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The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable CARL
LEVIN, a Senator from the State of
Michigan.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

O God, the fountain of wisdom, today
help our lawmakers to be wise enough
to ask for Your guidance and humble
enough to receive it. Give them the
ability to hear Your voice and follow
Your leading. Lord, lead them to be as
kind to others as they want people to
be to them. As they faithfully work for
freedom, remind them that they are
living in Your sacred presence. Give
them the wisdom to avoid the paths
that bring regret, remorse, and shame.
At all times, keep their thoughts pure,
their words true, and their actions hon-
orable. Cultivate within them the
grace of gratitude, integrity, dis-
cipline, and Kindness.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CARL LEVIN 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.

———

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. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 30, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable CARL LEVIN, a Sen-
ator from the State of Michigan, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the budget resolution. Under
the statute that governs this legisla-
tion, we have 50 hours of debate. There
will be no rollcall votes today. There
should be a lot of votes in the next few
days after today.

———

THE ECONOMY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 8 years ago,
President Bush inherited from Presi-
dent Clinton a prosperous and a very
strong nation with a tremendously
powerful, growing economy. Our unem-
ployment rate was at an exceptionally
low rate of just over 4 percent. We had
a budget surplus of about $130 billion.
We were actually paying down the
debt. For 3 years, we paid down the
debt by about half a trillion dollars.

President Bush and congressional Re-
publicans inherited an economy that
was growing and lifting all Americans
along with the growing economy. Then
Bush, Cheney, and the congressional
Republicans set about dismantling the
foundation of prosperity that built up
over the years. They slashed taxes for
the super-rich based on the long-dis-
credited theory that these dollars
would trickle down to the middle class
and poor. They repealed or ignored
oversight laws meant to protect our fi-

nancial markets from manipulation
and excess. They borrowed hundreds of
billions of dollars to fight a war in Iraq
marred by waste, fraud, and abuse. It
took all of their 8 years in power, but
George Bush, Dick Cheney, and Repub-
lican allies here not only reversed the
prosperity they inherited but set us on
the course of the worst economic crisis
since the Great Depression.

This January, President Obama in-
herited from President Bush an unem-
ployment rate above 7 percent, and
climbing, a Republican deficit of near-
ly $500 billion, and a national debt
twice the level it was when he took of-
fice. In the first weeks of his term,
President Obama has shown exactly
why our country entrusted him with
the Presidency during this hour of cri-
sis. We inherited a Republican deficit
of half a trillion dollars. But with calm
and determined leadership, President
Obama proposed an economic recovery
plan that is now beginning to stem the
tide of job loss—especially jobs—and
create new opportunity for workers
and small businesses in every corner of
our country. He proposed a budget that
focuses on long-term prosperity, in ad-
dition to near-term recovery, by low-
ering taxes for working people, laying
the groundwork for cutting the Repub-
lican deficit in half, and investing in
renewable energy, health care, and edu-
cation.

Over the past weeks, Members of
Congress have taken a close look at the
President’s budget and considered their
own proposals to strengthen it further.
As usual, Chairman CONRAD has done
an outstanding job. He has brought
Democrats and Republicans into the
budget process and considered all pro-
posals with equal weight. That is how
we will approach this week ahead.

A piece of legislation this important
to America’s future requires us to
move forward in a serious, productive,
and inclusive manner. Democrats have
maintained all year that the best solu-
tions to the challenges we face come
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when both parties seek and find com-
mon ground. The minority can play a
major role in this process but only if
they offer solutions, not sound bites.

We all recognize that reversing 8
years of Republican deficits and fiscal
irresponsibility will take time. It will
not happen overnight. We may not
know exactly when the recession will
end, but I am confident that passing
the budget will hasten the day when re-
covery begins.

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

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

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

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

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

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the

leadership time is reserved.
————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR

THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to consideration of
S. Con. Res. 13, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Senate concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 13) setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2010, revising the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2009, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to the two managers of the bill. As
soon as Senator MCCONNELL comes to
the floor, they will turn the floor over
to him. He is coming, but he was de-
tained on the way. So if the two man-
agers will go ahead and start the bill,
and when Senator MCCONNELL gets to
the floor, he has a statement he wants
to make, and that will start the time
counting.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
Americans have serious concerns about
this budget and the massive amount of
spending, taxing, and borrowing it calls
for right in the middle of a recession.
They are also increasingly concerned
that Democratic leaders in Washington
seem to be less and less straight-
forward about what we are actually
doing here on Capitol Hill.

Americans were upset to learn that a
provision was quietly dropped from the
stimulus bill that would have kept tax-
payer dollars from going to executives
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at failed financial firms. But they were
equally upset at how those bonuses
came about—the Ilanguage blocking
them was quietly stripped from the bill
in a closed conference room somewhere
in the Capitol without anybody look-
ing.

A few days after that, openness took
another holiday on Capitol Hill when
Democratic leaders announced new
budget gimmicks that had the effect of
concealing the true long-term costs of
the administration’s $3.6 trillion budg-
et. And now questions about dimin-
ishing transparency relate to the budg-
et itself—a budget that almost makes
the trillion-dollar stimulus bill look
fiscally responsible by comparison.

Everyone knows that the national
debt is already too high and that this
budget would cause that debt to bal-
loon even more—doubling in 5 years
and tripling in 10. Yet, even with all
that borrowing, the administration
still will not have enough money to
pay for the massive expansion of Gov-
ernment outlined in this budget. In
order to cover the cost, they propose
two things: a tax on income that hits
small business very hard and a new na-
tional energy tax that would hit every
American household and business.

But the Democratic budget writers
had a problem: This new energy tax is
deeply unpopular, and it is a serious
job Kkiller. According to some esti-
mates, this tax could cost every Amer-
ican household up to $3,100 a year just
for doing the same things people have
always done, such as turning on the
lights and doing the laundry. It is also
a tax on all economic activity, from
factory floors to front offices. This tax
won’t just hit American households, it
will cost us jobs.

Another problem was that virtually
all Republicans and a lot of Democrats
agree with most Americans that this
new national energy tax is a terrible
idea and that we can’t afford it. Yet,
without this tax, there is just no other
way for Democratic leaders to pay for
all the new Government programs the
administration wants. The solution to
the problem was this: Democratic
budget writers decided to use a rule
that allows them to fast track legisla-
tion down the road, including poten-
tially the new energy tax, without any
input from Democrats and Republicans
who either have serious concerns about
this tax or who oppose it altogether.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee argues that this version of the
budget resolution doesn’t allow this av-
enue for fast tracking legislation on an
energy tax, and that may be so. But we
also know two things: First, the lan-
guage House budget writers have used
in their budget resolution leaves the
door wide open to include the energy
tax, and the Democrats need this tax
as a slush fund to pay for all the new
programs the budget creates.

Some still argue that this fast-track
process won’t be used for the energy
tax. They must not be paying attention
to the administration’s budget direc-
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tor, who says fast tracking the energy
tax isn’t off the table. And they must
not have been paying attention to our
friend the majority leader, who, to his
credit, has been quite candid about the
fact that the amount of money the ad-
ministration needs for its health care
proposals is almost exactly what the
administration says it can raise from a
national energy tax. Americans don’t
need another $3,100 added to their tax
bill.

And just as worrisome is the method
being used to ram this tax through
Congress: lay the groundwork, keep it
quiet, and rush it through with as little
transparency and as little debate as
possible.

If there is anything we have learned
over the past few weeks, it is that the
American people want more people
watching the store, not fewer. If the
bonuses taught us anything at all, it is
that Americans think we should take
more time, not less, when considering
how to spend their money. If Demo-
cratic leaders intend to pay for all the
administration’s programs with a new
energy tax, they should say so now,
bring it to the full Senate, and let the
people decide. Anything less on a pol-
icy shift of this magnitude betrays a
troubling lack of straightforwardness
about the Democrats’ plan for impos-
ing a massive new tax on the American
people and American businesses.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, 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. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the use of cal-
culators be permitted on the floor dur-
ing consideration of the budget resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I know
my colleague, Senator GREGG, the
ranking member, has a statement he
would like to make, and so I will with-
hold for his statement.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the Senator from
North Dakota, who is always extraor-
dinarily courteous, professional, and
generous. Before we begin the specific
debate on the issue of the budget,
which obviously we both have to be
here for—and I know he has a lot of
things going on in North Dakota with
the flooding—I would like to make a
few remarks off topic.

(The further remarks of Mr. GREGG
and Mr. CONRAD are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Morning Business.”’)
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I speak
to the matter now before us on the
floor of the Senate, the budget.

I would like to start by pointing out
what this President has inherited be-
cause this President, who has only
been in office a few months, has inher-
ited a series of crises almost unparal-
leled in our country’s history. You
think about it. Not only does he have a
fiscal crisis, he has a housing crisis, he
has a financial crisis, he has two wars,
and he has a legacy of debt that is
truly stunning.

The debt more than doubled in the
previous 8 years, the foreign holdings
of U.S. debt tripled in the previous 8
years, and the President inherited an
economy in recession for more than a
year, an economy which contracted by
more than 6 percent in the last quarter
of last year. Of course, when that hap-
pens, deficit and debt soar. That is pre-
cisely what has happened. In the last
years, the deficit and debt have sky-
rocketed. So this President walks into
a very challenging situation.

This shows what happened to just the
Federal debt in the past years. It went
from $5.8 trillion to over $12 trillion.
The way we do it, we don’t hold Presi-
dents responsible for their first year
because they are inheriting a situation.
We don’t hold George Bush responsible
for the first year he was in office. He
was working off the previous Presi-
dent’s budget. And we do not hold this
President responsible for the first year
because he inherits the previous Presi-
dent’s budget. But this is what hap-
pened in the previous 8 years: more
than doubling of the debt. Perhaps
even more alarming, there was a tri-
pling of foreign-held debt.

President Bush, as we can see by this
chart—it took 42 Presidents 224 years
to build up $1 trillion of foreign-held
debt. President Bush, during his period,
ran up more than $2 trillion of foreign
holdings of U.S. debt. Last year alone
when we went to finance our debt, 68
percent of the funding came from for-
eign entities.

Some say that is a sign of strength. I
don’t share that view. To have the Chi-
nese be our biggest financier, to have
Japan be No. 2, to have them financing
68 percent of our newly issued debt—I
don’t think that is a sign of strength. I
think it is a sign of vulnerability.

Not only did President Obama inherit
those very tough fiscal situations, he
also inherited a country facing very
dire economic conditions, with over 3.3
million private sector jobs lost in the
last 6 months alone.

You can see, going back to Sep-
tember, 300,000 jobs were lost. That
jumped up to almost 400,000 in October
of 2008; in November of 2008, over 600,000
jobs lost. Then it approached almost
700,000 in December of 2008. In January
of 2009 there were nearly 700,000 jobs
lost; in February of 2009, another al-
most 700,000 jobs lost.

We see the unemployment rate rose
very dramatically, starting back in
March of 2007, when it was just at

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

about 4.4 percent. Then it started sky-
rocketing back in March of 2008. You
can see it took off at a very rapid rate
to a level of 8.1 percent in February of
2009.

This is much more than numbers on
a poster. These are real people losing
their jobs—meaning their ability to
hold on to their homes was threatened,
meaning their ability to provide for
their families was diminished. These
people are wondering what comes next
for them; what are we going to do that
is going to make a difference in their
lives.

We also see economic growth con-
tracted very dramatically from the
third quarter of 2008, when there was a
negative one-half of 1 percent of
growth, to the fourth quarter of 2008
where the economy contracted at a
rate of over 6 percent. That is the
worst economic performance in dec-
ades.

That is the situation this President
inherited. But it is more than that. He
is inheriting record deficits; a doubling
of the national debt; the worst reces-
sion since the Great Depression; finan-
cial market and housing crises, as I in-
dicated; 3.3 million jobs lost in the last
6 months; and on top of that, ongoing
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

I have often thought of the crushing
responsibility on the shoulders of this
President, but he is equal to it. I can
say, in meeting after meeting I have
had with him, one of the things that
has always appealed to me about
Barack Obama, now President Obama—
not only is he a very smart person, but
he is remarkably calm.

Even in the face of great crisis, this
President maintains a coolness under
fire. I find it very appealing and very
reassuring that with all of these crises
he is absolutely calm and he is very
clear thinking. That is what we need at
this time.

