significantly to Rhode Island’s 
pollution problems. 

The electricity that comes from 
these uncontrolled powerplants, which 

don’t stop the pollution at the start 
but instead jet it up into this low-level 
jet so it gets dumped in other States— 
the electricity coming from them 
might seem cheaper to consumers than 
electricity from a pollution-controlled 
powerplant. But that is not so. That 
would be wrong to consider or to con-
clude. The costs weren’t cheaper. The 
costs just got shifted. They got shifted 
from the companies and the consumers 
in the polluting States to the lungs of 
children in Rhode Island and other 
downwind States. It is the lungs of 
children and adults and seniors in 
Rhode Island that are actually paying 
for that cheap electricity. 

Happily, and at last, the EPA has 
begun to remedy this unfair and wrong-
ful public health situation by requiring 
utilities in upwind States to control 
their pollution under the good neighbor 
provision of the Clean Air Act, because 
while a tall stack will send uncon-
trolled pollution farther than a short 
stack would, the most effective way to 
reduce pollution is to install pollution 
controls. 

Prompted by petitions from our 
downwind States, the Bush EPA at-
tempted to set pollution limits for 
States that contribute to unhealthy 
pollution levels outside their borders. 
However, on review, the DC Circuit 
Court of Appeals told them they had 
not gone far enough. So the EPA went 
back to the drawing board and crafted 
the cross-State air pollution rule that 
has been announced today, which will 
cap the pollution that can be produced 
in upwind States, such as Ohio, Penn-
sylvania, West Virginia, Illinois, and 
North Carolina. Those caps were de-
signed based on each State’s contribu-
tion to pollution in States such as 
Rhode Island, and it will ratchet down 
whenever EPA tightens air quality 
standards based on the latest and best 
science. 

As I said, that rule was finalized 
today. So I thank the EPA. I commend 
the EPA for finalizing that cross-State 
air pollution rule. I also urge EPA to 
update the national ozone air quality 
standard based on the recommenda-
tions from the CASAC—the Clean Air 
Science Advisory Committee. This will 
lead to further pollution reductions in 
States upwind of Rhode Island and fur-
ther benefit Rhode Islanders. 

These rules will bring us closer to the 
day when the coal powerplants on this 
chart start taking responsibility for 
their pollution and stop exporting that 
pollution into Rhode Island and other 
States, when they install pollution 
control equipment rather than sending 
their pollution to where it becomes 
someone else’s problem, and to when 
Rhode Island children can play out-
doors safely without the risk of an 
asthma attack. I am looking forward 
to that day, and I know the people of 
Rhode Island are too. 

When you drive in and that morning 
radio tells you today is another bad air 
day and that children and seniors 
should stay indoors and can’t play, 

can’t take a walk, can’t engage in any-
thing that involves any exertion, it is 
frustrating when there is nothing you 
can do about it. The Rhode Island De-
partment of Environmental Manage-
ment could pass regulations until it 
was blue in the face. The Rhode Island 
General Assembly could write new laws 
all day long and it would make no dif-
ference because the bombardment of 
outside pollution on our State is what 
is driving these health problems. That 
is why EPA is so important. We would 
have no voice in this if it were not for 
a National Environmental Protection 
Agency that can look out for small 
States such as ours that are on the re-
ceiving end of this kind of a pollution 
dump from the uncontrolled coal-fired 
plants in the Midwest. 

I thank very much the Presiding Offi-
cer, I yield the floor, and 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. WHITEHOUSE. 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. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
would like to add a few words this 
afternoon about the ongoing negotia-
tions on the Federal budget and on our 
rapidly approaching debt ceiling. 

I think we all agree that the situa-
tion we face is one of enormous impor-
tance and complexity. I believe every 
responsible person also agrees a failure 
to act would have awful repercussions 
that would jeopardize or worsen our 
fragile and tentative economic recov-
ery. So I think the responsible view is, 
it is imperative we act and it is also 
clear to do so will require every side to 
make concessions. 

I rise this afternoon, however, be-
cause it is my strong belief that any 
agreement we reach must be based on 
real savings and must not be made at 
the expense of our most vulnerable 
citizens. That is why I am so concerned 
about reports that Social Security and 
Medicare have been raised as possible 
sources of deficit reduction. Cuts to So-
cial Security and to Medicare benefits 
should not be on the table. Social Secu-
rity is not the cause of the deficit, 
never has been the cause of the deficit, 
and beneficiaries of Social Security 
should not be made to shoulder the 
burden of deficit reduction. 

Social Security is funded through the 
contributions of our Nation’s workers 
and businesses. It has an enormous sur-
plus and is projected to be fully solvent 
for another quarter century. So while I 
would agree with steps to strengthen 
Social Security, any changes should be 
considered independent of our effort to 
reduce the deficit, and we should not 
cut Social Security benefits. 

I helped cofound the Senate defend-
ing Social Security caucus for this 
very reason. The solvency of the Social 
Security program can be extended sig-
nificantly just by applying payroll 
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taxes to a greater portion of the earn-
ings of millionaires and billionaires. 
What we have seen in this country is a 
huge shift of income going more and 
more to the uppermost economic 
reaches and less and less to the middle 
class. The middle class has actually 
lost income in the last decade. So the 
contributions to Social Security are 
lower because there is less income to 
draw it off of and the income that is 
above the $106,000 Social Security cap 
is where the explosion of income has 
been and they contribute not a nickel 
from that income to Social Security. 

So there is a lot we can do to support 
Social Security, but what we should 
not do is give in to any of the calls to 
put our seniors’ security at risk in the 
stock market by privatizing Social Se-
curity or increasing the retirement age 
so that a construction worker or a 
waitress who works on their feet all 
day long has to put in more years of 
service at that age—when their body, 
frankly, might not be up to it any 
longer—or to cut benefits through 
backdoor methods by lowering the 
cost-of-living adjustment. 

The Rhode Island seniors I have 
heard from at my community dinners 
and senior centers around the State I 
have visited are very concerned what 
would happen if their benefits were cut. 

Audrey, from Middletown, told me 
that after her husband died, she had 
many expenses but, as she said, ‘‘no in-
come except for his Social Security 
check which enabled me to go on liv-
ing—simply but adequately without 
being a burden on my sons and losing 
my dignity as well.’’ 

Two very important points Audrey 
makes. One is that Social Security is 
not just a benefit to Social Security re-
cipients. It is a benefit to the children 
of Social Security recipients, on whom 
their parents might otherwise be a bur-
den. It is an American value that sen-
ior citizens who have worked hard all 
their lives, who have played by the 
rules, who have built the America we 
now enjoy should be able to draw on so 
as not to lose their dignity at the end 
of their life. 

That is a principle that is worth de-
fending. 

Ronald from Cumberland, RI, had 
been on Social Security for a number 
of years. He wrote to say: It seems that 
it’s always the people who need the 
help the most who get cut from the 
Federal Government. Why is this? No 
Social Security cost of living adjust-
ment for 2 years, yet prices for the 
basic needs still rise. In a country like 
the United States of America, this 
should not happen. 

These people who are living on Social 
Security income are not living high off 
the hog, and they should not be the 
targets of our cost-cutting zeal. 

The threat to the Medicare Program 
is just as real. Earlier this year, Repub-
licans over in the House of Representa-
tives passed a budget that would end 
the Medicare Program as we have come 
to know it for future generations. I can 

remember being at a senior center in 
North Providence, and a gentleman sit-
ting at a table said to me: You know, I 
have helped build this country; I have 
fought in its wars; And I understand 
that the Republican proposal will pro-
tect Medicare for me; but I am not 
willing to let Medicare for my children 
be thrown under the bus. That would 
make me feel awful. It simply isn’t 
right for me to stay on it and stand for 
the program to be taken apart and dis-
membered for everybody else. 

That was a moving statement for me 
to hear, and we need to honor that. 

Estimates suggest that the House Re-
publicans’ proposal would end up forc-
ing a typical 65-year-old senior to pay, 
on average, $12,500 each year in out-of- 
pocket expenses starting in 2022. That 
is more than double what a senior is es-
timated to pay than if the current sys-
tem of Medicare stayed in place. 

In Rhode Island, the average senior 
only gets about $14,200 per year from 
Social Security to begin with. So if you 
are going to ask people who now have 
$14,200 a year, who aren’t getting cost- 
of-living adjustments by 2022 to pay 
$12,500 for Medicare, that would be a 
massive exercise in poverty creation, 
and what Medicare and Social Security 
have done is lifted the burden of pov-
erty from America’s seniors. I think 
sometimes we are blind to what life 
might be like without them, when 
some of our colleagues so cavalierly 
suggest that we should do away with 
these programs, privatize them, or turn 
them over to the insurance industry. 

The Republican budget would also re-
open the Medicare prescription drug 
doughnut hole. We went through a lot 
of effort to close that doughnut hole in 
the Affordable Care Act. That dough-
nut hole will be gone in 10 years, 
thanks to the Affordable Care Act. The 
Republicans all voted against the Af-
fordable Care Act. They all voted 
against closing the doughnut hole. And 
now in their budget on the other side 
they want to unwind that part of the 
bill and take away the protections we 
have provided for seniors in the dough-
nut hole. That would cost millions of 
dollars to seniors in Rhode Island 
starting next year if it were put into 
law. That is not something off in the 
future. That is right now, thousands of 
Rhode Island seniors having to cough 
up millions of dollars because of this 
Republican House budget plan. That is 
something I think we need to defend 
against. That is the wrong place to 
look. 

It is especially the wrong place to 
look as we find our Republican col-
leagues fighting so hard to protect tax 
breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires. I have given the speech repeat-
edly already, so I won’t dwell on it 
now. But when our Republican col-
leagues stand and say, We are against 
tax hikes, it is important for Ameri-
cans to look behind the curtain and see 
who they are defending, because I will 
tell you, everybody in this Chamber, 
Republican and Democrat alike, be-

lieves that ordinary American families 
earning ordinary levels of income 
should be exempt from any tax hikes. 
That is not even on the table. 

When our Republican colleagues talk 
about defending against tax hikes, they 
are talking about defending the oil in-
dustry from having subsidies they 
don’t need and that taxpayers pay for 
taken away. They are talking about 
protecting the top 400 income earners 
in the country who, on average, pay 
Federal taxes, actually paid in—this 
isn’t a theory, this isn’t a rate; this is 
what they actually paid in, according 
to the IRS—18.2 percent. These are peo-
ple who made on average more than $1⁄4 
billion, with a B—$1 billion with a B, in 
1 year. And God bless them. What a 
wonderful thing it is to make more 
than $1⁄4 billion in 1 year. But they pay 
taxes at lower rate than a truckdriver 
in Rhode Island does on average; the 
guy who wakes up every morning and 
gets into his clothes and puts on his 
boots and gets in the truck and goes 
out there and works all day, pays the 
same tax rate as the person earning 
over $1⁄4 billion. 

They can talk about tax hikes until 
they are blue in the face. It won’t take 
away the fact that is the way it actu-
ally works in this country, and they 
are defending that and going after Au-
drey and the folks on Medicare in 
Rhode Island and Ronald from Cum-
berland. That is not right, and we need 
to argue about that and fight back. 

We can never overlook what Medi-
care and Social Security have contrib-
uted to our Nation’s prosperity. It is 
not just the benefit for the Medicare 
beneficiary, it is not just the benefit 
for the Social Security recipient. It is 
the freedom we all feel knowing we will 
have a dignified old age; that we won’t 
be at the mercy of Wall Street, that we 
won’t be at the mercy of a private in-
surance company; that we will have 
the efficient and effective services that 
Medicare and Social Security deliver. 
We can know that now and enjoy that. 
We have more freedom as Americans 
now because we can make bolder 
choices in our lives knowing that we 
don’t have to defend ourselves against 
that kind of poverty and that kind of 
misery in our old age. Our children can 
make bolder choices in their lives 
knowing that they don’t have to safe-
guard against a parent’s illness ruining 
their own financial futures, ruining 
their family’s financial futures. 

Imagine how awful it must feel for a 
parent in that circumstance, if in your 
old age you become grievously ill and 
the only resource you have is to essen-
tially wipe out your children who feel a 
moral obligation to take care of your 
medical expenses and put themselves 
into poverty and misery as a result of 
your illness. What an awful human 
tragedy that is for the people involved. 
And we don’t experience that tragedy 
in America. We don’t experience it be-
cause Medicare and Social Security are 
there. 

The challenge before us is a formi-
dable one, but I truly believe we can 
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reach an agreement on the deficit and 
the debt ceiling without compromising 
the security and the well-being of our 
seniors. I believe the Democratic Budg-
et Committee’s proposed budget is a 
good model for how we can actually do 
it, and I look forward to continuing 
this discussion. It is not necessary, in 
order to solve our immediate deficit 
problems and to get through this debt 
limit fight, to take our seniors and put 
Social Security and Medicare that they 
have relied on at risk; to take this 
country whose prosperity Social Secu-
rity and Medicare do so much to sup-
port, and knock that down with a tax 
on Social Security and Medicare. It is 
not right, it is not necessary, and we 
should stand against it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

f 

THANKING SENATE PAGES 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 

I express my appreciation to you, pre-
siding all these hours you have this 
afternoon, but I also wish to take just 
a minute and thank these pages. This 
is the first time since 1974 the Senate 
has been in session during a July 4 re-
cess period—since 1974. These young 
pages had places to be with their fami-
lies during the summer vacation pe-
riod. They are juniors in high school. 
They have some plans, I am sure, that 
we interfered with. But regarding the 
work we have done this week, while 
there has not been a lot of time on the 
floor, there are a lot of things going on 
all over Washington. There have been 
meetings at the White House, there 
have been meetings with the Vice 
President, with the President, with the 
Speaker, and others, working on this 
very important issue. 

When these eight pages in later years 
reflect back on the fact that they were 
here the first time since 1974 when we 
were in session over a July 4 recess pe-
riod, they should reflect that we were 
here for important reasons. If we do 
what is right, we will rein in this debt 
the country has and protect the most 
needy of our country. 

I apologize for keeping them here. 
They should not have had to be here 
this week, but they have stayed be-
cause they have an obligation as pages 
to be here and they accepted that. 
They have kept the Senate running 
smoothly. We need them. They are 
helpful to us. They didn’t have to be 
asked; each one of these eight pages 
volunteered: Naomi Biden, Brynn 
DiNino, Claire Karsting, William Maas, 
Aliza Reisner, Morgan Wissel, Keira 
Harris, and Chaffee Duckers. 

I appreciate very much their service 
and wish them the best in their edu-

cational endeavors in the years to 
come. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to a 
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO BARRY MANILOW 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for nearly 
40 years, legendary singer and song-
writer Barry Manilow has inspired and 
dazzled millions of people with his mu-
sical talents. He has sold more than 80 
million records worldwide and has 
written countless iconic hits. 

However, I come to the floor today 
not to discuss his talent but to recog-
nize my friend for another one of his 
remarkable accomplishments—his on-
going efforts to help preserve music 
education in public schools in Nevada 
and across this country. 

In recent years, significant budget 
cuts to public education have forced 
schools to eliminate a number of im-
portant programs. Sadly, music pro-
grams are often one of the first casual-
ties. In response to this disturbing 
trend, Mr. Manilow started the 
Manilow Music Project, which helps 
public schools continue their music 
programs. The project donates instru-
ments and materials to public schools 
and provides music scholarships to 
high school students to further their 
music education at the college level. 
Since 2008, the organization has do-
nated hundreds of thousands of dollars 
worth of instruments and materials to 
secondary and high school music pro-
grams across the country. 

A wonderful example of the impact of 
the Manilow Music Project occurred 
last year in Nevada. During one of Mr. 
Manilow’s recent tours in Las Vegas, in 
exchange for donations of new or gent-
ly used musical instruments, he offered 
tickets to attend one of his concerts. 
The collected instruments, valued at 
more than $500,000, were then donated 
to fifteen schools in the Clark County 
School District, the school district 
that serves the Las Vegas Valley. This 
gift—the largest donation of its kind 
for Clark County—has provided more 
than 600 students with the opportunity 
to experience the joys of playing a mu-
sical instrument. 

In addition to his donations to the 
district, Mr. Manilow has also helped 
foster music appreciation. He recently 
invited four different Clark County 
School District school choirs to per-
form in his holiday shows and provided 
show tickets valued at more than 
$30,000 for nearly 500 students and their 
parents or chaperones. 

I would like to thank Barry for his 
dedication to the Las Vegas commu-
nity and his efforts to keep music alive 
in Nevada’s schools. I am so pleased 

that he has been able to share his love 
of music with thousands of aspiring 
musicians. 

f 

VA’S MENTOR—PROTÉGÉ 
PROGRAM 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
would like to recognize the accom-
plishments of the 24 participants in the 
Department of Veterans Affairs’ Men-
tor-Protégé Program who are working 
to help veteran small business owners. 
In these hard economic times, it is 
more important than ever to provide 
this critical support to our veteran en-
trepreneurs. 

The goal of the Mentor-Protégé Pro-
gram, which was started in 2010, is to 
bring together established companies 
with service-disabled and other vet-
eran-owned businesses. Through these 
partnerships with established regional 
businesses, veteran business owners re-
ceive guidance on financial and organi-
zational management, business plan-
ning and technical aid. They also de-
velop long-term business relationships 
with their mentor partners. 

Veterans hire veterans because they 
know what they are getting. Veterans 
are well trained, disciplined team play-
ers who can deliver results in chal-
lenging conditions. At a time when the 
Department of Labor reports almost 10 
percent of all veterans are unemployed, 
and 27 percent of veterans between the 
ages of 20 and 24 are unemployed, it is 
imperative we do everything in our 
power to tackle this issue. The Mentor- 
Protégé program holds the promise of 
fostering an environment where vet-
eran-owned businesses can succeed in 
helping to revitalize our economy 
while hiring veterans in the process. 
These veteran-owned small businesses 
are exactly what our Nation needs to 
continue on the road to economic re-
covery while getting our country’s he-
roes the jobs they deserve. 

While I am optimistic about the po-
tential of the VA’s Mentor-Protégé 
Program, I have heard from several 
companies participating in the pro-
gram who have expressed concerns 
with delays in VA’s verification proc-
ess. I urge VA’s Center for Veterans 
Enterprise to expedite the verification 
process so that these companies can 
get to work in repairing our economy 
as quickly as possible. 

Businesses in Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania, Virginia, Tennessee, Alabama, 
Texas, New Mexico, and California are 
serving as a model of just how success-
ful a program of this nature can be. 
The names of the businesses that are 
participating in the program, both as 
mentors and protégés, are: 

ASM Research, Inc. of Fairfax, VA, 
and Coley & Associates of San Antonio, 
TX, AUI Contractors, LLC of Fort 
Worth, TX, and Unified Services of 
Texas, of South Lake, TX, Bear Con-
struction Company of Rolling Mead-
ows, IL, and Opcon Inc. of Chicago, IL, 
Booz Allen Hamilton of McLean, VA, 
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and MBL Technologies, Inc., of Rock-
ville, MD, Creative Computing Solu-
tions, Inc. of Rockville, MD, and CPS 
Professional Services of Fairfax, VA, 
EMJ Corporation of Sacramento, CA, 
and 347 Group Construction of Rose-
ville, CA, The George Solitt Construc-
tion Co. of Wood Dale, IL, and 
Industria, Inc. of Chicago, IL, The GRD 
Contractors, Inc. of Costa Mesa, CA, 
and Hubzone Corp. of Rancho 
Cucamonga, CA, Harris Corporation 
GCSD of Melbourne, FL, and Delta Cor-
poration of Fulton, MD, Health Net 
Federal Services of Rancho Cordova, 
CA, and Three Wire Systems of Vienna, 
VA, ICF Incorporated of Fairfax, VA, 
and Nova Technology Solutions of 
Fairborn, OH, JOB Options, Inc. of San 
Diego, CA, and VETSUSA, LLC. of 
Falls Church, VA, Leopardo Compa-
nies, Inc. of Hoffman Estates, IL, and 
Segovia Group Corporation of San An-
tonio, TX, Lockheed Martin Corpora-
tion of Fairfax, VA, and Fulcrum Vets, 
LLC of Fairfax, VA, Marous Brothers 
Construction of Willoughby, OH, and 
Northstar Contracting, Inc. of North 
Olmstead, OH, McKesson Corporation 
of San Francisco, CA, and The Stay 
Safe Store of El Dorado Hills, CA, 
Metters Industries of McLean, VA, and 
Global Technology Solutions, LLC. of 
Corrales, NM, Northrup Grumman Cor-
poration of Rockville, MD, and Heitech 
Services, Inc. of Landover, MD, Reva, 
Inc. of Newark, NJ, and M.E.R.I.T. Inc. 
of Newark, NJ, The Robins and Morton 
Group of Birmingham, AL, and Coburn 
Contractors of Montgomery, AL, Roy 
Anderson Corp. of Gulfport, MI, and 
the Bacik Group, LLC. of Columbus, 
GA, Sargent Electric Co. of Pittsburg, 
PA, and SGT LLC. Of Pittsburgh, PA, 
Secom Technical Services of Oak 
Ridge, TN, and Clauss Construction of 
Lakeside, CA, Simplex Grinnel of Co-
lumbia, MD, and Emergency Planning 
Management of Stafford, VA, 
Swinerton Government Services of Ar-
vada, CO, and R.E.M. Engineering Com-
pany, Inc. of Pasadena, CA. 

By fostering an environment where 
veteran entrepreneurs can grow their 
businesses, we affirm our commitment 
to those who have sacrificed so much. I 
encourage VA to strengthen the grow-
ing Mentor-Protégé Program and look 
forward to working with them to 
achieve their goals. 

f 

RESPONSIBLE ELECTRONICS 
RECYCLING ACT 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
rise to make remarks on the introduc-
tion of the Responsible Electronics Re-
cycling Act. I would like to thank Sen-
ators SHERROD BROWN and LISA MUR-
KOWSKI for joining me in this bipar-
tisan effort, as well as the House spon-
sors, Representatives GENE GREEN, 
MIKE THOMPSON, STEVEN LATOURETTE, 
and LEE TERRY. 

Significant amounts of U.S. elec-
tronic waste are currently exported to 
developing countries that handle the 
waste in an unsafe manner. Much of 

this waste contains toxic materials, 
such as lead and mercury, and the 
workers who disassemble and process 
the electronics use crude, unsafe meth-
ods that can lead to health problems. 
This legislation would put an end to 
these dangerous practices. The Respon-
sible Electronics Recycling Act would 
restrict the export of electronic waste, 
help boost the U.S. recycling industry, 
and support efforts to domestically re-
cover rare earth materials found in 
electronics. 

The United States is the only devel-
oped country that has not ratified the 
Basel Convention, which prohibits ex-
ports of hazardous waste to developing 
countries. Under the convention, much 
of the U.S. exportation of electronic 
waste to developing countries is illegal 
under the laws of the receiving coun-
tries but unfortunately, these laws are 
poorly enforced. 

If we recycled these materials in the 
U.S., it would create recycling jobs for 
U.S. workers. Companies recycling in 
the U.S. often operate under capacity 
because they cannot compete with the 
cheaper option of exporting electronic 
waste to developing countries. We 
should be processing this waste using 
U.S. workers, and many companies 
stand at the ready to begin recycling 
additional electronic waste. 

Moreover, the dumping of used elec-
tronics in the developing world can 
come back to haunt us. Some countries 
have active underground markets for 
U.S. hard drives, contributing to iden-
tity theft, as documented in a 2009 
Frontline investigation. Business Week 
reported in 2010 that used computer 
chips from old personal computers are 
fraudulently re-marked in China as 
‘‘military grade’’ chips and sold to U.S. 
military suppliers. Given the risks to 
our armed forces from defective equip-
ment, I have also introduced the Com-
bating Military Counterfeits Act to en-
hance the ability of prosecutors to 
keep counterfeit goods out of the mili-
tary supply chain. 

One of the benefits of recycling elec-
tronic waste domestically is the poten-
tial to recover rare elements in the 
process. Rare earth materials are vital 
to a number of manufacturing proc-
esses, including for products such as 
hybrid car batteries and solar panels, 
yet prices have skyrocketed as global 
supply has tightened. According to the 
Department of Energy, recycled con-
tent from electronics could be a valu-
able secondary source of rare earth ma-
terials, but additional research is re-
quired on recovery techniques and col-
lection of electronic waste. This act 
would establish the Rare Earth Mate-
rials Recycling Research Initiative at 
the Department of Energy to coordi-
nate research into the recovery of rare 
earth materials used in electronics. 

The Responsible Electronics Recy-
cling Act would also address the 
health, environmental, and national se-
curity concerns by amending the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act to prohibit the ex-
port of electronic waste to developing 

countries, with certain exceptions. 
These exceptions include legitimate ex-
ports of tested and working equipment, 
warranty returns, and recalls. There is 
also a de minimis exception to allow 
the export of materials that have so 
little toxicity they would not pose a 
risk to human health or the environ-
ment. Exporting under the exceptions 
would require a license and notice to 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Additional restrictions apply to ex-
ports for warranties or recalls, includ-
ing written consent from the receiving 
country. The act creates a criminal 
penalty for knowingly exporting elec-
tronic waste, and provides the EPA the 
authority to inspect establishments 
handling electronic waste. 

Twenty-five States, including Rhode 
Island, have passed electronic waste re-
cycling laws. States such as Rhode Is-
land already seek to ensure that their 
downstream recyclers do not export 
the electronic waste but instead re-
sponsibly recycle it here in the U.S. 
But States can only do so much and a 
federal law is needed to restrict these 
harmful exports. 