So when the President came with
major priorities in his budget, I think
many across America thought, those
are exactly the right priorities. He is
talking about reducing our dependence
on foreign energy, one of his three key
priorities; excellence in education. If
we do not have the best education in
the world, we are not going to be the
strongest country in the world; for
very large major health care reform,
because I think everyone understands
that is the 800-pound gorilla. That is
the thing that could swamp the boat,
because we are spending $1 of every $6
in this economy on health care, and we
are headed for more than $1 of every $3
in this economy going to health care if
we stay on the current trend line.
Clearly that is unsustainable and the
President has called for major health
care reform.

A continuation of middle-class tax
cuts, the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts. The
President added additional middle-
class tax cuts in his budget. All the
while the President called for these
major initiatives, but to do it and cut
the deficit in half over the 5 years. We
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have tried our level best to meet the
President’s major priorities, under-
standing that we were going to have to
make some changes, because the Con-
gressional Budget Office, who did their
forecast of revenue available, had done
their forecast several months after the
President’s forecast was done. In the
meantime, the situation, as I have al-
ready shown, had deteriorated. So we
were left with a circumstance in which
we had $2.3 trillion less to write a
budget than did the President when he
wrote his.

When I say $2.3 trillion, I want to em-
phasize that. I am not talking about
“million,” I am not talking about ‘‘bil-
lion,” I am talking about ‘‘trillions’’ of
dollars. Trillions of dollars. A trillion
dollars is 1,000 billion dollars; 1,000 bil-
lion dollars.

So when we say $2.3 trillion was lost
in the forecast of revenue available,
that is a big deal. I was given the re-
sponsibility of telling the President
that we were faced with that very
changed circumstance, because the
Congressional Budget Office does not
report to the President, it reports to
the Congress. So when we learned of
this very significant change, I and
Chairman SPRATT, the chairman of the
Budget Committee in the House, were
given the responsibility to meet with
the President and to inform him of
these very significant changes.

As you can imagine, the President
was not very happy. But I can tell you
he is a realist, and he understood im-
mediately the implications. He under-
stood immediately that we would have
to make some changes in his budget.
But he asked us to preserve his key pri-
orities, and that is what we have at-
tempted to do.

Again, we need to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign energy. I think every-
one knows, or nearly everyone, that
this is one of the major fundamental
threats to the United States. Our de-
pendence on foreign energy, back in
1985, we imported 27 percent of the oil
we use. By 2008, that had increased to
57 percent of the oil we are using being
imported from abroad, much of it from
unstable parts of the world, some of
them not very friendly to the United
States.

So this poses a fundamental long-
term economic and security threat to
our country. The President has rightly
identified, even though the pressure is
off right now because 0il prices are way
down, that this is something we have
got to face up to if we are going to
have a strong America in the future.

So in this budget we have responded
with a reserve fund that reduces de-
pendence on foreign energy, creates
green jobs, helps preserve the environ-
ment, and helps with high home energy
costs. We do it through a reserve fund
to accommodate legislation, to invest
in clean energy, and address global cli-
mate change.

We also provide the President’s level
of discretionary funding for the De-
partment of Energy for the year. We
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build on the economic recovery pack-
age investments in renewable energy,
efficiency, and conservation, low-car-
bon coal technology, and modernizing
the electric grid. That process had been
started in the economic recovery pack-
age. It is in the budget; critically im-
portant to the economic future of the
country.

In terms of a focus on excellence in
education, there are lots of warning
signs out there that we are starting to
lose the battle to be the best educated
people in the world. But what are the
indications? Here is just one. We are
now dramatically lagging China in pro-
ducing engineers. You can see, in 1985,
each of our countries produced about
the same number of engineers. We pro-
duced, each of us, about 75,000 engi-
neers.

But look at what has happened since
in the United States. The number of
engineers we are producing has de-
clined to about 65,000. Look at what
has happened in China. They have in-
creased from about 75,000 to more than
440,000 engineers. Now, why is that im-
portant? I think we know it is impor-
tant because you have got to have en-
gineers if you are going to be building
a strong infrastructure. If you do not
have a strong infrastructure, you do
not have a strong base for competition
in this globalized world economy.

We have done everything we can to
capture the President’s priority of em-
phasizing excellence in education. We
generate economic growth and jobs,
prepare the workforce to meet the
global economy, make college more af-
fordable, and improve student achieve-
ment. We do it with a higher education
reserve fund.

To facilitate the President’s student
aid increases, we extend the simplified
college tax credit providing up to $2,500
a year, and we also focus on the Presi-
dent’s requested level of $5,550 for Pell
grants and fully fund his education pri-
orities, such as early education.

Now, I was raised by my grand-
parents. My grandmother was a school-
teacher. She was five feet tall. We
called her Little Chief. We called her
Little Chief because she commanded
respect. And in our family, she would
tell us there are three priorities: Edu-
cation is No. 1. Education is No. 2. And
education is No. 3.

I tell you, we got the message, my
generation. I have 13 cousins. Every
one got advanced degrees. We were not
a family of any special means, a mid-
dle-class family. But we understood
that education was the way to secure a
better future. She made it very clear to
us that was the expectation. We need
to reemphasize excellence in education
in this country.

But we also face an enormous chal-
lenge in health care. As I indicated in
my opening remarks, $1 in every $6 in
this economy is going for health care.
This chart shows 16 percent of our
GDP, and we have just gotten updated
numbers that show now we are over 17
percent of our gross domestic product
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going to health care. If we stay on the
current trend line, by 2050, 37 percent
of our gross domestic product will be
going for health care. That is utterly
unsustainable. It is the biggest threat
to our long-term deficits and debt. It is
the biggest threat to our economic
competitive position. It is the biggest
threat to the economic viabilities of
families and companies and commu-
nities. So this is something that must
be addressed.

President Obama has called for major
health care reform, and we have sought
to preserve that priority in the budget
resolution. We invest in health care in
an attempt to bend the health care
cost curve to save money, reduce long-
term costs, reduce the buildup of defi-
cits and debt, also to improve health,
to expand coverage, to increase re-
search, and promote food and drug
safety.

We do it in three fundamental ways.
First, a reserve fund to accommodate
the President’s initiative to reform the
health care system. What does a re-
serve fund mean? It means simply this:
The committees of jurisdiction are
given full flexibility to write legisla-
tion to accomplish the President’s
goals. But they have certain require-
ments, and the requirement is that
they pay for what they produce, that it
be deficit neutral.

The administration has said all
along, that is their intention, and we
try to match that intention in this
budget. The reserve fund also addresses
Medicare physician payments. It is al-
ready scheduled in law that doctors
will take very significant reductions.
We do not want to see that happen. So,
again, we are saying to the committees
of jurisdiction: Fix it and pay for it.
Fix it and pay for it, because we cannot
add to the deficit and debt to do it.

Finally, we continue to invest in key
health care programs such as the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and the
Food and Drug Administration.

On defense, which is always of great
interest in terms of a budget resolu-
tion, we actually provided $45 billion
more in funding for defense than Presi-
dent Bush’s final defense plan. You can
see the final defense plan of President
Bush is this red block. The hatch lines
here are the additional funding we have
provided over the years 2010 to 2013, be-
cause that is as far as the Bush defense
plan goes. We provided $45 billion
more. Frankly, President Obama came
forward and said: Look, let us more
honestly account for war costs than
has previously been done. In the pre-
vious administration, all too often
they did not put in the budget funding
for war. This President did, and we do
in the budget resolution.

Now, the President also gave us a
charge to cut the deficit by more than
half over the 5 years of the budget reso-
lution. You can see that we have done,
that this year we project the deficit at
$1.7 trillion under this budget resolu-
tion, and we step it down every year.
We will reduce it by $500 billion the
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first year, by $300 billion the second
year, by another $300 billion the third
year, by a little bit the fourth year,
and by another about $60 billion the
final year, to get down to $508 billion.
That is a reduction of more than two-
thirds over the 5 years, as a share of
gross domestic product, which is what
the economists like to look at, because
that takes out the effect of inflation.

You can see we are reducing the defi-
cits from 12.2 percent of gross domestic
product in 2009, down to less than 3 per-
cent in 2014. That is the magic goal,
less than 3 percent of gross domestic
product. Because at that level the
economists tell us you stabilize the
growth of the debt. That is the goal the
President set, getting down to 3 per-
cent of GDP or less in a deficit in the
fifth year, and we beat that goal by a
little bit.

There has been a lot of talk about
the spending in this budget resolution.
I want to make clear here is what hap-
pens. The spending again is a share of
gross domestic product. Again the
economists say that is the most fair
comparison over time because it takes
out the effect of inflation. You can see
in 2009, we are spending 27.6 percent of
GDP in this budget. That is a very high
level historically. And, of course, the
reason for it is the tremendous eco-
nomic downturn, the need to provide
stimulus to the economy, to provide
lift. So spending is at a high level as a
share of the gross domestic product in
2009.

You can see each and every year we
step it down until 2012, and then basi-
cally it stays at that level for 2013,
2014, at about 22 percent of GDP. So we
are going from 27.6 percent of GDP this
year to 24.5 percent in 2010, down to 23.3
in 2011, and then basically stabilize at
22 percent of GDP through 2014, again
getting down to our target of a deficit
of less than 3 percent of GDP in the
fifth year.

Again, on spending, to go into some
additional detail, breaking down dis-
cretionary spending, as you know, in
the budget we have mandatory spend-
ing, things such as Social Security and
Medicare. Those are mandatory pro-
grams, mandatory in the sense that if
you qualify, the Federal Government
pays for what you have coming. Discre-
tionary programs are programs that
are open for the Appropriations Com-
mittee to adjust every year. If we look
at the discretionary side of our budget,
we can see, on defense, we are pro-
viding the full request by the Presi-
dent, a 3.8-percent increase. Inter-
nationally, we are not providing the
President’s full request because of the
diminished resources available to us.
So we cut the President’s request by $4
billion. We are still providing an in-
crease of almost 18 percent. Why are we
giving such a large increase to inter-
national accounts? The reason is quite
simple. We are engaged in two wars.

The Secretary of State called me the
weekend before this weekend at home.
The Secretary of Defense called me at
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home. Both delivered the same mes-
sage. They were a little unhappy, dis-
appointed that I was cutting inter-
national accounts by $4 billion from
the President’s request. They empha-
sized the importance of these increases
because what has been done before is to
make supplemental requests outside
the budget. This President said no
more of that. We are going to be direct.
We are going to be open in the money
we are requesting. These funds are
needed to deal with Iraq and Afghani-
stan and Pakistan and other threats we
are facing around the world.

Interestingly, I have never before, in
my 22 years in the Budget Committee,
had the Secretary of Defense call me to
support the budget for the State De-
partment. Why would the Secretary of
Defense call me and ask me to increase
what I have provided for in the inter-
national accounts? He told me: There
is a lot that is being spent out of the
Defense Department budget that
should be spent out of the State De-
partment budget for activities in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq. President Obama
has put those categories of spending
where they belong, and it ought to be
supported. Of course, I have great re-
spect for them both. I had to tell them:
When you lose $2.3 trillion, you have to
make a lot of changes to make it add
up. So I felt compelled to reduce these
accounts from the President’s request.

Domestic spending, we increase by 6
percent. The President asked for more
in that category. Again, we simply
could not make the numbers work
without making reductions.

So the total in this area, $1.03 tril-
lion, is from last year. This year it is
$1.08 trillion, for a combined increase
in discretionary spending of 5.3 per-
cent. We can see on nondefense discre-
tionary, that combines international
and domestic, we are giving a 7-percent
increase. The President asked for over
10 percent. Again, I know there are
people who are disappointed. I am
sorry, but my responsibility is to deal
with the reality with which I am pre-
sented. The reality I was presented
with was $2.3 trillion less in revenue. 1
have had to make reductions in the dis-
cretionary accounts. I have had to
make reductions in mandatory ac-
counts. I have had to make changes on
the tax side of the ledger in order to
get the deficit down to a sustainable
level.

Revenue changes in the budget reso-
lution: I have heard some say we have
all these tax increases. That is not
what the Congressional Budget Office
says, when they look at my budget and
look at all the proposals and compare
it to current law. They conclude that I
am providing $825 billion of tax reduc-
tion. That is a different story than we
hear coming from some quarters. That
is not my claim. This is what the Con-
gressional Budget Office finds when
they look at my budget and compare it
to current law. Why the difference?
First, we have extended all the middle-
class tax relief provided in 2001 and
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2003; specifically, the 10-percent brack-
et, the child tax credit, the marriage
penalty relief. All that is continued in
this budget, as well as education incen-
tives. On top of that, alternative min-
imum tax reform costs $216 billion to
prevent 24 million Americans from
being subjected to the alternative min-
imum tax. We also have estate tax re-
form; estate tax reform at $3.5 million
an individual, $7 million a couple.
Those people who have estates of less
than that amount will pay zero in es-
tate tax. Over 99 percent of the estates
in America will pay zero, nothing, not
a penny. That is a reform that needed
to be made. It is included in this budg-
et. The President called for it, and we
have adopted it.

We also have a series of business pro-
visions and the so-called tax extenders,
things that need to be adjusted every
year. We do it in this budget for a sub-
total of tax relief of $958 billion. We
have an offset to that, certain loophole
closures, shutting down abusive tax ha-
vens, abusive tax shelters, offshore tax
dodges that will raise $133 billion for
total tax cuts of $825 billion.

In the President’s budget, he has rec-
ommended that we not continue all the
tax relief contained in the 2001 and 2003
acts for people earning over $250,000 a
yvear. We have adopted that rec-
ommendation in this budget. All of the
middle-class tax relief from 2001 and
2003 is here. It is funded. It is provided
for.

In addition, the President called for
additional tax reductions for middle-
class people, the so-called make work
pay provisions. Two years of that is al-
ready funded in the economic recovery
package. So that will continue for the
next 2 years. The President wanted to
make that program permanent. Again,
we could not do that in light of the new
forecast. So we have provided that
those make work pay provisions can be
extended, if they are paid for. They will
continue for the next 2 years, but after
that, if they were to be extended, they
would have to be paid for.

We also provide for important budget
enforcement in the budget resolution.
We have discretionary caps for 2009 and
2010. We maintain a strong pay-go rule.
We have a point of order against long-
term deficit increases, a point of order
against short-term deficit increases.
We allow reconciliation for deficit re-
duction only, which was the original
purpose of reconciliation. We provide a
point of order against mandatory
spending on an appropriations bill; no
backdoor stuff that used to go on, peo-
ple raiding the Federal Treasury by
coming in here and changing manda-
tory spending on an appropriations
bill.

The budget resolution also addresses
our long-term fiscal challenges in these
ways. No. 1, we have the health reform
reserve fund. That is absolutely the
key element to dealing with our long-
term buildup of deficits and debt. That
is the part of our spending that is abso-
lutely out of control. The only way to
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get it back under control is funda-
mental health care reform which is
provided for in this budget on a deficit-
neutral basis. We also have program in-
tegrity initiatives to crack down on
waste, fraud and abuse and a long-term
deficit increase point of order to re-
quire 60 votes to increase the deficit
long term.

President Obama has said this about
the need for further work on our long-
term fiscal situation. Let me be clear:
The first 5 years—this budget is a 5-
year budget—we do quite a good job, a
credible job of getting the deficit down.
We reduce it by more than two-thirds.
We get it down to less than 3 percent of
GDP. But the second 5 years of the
President’s plan, even if we extended
our budget for 5 years, is going to re-
quire much more effort. We are on an
unsustainable course for the long term.
In the next 5 years, I think we have
done a credible job of moving in the
right direction, reducing the deficit by
two-thirds. But beyond the 5 years, we
have big problems on the horizon.

The start in this budget to deal with
it is health care reform because it is
the 800-pound gorilla. But it is going to
take more than that. It is also going to
take tax reform because we have a tax
system that is hemorrhaging to these
offshore tax havens, abusive tax shel-
ters and, frankly, a system that is very
inefficient at collecting the revenue
that is due. If we collected the money
that is due under the current Tax Code,
we would have no structural deficit. We
wouldn’t need any tax increase. If we
just collected the money that is due
under the current tax levels, we would
have no structural deficit. The problem
is, we aren’t collecting the money that
is due under the current code. We are
only collecting about 75 percent of
what is due. A big reason for that is the
explosion of offshore tax havens, abu-
sive tax shelters, the tax gap. All those
things are rendering the tax system
very ineffective.

The President recognizes the need for
further action to address the long-term
fiscal imbalance as well. He said:

Now, I want to be very clear. While we are
making important progress towards fiscal re-
sponsibility this year, in this budget, this is
just the beginning. In the coming years,
we’ll be forced to make more tough choices,
and do much more to address our long-term
challenges.

That is the truth. We are going to
have to do much more in those years
beyond the 5 years of this budget.

Finally, I would like to address the
question of a 5-year budget versus a 10-
year budget. The President sent us a
10-year budget. We have written a 5-
year budget. Some have said that is an
attempt to conceal the effect of the
second 5 years. The President sent us a
10-year budget. It has been fully scored
by the Congressional Budget Office.
There is no hiding of anything. The
President provided us a 10-year budget.
I was critical of the previous adminis-
tration for not providing a 10-year
budget because I was concerned they
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were hiding the effect of their tax cuts
in the second 5 years. This President
has made no attempt to conceal his 10-
year plan. He sent it to us. It has been
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. We know what it is.

But Congress, when it writes budgets,
has almost always written a b5-year
budget. In fact, of the 34 budgets Con-
gress has written under the Budget
Act, 30 have been 5-year budgets. Why?
Because the projections for year 6
through year 10, the projections for
revenues and expenditures for years 6
through 10, have been woefully inac-
curate. They have been notoriously un-
reliable. But never have I seen them
more unreliable than right now. That’s
because of the extraordinary uncer-
tainty we’re facing in the near term.
Inaccuracies in the forecasts for the
next several years will compound into
huge differences in years 6 through 10.

So we wrote a 5-year budget that
fully discloses the spending and rev-
enue for the 5 years. We did not write
a 10-year budget. Congress almost
never has. But the President did. And
the President’s 10-year plan is fully dis-
closed.

We have done our level best to make
changes that were necessary in what
the President sent us in order to ad-
dress his key priorities and at the same
time to reduce the deficit in the way
that he called for and to reach a deficit
that was less than 3 percent of GDP in
the fifth year.

I am proud of what we have done. Is
it a perfect document? The work of
men and women is never perfect. We
are flawed. I will confess to that. To
me, the greatest flaw is we still have
not fully coped with the long-term def-
icit and debt challenge to this country.
Much more will have to be done.

Senator GREGG and I have one pro-
posal. We have a proposal for a task
force that would require Members of
Congress and the administration—16 of
them—to be given a responsibility to
come up with a plan to get our long-
term deficit and debt condition in
order. If 12 of the 16 could agree, that
plan would come to Congress for a
vote.

I believe it is going to take some spe-
cial effort, some special structure to
deal with these long-term deficits and
debt threats. I want to say for myself,
I do believe the long-term debt accu-
mulation does fundamentally threaten
the economic security of America.
While we have a good start in this first
5 years, much more must be done.

Mr. President, I thank you for this
time.

I will yield the floor.

Before I do it, I thank Senator
GREGG, the ranking member of the
Budget Committee. There are many
policy issues that divide us. There are
some where we are joined at the hip.
But Senator GREGG has been a thor-
ough professional in all of the work of
the Budget Committee this year. His
staff is outstanding as well. I recognize
Senator GREGG as somebody who has
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credibility. He may say some things
that are somewhat uncharitable about
the budget I am presenting today. I un-
derstand that. That is his job. He has
strong feelings, and I applaud him for
them because that is what we need. If
everybody in the room thinks the same
thing, nobody is thinking very much. I
will tell you one thing, Senator GREGG
is thinking. He cares deeply about the
economic future of this country, and he
is doing his level best to get us on a
path that makes more sense. I applaud
him for it. But I would be remiss if I
did not recognize the professionalism
and leadership he has exhibited in the
work of the Budget Committee this
year. In no way does that mean he en-
dorses this plan. He will make very
clear he does not. He strongly dis-
agrees, as is his right. But I do want to
recognize the very good working rela-
tionship we enjoy.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The Senator from North Da-
kota, Mr. CONRAD, yields the floor.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized.

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

Let me first thank the chairman for
his generous comments, and let me sec-
ond those relative to himself and his
staff.

We obviously have a deep difference
of opinion as to the best way to pro-
ceed relative to shepherding the finan-
cial house of our Nation, and especially
specifically relative to this budget that
has been sent to us by this President.
But I have an immense amount of re-
spect for him and his staff, who are
professional and extremely courteous,
and we have a great personal and work-
ing relationship, which actually makes
the job much more enjoyable as a re-
sult of that.

And, of course, we send to North Da-
kota our deep concerns about what
they are going through with the floods.
I know the Senator was out there this
weekend supporting the folks who are
working so hard to try to protect their
communities—an amazing story: 80,000
volunteers in a town of 90,000. It is very
impressive. Let’s hope the waters re-
cede before they do any more damage.

I should mention that UNH beat
North Dakota in the hockey game this
weekend in the NCAA. I noticed my
colleague from North Dakota did not
actually mention that.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if I
could say, our hockey team lost to his
hockey team in the last one-tenth of 1
second. I say to the Senator, our Con-
gressman in North Dakota said: We
don’t want the flood fight to have the
same outcome.

Mr. GREGG. Nor do we.

Mr. CONRAD. We don’t want to have
won this right to the end and then lose
it at the end. So even the hockey game
has provided inspiration for the flood
fight. We wish we had won the hockey
game, but it is most important that we
win the flood fight.
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Mr. GREGG. It was an exciting game,
and North Dakota played extraor-
dinarily well.

Mr. President, we do differ on this
budget. The budget that has been pro-
posed by the President of the United
States has essentially been given its
stamp of approval by what has been
brought forward by the Senator from
North Dakota. There are virtually no
differences. As Director Orszag said,
they are 98 percent the same, and they
are.

This budget, in our opinion, rep-
resents a clear and present danger to
the financial health of our Nation and
to the financial security of our chil-
dren. It is a budget which spends far
too much money, taxes far too much,
and borrows an extraordinary
amount—it is clearly far too much. It
basically repeals the essential laws of
common sense—the essential laws of
common sense—that say you cannot
simply keep spending at a rate that
you cannot afford to pay for forever
and not have to suffer as a society, and
suffer significantly.

Margaret Thatcher sort of captured
the tempo of this budget. To para-
phrase her, she might have said about
this budget: The problem with the
Obama budget is that at some point
you run out of money.

If you follow the proposals of this
budget, you are going to run out of
money sooner rather than later. In
order to understand this budget, you
have to understand the dramatic na-
ture of this budget. Historically, when
we have debated budgets in this body,
they have been important because they
obviously represent guideposts for our
Congress, but they have not been a
philosophical document that has redi-
rected the Nation fundamentally.

On the part of the President—I give
him credit that he is not trying to hide
this—his budget openly attempts to re-
direct the Government of the United
States and move it significantly, dra-
matically to the left, expanding the
role of the Government in all sorts of
areas, expanding the cost of Govern-
ment in a historic way, and expanding
the burden of the Government in the
area of taxes and in the area of bor-
rowing in a way which we have never
contemplated as a nation.

To try to put it into perspective,
under the budget prepared by the
President and sent up here—and it is
essentially the same as the budget we
are receiving from the Senate Demo-
crats today—the President’s budget
doubles the national debt in 5 years.
That is pretty bad. Then it triples the
national debt in 10 years. And that is
intolerable.

Now, I have tried to figure out how
you explain to people what $1 trillion
or what $15 trillion is or what $17 tril-
lion is. It is very hard. Conceptually, it
is extraordinarily difficult to get your
hands around what $1 trillion is.

As you can see, I had this chart made
up when the original estimate was $15
trillion—it went up to $17 trillion—to



March 30, 2009

show the number of zeros here. It is a
staggering amount of money that is
being added to the Federal debt. You
have to ask yourself: Who is going to
pay all this money? This is real money.
It has been spent on programs the
President wants. Who is going to pay it
all? Who is going to pay $15 trillion—
with all of these zeros?

Well, unfortunately, our children and
our children’s children get that debt. It
gets put on their backs. At the end of
the President’s budget, the average
household in this country will owe
$130,000 in debt for the Federal Govern-
ment—3$130,000. They will have an in-
terest payment on this debt—the aver-
age household—of over $6,000. So the
debt they are getting may actually ex-
ceed the value of their house.

Put another way—which was first
coined by my esteemed chairman—he
designed this wall of debt. This is the
wall of debt, as shown on this chart.
This is what the Federal debt does over
the period of the Obama budget. It goes
straight up. It is a massive wall of
debt, which is an incredible burden on
our Nation, and really an unacceptable
burden if you are going to be accurate
about it.