We are pleased to have the support of 
a number of electronics manufacturers 
and retailers, including Hewlett Pack-
ard, Dell, Apple, Samsung, and Best 
Buy. We are also pleased to have the 
endorsement of 29 recyclers rep-
resenting 74 recycling operations in 34 
states. The breadth of our coalition is 
a testament to the consensus that the 
harmful export of these products must 
stop. 

With more and more Americans rely-
ing on new technologies and generating 
a growing amount of electronic waste 
each year, we must take steps to prop-
erly dispose of this material. This leg-
islation will crack down on the dump-
ing of electronic waste on developing 
countries, protect American consumers 
from counterfeit schemes and identity 
theft, and support the growth of elec-
tronic waste recycling jobs in Rhode Is-
land and across the country. 

f 

REMEMBERING JOHN MACKEY 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, Balti-

more lost one of its most beloved 
adopted sons last night, former Balti-
more Colt tight end John Mackey. 
John revolutionized the position and 
was the second tight end to be en-
shrined in the National Football 
League’s, NFL, Hall of Fame. He be-
came the first president of the NFL 
Players Association, NFLPA, after the 
NFL merged with the old American 
Football League. He was a tenacious 
and effective advocate for the players, 
bargaining for higher salaries and bet-
ter benefits. He organized a 3-day 
strike early in his tenure that gen-
erated an additional $11 million in pen-
sions and benefits. Mackey also filed 
and won an antitrust lawsuit against 
the NFL which eliminated the so- 
called ‘‘Rozelle Rule’’ and ultimately 
paved the way for players’ union to se-
cure full free agency for its members. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:19 Jul 08, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07JY6.010 S07JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4448 July 7, 2011 
For the last 10 years, he suffered from 
dementia and had to move into an as-
sisted living facility that cost much 
more than his pension. So he and his 
beloved wife Sylvia led the fight to 
convince the NFLPA and the NFL to 
establish the ‘‘88 Plan,’’ named for his 
uniform number, which provides adult 
day care and nursing home care for re-
tired players suffering from dementia 
or Alzheimer’s disease. Even in death, 
John continues to give: Sylvia has an-
nounced that his brain will be donated 
to a Boston University School of Medi-
cine study of brain damage in athletes. 
Researchers at the university’s Center 
for the Study of Traumatic Enceph-
alopathy are examining potential links 
between repeated concussions and 
chronic traumatic encephalopathy, 
CTE, a condition which mirrors symp-
toms of dementia and Alzheimer’s dis-
ease. 

John Mackey grew up in Roosevelt, 
NY. He was a man of strong convic-
tions, a character trait he inherited 
from his father, who was a Baptist 
minister. John was offered an appoint-
ment to the U.S. Naval Academy but 
turned it down to attend Syracuse Uni-
versity, where he studied economics, 
became an All-American football play-
er, and roomed with Ernie Davis, who 
became the first African American to 
win the Heisman Trophy. The Colts 
drafted him in 1963 and he caught more 
touchdown passes and gained more 
yards as a rookie than the team’s two 
wide receivers, Hall of Famer Raymond 
Berry and Jimmy Orr. John was big 
and strong, like other tight ends of his 
era, but he could run after catching a 
pass like no other tight end before him. 
As Hall of Fame coach Don Shula said, 
‘‘Mackey gave us a tight end who 
weighed 230, ran a 4.6 and could catch 
the bomb. It was a weapon other teams 
didn’t have.’’ 

John was a three-time All-NFL selec-
tion. He played in five Pro Bowls. In 
1969, while still playing, he made the 
NFL’s 50th anniversary team as pro 
football’s all-time tight end. Over the 
course of his career, he caught 38 
touchdown passes, 13 of which were for 
50 yards or more, including an 89- 
yarder against the Los Angeles Rams 
in 1966. That particular touchdown pass 
was the longest of the 290 scoring 
passes in Hall of Fame legend Johnny 
Unitas’s career. In a 10-year career, 
John caught 331 passes for 5,236 yards. 
Perhaps the biggest and most memo-
rable play in John’s career came in the 
1971 Super Bowl, when he caught a pass 
from Unitas that had been deflected by 
two other players—Colts receiver Eddie 
Hinton and Dallas Cowboys defender 
Mike Renfro—and scored a touchdown 
on the 75-yard play. The Colts went on 
to win that game in dramatic fashion 
on Jim O’Brien’s field goal with 5 sec-
onds left in the game. 

By the time John retired, he had al-
ready endeared himself to the people of 
Baltimore, but he wasn’t finished. He 
was elected to the Hall of Fame in 1992, 
but he refused to accept his ceremonial 

ring in Indianapolis, where the Colts 
had moved in 1984. He said, ‘‘I will do it 
in Baltimore. That is where I played.’’ 
And so he received his Hall of Fame 
ring in Memorial Stadium, at half-time 
of an exhibition game between Miami 
and New Orleans. 

I send my deepest condolences to 
John’s wife Sylvia, to whom he was 
married for 47 years; his son John 
Kevin Mackey of Atlanta; two daugh-
ters Lisa Mackey Hazel of Bowie and 
Laura Mackey Nattans of Baltimore; 
and John and Sylvia’s six grand-
children. John Mackey has been taken 
from us much too soon, but what a life 
he lived. He was one of the greatest 
collegiate and professional football 
players of all time. The Mackey Award 
is given annually to the best tight end 
in college. He is enshrined in the Hall 
of Fame. He led the NFLPA and then 
courageously led the fight for retired 
players which culminated in the ‘‘88 
Plan.’’ His accomplishments and legacy 
will endure in the hearts and minds of 
his fellow players and Baltimore Colts 
fans and football fans forever. 

f 

EPA RULING 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
took steps to make the air in Vermont 
cleaner by issuing the final cross-State 
air pollution rule. 

In Vermont, we pride ourselves on 
our bucolic views, unspoiled water-
ways, and our connection to the land. 
Yet, all of this is threatened by pollu-
tion that is beyond our control, and 
coming from beyond our borders. 
Vermont has always been a dumping 
ground, so to speak, for emissions from 
coal-fired powerplants from other 
States. Toxic pollution, generated in 
other parts of the country, blows into 
Vermont and damages our State’s sce-
nic beauty, decreases the value of con-
servation investments, and damages 
our forests, lakes, rivers, and wetlands. 

These powerplant emissions and air 
pollution are transported long dis-
tances and not only mars our land-
scapes and threatens our health, but it 
also costs downwind States and busi-
nesses billions of dollars annually. Our 
only defense against such activity is 
the Federal Clean Air Act. Today, with 
the implementation of the EPA’s cross- 
State air pollution rule, powerplants 
will be required to install new pollu-
tion controls that reduce the amount 
of dangerous emissions crossing State 
lines and entering Vermont. This will 
level the playing field by requiring 
powerplants to make long overdue in-
vestments in proven, readily available 
pollution control technologies that are 
already in place at many powerplants. 

The cross-State air pollution rule re-
quires many fossil fuel-fired power-
plants to slash emissions that cross 
State lines and contribute to ground- 
level ozone and fine particle pollution 
in other States. These pollutants con-
tribute to smog and air pollution which 
causes tens of thousands of Americans 

to become sick each year. Those most 
susceptible to illnesses related to poor 
air quality are often our most vulner-
able citizens. The elderly and children, 
especially those already suffering from 
respiratory disorders like asthma, are 
routinely forced to stay inside on poor 
air quality days. 

Pollution is also responsible for thou-
sands of new respiratory illnesses each 
year, adding more unnecessary costs to 
our health care system. In fact, the re-
ductions contained in this rule would 
prevent 14,000 to 36,000 premature 
deaths each year, 23,000 nonfatal heart 
attacks, 21,000 cases of acute bron-
chitis, 240,000 cases of aggravated asth-
ma, and 1.9 million missed school and 
work days. The total benefits of this 
rule are estimated to be $120–290 bil-
lion. 

Some believe these benefits are not 
worth the costs to industry. However, 
the cross-State air pollution rule is 
projected to cost industry from $10–30 
billion, a very modest amount com-
pared to the financial benefits and 
deaths prevented by this rule. In addi-
tion, a utility-funded report recently 
contradicted arguments that the rule 
will threaten U.S. electricity reli-
ability. The reason for this is that a 
majority of utilities have already 
taken steps to adapt to Federal rules. 
In fact, over half of the country’s coal- 
fired powerplants have already in-
stalled sulfur dioxide scrubbers or plan 
to install them. Of those that had plans 
to retire units, they are doing so be-
cause they are inefficient and cannot 
compete in today’s market, not be-
cause of these rules. 

In the end, only about one-fourth of 
the Nation’s powerplants need to take 
action. Are we going to let these 
plants, which have dragged their feet, 
refusing to install new technology that 
would prevent pollution and prevent 
deaths and serious illness, continue to 
poison our air on the public’s dime? 

No, instead we should encourage the 
use of cleaner technologies that will 
lead to healthier air, increased effi-
ciency, and a boost in jobs. Overall, 
regulations under the Clean Air Act 
have dramatically reduced air pollu-
tion while creating jobs and spurring 
American innovation in new industries 
and technology. Reports show the cre-
ation of 1.5 million jobs over the next 5 
years and increased global exports of 
domestically produced clean tech-
nologies. History has demonstrated 
that since 1970, every dollar spent on 
compliance with the Clean Air Act has 
led to $4–$8 in economic benefits. By 
2020, the total benefits of the Clean Air 
Act will reach $2 trillion. 

Coming from a State with no coal- 
fired powerplants that has been on the 
receiving end of these pollutants for far 
too long, I fully welcome the final 
cross-State air pollution rule because I 
know that it will improve the quality 
of life for Vermonters who are subject 
to the impacts, and costs, of pollution 
from far beyond our borders. This rule 
is good for Vermont. It is good for the 
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country. The Clean Air Act has been 
cleaning our air for over four decades, 
while continuing to grow our economy. 
The final cross-State air pollution rule 
that was published today will encour-
age innovation and cost-savings and 
help powerplants achieve their mission 
of providing clean, affordable, and reli-
able energy. I am happy to see the EPA 
use this tool, given to it by Congress, 
to protect the people and the environ-
ment of Vermont and the rest of the 
country from pollution generated by 
distant industries.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

REMEMBERING DAVID GETCHES 
∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I recognize the important con-
tributions of David Getches, who died 
earlier this week. He leaves behind not 
only a family to whom he was in-
tensely devoted, but also an impressive 
legacy of public service, scholarship, 
mentorship, and friendship. 

Having served as both chairman and 
ranking member of the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee, I am 
particularly appreciative of his re-
markable scholarship and public serv-
ice in the areas of natural resources 
law and policy. He was a prolific writer 
on water, public land, and Indian law 
and policy, and there are no doubt 
many dog-eared copies of his books and 
articles on those subjects in our com-
mittee files. He was called on to testify 
as an expert in both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, and his in-
sight and creativity on those issues 
have had a positive impact on the leg-
islation and oversight that are the re-
sponsibility of our committee and oth-
ers. 

While his resume of government serv-
ice is notable—including special con-
sultant to Department of the Interior 
Secretary Bruce Babbitt and director 
of the Colorado Department of Natural 
Resources—it does not reflect the 
countless hours of knowledge and wis-
dom that David freely shared with gov-
ernment officials and staff who regu-
larly sought his counsel. 

David was a dedicated teacher of 
many thousands of students at the Uni-
versity of Colorado School of Law and 
a mentor to two of our committee staff 
who have worked on water and public 
lands issues. He was returning to the 
faculty this summer after serving 8 
years as dean of the School of Law. 

David Getches distinguished himself 
throughout his career. But what I un-
derstand set him apart, was that, at 
the same time, he distinguished him-
self as a father to his three children 
Liza, Catie, and Matthew and as a hus-
band to his wife Ann. They have our 
deep sympathy as they endure this 
loss. He is greatly missed.∑ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:05 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 

Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 515. An act to reauthorize the Belarus 
Democracy Act of 2004. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 515. An act to reauthorize the Belarus 
Democracy Act of 2004; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 1340. A bill to cut, cap, and balance the 
Federal budget. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–2408. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a semi- 
annual report relative to Reserve component 
equipment delivery; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–2409. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the implementation of the 
discretionary special compensation provided 
in section 603 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2410. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
a violation of the Antideficiency Act that oc-
curred within the Department of the Air 
Force and was assigned case number 08–07; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2411. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, and the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a joint report entitled ‘‘Implementation 
Proposal for the National Action Plan for 
Demand Response’’; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC–2412. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report on the activities of 
the U.S. Economic Development Administra-
tion (EDA), Department of Commerce, for 
fiscal year 2010; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–2413. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘West Virginia 
Regulatory Program’’ (Docket No. WV–117– 
FOR) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on July 6, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–2414. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Partial Exchange 
of Annuity Contracts’’ (Rev. Proc. 2011–38) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 6, 2011; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2415. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Notice: Suspension 
of Reporting Requirements Under Sections 
6038D and 1298(f)’’ (Notice 2011–55) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
July 6, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2416. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–79 ‘‘Housing Production Trust 
Fund Dedicated Tax Appropriations Author-
ization Temporary Act of 2011’’; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2417. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–80 ‘‘Housing Production Trust 
Fund Pollin Memorial Community Dedicated 
Tax Appropriations Authorization Tem-
porary Act of 2011’’; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–2418. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–81 ‘‘Unemployment Com-
pensation Extended Benefits Continuation 
Temporary Amendment Act of 2011’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–2419. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–82 ‘‘Brewery Manufacturer’s 
Tasting Permit Temporary Amendment Act 
of 2011’’; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2420. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–89 ‘‘Department of Forensic 
Sciences Establishment Act of 2011’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–2421. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–90 ‘‘Closing of Water Street, 
S.W., S.O. 10–15906, Act of 2011’’; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2422. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 19–91 ‘‘Closing of Public Street 
adjacent to Square 4376 Act of 2011’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–2423. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commission, Bureau of Con-
sumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Automotive Fuel 
Ratings Certification and Posting’’ (RIN3084– 
AB14) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on July 6, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2424. A communication from the Assist-
ant Chief Counsel for Hazardous Materials 
Safety, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous 
Materials: Revision to the List of Hazardous 
Substances and Reportable Quantities’’ 
(RIN2137–AE74) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 7, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2425. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
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a rule entitled ‘‘Marketing Meteorological 
Evaluation Towers’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–1326)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 7, 2011; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–2426. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Operations, 
Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revisions to 
Framework Adjustment 45 to the Northeast 
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan and 
Sector Annual Catch Entitlements; Updated 
Annual Catch Limits for Sectors and the 
Common Pool for Fishing Year 2011’’ 
(RIN0648–BA27) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 30, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2427. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Operations, 
Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pacific Halibut 
Fisheries; Limited Access for Guided Sport 
Charter Vessels in Alaska’’ (RIN0648–BA99) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 6, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2428. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Alaska Plaice in the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Management Area’’ 
(RIN0648–XA482) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 6, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2429. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL–600–2C10 (Re-
gional Jet Series 700, 701, and 702), Model CL– 
600–2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705), and Model 
CL–600–2D24 (Regional Jet Series 900) Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2011–0159)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 7, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2430. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 737–100, –200, 
–200C, –300, –400, and –500 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2011–0028)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 7, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2431. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 727, 727C, 727–100, 
727–100C, 727–200, and 727–200F Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2010–1272)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 7, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2432. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Robinson Helicopter Company Model (Robin-
son) R22, R22 Alpha, R22 Beta, R22 Mariner, 
R44, and R44 II Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2011–0588)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on July 

7, 2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2433. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc. Model 205A, 
205A–1, 205B, 212, 412, 412CF and 412EP Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2011–0561)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 7, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2434. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France Model SA–365C, SA–365C1, 
SA–365C2, SA365N, SA–365N1, AS–365N2, AS 
365 N3, and SA–366G1 Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2011–0551)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 7, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2435. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the proposed trans-
fer of major defense equipment from the 
Government of Norway to the Government of 
Chile with an original acquisition cost of 
more than $25,000,000; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–2436. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Management and 
Administration and Designated Reporting 
Official, Office on National Drug Control 
Policy, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to a vacancy in the position of Deputy 
Director for Supply Reduction, received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
July 6, 2011; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re-
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM–55. A resolution adopted by the Board 
of County Commissioners of Miami-Dade 
County of the State of Florida urging Con-
gress to refrain from eliminating funding for 
federal programs under the Workforce In-
vestment Act, to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER, from the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, with an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute: 

S. 275. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to provide for enhanced safety 
and environmental protection in pipeline 
transportation, to provide for enhanced reli-
ability in the transportation of the Nation’s 
energy products by pipeline, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 112–30). 

By Mrs. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

S. 951. A bill to improve the provision of 
Federal transition, rehabilitation, voca-
tional, and unemployment benefits to mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and veterans, and 
for other purposes. 

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 Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 1336. A bill to prevent immigration fraud 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 1337. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend ex-
isting elective tax treatment for Alaska Na-
tive Settlement Trusts; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 
S. 1338. A bill to amend chapter 5 of title 

31, United States Code, to establish the Of-
fice of Regulatory Integrity within the Office 
of Management and Budget; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 
S. 1339. A bill to provide for the compila-

tion and reporting of participation data re-
lating to Federal rulemaking; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. TOOMEY, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Wisconsin, Mr. HATCH, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. BLUNT, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. THUNE, Mr. 
VITTER, and Mr. WICKER): 

S. 1340. A bill to cut, cap, and balance the 
Federal budget; read the first time. 

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. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. COATS, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAR-
RASSO, Mr. JOHANNS, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. RISCH): 

S. Res. 226. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the President does 
not have the authority to ignore the statu-
tory debt limit by ordering the Secretary of 
the Treasury to continue issuing debt on the 
full faith and credit of the United States; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WEBB (for himself, Mr. INHOFE, 
and Mr. LUGAR): 

S. Res. 227. A resolution calling for the pro-
tection of the Mekong River Basin and in-
creased United States support for delaying 
the construction of mainstream dams along 
the Mekong River; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. TOOMEY, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Mr. WEBB, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. Res. 228. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding coming to-
gether as a Nation and ceasing all work or 
other activity for a moment of remembrance 
beginning at 1:00 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time 
on September 11, 2011, in honor of the 10th 
anniversary of the terrorist attacks com-
mitted against the United States on Sep-
tember 11, 2001; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for him-
self, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BENNET, Mr. 
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BEGICH, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. TESTER, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. Res. 229. A resolution recognizing the 
heroic efforts of firefighters to contain nu-
merous wildfires that have affected thou-
sands of people throughout the United 
States; considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 201 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) and the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 201, a bill to clarify the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the In-
terior with respect to the C.C. Cragin 
Dam and Reservoir, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 312 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 312, a bill to amend the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act to repeal certain limitations on 
health care benefits. 

S. 344 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from New York (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 344, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit certain 
retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive both disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for their disability and ei-
ther retired pay by reason of their 
years of military service or Combat- 
Related Special Compensation, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 362 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 362, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for a 
Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 418 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 418, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the World War II 
members of the Civil Air Patrol. 

S. 497 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 497, a bill to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to 
modify the requirements of the visa 
waiver program and for other purposes. 

S. 504 

At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 504, 
a bill to preserve and protect the free 
choice of individual employees to form, 
join, or assist labor organizations, or 
to refrain from such activities. 

S. 571 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 571, a bill to amend sub-
title B of title VII of the McKinney- 
Vento Homeless Assistance Act to pro-
vide education for homeless children 
and youths, and for other purposes. 

S. 585 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-

braska, the name of the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 585, a bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of Education to 
award grants for the support of full- 
service community schools, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 641 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 641, a bill to provide 
100,000,000 people with first-time access 
to safe drinking water and sanitation 
on a sustainable basis within six years 
by improving the capacity of the 
United States Government to fully im-
plement the Senator Paul Simon Water 
for the Poor Act of 2005. 

S. 726 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
726, a bill to rescind $45 billion of unob-
ligated discretionary appropriations, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 769 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 769, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to prevent the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs from prohib-
iting the use of service dogs on Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs property. 

S. 834 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 834, a bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to improve edu-
cation and prevention related to cam-
pus sexual violence, domestic violence, 
dating violence, and stalking. 

S. 853 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 853, a bill to provide for finan-
cial literacy education. 

S. 929 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 929, a bill to establish a 
comprehensive literacy program. 

S. 951 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 951, a bill to improve the provision 
of Federal transition, rehabilitation, 
vocational, and unemployment benefits 
to members of the Armed Forces and 
veterans, and for other purposes. 

S. 968 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 968, a bill to prevent 
online threats to economic creativity 
and theft of intellectual property, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 973 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 973, a bill to create the 
National Endowment for the Oceans to 
promote the protection and conserva-
tion of the United States ocean, coast-
al, and Great Lakes ecosystems, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1025 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. MERKLEY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1025, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to enhance 
the national defense through empower-
ment of the National Guard, enhance-
ment of the functions of the National 
Guard Bureau, and improvement of 
Federal-State military coordination in 
domestic emergency response, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1240 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1240, a bill to support the estab-
lishment and operation of Teachers 
Professional Development Institutes. 

S. 1261 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. BROWN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1261, a bill to amend title 5, 
United States Code, to deny retirement 
benefits accrued by an individual as a 
Member of Congress if such individual 
is convicted of certain offenses. 

S. 1280 

At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. BROWN) and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1280, a bill to 
amend the Peace Corps Act to require 
sexual assault risk-reduction and re-
sponse training, and the development 
of sexual assault protocol and guide-
lines, the establishment of victims ad-
vocates, the establishment of a Sexual 
Assault Advisory Council, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1280, supra. 

S. 1281 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Louisiana (Ms. 
LANDRIEU) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1281, a bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to prohibit the transpor-
tation of horses in interstate transpor-
tation in a motor vehicle containing 
two or more levels stacked on top of 
one another. 
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S. 1297 

At the request of Mr. BURR, the name 
of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1297, a bill to preserve State and insti-
tutional authority relating to State 
authorization and the definition of 
credit hour. 

S. 1301 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1301, a bill to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 2012 to 
2015 for the Trafficking Victims Pro-
tection Act of 2000, to enhance meas-
ures to combat trafficking in person, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1313 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1313, a bill to amend the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
reauthorize the National Estuary Pro-
gram, and for other purposes. 

S. 1317 

At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1317, a bill to allow in-
dividuals to choose to opt out of the 
Medicare part A benefit. 

S. 1323 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from New York (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1323, a bill to express the sense of 
the Senate on shared sacrifice in re-
solving the budget deficit. 

S.J. RES. 19 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) and the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) were added 
as cosponsors of S.J. Res. 19, a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States 
authorizing Congress to prohibit the 
physical desecration of the flag of the 
United States. 

S. RES. 80 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 80, a resolution condemning the 
Government of Iran for its state-spon-
sored persecution of its Baha’i minor-
ity and its continued violation of the 
International Covenants on Human 
Rights. 

S. RES. 175 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 175, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to on-
going violations of the territorial in-
tegrity and sovereignty of Georgia and 
the importance of a peaceful and just 
resolution to the conflict within Geor-
gia’s internationally recognized bor-
ders. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 1336. A bill to prevent immigration 

fraud and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing the Immigra-
tion Fraud Prevention Act of 2011. This 
legislation would provide a much-need-
ed tool for prosecutors to use to com-
bat the exploitative actions of fraudu-
lent lawyers and consultants who take 
advantage of individuals seeking immi-
gration assistance. 

The Immigration Fraud Prevention 
Act would punish fraud and misrepre-
sentation in the context of immigra-
tion proceedings. The act would create 
a new Federal crime to penalize those 
who engage in schemes to defraud im-
migrants. 

Specifically, the act would make it a 
Federal crime to knowingly and falsely 
represent that an individual is an at-
torney or accredited representative au-
thorized to represent aliens in immi-
gration proceedings; and to knowingly 
defraud or receive money or anything 
of value from any person by false or 
fraudulent pretences, representations, 
or promises. 

Violations of these crimes would re-
sult in a fine, imprisonment of not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

The bill would also work to combat 
immigration fraud by increasing the 
awareness of notario fraud to immi-
grants. 

The bill would require immigration 
courts to provide immigrants in re-
moval proceedings with information 
about notario fraud. 

The bill would require the Justice 
Department to compile and make 
available to the public a list of individ-
uals and organizations that have been 
convicted of immigration fraud; and 
permit only people who have, within a 
12-month period, represented immi-
grants pro bono appear on the Justice 
Department’s list of pro bono legal 
services. 

By enacting this bill, Congress would 
help prevent more victims like Mr. 
Ibarra, a Mexican national and father 
of four, who has resided in Los Angeles 
since 1988. Mr. Ibarra hired a so-called 
‘‘immigration specialist’’ and paid him 
over $7,500. In his apartment, Mr. 
Ibarra keeps reams of documents that 
the immigration consultant claimed to 
have filed on his behalf but never did— 
as Mr. Ibarra subsequently learned 
from immigration authorities when he 
was placed into removal proceedings. I 
wish I could tell you that this kind of 
egregious behavior is uncommon, but 
sadly, that is not the case. 

Last November, the San Francisco 
City Attorney filed a lawsuit against a 
former lawyer who ran an illicit immi-
gration law practice. In the three dec-
ades in which the lawyer was licensed 
to practice law, he was reported on nu-
merous occasions to the California bar 
for his unethical behavior that in-
cluded collecting exorbitant fees; rep-

resenting clients in a negligent man-
ner; and misleading immigrants with 
assurances of favorable outcomes. 