To try to put it in a more under-
standable term, as shown on this chart:
This is a picture of President Obama,
of course, on the right side of the
chart. On the left side of the chart are
pictures of all the Presidents we have
had in our Nation since our Nation
began 232 years ago, starting with
George Washington and going through
George W. Bush.

In that period, from George Wash-
ington through people such as Madison,
Adams, Lincoln, Grant, Hayes, Wilson,
Roosevelt the first, Roosevelt the sec-
ond, Truman—in this period from
George Washington all the way
through George W. Bush, we have accu-
mulated about $5.8 trillion of national
debt. That is how much those Presi-
dents added to our national debt.

Within the first 5 years of this Presi-
dency, President Obama will add more
debt on the backs of our people and our
Nation than all these Presidents put
together. Within 5 years, he will have
taken the total debt put on the backs
of Americans and doubled it since the
country began—a staggering fact.

Now, does this have to happen, the
addition of all this debt because of the
fact that he has inherited a terrible sit-
uation? And he has, and we all admit
to that; this economy is in a very dif-
ficult way. No, it does not. Yes, in the
short term there has to be a govern-
ment that is run at a deficit in a very
significant way in order to try to get
the economy going because we all un-
derstand the Federal Government is,
right now, the only Iliquid entity
around here. So the money is being
pumped into the economy to try to
give it some lift.

But this recession is not going to go
on forever. We are a resilient nation.
We will recover from this recession. It
will be over hopefully sooner rather
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than later. But it certainly is not going
to run that much longer in the terms
of this Presidency. Certainly, by the
midterm of this Presidency, we should
be out of this recession.

So you would presume—you would
presume—at that point, say, in 2011 or
2012 at the latest, the spending of the
Government and the deficit of the Gov-
ernment would start to come under
control, that there would be some at-
tempts to bring it down and manage it
in a more historic way.

Unfortunately, that does not happen
under this budget. What the President
is proposing is that we continue to
grow the size of Government at an ex-
traordinary rate, independent of
whether we are in a recession. The av-
erage deficit over the term of this
President’s budget is $1 trillion a
year—$1 trillion a year. That is a stag-
gering number. To put it in a historical
context, that adds up to about 5 to 6
percent of gross domestic product, and
historically the deficit has been about
2 percent of gross domestic product. At
the end of this Presidency, the public
debt, which is what people own outside
the Government, will be 80 percent of
the productivity of the country—80
percent of the productivity of the coun-
try. What does that mean, 80 percent of
the productivity of the country? Well,
historically, the public debt has been
about 40 percent of the productivity of
the country, but under this President,
he is going to take that public debt
very quickly up to 60 percent, then to
70 percent, and then, by the end of the
period of the budget proposed, it will be
at 80 percent. That is such a high num-
ber, when you couple it with the defi-
cits of $1 trillion a year, that you get
to a point where it is simply not sus-
tainable. That is why this budget is a
clear and present danger to the fiscal
health of this Nation and to the oppor-
tunities of our children. In fact, iron-
ically, if the United States were to try
to seek membership into the European
Union—which, of course, we have no in-
terest in doing, but those are all indus-
trialized nations and they do have a
standard for operating their govern-
ments in a responsible way. The stand-
ard of the European Union is, public
debt can’t exceed 60 percent of Gross
Domestic Product, that deficits can’t
exceed 3 percent of GDP. We will be
twice that number, and it is not sus-
tainable.

Now, did this have to happen? Did the
President have to run up these debts?
If we had stayed on a pure glidepath
and done nothing—in other words, op-
erated the Government as it is—as it
is—this blue line would be the cost of
the Government. We would actually al-
most be in balance by the year 2018.
That is current law. Now, CBO uses
very arcane rules as to how it builds a
baseline, but it is the baseline that we
determine as a Congress to use. I
wouldn’t accept that baseline as a rec-
ipe for future policy because there are
some tax increases in there I don’t
like, but even if you were to factor out
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the tax increases, the line would come
in the middle here. The reason this
goes up so significantly, the reason
President Obama’s budget goes up so
significantly in its deficits is because
they propose a radical increase in
spending. It is pretty much that sim-
ple. It is not about economics or taxes;
it is about spending. Essentially, the
President’s proposal is to incredibly in-
crease the size of the Federal Govern-
ment and the amount it spends, not
only in the short run, which we all ac-
cept is necessary—although it has been
poorly handled relative to the stimulus
bill; worse than poorly handled, it has
been a waste of money relative to the
stimulus bill—but this is the spike in
spending to reflect the deficit and the
attempt to address it through the stim-
ulus bill. But look here: After we are
out of the recession in the year 2011,
the line keeps on going way up—way
up—to 25 percent of GDP by the end of
this budget.

Well, you say, what does that mean,
25 percent of GDP. Well, how big a gov-
ernment is relative to the productivity
of the economy defines how productive
the economy will be. You can’t have a
productive economy if the Government
is taking out all the money. It doesn’t
work very well. Historically, we as a
country have tried to keep—and this is
the black line here, and you will see it
has been very level ever since the year
1958—this is the average, this black
line, of how much spending the Govern-
ment has done. It is around 20 percent
of GDP, the product of the United
States. Under the Obama years, as pro-
posed by President Obama, that is
going to be increased at a staggering
rate—huge increases in spending.

President Obama is not trying to
hide this. He has not tried to be—he
has been very open about it. He said, to
paraphrase him, essentially: I believe
we create more prosperity by expand-
ing the size of Government in a number
of areas. In fact, if you listen to the
Senator from North Dakota, he listed
all these areas they are going to ex-
plode the size of Government in, mov-
ing it dramatically to the left, and in-
creasing it at an incredible rate. In the
budget document he sent, he said ex-
actly that. He said: At this particular
moment, Government must lead the
way in providing the short-term boost
necessary to lift us from a recession
that is severe and lay the foundation
for prosperity.

He went on to say he intended to do
this by spending a great deal of money
on his priorities, which were clean en-
ergy, education, health care, and new
infrastructure. However, he doesn’t
stop spending the money after this re-
cessionary period; he keeps it going
into the outyears at a rate which is not
sustainable. It is simply not sustain-
able. You can’t take the money from
the productive side—from the people
who are working and producing jobs
and taking risks and going out there
and actually producing wealth for this
Nation, in the sense that they are actu-
ally producing something we have to
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sell and use in trade and basically cre-
ate jobs as a result of that—you can’t
take the money from them and move it
over to the Government at a rate that
exceeds the historical norm at this
level and expect you are going to be
able to maintain prosperity for the
years to come. It doesn’t work. It does
not work. As Margaret Thatcher says,
you eventually run out of money.

The effect of this massive increase in
spending is a massive increase in debt.
This is the national debt, publicly held
debt, which I discussed before, as a per-
centage of GDP. It averages about 36
percent since 1958. That is the black
line right here. It has been up, it has
been down, but that is the average.
Under President Obama’s plan, it goes
straight through the roof, and this, I
say to my colleagues, is the threat.
This is the threat. This is the clear and
present danger to our people, to our
Nation, and to our children’s future,
because when you get debt up to that
level, you are not able to function as a
government. People get concerned
about buying your bonds and buying
your dollars and using your currency.

You don’t have to listen to me to find
out that is the case. The Chinese Gov-
ernment has made that very clear, and
they happen to be the biggest holder of
our dollars. In fact, the chairman is al-
ways talking about how outrageous it
is that the Chinese own so much of our
debt. Well, they own it because they
considered it to be a good investment,
and if they didn’t own it, we would be
paying a lot more in interest payments
and in taxes in this country and our
dollar would be less valuable. But Mr.
Zhou, the governor of the central bank
in China, has said he is getting con-
cerned about this crisis and about the
value of our dollar. The Premier of
China said: ‘“We lent such huge funds
to the United States and, of course, we
are concerned about the security of our
assets.”

Well, it is disconcerting and obvi-
ously not very nice to find out for us as
a nation—one that has always consid-
ered itself to be a reasonably inde-
pendent and strong Nation, the most
independent and strongest in the
world—that the Premier of China, who
owns most of our debt outside the
United States, is worried about it.

Why is he worried about it? Why are
the Chinese worried about it? Why are
the other nations which buy our debt
worried about it? Because they look at
this line, they look at this budget. This
isn’t done in a vacuum. They know
what this budget proposes. The Presi-
dent’s budget proposes massive in-
creases in spending but absolutely no
fiscal discipline. It has discretionary
spending jumping by $1.4 trillion—tril-
lion—it has mandatory spending, a net
mandatory spending increase, as it was
sent up here, of $1.1 trillion, and it has
zero savings in the core accounts,
which are mandatory accounts. That
leads to these massive debts.

It also has, interestingly enough, $1.5
trillion in new taxes. Now, that is a
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pretty staggering figure in and of
itself, $1.5 trillion. I was entertained to
hear my colleague from North Dakota
say: Well, actually, we get a tax cut in
this bill. That is going to come as a
real surprise to all the people whose
taxes are going to go up very signifi-
cantly as a result of this budget. For
small business people, taxes are going
to go up dramatically as a result of
this budget. People who take chari-
table deductions and homeowner de-
ductions in the higher brackets, their
taxes are going to go up, which will
probably affect charitable giving under
this bill.

But the most insidious tax proposed
in this budget is something
euphemistically called a carbon tax.
Well, what is a carbon tax? That is a
way to bury a term so you never under-
stand what they are doing.

A carbon tax is literally a new na-
tional sales tax on your electric bills, a
brand new national sales tax. We don’t
have a national sales tax in this coun-
try. What is being proposed in this
budget by this President is a brand new
national sales tax on your electric bill.
So every time you hit your light
switch in your house, you are going to
get hit with a new tax—a sales tax—
and it is a big one. It is a big one. The
White House sent this specious esti-
mate of it. They said it was $646 bil-
lion, but that was low-balling the num-
ber. MIT, which doesn’t have a dog in
this fight, took a look at a similar pro-
posal, along with a number of other
groups, and they said it would actually
generate over $300 billion in new taxes
every year. It works out to about $3,000
per household. So everybody living in
America today who has an electric bill
or other energy bills, as a result of this
new national sales tax, if the President
gets what he wants, is going to pay
$3,000 more in taxes a year, on average,
for their energy bills. That is a huge
tax, and it is an incredibly regressive
tax. I saw this chart that the chairman
brought up, saying we are going to cre-
ate green jobs. That is all about this
energy tax, by the way. That is akin to
calling it a carbon tax; they are going
to call it creating green jobs. What are
they going to call the jobs they are
sending overseas? Because industries in
this country, which have to use a lot of
electricity—those are the hard-core in-
dustries that we still have in this coun-
try—can no longer compete because
they got hit with this massive increase
in taxes on their energy production and
use. What are they going to call those
jobs? Green jobs sent overseas? The
simple fact is, this type of tax increase
is incredibly regressive. Sales taxes are
regressive by definition, but a sales tax
that is targeted on the productive side
of the ledger, as this one is, is excep-
tionally regressive, as is the dramatic
increases in taxes on small businesses
in this country.

Now, my colleague has said a number
of things about how their budget is dif-
ferent from the President’s. It is a lit-
tle bit different, but it is 98 percent the
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same, and that is the score. I think I
have a chart which reflects that. This
is the difference between the two budg-
ets. They are identical on discretionary
for all intents and purposes, identical
on outlays, identical on revenues. In-
terestingly enough, however, CBO
came back and gave us—CBO is the
Congressional Budget Office—an honest
evaluation of the President’s budget,
and some of the things they said, which
hopefully scared a few people around
here, were that the President’s budget
increased deficit spending by $9.2 tril-
lion over 10 years, $2.3 trillion more
than what the President had told us;
that on an annual basis, it averages out
to a budget deficit of about $1 trillion
a year, and that the percent of public
debt jumps, as I have mentioned, but it
needs to be reemphasized that it jumps
from what it is today to 80 percent of
GDP. The deficits jump to 5 or 6 per-
cent of GDP.

The administration has had both the
Treasury Secretary and the OMB Di-
rector up here over the years—the OMB
Director has been coming up here for
years but the Treasury Secretary just
recently—testifying that the deficits in
excess of 3 percent weren’t sustainable.
They said that; we didn’t say that.