Eventually, the lawyer resigned from 
the legal profession and was prohibited 
from representing clients before the 
Board of Immigration Appeals. The 
terms of his resignation prevented him 
from practicing law or portraying him-
self as eligible to practice law. Instead 
of abiding by these terms, the lawyer 
proceeded to set up another law prac-
tice through which he defrauded over 
two hundred immigrants, depleting 
many of these victims of their entire 
life savings. 

I am pleased that last month the 
Federal Government partnered with 
State prosecutors and immigration ad-
vocacy organizations to launch a na-
tionwide campaign to combat these 
harmful schemes. The enactment of 
this bill would enhance the govern-
ment’s ability to achieve the goals of 
this national campaign by providing 
prosecutors with a tough new Federal 
criminal law that could be used to con-
vict fraudulent-lawyers and consult-
ants who prey on immigrants. 

Mr. President, I urge support for the 
Immigration Fraud Prevention Act of 
2011. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent 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. 1336 
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 ‘‘Immigration 
Fraud Prevention Act of 2011’’. 
SEC. 2. MISREPRESENTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 1041. Misrepresentation 

‘‘Any person who knowingly and falsely 
represents that such person is, or holds him-
self or herself out as, an attorney, an accred-
ited representative, or any person authorized 
to represent any other person before any 
court or agency of the United States in any 
removal proceeding or any other case or 
matter arising under the immigration laws 
(as defined in section 101(a)(17) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(17)) shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of sections for chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the item relating to section 1040 the 
following: 
‘‘Sec. 1041. Misrepresentation.’’. 
SEC. 3. IMMIGRATION SCHEMES TO DEFRAUD 

ALIENS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 1352. Immigration schemes to defraud 

aliens 
‘‘Any person who, in connection with any 

matter arising under the immigration laws 
(as defined in section 101(a)(17) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(17)) or any matter the offender claims 
or represents to arise under such immigra-
tion laws, knowingly executes a scheme or 
artifice to— 
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‘‘(1) defraud any person; or 
‘‘(2) obtain or receive money or anything 

else of value from any person by means of 
false or fraudulent pretenses, representa-
tions, or promises, 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of sections for chapter 63 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘Sec. 1352. Immigration schemes to defraud 

aliens.’’. 
SEC. 4. LISTS OF COUNSEL FOR ALIENS. 

Section 239(b)(2) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1229(b)(2)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) CURRENT LISTS OF COUNSEL.—The At-
torney General shall compile and update, not 
less frequently than quarterly, lists of per-
sons who, during the most recent 12 months, 
have provided pro bono representation of 
aliens in proceedings under section 240 that— 

‘‘(A) include a description of who may rep-
resent the alien in the proceedings, including 
a notice that immigration consultants, visa 
consultants, and other unauthorized individ-
uals may not provide such representation; 
and 

‘‘(B) shall be provided in accordance with 
subsection (a)(1)(E) and otherwise made gen-
erally available.’’. 
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATION. 

Section 239(b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1229(b)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) LIST OF PROHIBITIONS.—The Attorney 
General shall— 

‘‘(A) compile a list of specific individuals, 
organizations, and practices that the Attor-
ney General has determined are prohibited in 
the provision of representation in immigra-
tion proceedings, including individuals who 
have been convicted for a violation of sec-
tion 1041 or 1352 of title 18, United States 
Code; 

‘‘(B) update the list compiled pursuant to 
subparagraph (A) not less frequently than 
quarterly; and 

‘‘(C) make such list available to the gen-
eral public.’’. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 
S. 1338. A bill to amend chapter 5 of 

title 31, United States Code, to estab-
lish the Office of Regulatory Integrity 
within the Office of Management and 
Budget; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak about two bills that I am 
introducing today to address a serious 
and persistent threat to the integrity 
of our government: regulatory capture. 

Over the last 50 years, Congress has 
tasked an alphabet soup of regulatory 
agencies to administer our laws 
through rule-making, adjudication, and 
enforcement. Protecting the proper 
functioning of these regulatory agen-
cies has led me to the topic of regu-
latory capture. I held a hearing on the 
subject last year in the Senate Judici-
ary Committee and now am filing two 
bills that will make our government 
more resistant to the ever-growing 
power of special interests. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in passing these 
important good-government measures. 

At bottom, regulatory capture is a 
threat to democratic government. ‘‘We 
the People’’ pass laws through a demo-
cratic and open process. Powerful in-
terests then seek to ‘‘capture’’ the reg-
ulatory agencies that enforce those 
laws so that they can avoid their in-
tended effect, turning laws passed to 
protect the public interest into regula-
tions and enforcement practices that 
benefit limited private interests. 

This concept of ‘‘regulatory capture’’ 
is well-established in regulatory and 
economic theory. 

In 1913, Woodrow Wilson wrote this: 
‘‘If the government is to tell big busi-
ness men how to run their business, 
then don’t you see that big business 
men . . . must capture the govern-
ment, in order not to be restrained too 
much by it?’’ 

The first dean of the Woodrow Wilson 
School, Marver Bernstein, wrote that a 
regulatory commission will tend over 
time to ‘‘become more concerned with 
the general health of the industry,’’ 
and try ‘‘to prevent changes which will 
adversely affect’’ the industry. This, he 
said, ‘‘is a problem of ethics and moral-
ity as well as administrative method’’; 
‘‘a blow to democratic government and 
responsible political institutions.’’ Ul-
timately he said it leads to ‘‘sur-
render’’: ‘‘The commission finally be-
comes a captive of the regulated 
groups.’’ 

Regulatory capture has been the sub-
ject of work by Nobel laureate George 
Stigler in his article ‘‘The Theory of 
Economic Regulation.’’ Students of ad-
ministrative law know how well estab-
lished the doctrine of ‘‘regulatory cap-
ture’’ or ‘‘agency capture’’ is in that 
field. 

Last year, a senior fellow at the Cato 
Institute wrote in the Wall Street 
Journal about ‘‘a striking example of 
regulatory capture.’’ He described the 
phenomenon this way: ‘‘Agencies 
tasked with protecting the public in-
terest come to identify with the regu-
lated industry and protect its interests 
against that of the public. The result: 
Government fails to protect the pub-
lic.’’ His example was the Minerals 
Management Service, in relation to the 
BP oil spill. 

The failures of MMS in the lead up to 
the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, the 
cozy relationship between MMS offi-
cials and industry executives, and the 
shameful behavior of some MMS em-
ployees are archetypal symptoms of 
regulatory capture. But the report of 
the commission on the Gulf oil spill 
never mentioned ‘‘regulatory capture.’’ 

That is a pretty strong signal that 
regulatory capture isn’t getting the at-
tention it deserves. 

When you think about the century- 
long academic and policy debate about 
regulatory capture, and when you look 
at the cost of recent disasters in areas 
regulated by the Minerals Management 
Service, the Mine Safety and Health 
Administration, and the Securities Ex-
change Commission, it seems pretty 
evident that Congress should be con-

cerned not only about those prior inci-
dents, but about addressing the threat 
of future regulatory capture. The ex-
perts I have spoken with in my home 
state of Rhode Island certainly under-
stand that regulatory capture matters. 
They don’t want a captured agency to 
allow the next oil spill or other man- 
made disaster to happen in our state, 
or for a financial agency to allow spec-
ulators to wipe out the savings of our 
citizens. Surely constituents of each of 
the members of this body would agree 
whole-heartedly. 

That is why I am introducing two 
pieces of legislation today. 

The first bill is called the Regulatory 
Capture Prevention Act. It would cre-
ate an office within the Office of Man-
agement and Budget with the author-
ity to investigate and report regu-
latory capture. The office would ensure 
that abuses were not overlooked, and 
sound the alarm if a regulatory agency 
were overwhelmed by a more sophisti-
cated and better-resourced regulated 
industry. Scrutiny and publicity are 
powerful tools for protecting the integ-
rity of our regulatory agencies. This 
bill would employ them to prevent 
powerful interests from coopting our 
laws. 

The second bill is called the Regu-
latory Information Reporting Act. It 
would shed extra sunlight into regu-
latory agencies by requiring them to 
report to a public Web site the fol-
lowing: first, the name and affiliation 
of each party that comments on an 
agency regulation; second, whether 
that party affected the regulatory 
process; and finally, whether that 
party is an economic, noneconomic, or 
citizen interest. By centralizing this 
information for public and congres-
sional scrutiny, the bill would create a 
simple dashboard for hints of regu-
latory capture in agency rulemaking. 

As the Senate considers these bills, 
we should remember how much agree-
ment exists about regulatory capture. 
During the hearing I chaired on regu-
latory capture last year, all of the wit-
nesses, from across the ideological 
spectrum, agreed on each of the fol-
lowing 7 propositions. First, regulatory 
capture is a real phenomenon and a 
threat to the integrity of government. 
Second, regulated entities have a con-
centrated incentive to gain as much in-
fluence as possible over regulators, op-
posed by a diffuse public interest. 
Third, regulated industries ordinarily 
have substantial organizational and re-
source advantages in the regulatory 
process when compared to public inter-
est groups. Fourth, some regulatory 
processes lend themselves to gaming by 
regulated entities seeking undue con-
trol over regulation. Fifth, regulatory 
capture by its nature happens in the 
dark—done as quietly as possible; no 
industry puts up a flag announcing its 
capture of a regulatory agency. Sixth, 
the potential damage from regulatory 
capture is enormous. Finally, effective 
congressional oversight is key to keep-
ing regulators focused on the public in-
terest. 
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With that as a starting point, I am 

hopeful that the Senate can agree on 
legislation to address this very real 
problem. Administrative law may not 
be the most glamorous subject, but I 
hope to work with colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to eliminate regu-
latory capture. 

This is so important because for as 
long as there are regulatory agencies, 
regulated industries, and money, there 
will be efforts at regulatory capture. 
We owe it to our country to do every-
thing possible to defeat such efforts to 
capture our government of the people, 
by the people, and for the people. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 226—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE PRESIDENT 
DOES NOT HAVE THE AUTHOR-
ITY TO IGNORE THE STATUTORY 
DEBT LIMIT BY ORDERING THE 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
TO CONTINUE ISSUING DEBT ON 
THE FULL FAITH AND CREDIT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. COATS, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAR-
RASSO, Mr. JOHANNS, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. RISCH) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

S. RES. 226 

Whereas clause 2 of section 8 of article I of 
the Constitution of the United States gives 
Congress the power ‘‘[t]o borrow Money on 
the credit of the United States’’; 

Whereas the 14th Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States says, ‘‘The va-
lidity of the public debt of the United States, 
authorized by law, including debts incurred 
for payment of pensions and bounties for 
services in suppressing insurrection or rebel-
lion, shall not be questioned.’’; 

Whereas Congress has historically limited 
the Federal debt, either by specifically au-
thorizing the issuance of new debt instru-
ments, or through imposing an aggregate 
limit on Federal debt; 

Whereas the statutory debt limit was es-
tablished by an Act of Congress and signed 
into law by the President in 1982; and 

Whereas the debt subject to limit has been 
increased through an Act of Congress and 
Presidential signature 38 times since 1982: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the Sense of the Senate 
that the President does not have the author-
ity to ignore the statutory debt limit by or-
dering the Secretary of the Treasury to con-
tinue issuing debt on the full faith and credit 
of the United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 227—CALL-
ING FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
THE MEKONG RIVER BASIN AND 
INCREASED UNITED STATES 
SUPPORT FOR DELAYING THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF MAINSTREAM 
DAMS ALONG THE MEKONG 
RIVER 

Mr. WEBB (for himself, Mr. INHOFE, 
and Mr. LUGAR) submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions: 

S. RES. 227 

Whereas the Mekong River is the world’s 
12th longest river, originating on the Ti-
betan Plateau and flowing nearly 3,000 miles 
down through China into Burma, Thailand, 
Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam; 

Whereas the Lower Mekong River in Thai-
land, Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam is a 
source of fresh water, food, and economic op-
portunity for more than 60,000,000 people; 

Whereas the Mekong River is second in 
biodiversity only to the Amazon River, with 
an estimated 1,500 different species of fish, of 
which at least a third migrate up the river 
and tributaries in their life cycle, including 
the majority of the commercial fish catch; 

Whereas the Mekong River supports the 
world’s two largest rice exporters, Thailand 
and Vietnam, as well as the world’s largest 
inland fishery of 4,000,000 tons of freshwater 
fish per year, providing up to $9,000,000,000 
annual income and approximately 80 percent 
of the animal protein consumed in the Lower 
Mekong Basin; 

Whereas China is constructing a cascade of 
up to 15 dams along the mainstream of the 
Upper Mekong River, and Thailand, Laos, 
Cambodia, and Vietnam are planning to con-
struct or finance the construction of up to 11 
dams on the lower half of the river’s main-
stream; 

Whereas scientific studies have cautioned 
that mainstream dam construction will neg-
atively affect the river’s water flow, fish pop-
ulation, and wildlife; 

Whereas the Mekong River Commission is 
a river basin management organization in-
cluding the governments of Thailand, Laos, 
Cambodia, and Vietnam that have signed the 
Agreement on the Cooperation for the Sus-
tainable Development of the Mekong River 
Basin, done at Chiang Rai, Thailand, April 5, 
1995, and agreed to cooperate on manage-
ment of the river and ‘‘development of the 
full potential of sustainable benefits to all 
riparian States’’; 

Whereas the members of the Commission 
have also agreed to ‘‘make every effort to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate harmful effects 
that might occur to the environment, espe-
cially the water quantity and quality, the 
aquatic (eco-system) conditions, and ecologi-
cal balance of the river system, from the de-
velopment and use of the Mekong River 
Basin water resources or discharge of wastes 
and return flows’’; 

Whereas the Mekong River Commission 
sponsored a Strategic Environmental Assess-
ment of the proposed series of mainstream 
dams along the Lower Mekong River, con-
cluding that the decision to move forward 
with even one dam would result in perma-
nent and irreversible changes to the river’s 
productivity and regional environment; 

Whereas such changes could threaten the 
region’s food security, block fish migration 
routes, increase risks to aquatic biodiver-
sity, reduce sediment flows, increase saline 
intrusion, reduce agricultural production, 
and destabilize the river channels and coast-
line along the Mekong Delta; 

Whereas the United States has significant 
economic and strategic interests in the 
Mekong River subregion that may be jeop-
ardized if the construction of mainstream 
dams places the region’s stability at risk; 

Whereas the Department of State initiated 
the Lower Mekong Initiative in July 2009 to 
engage Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, and Viet-
nam on water security issues, to build re-
gional capacity, and to facilitate multilat-
eral cooperation on effective water resources 
management; 

Whereas funding for the Lower Mekong 
Initiative has primarily focused on the envi-
ronment, health, and education, leaving the 
fourth pillar—infrastructure—largely un-
funded; 

Whereas attention to infrastructure devel-
opment is a critical element of promoting 
the sustainable, coordinated construction of 
hydropower dams in the region; 

Whereas, on September 22, 2010, Laos sub-
mitted for review to the Mekong River Com-
mission the proposal for the Xayaburi Dam, 
the first of nine mainstream dams planned 
by Laos along the Lower Mekong River; 

Whereas, on April 19, 2011, the Mekong 
River Commission’s Joint Committee rep-
resentatives met to discuss the Xayaburi 
project without reaching consensus on 
whether the project should proceed, but 
agreed during the meeting to table the deci-
sion and consider it at a later date at a high-
er, ministerial level; and 

Whereas, on May 8, 2011, the Government 
of Laos agreed to temporarily suspend work 
on the Xayaburi dam and announced plans to 
conduct further environmental assessments 
on the project in response to regional con-
cerns: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) calls on United States representatives 

at multilateral development banks to use 
the voice and vote of the United States to 
support strict adherence to international en-
vironmental standards for any financial as-
sistance to hydropower dam projects on the 
mainstream of the Mekong River; 

(2) encourages greater United States en-
gagement with the Mekong River countries 
through the Lower Mekong Initiative and in-
creased support for sustainable infrastruc-
ture and water security in Southeast Asia; 

(3) calls on the United States Government 
in leading the Lower Mekong Initiative to 
devote greater attention to and funding for 
capacity building projects on infrastructure 
and to assist in identifying sustainable eco-
nomic, water, and energy alternatives to 
mainstream hydropower dams on the 
Mekong River; 

(4) applauds the decision of the Mekong 
River Commission to delay endorsement of 
the Xayaburi Dam; 

(5) supports further delay of the construc-
tion of mainstream hydropower dams along 
the Mekong River until the studies by the 
Government of Laos have been completed 
and adequate planning and multilateral co-
ordination can be guaranteed; 

(6) encourages members of the Mekong 
River Commission to adhere to the prior con-
sultation process for dam construction under 
the Commission’s Procedures for Notifica-
tion, Prior Consultation and Agreement; 

(7) calls on all riparian states along the 
Mekong River, including China, to respect 
the rights of other river basin countries and 
take into account any objection or concerns 
regarding the construction of hydropower 
dams; 

(8) calls on the Governments of Burma and 
China to improve cooperation with the 
Mekong River Commission and information 
sharing on water flows and engage in re-
gional decision making processes on the de-
velopment and use of the Mekong River; and 

(9) supports assistance to the Lower 
Mekong River riparian states to gather data 
and analyze the impacts of proposed develop-
ment along the river. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 228—EX-

PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING COMING TO-
GETHER AS A NATION AND 
CEASING ALL WORK OR OTHER 
ACTIVITY FOR A MOMENT OF 
REMEMBRANCE BEGINNING AT 
1:00 PM EASTERN DAYLIGHT 
TIME ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2011, IN 
HONOR OF THE 10TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE TERRORIST AT-
TACKS COMMITTED AGAINST 
THE UNITED STATES ON SEP-
TEMBER 11, 2001 
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Mr. 

MENENDEZ, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CASEY, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. TOOMEY, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
WEBB, and Mr. WARNER) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. RES. 228 

Whereas at 8:46 AM, on September 11, 2001, 
hijacked American Airlines Flight 11 crashed 
into the upper portion of the North Tower of 
the World Trade Center in New York City, 
New York; 

Whereas 17 minutes later, at 9:03 AM, hi-
jacked United Airlines Flight 175 crashed 
into the South Tower of the World Trade 
Center; 

Whereas at 9:37 AM, the west wall of the 
Pentagon was hit by hijacked American Air-
lines Flight 77, the impact of which caused 
immediate and catastrophic damage to the 
headquarters of the Department of Defense; 

Whereas at approximately 10:00 AM, the 
passengers and crew of hijacked United Air-
lines Flight 93 acted heroically to retake 
control of the airplane and thwart the tak-
ing of additional American lives by crashing 
the airliner in Shanksville, Pennsylvania, 
and, in doing so, gave their lives to save 
countless others; 

Whereas nearly 3,000 innocent civilians 
were killed in the heinous attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001; 

Whereas tens of thousands of individuals 
narrowly escaped the attacks at the Pen-
tagon and World Trade Center and, as wit-
nesses to this tragedy, are forever changed; 

Whereas countless fire departments, police 
departments, first responders, governmental 
officials, workers, emergency medical per-
sonnel, and volunteers responded imme-
diately and heroically to those horrific 
events; 

Whereas the Fire Department of New York 
suffered 343 fatalities on September 11, 2001, 
the largest loss of life of any emergency re-
sponse agency in United States history; 

Whereas the Port Authority Police Depart-
ment suffered 37 fatalities in the attacks, the 
largest loss of life of any police force in 
United States history in a single day; 

Whereas the New York Police Department 
suffered 23 fatalities as a result of the ter-
rorist attacks; 

Whereas the impact of that day on public 
health continues through 2011, as nearly 
90,000 people are at risk of or suffering from 
negative health effects as a result of the 
events of September 11, 2001, including 14,000 
workers and 2,400 community residents who 
are sick, and tens of thousands of others 
whose health is being monitored; 

Whereas 10 years later, the people of the 
United States and people around the world 
continue to mourn the tremendous loss of in-
nocent life on that fateful day; 

Whereas 10 years later, thousands of men 
and women in the United States Armed 
Forces remain in harm’s way defending the 

United States against those who seek to 
threaten the United States; 

Whereas on the 10th anniversary of this 
tragic day, the thoughts of the people of the 
United States are with all of the victims of 
the events of September 11, 2001 and their 
families; 

Whereas the lives of Americans were 
changed forever on September 11, 2001, when 
events threatened the American way of life; 

Whereas in 2009, Congress and the Presi-
dent joined together to designate September 
11 as a National Day of Service and Remem-
brance under the Serve America Act (Public 
Law 111–13; 123 Stat. 1460); 

Whereas in September 2009 and 2010, Presi-
dent Obama issued Proclamation 8413 (74 
Fed. Reg. 47045) and Proclamation 8559 (75 
Fed. Reg. 56463) proclaiming September 11, 
2009, and September 11, 2010, respectively, as 
Patriot Day and National Day of Service and 
Remembrance; and 

Whereas September 11 will never, and 
should never, be just another day in the 
hearts and minds of all people of the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes September 11, 2011, as a day 

of solemn commemoration of the events of 
September 11, 2001, and a day to come to-
gether as a Nation; 

(2) offers its deepest and most sincere con-
dolences to the families, friends, and loved 
ones of the innocent victims of the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks; 

(3) honors the heroic service, actions, and 
sacrifices of first responders, law enforce-
ment personnel, State and local officials, 
volunteers, and countless others who aided 
the innocent victims of those attacks and, in 
doing so, bravely risked and often gave their 
own lives; 

(4) recognizes the valiant service, actions, 
and sacrifices of United States personnel, in-
cluding members of the United States Armed 
Forces, the United States intelligence agen-
cies, the United States diplomatic service, 
homeland security and law enforcement per-
sonnel, and their families, who have given so 
much, including their lives and well-being, 
to support the cause of freedom and defend 
the security of the United States; 

(5) reaffirms that the people of the United 
States will never forget the challenges our 
country endured on and since September 11, 
2001, and will work tirelessly to defeat those 
who attacked the United States; and 

(6) on the 10th anniversary of this tragic 
day in United States history— 

(A) calls upon all of the people and institu-
tions of the United States to observe a mo-
ment of remembrance on September 11, 2011, 
including— 

(i) media outlets; 
(ii) houses of worship; 
(iii) military organizations; 
(iv) veterans organizations; 
(v) airlines; 
(vi) airports; 
(vii) railroads; 
(viii) sports teams; 
(ix) the Federal Government; 
(x) State and local governments; 
(xi) police, fire, and other public institu-

tions; 
(xii) educational institutions; 
(xiii) businesses; and 
(xiv) other public and private institutions; 

and 
(B) encourages the observance of the mo-

ment of remembrance to last for 1 minute 
beginning at 1:00 PM Eastern Daylight Time 
by, to the maximum extent practicable— 

(i) ceasing all work or other activity; and 
(ii) marking the moment in an appropriate 

manner, including by ringing bells, blowing 
whistles, or sounding sirens. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 229—RECOG-
NIZING THE HEROIC EFFORTS OF 
FIREFIGHTERS TO CONTAIN NU-
MEROUS WILDFIRES THAT HAVE 
AFFECTED THOUSANDS OF PEO-
PLE THROUGHOUT THE UNITED 
STATES 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself, 

Mr. HATCH, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BEGICH, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, 
Mr. WYDEN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
TESTER, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 229 

Whereas every State in the United States 
has been affected by wildfire in 2011; 

Whereas firefighters and residents have 
had to contend with extreme and erratic fire 
behavior and rapid rates of fire spread; 

Whereas, as of June 12, 2011, more than 
32,189 wildfires have burned more than 
4,700,000 acres of land, which represents more 
acres burned than in all of 2010 and approxi-
mately 600,000 more acres than the 50-year 
average of total acres burned in the United 
States in an entire year; 

Whereas, as of June 12, 2011— 
(1) the Southwestern States have reported 

more than 1,600 fires that have burned more 
than 1,700,000 acres; 

(2) the Southern States have reported more 
than 27,000 fires that have burned more than 
2,400,000 acres; 

(3) the Northern and Central Rocky Moun-
tain States have reported 818 fires that have 
burned more than 250,000 acres; 

(4) the State of California and Great Basin 
Region have reported more than 7,200 fires 
that have burned more than 21,000 acres; 

(5) the Northwestern States and Alaska 
have reported more than 400 fires that have 
burned more than 260,000 acres; and 

(6) the Eastern States have reported more 
than 3,500 fires that have burned more than 
41,000 acres; 

Whereas, as of June 29, 2011, firefighters 
and personnel from the Federal, State, and 
county levels have responded overwhelm-
ingly to battle wildfires throughout the 
United States, filling more than 95,600 re-
quests for firefighter crew members; and 

Whereas the brave men and women who an-
swered the calls for assistance have worked 
to minimize the displacement of thousands 
of residents and to protect against loss of life 
and property: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the heroic efforts of fire-

fighters to contain wildfires and protect 
lives, homes, natural resources, and rural 
economies throughout the United States; 

(2) encourages the people and government 
officials of the United States to express their 
appreciation to the brave men and women 
serving in the firefighting services through-
out the United States; 

(3) encourages the people and communities 
of the United States to be diligent in pre-
venting and preparing for wildfires; and 

(4) encourages the people of the United 
States to keep in their thoughts those who 
have experienced loss as a result of wildfire. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 524. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1323, to express 
the sense of the Senate on shared sacrifice in 
resolving the budget deficit; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 
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SA 525. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1323, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 526. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1323, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 524. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1323, 
to express the sense of the Senate on 
shared sacrifice in resolving the budget 
deficit; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. l. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING PRO-

TECTING SMALL BUSINESS FROM 
ADDITIONAL TAX BURDENS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that small 
businesses, as defined by the Small Business 
Administration, should be exempt from any 
net tax increase that is proposed or included 
in legislation that raises the statutory bor-
rowing authority of the United States. 