So when CBO honestly evaluated
their budget and did things such as ac-
tually calculate the fact that there was
8.1 percent unemployment, and it is
probably going to go up and, as the
President said, the top rate would be
8.1 percent, but we weren’t there yet—
when CBO put the real numbers onto
the President’s numbers and got these
massive increases in spending and in
debt, well, these folks decided that we
cannot have that. They wanted to get
that back down to 3 percent. Did they
do it by reducing spending or reducing
any of the President’s spending initia-
tives? No. Zero. Do you know how they
did it? They did it by playing the old-
fashioned games around here of smoke
and mirrors and hiding the ball, saying
one thing but meaning another.

The President, to his credit, and to
the credit of Mr. Orszag, was forthright
in their budget, which was probably as
close to an honest statement—with ex-
ception of the defense number—of what
was really happening here relative to
spending and what was going to happen
as we have had in a long time. I con-
gratulated them for that and still do.
But we went backward with this pro-
posal from the Democratic leadership.
So that they could get it below 3 per-
cent as a percentage of GDP and get
their deficit and debt numbers down,
they left out of their budget $1.1 tril-
lion of spending and taxes that Presi-
dent Obama had in his. They are not
different, so it is just games. They
didn’t score their budget correctly or
honestly or straightforward. Their
budget becomes the ‘‘tax too much,
spend too much, borrow too much, and
now hide too much’ budget. At least
the President’s budget wasn’t a ‘‘hide
too much’” budget, although his de-
fense number has serious problems
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with it. At least he didn’t take $1.1 tril-
lion in very illusory action, moving the
shell around so that you cannot find
the real numbers, claiming they made
real savings in those accounts. It is ac-
tually just pretty ridiculous to take
that step backward.

Of course, they now claim that they
cut the deficit in half. Now, that is
where we depart from common sense.
There are a lot of things on which they
tried to repeal the law of common
sense in their budget, but this is the
most outrageous. First, they increased
the deficit fivefold and then they re-
duce it back to half of that and then
claim they are cutting the deficit in
half. That is like taking six steps back,
three steps forward, and saying you are
making progress. You are not making
any progress. They are so far out of
whack with what has been the histor-
ical norm that it is not even accept-
able. The deficit they ended up with
after taking six steps back and three
steps forward is still in the 4-percent
range. It is still throwing debt on the
books at a rate you cannot afford, and
it is absurd to claim that is fiscally re-
sponsible.

Well, before I get into what we would
do, I will mention a couple of gim-
micks that are played here because
they are beyond the shell game gim-
mick, which is pretty outrageous—
moving around $1.1 trillion so they
don’t have to put it on the budget.
They take it off budget, essentially, so
they can look as if they are doing bet-
ter than the President, even though
they have the exact same policies and
numbers as the President, for all in-
tents and purposes.

They do a couple other things. They
have reserve funds—lots of them. This
is a way to make like you are doing
something that is fiscally responsible
by saying: You cannot spend this
money unless you can pay for it. The
only problem is that they make the re-
serve funds in the most critical area—
specifically, health care, which we all
know we are going to want to address
this year. They create this incredible
activity. They put into place a health
care reserve fund, which means they
are going to rewrite the policy of
health care for this country. Every
part of this Nation is going to be af-
fected.

You heard the chairman say that 17
percent of the gross domestic product
in this country is involved in health
care. The purpose of this proposal—the
health care reserve fund—is to address
that 17 percent. There is virtually
nothing in this country that isn’t af-
fected by that. Either everyone is di-
rectly affected or a member of their
family is or their job is.

There is a rule here called pay-go,
which has become the mantra of the
other side of the aisle about how they
are going to be fiscally disciplined. I
never heard anyone from the Demo-
cratic party or the Congress, including
the President when he was running for
President and running for Senate, fail
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to talk about how they were going to
use pay-go to discipline the Federal
Government because it implies that
they are going to pay for what they are
doing. It is a great term, by the way.
The only problem is, they don’t ever
use it. They claim they are going to do
it, but they never do. I call it ‘‘Swiss
cheese-go’’ because there are so many
holes in it. In the last 3 years, when the
Democrats ran the Congress, they
avoided pay-go in the amount of $341
billion in spending.

This health care trust fund is a bra-
zen act of putting a hole in pay-go. Up
front, they say we are not going to
apply pay-go to health care reform.
Pay-go has a rule that says that in the
first 6 years you have to meet it, and
the second 5 years you have to meet it.
No, we are not going to do that; we are
going to be able to spend it over 11
years before you have to meet the pay-
go rules. Why don’t you just give it up
and say we are not going to discipline
ourselves. There is no pay-go rule, and
it is a problem.

The second gimmick that really con-
cerns me—it is more than a gimmick—
is a big-time exercise of threatening
the prerogative of the Senate and the
constitutional purpose of the Senate,
which is the use of reconciliation. This
is a term of art, and nobody outside the
Congress really understands it. Essen-
tially, reconciliation was put into the
budget process when the budget was
created for the purpose of making sure
that what the budget said should be
spent or should be taxed actually oc-
curs, so that there was a procedure to
reconcile—to say to committees if they
exceeded a certain amount of spending
and it wasn’t inside the budget: You
must change that spending; if your tax
policy created more of a deficit, you
must change that tax policy. It is a
procedure which, over the years, has
evolved. It has been used aggressively
by both President Clinton and Presi-
dent Bush to pursue policies that al-
ready exist or to adjust policies that
already exist—whether it happens to be
already existing laws on welfare or ex-
isting laws on tax policy. Yes, it has
been used effectively and aggressively
in those areas. But it has never been
used to create a brand new policy on
something that has as dramatic and
all-encompassing and pervasive effect
on the American public as to change
the entire health care system or some-
thing like that. It has never been used
to create out of whole cloth, ab initio,
a brand new major tax system, such as
a national sales tax on electric bills,
and its use is solely a purpose of the
Senate. The House doesn’t need rec-
onciliation.

How does reconciliation work? It ba-
sically eliminates the prerogative of
the Senate to amend the bill. The
greatest prerogative of the Senate is
that we have the right to debate, to
discuss, and to amend legislation. The
House doesn’t have that right. The
House has something called a Rules
Committee, and it is under the control
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of the Speaker. The membership of the
Rules Committee is made up 2 to 1,
plus 1, so the Speaker could never lose
a vote in the Rules Committee. The
Rules Committee sets out for the
House of Representatives when a bill
comes to the floor—no matter the pol-
icy of the bill—and that you will have
this many hours of debate and they
will allow this many amendments and
here is what they are. They can run
through a bill in a half hour if they
want. That is the way the House has
functioned for years. It is the way the
House was supposed to function when
it was set up constitutionally. The
Senate, on the other hand, has no such
rule. When a bill is brought to the floor
of the Senate, it is open for debate, dis-
cussion, and amendment. If you can get
60 votes, you can get it off the floor.

The budget sets up a process to allow
the Senate to function more like the
House. The budget is on the floor for 50
hours of debate. Amendments are al-
lowed—any amendment, really, but at
some point people run out of energy
and stop offering amendments—and
there has to be a vote.

In order to reconcile parts of the
budget, the reconciliation system was
set up where there is 20 hours of debate
and virtually no amendments because
they would have to be germane, and
that is a high standard to meet here.

So the reconciliation situation is
that it allows you to basically ram
through the Senate—as you would
through the House—a bill without
amendment, discussion, debate, or
amendments. It is a huge weapon. If
used incorrectly, it fundamentally un-
dermines the constitutional purpose of
the Senate. It turns the Senate into
the House of Representatives and
makes us a body in which amendments
are not allowed and debate doesn’t
occur, of any significance. It has a
truly debilitating effect on the idea
that you will have a body in this con-
stitutionally structured Government of
economics and balances where debate
occurs vociferously and aggressively
and where problems can be aired out in
a more timely and orderly manner
than occurs in the House of Represent-
atives. So it should never be used to ab
initio create a massive, new program,
such as a tax on everyone’s electric
bill. It should never be used for the
purpose of undertaking a major policy
event, such as rewriting the health
care of the United States, which will
affect everybody.

To the chairman’s credit, he doesn’t
have it in this bill. He understands
that. He has spoken out fairly effec-
tively on this point—probably more
concisely and effectively than I have
spoken on it. But the House of Rep-
resentatives has put reconciliation in-
structions in. What earthly reason
could there be for the House of Rep-
resentatives to put reconciliation in-
structions in their bill? They don’t
need it; they have a Rules Committee.

It is obvious. This is a game, a very
dangerous game. The House puts in
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reconciliation instructions but the
Senate doesn’t put it in because the
leadership knows that maybe it cannot
get that across the floor and doesn’t
want a vote on such a thing. So they
can take it to conference and, much to
nobody’s surprise, the conference budg-
et comes back with reconciliation in-
structions, which control activities on
the Senate floor.

It is totally inappropriate that the
House should be dictating to the Sen-
ate how we are going to legislate and
structure our debate system here on
the floor and try to make us into the
House of Representatives. It is uncon-
scionable in the context of the con-
stitutional structure of our Govern-
ment. Yet that is the game that is
being played here, and it is a cynical
game. It is totally wrong. If for no
other reason, everyone in this body
should not vote for a budget that has
reconciliation in it.

On our side of the aisle, we think we
can do better. I have talked at some
length about the clear and present dan-
ger this budget represents to our chil-
dren because of the massive increase in
debt. We don’t think that has to be the
course of action. You don’t have to run
the spending of the United States up to
23 percent of GDP, which this chart re-
flects, way above 25 actually, way
above the historical norm. That is not
necessary. Short-term spending may be
necessary for this significant problem
we have with the recession, but you do
not have to take the Government and
expand it radically, move it to the left,
and spend money on what these groups
are and constituencies are at this rate.
The Government should live within the
basic historic norm of 20 percent of
GDP as part of its spending. That is
where we part ways philosophically.

The President genuinely believes,
and the party passing this budget, the
Democratic Party, generally believes
you create prosperity—and the Presi-
dent said it; he used those terms—you
create prosperity by expanding the
Government significantly in these dif-
ferent areas of social interest. You do
not if you are spending up those areas
so much that people cannot afford it.

It does not happen that way. The way
you create prosperity is by Kkeeping
Government at an affordable level,
doing what it is supposed to do while
you give individuals the ability to go
out and be productive, take risks, and
create jobs. That is a difference of phi-
losophy here.

When the President proposed in his
budget the way he is going to address
health care, where we presently spend
17 percent of our gross national prod-
uct on health care right now—that is 5
to 6 percentage points more than the
next closest industrialized nation, so
there is a huge amount of money being
spent on health care—he proposes we
explode that spending by another $1.2
trillion. We don’t have to. We can get
every American insurance, and good in-
surance, without radically increasing
the amount we are spending on health
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care. We can do it by more effectively
spending the money we already have in
the health care system.

If you are spending 17 percent of the
gross domestic product on health care,
you do not have to take it up to 18, 19,
20 percent. In fact, if you do, you are
probably not getting much efficiency
out of it. Rather, spend more effi-
ciently the money you are already
spending.

We believe as a party that everybody
has a right to decent health care insur-
ance, and we also believe as a party we
can do that within the context of the
money that is already available by
being more efficient, by giving people
more choices, and by not putting the
Government between patients and
their doctors. We do not believe in na-
tionalizing the health care system,
which is basically what these numbers
are, the stalking horse for, that the
President is proposing.

In the area of energy, the President’s
answer to energy is that you put in
place a new national sales tax, as I
have mentioned before, on every elec-
tric bill in this country, everybody’s
electric bill, so that when you turn on
your light switch you get hit with a
new sales tax. That is probably not
going to produce a whole lot of energy.
It is going to probably undermine the
productivity of our economy, and it
certainly is going to ship a lot of jobs
offshore.

The way to produce a better energy
policy is to look in an environmentally
sound way for more American supply
and you can conserve more energy. So
we drill, and we can drill in an environ-
mentally sound way in identified off-
shore areas and produce more Amer-
ican energy. You create more power-
plants through using nuclear power, a
totally clean form of energy from the
standpoint of pollution to our air. You
use wind, solar, and other alternatives,
but you acknowledge the fact that you
cannot possibly get to the goal we have
to get to, which is enough energy to
continue to maintain our international
competitiveness as a nation and con-
tinue our prosperity as a nation, if we
are just using solar and wind.

Solar and wind make up 2 percent of
our national energy supply. If you tri-
ple it, you only get 6 percent, and tri-
pling it would be a little difficult be-
cause there are a lot of people who do
not want windmills in front of their
houses, whereas nuclear can be ex-
panded, whereas we can drill and find
more American energy more effec-
tively, whereas we can use oil shale,
which we have more of than Saudi Ara-
bia has oil, to produce energy more ef-
fectively, and we can be more con-
servation minded, and there is agree-
ment on that, obviously, on both sides
of the aisle. But you do not accomplish
this by sticking the American people
with a brand new national sales tax.

In the area of cost discipline, clearly
we do not have to run up spending at
these rates. We should bring them back
down, and the way you bring them
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back down is by addressing entitlement
spending.

This budget that was sent up by the
President of the United States, who
claims he is interested in fiscal respon-
sibility—although, obviously, it is
sorely tested by the numbers in this
budget, these trillions of dollars of new
debt—does not, on net, reduce the enti-
tlement accounts. He does suggest that
Part D premiums be paid for in part by
wealthy people. I agree with that. We
have actually offered that amendment
on our side of the aisle for the last 2
years under this Democratic Congress
and were beaten every year on that
proposal. I am glad the President is on
our side this time. Maybe we will be
able to adopt it. It is called the Ensign
amendment.

The fact is, unless you have a com-
prehensive approach to disciplining en-
titlement spending so it is affordable,
and we continue to deliver reasonably
good quality care and support to senior
citizens, we are not going to get these
spending issues under control. You can-
not kick this can down the road, as the
President has said. You have to start,
and the President has not started now.
This budget has nothing in it to that
effect.

In one other area where we would do
something significantly different is de-
fense. This budget basically assumes a
declining funding of defense for the
next 10 years that is significantly less
than what is presently funded as a per-
centage of GDP.

We are at war. I wish al-Qaida was
going to go away. I wish these folks
who represent such a huge and imme-
diate threat to us, especially if they
get their hands on a weapon of mass
destruction, did not exist, but they do.
They do exist, and they are a threat—
a very significant threat. We cannot
confront them through goodwill be-
cause they are not interested in good-
will. We have to confront them with a
military that is properly funded, prop-
erly cared for, and properly armed.
That, unfortunately, takes money.

The first obligation, the first abso-
lutely most important obligation of
the Federal Government is national de-
fense. Yet this budget, first, does not
include sufficient funding for the Presi-
dent’s war costs and, second, as a prac-
tical matter, it simply assumes that
you can run the military on the cheap,
I guess, and that is a big mistake.

We do have differences, as Chairman
CONRAD has said, over how this budget
is structured. They come back to this
very core issue of debt, of what we are
leaving our children, what we are pass-
ing on to our children. It is simply not
right for one generation to give an-
other generation less than what we re-
ceived from our parents.

We, as a nation, have always—al-
ways—had the older generation pass to
the younger generation a better,
stronger, and more prosperous nation.
Yet we are now on a pathway, if this
budget is followed forward, where the
debt and the deficits will be so high
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that our children will not be able to
have as good a life as we have had. The
cost of maintaining this Government
will so burden them their ability to fi-
nance a home, buy a home, send their
kids to college, or just live a lifestyle
that is something of the level and en-
joyment and prosperity that we have
had will be seriously—seriously—
threatened. It is not fair to do that, not
fair for one generation to do that to
another generation. Yet the numbers
do not lie.

I understand the Democrats did not
want to show us the second 5 years of
the budget. They hid it, along with a
lot of other things they hid, in this
budget, but the President showed us
the second 5 years of the budget. Every
American should take pause because
when you see the debt go up by $9.2
trillion, when you see the public debt
ratio to GDP go to 80 percent, when
you see deficits annually of $1 trillion
a year on average for as far as you can
see, when you see a deficit rate of 5 to
6 percent of GDP, you are talking
about a country which is headed to-
ward a fiscal crisis the likes of which
we probably have not seen since the
Great Depression. It is a country which
cannot afford its Government. It is a
nation that will be passing on to its
children significantly less than was
passed on to us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). The clerk will call the
roll.

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

Mr. GREGG. 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. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that for the re-
mainder of this debate on the budget
over the next 50 hours, the time be
equally divided under a quorum call.

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

Mr. GREGG. 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. CONRAD. 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. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
like to come back to the argument I
continue to hear advanced—that be-
cause we have gone from the 10-year
budget the President proposed to a 5-
year budget, something is being hid-
den. I don’t believe anything is being
hidden from anyone.

Of the 34 budgets the Congress of the
United States has done since the Budg-
et Act, 30 of them were 5-year budg-
ets—30 of the 34. Only four were 10-year
budgets. The reason Congress has tend-
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ed to do 5-year budgets—not just tend-
ed to but overwhelmingly has done 5-
yvear budgets—is that the outyear fore-
casts are notoriously unreliable; noto-
riously.

Some have said I criticized the pre-
vious administration for not doing a 10-
year budget. Indeed, I did—because I
believed they were trying to hide the
effect of their tax cuts in the second 5
years. But this administration did not
do a 5-year budget. This administration
did a 10-year budget. There is nothing
hidden. It is all out there for anybody
to see. The Congressional Budget Office
has scored the President’s 10-year
budget. Some of us have expressed con-
cern about the second 5 years.

People get in a habit around here and
they get used to doing something a cer-
tain way, they get used to criticizing
budgets a certain way so they keep
doing it. It was legitimate to criticize
the previous administration for not
doing a 10-year budget. It was legiti-
mate to suggest they might have some-
thing to hide. But this administration
did a 10-year budget. We in Congress—
remember, ultimately the budget is a
congressional act. The President does
not have to sign it. It does not become
law. Congress has almost always done a
5-year budget; 30 of the 34 budgets writ-
ten under the Budget Act have been 5-
year budgets, including the last 5, in-
cluding 2 in which Senator GREGG was
the chairman. Again, it has been done
that way, number one, because the out-
year forecasts have been notoriously
unreliable and, number two, because
we do a budget every year.

In fact, there is some question
whether a 5-year budget is required be-
cause we are going to do a new budget
every year. So what matters the most
in any budget is the first year.

But I did wish to address that be-
cause I see this criticism. I saw it in
the David Broder column. I have im-
mense respect for him. I saw it in the
David Rogers column. I have immense
respect for him. But I don’t think the
criticism applies in this particular sit-
uation. Nobody has been more clear,
publicly or privately, than I have that
the second 5 years of the Obama budget
raises a real concern about the sustain-
ability of our fiscal direction.

Let me just say, if you took my
budget, which is a 5-year budget, the
budget that came out of the Budget
Committee, and extended it for 10
years, you would see dramatically
lower deficits and debt than in the
President’s budget. In fact, I believe
the first 5 years we have saved $600 bil-
lion from the President’s proposal. In
the second 5 years the total savings—
for the 10 years, if we extended our
budget 5 years, would be over $2 tril-
lion. That is just in the nature of the
beast. You know, the savings grow over
time. We have put in $600 billion of sav-
ings in the first 5 years.

With respect to the question of
spending, we are only increasing do-
mestic spending—and that includes de-
fense, that includes international, and
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that includes domestic spending in the
appropriated accounts—5.3 percent.
That is a modest number. Some of our
friends on the other side want to abso-
lutely freeze spending. I say to them I
think that would be a serious mistake
in an economic downturn, to abso-
lutely freeze spending. In this situa-
tion, where the economy is contracting
sharply, consumers cannot fill in the
gap. They are tapped out, and they are
worrying about losing their jobs. Com-
panies cannot fill in the gap because
they, too, are threatened. The only en-
tity with resources to step in, to fill
the breach, is the Federal Government.

One of the things we learned in the
Great Depression was that profound
mistake that was made was not nec-
essarily on the fiscal policy side—al-
though that didn’t help—but the big-
gest mistake was on the monetary pol-
icy side controlled by the Federal Re-
serve. They did not expand the money
supply. They did not provide liquidity
to prevent the contraction from deep-
ening, from growing, and from becom-
ing far more destructive.

Thank goodness we have learned.
That is not what is happening here.
The Federal Reserve is providing li-
quidity, and that is on the monetary
side. On the fiscal policy side, we did
pass a large stimulus package—as im-
perfect as it was. We provided a large
stimulus package to help fill in some of
the gap between where the economy
should be and where it is, the gap that
was exacerbated by a more than 6-per-
cent contraction in the economy in the
fourth quarter of last year.

I believe we are doing many of the
right things—again, however imper-
fectly. If I were able to design the stim-
ulus package, I must say it would have
been much different. I would have put
much more money into infrastructure.
I believe that would have been a better
way to stimulate the economy. Even
so, there was substantial infrastruc-
ture in the stimulus package. Not as
much as I would have preferred but,
nonetheless, a significant amount. Ad-
ditionally, I think the Federal Reserve
is going in the right direction with re-
spect to the policies it is pursuing in
terms of providing liquidity and credit.

When we talk about Hoover econom-
ics that our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle embraced back in the
1930s, the fundamental assumption was
that markets were self correcting.
That is what Hoover economics was
founded upon, the notion that the Fed-
eral Reserve did not need to take coun-
tercyclical action and that the Federal
Government did not need to take coun-
tercyclical actions in terms of helping
people who were unemployed. Hoover
opposed providing that kind of Federal
Government assistance.

Today we know that such assistance
actually one of the most stimulative
things you can do because that money
gets into the economic bloodstream
very quickly. It gives lift to the econ-
omy, it reduces the size of the contrac-
tion, it reduces job loss, it reduces
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more and more homes going into fore-
closure because people can’t pay their
mortgage, it reduces the vicious cycle
that can suck down an economy.

I just wish to be clear. When we have
been critical of their stance against
stimulus, their stance against doing
the things that are being done by the
Fed, they have this mantra they chant.
Too much spending—Ilet me look at our
budget in terms of spending. In the
short term, yes, spending increases be-
cause you are countering the cycle of
the economy, so we are up to 27 percent
of GDP in spending this year. But then
we step it down to 22 percent of GDP,
of gross domestic product, by the fifth
year. So that is going in the right di-
rection—even for our friends on the
other side.

They say too much taxes. Let me re-
mind them, in the President’s proposal,
on a net basis, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, his budget
cuts taxes $2.2 trillion. That is a 10-
year budget. Our budget on a 5-year
basis cuts taxes $825 billion, on a net
basis. Yes, there are some tax increases
on those of us who are high-income
earners. Yes, we have our taxes in-
creased somewhat. But on an overall
basis, the President’s budget has sig-
nificant tax cuts from current law, as
does the budget that is before us now.

Third, they say too much debt. Look,
I am in agreement with them. But
where were they in the good times dur-
ing the Bush administration, when
they doubled the debt of this country?
They doubled the debt of this country
when economic times were relatively
good—until the end of the Bush admin-
istration when the economy collapsed.
That is what this President inherited.
He inherited an economy that was in
full collapse: It declined 6 percent in
the last quarter of last year; an econ-
omy that was in free fall; an economy
with a housing crisis, a financial crisis,
a banking crisis, and a fiscal crisis.

I say to my friends on the other side,
it was their policies that put us in the
soup. It was their policies of doubling
the debt, of tripling foreign holdings of
U.S. debt, that put us in this ditch.
Now this President has to try to clean
up the mess and part of cleaning up the
mess is higher deficits and debt in the
short term. That is unavoidable. That
was already happening in a very dra-
matic way before this President ever
took office. He inherited a deficit. If he
had done nothing, he would have inher-
ited a deficit this year of $1.3 trillion.
That is after our friends on other side
had already doubled the debt over the
previous 8 years, and, worse, tripled
foreign holdings of U.S. debt. Now we
have China as the biggest creditor and
our friends here say: Gee, China might
not continue to finance our debt.

My friends, where were you? I warned
about that starting in 2001. Anybody
can review the record. You can go back
and look at what I said on the public
record over and over and over, that we
were headed for big problems financing
our debt. The party on the other side
did not seem to respond.
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Now, all of a sudden, they are con-
cerned about the debt they have passed
on to this President. That is not fair. I
am plenty willing to say, as I have said
publicly, the second 5 years of the
Obama budget needs a lot more work.
We are going to have to do a lot more
to keep the deficit going down. But the
first 5 years is a good start for the
President’s budget and ours is even
somewhat better. In fairness to him,
we had to make additional adjustments
in his budget because the Congres-
sional Budget Office said we lost $2.3
trillion in revenue—$2.3 trillion from
the forecast the President was working
off of that was made some time earlier.