SA 525. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1323, to express the 
sense of the Senate on shared sacrifice 
in resolving the budget deficit; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
TITLEll—REDUCTION OF UNNECESSARY 

SPENDING 
SECTION ll1. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Reduce Unnecessary Spending Act of 
2011’’. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to create an optional fast-track procedure 
the President may use when submitting re-
scission requests, which would lead to an up- 
or-down vote by Congress on the President’s 
package of rescissions, without amendment. 
SEC. ll2. RESCISSIONS OF FUNDING. 

The Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is 
amended by striking part C and inserting the 
following: 
‘‘PART C—EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 
‘‘SEC. 1021. APPLICABILITY AND DISCLAIMER. 

‘‘The rules, procedures, requirements, and 
definitions in this part apply only to execu-
tive and legislative actions explicitly taken 
under this part. They do not apply to actions 
taken under part B or to other executive and 
legislative actions not taken under this part. 
‘‘SEC. 1022. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this part: 
‘‘(1) The terms ‘appropriations Act’, ‘budg-

et authority’, and ‘new budget authority’ 
have the same meanings as in section 3 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

‘‘(2) The terms ‘account’, ‘current year’, 
‘CBO’, and ‘OMB’ have the same meanings as 
in section 250 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 as in 
effect on September 30, 2002. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘days of session’ shall be cal-
culated by excluding weekends and national 
holidays. Any day during which a chamber of 
Congress is not in session shall not be count-
ed as a day of session of that chamber. Any 
day during which neither chamber is in ses-
sion shall not be counted as a day of session 
of Congress. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘entitlement law’ means the 
statutory mandate or requirement of the 

United States to incur a financial obligation 
unless that obligation is explicitly condi-
tioned on the appropriation in subsequent 
legislation of sufficient funds for that pur-
pose, and the Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘funding’ refers to new budg-
et authority and obligation limits except to 
the extent that the funding is provided for 
entitlement law. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘rescind’ means to eliminate 
or reduce the amount of enacted funding. 

‘‘(7) The terms ‘withhold’ and ‘withholding’ 
apply to any executive action or inaction 
that precludes the obligation of funding at a 
time when it would otherwise have been 
available to an agency for obligation. The 
terms do not include administrative or pre-
paratory actions undertaken prior to obliga-
tion in the normal course of implementing 
budget laws. 
‘‘SEC. 1023. TIMING AND PACKAGING OF RESCIS-

SION REQUESTS. 
‘‘(a) TIMING.—If the President proposes 

that Congress rescind funding under the pro-
cedures in this part, OMB shall transmit a 
message to Congress containing the informa-
tion specified in section 1024, and the mes-
sage transmitting the proposal shall be sent 
to Congress not later than 45 calendar days 
after the date of enactment of the funding. 

‘‘(b) PACKAGING AND TRANSMITTAL OF RE-
QUESTED RESCISSIONS.—Except as provided in 
subsection (c), for each piece of legislation 
that provides funding, the President shall re-
quest at most 1 package of rescissions and 
the rescissions in that package shall apply 
only to funding contained in that legislation. 
OMB shall deliver each message requesting a 
package of rescissions to the Secretary of 
the Senate if the Senate is not in session and 
to the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
if the House is not in session. OMB shall 
make a copy of the transmittal message pub-
licly available, and shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register a notice of the message and in-
formation on how it can be obtained. 

‘‘(c) SPECIAL PACKAGING RULES.—After en-
actment of— 

‘‘(1) a joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations; 

‘‘(2) a supplemental appropriations bill; or 
‘‘(3) an omnibus appropriations bill; 

covering some or all of the activities cus-
tomarily funded in more than 1 regular ap-
propriations bill, the President may propose 
as many as 2 packages rescinding funding 
contained in that legislation, each within 
the 45-day period specified in subsection (a). 
OMB shall not include the same rescission in 
both packages, and, if the President requests 
the rescission of more than one discrete 
amount of funding under the jurisdiction of 
a single subcommittee, OMB shall include 
each of those discrete amounts in the same 
package. 
‘‘SEC. 1024. REQUESTS TO RESCIND FUNDING. 

‘‘For each request to rescind funding under 
this part, the transmittal message shall— 

‘‘(1) specify— 
‘‘(A) the dollar amount to be rescinded; 
‘‘(B) the agency, bureau, and account from 

which the rescission shall occur; 
‘‘(C) the program, project, or activity with-

in the account (if applicable) from which the 
rescission shall occur; 

‘‘(D) the amount of funding, if any, that 
would remain for the account, program, 
project, or activity if the rescission request 
is enacted; and 

‘‘(E) the reasons the President requests the 
rescission; 

‘‘(2) designate each separate rescission re-
quest by number; and 

‘‘(3) include proposed legislative language 
to accomplish the requested rescissions 
which may not include— 

‘‘(A) any changes in existing law, other 
than the rescission of funding; or 

‘‘(B) any supplemental appropriations, 
transfers, or reprogrammings. 

‘‘SEC. 1025. GRANTS OF AND LIMITATIONS ON 
PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY. 

‘‘(a) PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY TO WITH-
HOLD FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and if the President pro-
poses a rescission of funding under this part, 
OMB may, subject to the time limits pro-
vided in subsection (c), temporarily withhold 
that funding from obligation. 

‘‘(b) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES AVAILABLE 
ONLY ONCE PER BILL.—The President may 
not invoke the procedures of this part, or the 
authority to withhold funding granted by 
subsection (a), on more than 1 occasion for 
any Act providing funding. 

‘‘(c) TIME LIMITS.—OMB shall make avail-
able for obligation any funding withheld 
under subsection (a) on the earliest of— 

‘‘(1) the day on which the President deter-
mines that the continued withholding or re-
duction no longer advances the purpose of 
legislative consideration of the rescission re-
quest; 

‘‘(2) starting from the day on which OMB 
transmitted a message to Congress request-
ing the rescission of funding, 25 calendar 
days in which the House of Representatives 
has been in session or 25 calendar days in 
which the Senate has been in session, which-
ever occurs second; or 

‘‘(3) the last day after which the obligation 
of the funding in question can no longer be 
fully accomplished in a prudent manner be-
fore its expiration. 

‘‘(d) DEFICIT REDUCTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds that are rescinded 

under this part shall be dedicated only to re-
ducing the deficit or increasing the surplus. 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENT OF LEVELS IN THE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET.—Not later 
than 5 days after the date of enactment of an 
approval bill as provided under this part, the 
chairs of the Committees on the Budget of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
shall revise allocations and aggregates and 
other appropriate levels under the appro-
priate concurrent resolution on the budget 
to reflect the repeal or cancellation, and the 
applicable committees shall report revised 
suballocations pursuant to section 302(b), as 
appropriate. 

‘‘SEC. 1026. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 
RESCISSION REQUESTS. 

‘‘(a) PREPARATION OF LEGISLATION TO CON-
SIDER A PACKAGE OF EXPEDITED RESCISSION 
REQUESTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the House of Rep-
resentatives receives a package of expedited 
rescission requests, the Clerk shall prepare a 
House bill that only rescinds the amounts re-
quested which shall read as follows: 

‘‘ ‘There are enacted the rescissions num-
bered [insert number or numbers] as set 
forth in the Presidential message of [insert 
date] transmitted under part C of the Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 as amended.’ 

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION PROCEDURE.—The Clerk 
shall include in the bill each numbered re-
scission request listed in the Presidential 
package in question, except that the Clerk 
shall omit a numbered rescission request if 
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the House, after consulting with the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate, CBO, GAO, and the House and 
Senate committees that have jurisdiction 
over the funding, determines that the num-
bered rescission does not refer to funding or 
includes matter not permitted under a re-
quest to rescind funding. 

‘‘(b) INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL OF LEGIS-
LATION TO ENACT A PACKAGE OF EXPEDITED 
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RESCISSIONS.—The majority leader or the mi-
nority leader of the House or Representa-
tives, or a designee, shall (by request) intro-
duce each bill prepared under subsection (a) 
not later than 4 days of session of the House 
after its transmittal, or, if no such bill is in-
troduced within that period, any member of 
the House may introduce the required bill in 
the required form on the fifth or sixth day of 
session of the House after its transmittal. If 
such an expedited rescission bill is intro-
duced in accordance with the preceding sen-
tence, it shall be referred to the House com-
mittee of jurisdiction. A copy of the intro-
duced House bill shall be transmitted to the 
Secretary of the Senate, who shall provide it 
to the Senate committee of jurisdiction. 

‘‘(c) HOUSE REPORT AND CONSIDERATION OF 
LEGISLATION TO ENACT A PACKAGE OF EXPE-
DITED RESCISSIONS.—The House committee of 
jurisdiction shall report without amendment 
the bill referred to it under subsection (b) 
not more than 5 days of session of the House 
after the referral. The committee may order 
the bill reported favorably, unfavorably, or 
without recommendation. If the committee 
has not reported the bill by the end of the 5- 
day period, the committee shall be auto-
matically discharged from further consider-
ation of the bill and it shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. 

‘‘(d) HOUSE MOTION TO PROCEED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—After a bill to enact an 

expedited rescission package has been re-
ported or the committee of jurisdiction has 
been discharged under subsection (c), it shall 
be in order to move to proceed to consider 
the bill in the House. A Member who wishes 
to move to proceed to consideration of the 
bill shall announce that fact, and the motion 
to proceed shall be in order only during a 
time designated by the Speaker within the 
legislative schedule for the next calendar 
day of legislative session or the one imme-
diately following it. 

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO SET TIME.—If the Speaker 
does not designate a time under paragraph 
(1), 3 or more calendar days of legislative ses-
sion after the bill has been reported or dis-
charged, it shall be in order for any Member 
to move to proceed to consider the bill. 

‘‘(3) PROCEDURE.—A motion to proceed 
under this subsection shall not be in order 
after the House has disposed of a prior mo-
tion to proceed with respect to that package 
of expedited rescissions. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
motion to proceed, without intervening mo-
tion. A motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion to proceed has been dis-
posed of shall not be in order. 

‘‘(4) REMOVAL FROM CALENDAR.—If 5 cal-
endar days of legislative session have passed 
since the bill was reported or discharged 
under this subsection and no Member has 
made a motion to proceed, the bill shall be 
removed from the calendar. 

‘‘(e) HOUSE CONSIDERATION.— 
‘‘(1) CONSIDERED AS READ.—A bill con-

sisting of a package of rescissions under this 
part shall be considered as read. 

‘‘(2) POINTS OF ORDER.—All points of order 
against the bill are waived, except that a 
point of order may be made that 1 or more 
numbered rescissions included in the bill 
would enact language containing matter not 
requested by the President or not permitted 
under this part as part of that package. If 
the Presiding Officer sustains such a point of 
order, the numbered rescission or rescissions 
that would enact such language are deemed 
to be automatically stripped from the bill 
and consideration proceeds on the bill as 
modified. 

‘‘(3) PREVIOUS QUESTION.—The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to its passage without intervening 
motion, except that 4 hours of debate equally 

divided and controlled by a proponent and an 
opponent are allowed, as well as 1 motion to 
further limit debate on the bill. 

‘‘(4) MOTION TO RECONSIDER.—A motion to 
reconsider the vote on passage of the bill 
shall not be in order. 

‘‘(f) SENATE CONSIDERATION.— 
‘‘(1) REFERRAL.—If the House of Represent-

atives approves a House bill enacting a pack-
age of rescissions, that bill as passed by the 
House shall be sent to the Senate and re-
ferred to the Senate committee of jurisdic-
tion. 

‘‘(2) COMMITTEE ACTION.—The committee of 
jurisdiction shall report without amendment 
the bill referred to it under this subsection 
not later than 3 days of session of the Senate 
after the referral. The committee may order 
the bill reported favorably, unfavorably, or 
without recommendation. 

‘‘(3) DISCHARGE.—If the committee has not 
reported the bill by the end of the 3-day pe-
riod, the committee shall be automatically 
discharged from further consideration of the 
bill and it shall be placed on the appropriate 
calendar. 

‘‘(4) MOTION TO PROCEED.—On the following 
day and for 3 subsequent calendar days in 
which the Senate is in session, it shall be in 
order for any Senator to move to proceed to 
consider the bill in the Senate. Upon such a 
motion being made, it shall be deemed to 
have been agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider shall be deemed to have been laid on 
the table. 