I hope, in this debate, we do not try
to lay at the desk of this President,
who has been in office less than 3
months, disasters he inherited. No. No,
we are not going to let that happen.
That is not going to go unconfronted
because that is not fair. This President
walked into more crises than I can
think of confronting any President,
going back to Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt—a housing crisis deeply under-
way before he ever took office, a bank-
ing crisis deeply underway before he
ever took office, a financial crisis deep-
ly underway before he ever took office.
So let us be fair in this debate and dis-
cussion about where responsibility lies.

Barack Obama, President Obama did
not create any of these problems. He
has been asked to clean up the mess
and an incredible mess it is.

One other point I wish to make, and
a place where I do strongly agree with
Senator GREGG, is the need to do much
more for the long term. That is why he
and I have proposed a 16-member task
force given the responsibility and the
authority to come up with a plan. If 12
of the 16 could agree, that plan would
come to the floor for a vote because I
do not believe we are going to get
through this without special measures
and special procedures and a process to
take on this long-term debt bomb that
overhangs our country. But let’s be fair
about who is responsible for building
the foundation of this mess. It does not
lie at the feet of President Obama.

I see the Senator from Alaska. Is the
Senator seeking time?

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I am, in morning
business.

Mr. CONRAD. This would be a perfect
time. I would be happy to yield the
floor and give her an opportunity.
While the Senator is getting ready, she
has, as the Chair knows, has had a ski-
ing accident. We are glad to see she is
up and ambulatory and here at work.
We are delighted she is back.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think
we will soon see that the Senator from
Alaska is not only ambulatory but her
vocabulary is working quite well.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Alaska.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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MOUNT REDOUBT ERUPTION

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today I am rising to talk about an
issue that has captivated my constitu-
ents in the State of Alaska. We have
got a mountain that is erupting. Mount
Redoubt, which is located about 150
miles southwest of Anchorage, our
largest community, has been more
than active in the past week or so gen-
erating a great deal of press, a great
deal of interest, and a considerable
amount of impact in my State. So I
wanted to take a few minutes this
afternoon to talk about what is hap-
pening up North, talk a little bit about
the importance of volcano monitoring.

I think we are all aware that there
have been some recent comments made
about Federal spending for volcano
monitoring, and the suggestion that
perhaps this might be wasteful money
in that we do not have any need to be
monitoring volcanos.

I can assure you that monitoring vol-
canos is critically important to the Na-
tion, to the world, and particularly to
Alaska right now, where, as I say, we
are being held hostage by a volcano.

A little bit of a personal note here.
This afternoon—my boys’ spring break
concluded last evening. We have been
up in the State enjoying spring skiing.
And they are grounded by Mount Re-
doubt. They may be home Wednesday
evening. Now, others might think this
is a bad thing, but for these young
pages here this morning, when you are
17 and you are shut out of school for an
additional 3 days after spring break
concludes, and you have to stay in
Alaska and keep skiing, maybe the vol-
cano is not a bad thing.

But there is a very serious aspect to
what we are talking about. Mount Re-
doubt has erupted 17 times now since
March 22. And when it was initially
under watch, you would see the steam
and the haze coming off the volcano.
But then we started to see some pretty
significant eruptions, eruptions that
would go 65,000 feet up into the air.

This is a picture of Mount Redoubt.
This was actually taken back in 1989,
the last time Mount Redoubt was ac-
tive. But what happens is these plumes
go straight up into the air, get caught
by the jet stream at 40- or 65,000 feet,
and then that ash is dispersed through-
out the State.

What we have been seeing up North
this week, and actually for about the
past 10 days, is the cancellation of air
flights, complete closure of the An-
chorage International Airport over the
weekend. Alaska Airlines alone has
canceled about 230 flights. It has af-
fected about 10,000 passengers, includ-
ing my boys.

What is happening as a result of this
volcano does become quite personal.
We have school districts down in the
southern part of the State where they
have experienced the ash fall-out,
where the students have dust masks,
respirator masks so they are not
breathing the ash that is coming
through.
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Home Depot made a point of staying
open 24 hours a day so people could get
the masks, the ventilator masks, get
tape to put around their windows,
around the doors, because this ash, this
particulate is so fine that it comes un-
derneath and into your home, it gunks
up your computers, it clogs your car
engine.

It is most worrisome, most threat-
ening, though, with airplane engines,
the ash itself, this particulate that is
like ground-up stone and has this very
debilitating effect of messing up your
engine. So what is happening is at the
airports, the engines of the airplanes, if
they are not inside, which we do not
have the capacity for, are being
wrapped in Saran Wrap—more sophisti-
cated than Saran Wrap but having to
be wrapped. Our military at Elmendorf
and Ft. Richardson is looking to relo-
cate their assets, so that these very
fine precision aircraft are not in
harm’s way.

A lot is happening as a result of this
volcano and the series of eruptions.
The volcanoes in Alaska make up well
over three-quarters of U.S. volcanoes
that have erupted in the last 200 years.
About 50 volcanic eruptions occur
around the world every year. This is
according to USGS. It seems like a
high number, but most of them are not
eruptions that make much in terms of
headlines.

The United States ranks third, be-
hind Indonesia and Japan, in the num-
ber of historically active volcanoes.
That is why it is so very important to
fund volcano monitoring, which in
Alaska is through the Alaska Volcano
Observatory. The AVO, as I call it, is
one of five volcano observatories in the
United States. It is a joint program of
the USGS, the United States Geologic
Service, the Geophysical Institute of
the University of Alaska-Fairbanks,
and the State of Alaska Division of Ge-
ological and Geophysical Surveys. The
AVO is unique in the United States,
and probably in the world, in that it is
a thoroughly collaborative under-
taking of Federal scientists, State sci-
entists, university faculty, and stu-
dents.

AVO was formed in 1988, after an
eruption of Mt. Augustine, and uses
Federal, State, and wuniversity re-
sources to monitor and study Alaska’s
hazardous volcanoes, to predict, to give
that early warning, and record eruptive
activity, and also to mitigate volcanic
hazards to life and property.

Alaska has over 30 active volcanoes
that are currently being monitored by
the AVO. There is no other observatory
in the world that even comes close to
that. The AVO also analyzes available
satellite data twice daily from thermal
anomalies and ash plumes at about 80
volcanoes in the North Pacific. Russian
volcanos frequently put ash into areas
where the United States has aviation
safety responsibilities. Alaska’s active
volcanoes also offer superb opportuni-
ties for basic scientific investigation of
volcanic processes. An important com-
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ponent of AVO’s program is to conduct
research at selected volcanic centers.

Now, I mentioned the hazard to air
traffic. I think it is important for peo-
ple to understand that when we are
talking about volcanic ash being in the
air and being distributed, it is not just
something that is dirty and an annoy-
ance, but it has the potential to be life
threatening and absolutely deadly. If
the jet engines ingest the volcanic ash,
the potential for catastrophe is very
real.

Back in 1989, December 15 of 1989,
there was a Boeing 747 flying about 150
miles northeast of Anchorage and it
went through the ash plume that had
erupted from the Redoubt volcano. It
was flying at night so they could not
see they were flying into an ash cloud.

We did not have the monitoring proc-
ess, so the pilots were flying on
through and it sucked in the ash at—I
am not entirely certain what altitude
they were flying when they first en-
countered the ash—but the plane, with
231 passengers aboard, lost more than
10,000 feet elevation. All four engines
lost power. And they went down 10,000
feet. That is about 2 miles.

Now, we do a lot of flying around
here. Next time you are up in that air-
plane, look down and think about los-
ing all of the power in your 747 and
falling out of the sky almost 2 miles
before these incredibly skilled pilots
are able to restart the engines.

They were able to land the airplane
safely, no lives lost, but I cannot imag-
ine what it would have been like to
have been a passenger on that jet air-
craft. The airplane suffered about $80
million in damage. All four of those en-
gines were shot. And, again, the good
news out of the story is that there was
no loss of life.

The FAA estimates, based on infor-
mation provided by the FAA, that
more than 80,000 large aircraft per year
and 30,000 people per day are in the
skies over and potentially downwind of
many of Alaska’s volcanoes, mostly on
the heavily traveled great circle routes
between Europe and North America
and Asia. It is along this route, which
coincidentally follows the northern
portion of the Pacific Ring of Fire,
that there are over 100 volcanoes capa-
ble of depositing ash into the flight
path. Some are in Japan, many are in
Russia, but about half of them are in
Alaska. And by analyzing the satellite
imagery and working with the Na-
tional Weather Service to predict
where the winds will carry the ash,
AVO assists the FAA in warning air-
craft of areas to avoid.

Volcanic eruptions from Cook Inlet
volcanoes—these are right around the
south central area: Spurr, Redoubt,
Iliamna, and Augustine—can have se-
vere impacts, as these volcanoes are
nearest Anchorage, which is obviously
our largest population center.

Back in 1989, when Redoubt blew be-
fore, I was working in an office, and es-
sentially we were shut down because
the ventilation system needed to be
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turned off, computers needed to be
turned off and covered. The impacts
economically and in all ways are very
real.

The last major series of eruptions of
Mt. Redoubt were in 1989 and 1990.
These eruptions totaled 23. So right
now with Redoubt we are already up to
17. The 23 that took place in 1989 oc-
curred over a 6-month period. We are
seeing 17 eruptions over a period of
about 10 days.

These eruptions seriously affected
the population, commerce, and oil pro-
duction throughout Cook Inlet and air
traffic about as far away as the State
of Texas. Total estimated economic
costs were about $160 million, making
this eruption of Redoubt the second
most costly in U.S. history after
Mount St. Helens. It had significant
impact on the aviation and oil indus-
tries as well as on the people of the
Kenai Peninsula.

As mentioned, this volcanic ash is
fine bits of abrasive glass that can
damage lungs, it can damage vehicles,
electronic equipment. Right now, as we
speak, in the area just outside of An-
chorage, at Mount Alyeska, where I
was a couple of weeks ago, we are
hosting the U.S. National Ski Cham-
pionships. We have got some of the
country’s finest athletes who are per-
forming on that hill. They cannot race
if they are breathing in this volcanic
particulate.

The Redoubt eruption also damaged
five commercial jetliners. This was
again back in 1989. It caused several
days’ worth of airport closures and air-
line cancellations in Anchorage and on
the Kenai Peninsula. Drifting ash
clouds disrupted air traffic as far away
as Texas.

International volcano monitoring is
also a role of the Federal Government.
It helped, very likely, to save many
lives, and significant money, in the
case of the 1991 eruption of Mount
Pinatubo in the Philippines, where the
United States had military bases at the
time.

The eruption back in 1991 lasted more
than 10 hours and sent a cloud of ash as
high as 22 miles into the area that grew
to more than 300 miles across.

The USGS spent less than $1.56 mil-
lion monitoring the volcano and was
able to warn of the impending eruption
which allowed the authorities to evac-
uate residents, as well as aircraft and
other equipment from U.S. bases there.
The USGS estimates that the efforts
saved thousands of lives and prevented
property losses of at least $250 million.

It is not enough, though, to justify a
program by identifying a danger. The
more important question is whether
something can be done to reduce the
impact of a volcanic eruption in terms
of property damage and loss of life.
That means getting people out of
harm’s way by providing advanced
warning. That is exactly what the
USGS Volcano Hazards Program seeks
to do through the existing volcano ob-
servatories in the United States. Some
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may say there is an abundance of cau-
tion going on right now by shutting
down the airport, by cancelling flights,
by diverting flights. But as a mother
whose sons are there and going to be
relying on air travel, I want to make
sure that we err on the side of caution.

I want to make sure we are using
those scientists who will tell us exactly
when it is safe to be back up flying.

The advances made in monitoring
can now provide much more accurate
and timely predictions of eruptions.
Back in 1989, AVO was only able to pro-
vide a few days’ warning before Mount
Redoubt erupted. This year, they began
to detect activity and notified the pub-
lic a couple months before it eventu-
ally erupted. The biggest challenge re-
mains finding an adequate and stable
source of funding. The USGS Volcano
Hazards Program has been constantly
underfunded. Both USGS and the FAA
provide funding, but it is not enough to
manage all of the observatories or pro-
vide for an expansion of the system to
cover increased monitoring and vol-
cano research.