‘‘(5) DEBATE.—Debate on the bill in the 
Senate under this subsection, and all debat-
able motions and appeals in connection 
therewith, shall not exceed 10 hours, equally 
divided and controlled in the usual form. De-
bate in the Senate on any debatable motion 
or appeal in connection with such a bill shall 
be limited to not more than 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled in the usual 
form. A motion to further limit debate on 
such a bill is not debatable. 

‘‘(6) MOTIONS NOT IN ORDER.—A motion to 
amend such a bill or strike a provision from 
it is not in order. A motion to recommit 
such a bill is not in order. 

‘‘(g) SENATE POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not 
be in order under this part for the Senate to 
consider a bill approved by the House enact-
ing a package of rescissions under this part 
if any numbered rescission in the bill would 
enact matter not requested by the President 
or not permitted under this Act as part of 
that package. If a point of order under this 
subsection is sustained, the bill may not be 
considered under this part.’’. 
SEC. ll3. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—Section 1(b) of 

the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 is amended by striking 
the matter for part C of title X and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘PART C—EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS 

‘‘Sec. 1021. Applicability and disclaimer. 
‘‘Sec. 1022. Definitions. 
‘‘Sec. 1023. Timing and packaging of rescis-

sion requests. 
‘‘Sec. 1024. Requests to rescind funding. 
‘‘Sec. 1025. Grants of and limitations on 

presidential authority. 
‘‘Sec. 1026. Congressional consideration of 

rescission requests.’’. 
(b) TEMPORARY WITHHOLDING.—Section 

1013(c) of the Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 is amended by striking ‘‘section 1012’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 1012 or section 1025’’. 

(c) RULEMAKING.— 
(1) 904(a).—Section 904(a) of the Congres-

sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by 
striking ‘‘and 1017’’ and inserting ‘‘1017, and 
1026’’. 

(2) 904(d)(1).—Section 904(d)(1) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by 
striking ‘‘1017’’ and inserting ‘‘1017 or 1026’’. 
SEC. ll4. AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF THE IM-

POUNDMENT CONTROL ACT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of the Impound-

ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by in-
serting at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 1002. SEVERABILITY. 

‘‘If the judicial branch of the United States 
finally determines that 1 or more of the pro-
visions of parts B or C violate the Constitu-
tion of the United States, the remaining pro-
visions of those parts shall continue in ef-
fect.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—Section 1(b) of 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 is amended by inserting 
at the end of the matter for part A of title X 
the following: 
‘‘Sec. 1002. Severability.’’. 
SEC. ll5. EXPIRATION. 

Part C of the Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 (as amended by this Act) shall expire on 
December 31, 2015. 

SA 526. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. RUBIO) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1323, to express the sense of the 
Senate on shared sacrifice in resolving 
the budget deficit; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE II—DEBT BUY-DOWN 

SECTION 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Debt Buy- 

Down Act’’. 
SEC. 202. DESIGNATION OF AMOUNTS FOR RE-

DUCTION OF PUBLIC DEBT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 

61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to returns and records) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new part: 
‘‘PART IX—DESIGNATION FOR REDUCTION 

OF PUBLIC DEBT 
‘‘Sec. 6097. Designation. 
‘‘SEC. 6097. DESIGNATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Every individual with 
adjusted income tax liability for any taxable 
year may designate that a portion of such li-
ability (not to exceed 10 percent thereof) 
shall be used to reduce the public debt. 

‘‘(b) MANNER AND TIME OF DESIGNATION.—A 
designation under subsection (a) may be 
made with respect to any taxable year only 
at the time of filing the return of tax im-
posed by chapter 1 for the taxable year. The 
designation shall be made on the first page 
of the return or on the page bearing the tax-
payer’s signature. 

‘‘(c) ADJUSTED INCOME TAX LIABILITY.—For 
purposes of this section, the adjusted income 
tax liability of an individual for any taxable 
year is the income tax liability of the indi-
vidual for the taxable year determined under 
section 6096(b), reduced by any amount des-
ignated under section 6096(a).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
parts for such subchapter A is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 

‘‘PART IX. DESIGNATION FOR REDUCTION OF 
PUBLIC DEBT’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 203. PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION TRUST FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
98 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to trust fund code) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following section: 
‘‘SEC. 9511. PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION TRUST 

FUND. 
‘‘(a) CREATION OF TRUST FUND.—There is 

established in the Treasury of the United 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:55 Jul 08, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A07JY6.035 S07JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4458 July 7, 2011 
States a trust fund to be known as the ‘Pub-
lic Debt Reduction Trust Fund’, consisting 
of any amount appropriated or credited to 
the Trust Fund as provided in this section or 
section 9602(b). 

‘‘(b) TRANSFERS TO TRUST FUND.—There 
are hereby appropriated to the Public Debt 
Reduction Trust Fund amounts equivalent 
to the amounts designated under section 6097 
(relating to designation for public debt re-
duction). 

‘‘(c) EXPENDITURES.—Amounts in the Pub-
lic Debt Reduction Trust Fund shall be used 
by the Secretary for purposes of paying at 
maturity, or to redeem or buy before matu-
rity, any obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment included in the public debt (other than 
an obligation held by the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund or the 
Department of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund). Any obligation which is paid, re-
deemed, or bought with amounts from the 
Public Debt Reduction Trust Fund shall be 
canceled and retired and may not be re-
issued.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such subchapter is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 9511. Public Debt Reduction Trust 

Fund.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to amounts 
received after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 204. TAXPAYER-GENERATED SEQUESTRA-

TION OF FEDERAL SPENDING TO RE-
DUCE THE PUBLIC DEBT. 

(a) SEQUESTRATION TO REDUCE THE PUBLIC 
DEBT.—Part C of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended by inserting after section 253 the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 253A. SEQUESTRATION TO REDUCE THE 

PUBLIC DEBT. 
‘‘(a) SEQUESTRATION.—Notwithstanding 

sections 255 and 256, within 15 days after Con-
gress adjourns to end a session, and on the 
same day as sequestration (if any) under sec-
tions 251, 252, and 253, and under section 5(b) 
of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, 
but after any sequestration required by 
those sections, there shall be a sequestration 
equivalent to the estimated aggregate 
amount designated under section 6097 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for the last 
taxable year ending one year before the be-
ginning of that session of Congress, as esti-
mated by the Department of the Treasury on 
October 1 and as modified by the total of— 

‘‘(1) any amounts by which net discre-
tionary spending is reduced by legislation 
below the discretionary spending limits en-
acted after the enactment of this section re-
lated to the fiscal year subject to the seques-
tration (or, in the absence of such limits, 
any net deficit change from the baseline 
amount calculated under section 257; and 

‘‘(2) the net deficit change that has re-
sulted from all direct spending legislation 
enacted after the enactment of this section 
related to the fiscal year subject to the se-
questration, as estimated by OMB. 
If the reduction in spending under para-
graphs (1) and (2) for a fiscal year is greater 
than the estimated aggregate amount des-
ignated under section 6097 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 respecting that fiscal 
year, then there shall be no sequestration 
under this section. 

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 

paragraph (2), each account of the United 
States shall be reduced by a dollar amount 
calculated by multiplying the level of budg-
etary resources in that account at that time 
by the uniform percentage necessary to 
carry out subsection (a). All obligational au-

thority reduced under this section shall be 
done in a manner that makes such reduc-
tions permanent. 

‘‘(2) EXEMPT ACCOUNTS.—No order issued 
under this part may— 

‘‘(A) reduce benefits payable to the old-age 
and survivors insurance program established 
under title II of the Social Security Act; 

‘‘(B) reduce retired or retainer pay payable 
to a member or former member of the uni-
formed services; or 

‘‘(C) reduce payments for net interest (all 
of major functional category 900).’’. 

(b) REPORTS.—Section 254 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
of the table the following new item: 
‘‘October 1 ...................... Department of Treasury 

report to Congress esti-
mating amount of in-
come tax designated 
pursuant to section 
6097 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986.’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting ‘‘, and 
sequestration to reduce the public debt,’’ 
after ‘‘sequestration’’; 

(3) in subsection (c), by redesignating para-
graph (5) as paragraph (6) and by inserting 
after paragraph (4) the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(5) REPORTS ON SEQUESTRATION TO REDUCE 
THE PUBLIC DEBT.—The preview reports shall 
set forth for the budget year estimates for 
each of the following: 

‘‘(A) The aggregate amount designated 
under section 6097 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 for the last taxable year ending 
before the budget year. 

‘‘(B) The amount of reductions required 
under section 253A and the deficit remaining 
after those reductions have been made. 

‘‘(C) The sequestration percentage nec-
essary to achieve the required reduction in 
accounts under section 253A(b).’’; and 

(4) in subsection (f), by redesignating para-
graphs (4) and (5) as paragraphs (5) and (6), 
respectively, and by inserting after para-
graph (3) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) REPORTS ON SEQUESTRATION TO REDUCE 
THE PUBLIC DEBT.—The final reports shall 
contain all of the information contained in 
the public debt taxation designation report 
required on October 1.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 250(a) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 253 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 253A. Sequestration to reduce the pub-

lic debt.’’. 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec-

tion 275(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the expira-
tion date set forth in that section shall not 
apply to the amendments made by this sec-
tion. The amendments made by this section 
shall cease to have any effect after the first 
fiscal year during which there is no public 
debt. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions will meet in open session on 
Thursday, July 14, 2011, at 10 a.m. to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Lessons 
From the Field: Learning From What 
Works for Employment for Persons 
with Disabilities.’’ 

For further information regarding 
this meeting, please contact Andrew 
Imparato at (202) 228–3453. 

f 

RECOGNIZING HEROIC EFFORTS OF 
FIREFIGHTERS 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate proceed to consideration of 
S. Res. 229. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 229) recognizing the 
heroic efforts of firefighters to contain nu-
merous wildfires that have affected thou-
sands of people throughout the United 
States. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be laid on the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate on this matter, and any state-
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 229) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 229 

Whereas every State in the United States 
has been affected by wildfire in 2011; 

Whereas firefighters and residents have 
had to contend with extreme and erratic fire 
behavior and rapid rates of fire spread; 

Whereas, as of June 12, 2011, more than 
32,189 wildfires have burned more than 
4,700,000 acres of land, which represents more 
acres burned than in all of 2010 and approxi-
mately 600,000 more acres than the 50-year 
average of total acres burned in the United 
States in an entire year; 

Whereas, as of June 12, 2011— 
(1) the Southwestern States have reported 

more than 1,600 fires that have burned more 
than 1,700,000 acres; 

(2) the Southern States have reported more 
than 27,000 fires that have burned more than 
2,400,000 acres; 

(3) the Northern and Central Rocky Moun-
tain States have reported 818 fires that have 
burned more than 250,000 acres; 

(4) the State of California and Great Basin 
Region have reported more than 7,200 fires 
that have burned more than 21,000 acres; 

(5) the Northwestern States and Alaska 
have reported more than 400 fires that have 
burned more than 260,000 acres; and 

(6) the Eastern States have reported more 
than 3,500 fires that have burned more than 
41,000 acres; 

Whereas, as of June 29, 2011, firefighters 
and personnel from the Federal, State, and 
county levels have responded overwhelm-
ingly to battle wildfires throughout the 
United States, filling more than 95,600 re-
quests for firefighter crew members; and 

Whereas the brave men and women who an-
swered the calls for assistance have worked 
to minimize the displacement of thousands 
of residents and to protect against loss of life 
and property: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the heroic efforts of fire-

fighters to contain wildfires and protect 
lives, homes, natural resources, and rural 
economies throughout the United States; 
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(2) encourages the people and government 

officials of the United States to express their 
appreciation to the brave men and women 
serving in the firefighting services through-
out the United States; 

(3) encourages the people and communities 
of the United States to be diligent in pre-
venting and preparing for wildfires; and 

(4) encourages the people of the United 
States to keep in their thoughts those who 
have experienced loss as a result of wildfire. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 1340 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am told 
there is a bill at the desk due for a first 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1340) to cut, cap, and balance the 
Federal budget. 

Mr. REID. I now ask for a second 
reading in order to place the bill on the 

calendar under the provisions of rule 
XIV, and I also object to my own re-
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will re-
ceive its second reading on the next 
legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JULY 11, 
2011 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 2 p.m. on Monday, July 11, 
2011; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following any 
leader remarks, the Senate resume the 
motion to proceed to Calendar No. 93, 
S. 1323, a bill to express the sense of 
the Senate on shared sacrifice in re-

solving the budget deficit postcloture, 
under the previous order. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there will 
be a rollcall vote on Monday at ap-
proximately 5:30 p.m. on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1323. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JULY 11, 2011, AT 2 P.M. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it stand adjourned under the previous 
order. 

There being objection, the Senate, at 
5:51 p.m., adjourned until Monday, July 
11, 2011, at 2 p.m. 
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