It is because of inadequate funding
and the critical importance of this pro-
gram that I intend to introduce a bill
that will provide funding stability vol-
cano monitoring needs. This program
shows that with a modest investment,
a very large benefit can be produced in
reducing the impacts of catastrophic
events. My legislation will establish a
national volcano early warning and
monitoring system within the United
States Geological Survey to monitor,
warn, and protect citizens from undue
and avoidable harm from volcanic ac-
tivity. USGS will coordinate a manage-
ment plan with other relevant Federal
departments, including the Depart-
ment of Transportation, FAA, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, the Department of Home-
land Security, and the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency. The legis-
lation authorizes appropriations annu-
ally to the Department of Interior to
carry out the act.

I appreciate the attention given me
on this issue this afternoon. As I men-
tioned, all eyes are upon the State of
Alaska right now as we watch this vol-
cano, but this is not the only one we
are actively monitoring and watching.
We want to make sure that not only
the residents of the State of Alaska are
provided a level of safety through mon-
itoring and warning but any of those
who may be endangered because of
Mother Nature doing what Mother Na-
ture does on a very unpredictable tra-
jectory. So what we are attempting by
introduction of legislation to establish
the national volcano early warning and
monitoring system is good, and I look
forward to having the support of my
colleagues on this very important mat-
ter.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
WEBB). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

(Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I wish
to go back for a moment to the ques-
tion of a 10-year budget versus a 5-year
budget, because I have heard so many
questions raised about why we did a 5-
year budget rather than a 10.

Again, the Congress has done 34
budgets under the Budget Act, 30 of
which have been 5-year budgets. A key
reason has been that the longer term
forecasts are notoriously unreliable.
CBO said the current forecast ‘‘has
greater than normal uncertainty.”

CBO’S current forecast, particularly for
the near term, is subject to a greater than
normal degree of uncertainty . . . Both the
magnitude of the contractionary forces oper-
ating in the economy and the magnitude of
the government’s actions to stabilize the fi-
nancial system and stimulate economic
growth are outside the range of recent expe-
rience.

The Federal Reserve Chairman, Mr.
Bernanke, said the economic outlook is
subject to considerable uncertainty.

This outlook for economic activity is sub-
ject to considerable uncertainty ... One
risk arises from the global nature of the
slowdown.

He went on to say:

If actions taken by the Administration,
the Congress, and the Federal Reserve are
successful in restoring some measure of fi-
nancial stability—and only if that is the
case—there is a reasonable prospect the cur-
rent recession will end in 2009 and that 2010
will be a year of recovery.

Again, very small differences have
very big effects over time.

Senator GREGG himself said in March
of this year:

Ten-year forecasts are very much a guess

That is why almost every time the
Congress does a 5-year budget rather
than a 10-year budget. In fact, the last
five budgets done by Congress, includ-
ing three under Republican chairmen,
have been 5-year budgets.

Now, there has been some suggestion
by columnists that doing a b5-year
budget suggests you are hiding some-
thing. Again, I want to emphasize,
President Obama came forward with a
10-year budget that has been fully
scored. Nothing is being hidden from
anybody. That score is out there. It is
available. It is public. So there is noth-
ing being hidden. And Congress has al-
most always done 5-year budgets just
because of the extraordinary uncer-
tainty of those outyears.

I also want to say, for a moment,
those who argue that this budget has
too much spending are up against the
factual record. The factual record is
that in this year, the spending will be
28 percent of gross domestic product.
We bring that down very sharply in the
first 3 years. We get it down to 22 per-
cent of GDP by 2012. Again, there is a
deficit in the fifth year of less than 3
percent of GDP, which the economists
tell us is critical to having a sustain-
able debt.
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Let me say my own view. I believe we
have to do better than that. I believe
we have to do better than that. I be-
lieve the outyears under any of the
budgets are unsustainable. I believe we
have to have some special process such
as the one Senator GREGG and I have
proposed, and I am completely open to
other suggestions about how we deal
with the entitlement reform and the
tax reform we so badly need.

I see our colleague, Senator MCCAIN,
is now in the Chamber. We advised his
office we would like to get him in at
about this hour, so I would be happy to
take a break and give Senator MCcCAIN
a shot at this.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from North Dakota, and I
thank him for his hard work under
very difficult circumstances.

Obviously, the debate begins on the
budget resolution for fiscal year 2010.
Like the President’s plan, the measure
offered amounts, in all candor, to
generational theft. It increases spend-
ing by $225 billion over current levels,
raises at least $361 billion in taxes, and
borrows $1.1 trillion more than what we
expect to borrow under current law.

But unlike the President’s plan, the
resolution budgets for 5 years. Now, I
would like to say, in deference to my
friend from North Dakota and members
of the Budget Committee, I am aware
that in previous years a 5-year budget
process has been generally the way to
do business. There are years where we
have used 10 years. The President’s
budget was 10 years. In these difficult
times, given the circumstances under
which we are laboring, I think we do a
disservice to not do a 10-year budget.
So budgeting for only a 5-year period in
many respects hides the costly expan-
sion of Government that is sure to take
place after 2014.

As we go through this debate—and I
notice the Senator from North Dakota
has many charts—I will be bringing
forward some charts that show the dra-
matic expansion in cost for a whole va-
riety of reasons, including demo-
graphics and more and more baby
boomers retiring, which, as the Presi-
dent’s chief budget person, Mr. Orszag,
has stated, is ‘“‘not sustainable.”

The Senate owes it to the American
taxpayer, in my view, to produce a 10-
year budget that shows the
unsustainable fiscal path we are on and
the terrible burden we are passing on
to future generations because of the ex-
plosive debt it produces.

The Senator from North Dakota, the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, just mentioned a proposal
for a commission for reform of Social
Security and Medicare, and I agree
with him. But I would also argue that
on the issue of Social Security we
could all sit down in a matter of hours
and address the issue of Social Secu-
rity. We know the factors that are in-
volved. We know what the costs are.
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We know the fixes that basically are
necessary. And it would have to be
done in the spirit of compromise, as
Tip O’Neill and former President
Reagan did way back in 1983, the last
time there was any significant reform
to Social Security. Medicare and Med-
icaid and health care is obviously a
much more complicated issue.

In an op-ed entitled ‘“Hiding a Moun-
tain Of Debt” from yesterday’s Wash-
ington Post, David Broder, who, in my
view, is perhaps the most respected col-
umnist in America in many ways, and
certainly the most experienced, wrote:

[TThe Democratic Congress is about to per-
form a cover-up on the most serious threat
to America’s economic future. . . .

The Congressional Budget Office sketched
the dimensions of the problem on March 20,
and Congress reacted with shock. The CBO
said that over the next 10 years, current poli-
cies would add a staggering $9.3 trillion to
the national debt—one-third more than
President Obama had estimated by using
much more optimistic assumptions about fu-
ture economic growth. . . .

The ever-growing national debt will re-
quire ever-larger annual interest payments,
with much of that money going overseas to
China, Japan and other countries that have
been buying our bonds.

Reacting to this scary prospect, the House
and Senate budget committees took the par-
ing knife to some of Obama’s spending pro-
posals and tax cuts last week. But many of
the proposed savings look more like book-
keeping gimmicks than realistic cutbacks.

But the main device the Democratic budg-
eteers employed was simply to shrink the
budget ‘“‘window’ from 10 years to five. In-
stantly, $56 trillion in debt disappeared from
view, along with the worry that long after
the recession is past, the structural deficit
would continue to blight the future of young
working families.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the David Broder column
that appeared in the Washington Post
yesterday printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 27, 2009]

HIDING A MOUNTAIN OF DEBT
(By David S. Broder)

With a bit of bookkeeping legerdemain
borrowed from the Bush administration, the
Democratic Congress is about to perform a
cover-up on the most serious threat to Amer-
ica’s economic future.

That threat is not the severe recession,
tough as that is for the families and busi-
nesses struggling to make ends meet. In
time, the recession will end, and last week’s
stock market performance hinted that we
may not have to wait years for the recovery
to begin.

The real threat is the monstrous debt re-
sulting from the slump in revenue and the
staggering sums being committed by Wash-
ington to rescuing embattled banks and
homeowners—and the absence of any serious
strategy for paying it all back.

The Congressional Budget Office sketched
the dimensions of the problem on March 20,
and Congress reacted with shock. The CBO
said that over the next 10 years, current poli-
cies would add a staggering $9.3 trillion to
the national debt—one-third more than
President Obama had estimated by using
much more optimistic assumptions about fu-
ture economic growth.
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As far as the eye could see, the CBO said,
the debt would continue to grow by about $1
trillion a year because of a structural deficit
between the spending rate, averaging 23 per-
cent of gross domestic product, and federal
revenue at 19 percent.

The ever-growing national debt will re-
quire ever-larger annual interest payments,
with much of that money going overseas to
China, Japan and other countries that have
been buying our bonds.

Reacting to this scary prospect, the House
and Senate budget committees took the par-
ing knife to some of Obama’s spending pro-
posals and tax cuts last week. But many of
the proposed savings look more like book-
keeping gimmicks than realistic cutbacks.
The budget resolutions assume, for example,
that no more money will be needed this year
to bail out foundering businesses or pump up
consumer demand, even though estimates of
those needs start at $250 billion and go up by
giant steps.

Republicans on the budget committees of-
fered cuts that were larger and, in some but
not all instances, more realistic.

But the main device the Democratic budg-
eteers employed was simply to shrink the
budget “window” from 10 years to five. In-
stantly, $6 trillion in debt disappeared from
view, along with the worry that long after
the recession is past, the structural deficit
would continue to blight the future of young
working families.

The Democrats did not invent this gim-
mick. They borrowed it from George W.
Bush, who turned to it as soon as his inher-
ited budget surpluses withered with the tax
cuts and recession of 2001-02. But Obama had
promised a more honest budget and said that
this meant looking at the long-term con-
sequences of today’s tax and spending deci-
sions.

There are plenty of people in Congress for
whom the CBO report was no surprise, and
some of them have proposed a solution that
would confront this reality. Kent Conrad,
the chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, and Judd Gregg, its ranking Repub-
lican, have offered a bill to create a bipar-
tisan commission to examine every aspect of
the budget—taxes, defense and domestic
spending, and, especially, Medicare, Med-
icaid and Social Security. Congress would be
required to vote promptly, up or down, on its
recommendations, or come up with an alter-
native that would achieve at least as much
in savings.

In the House, Democrat Jim Cooper of Ten-
nessee and Republican Frank Wolf of Vir-
ginia have been pressing a similar proposal
but have been regularly thwarted.

The roadblock in chief is Nancy Pelosi, the
speaker of the House. She has made it clear
that her main goal is to protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare from any significant re-
forms. Pelosi has not forgotten how Demo-
crats benefited from the 2005-06 fight against
Bush’s effort to change Social Security. Her
party, which had lost elections in 2000, 2002
and 2004, found its voice and its rallying cry
to ‘“‘Save Social Security,” and Pelosi is not
about to allow any bipartisan commission to
take that issue away from her control.

The price for her obduracy is being paid in
the rigging of the budget process. The larger
price will be paid by your children and
grandchildren, who will inherit a future-
blighting mountain of debt.

Mr. McCAIN. What does the Presi-
dent’s budget do? It doubles the public
debt in 5 years and nearly triples it in
10 years. As a consequence, beginning
in 2019, the Government will spend
more on interest than on the defense of
our Nation. That is $806 billion on in-
terest, $720 billion on defense. That is
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eight times more than we will spend on
education and eight times more than
we will spend on transportation. The
budget proposals offered by the Presi-
dent and the Senate Democrats put us
on an unsustainable fiscal path and
will pass on to future generations an
unprecedented level of debt they will
never be able to afford.

We should not take lightly the sig-
nificant impact our mounting debt has
on our future financial stability and se-
curity. Currently, China owns nearly $2
trillion of our debt, and because of the
global economic downturn, the Chinese
are now focused on pumping their
money into their own economy. I be-
lieve one of my colleagues said it best
when he warned: ‘“The only thing worse
than China holding so much of our
debt, is China declining to finance any
more of our debt.”

Buying our national debt is no longer
a very attractive investment for the
Chinese and, given the explosion of
debt currently envisioned in the Presi-
dent’s budget, an even less inviting one
in the future. We see evidence of this
approaching predicament brought on
by their well-founded concerns about
the dollar’s declining value and in Chi-
na’s recent suggestion that the world
should consider a new international
currency to replace the dollar.

Here are some cold, hard facts: Our
current national debt is $10.7 trillion.
The projected deficit for 2009 is $1.7
trillion. The total cost of the stimulus
bill enacted last month is over $1.1 tril-
lion. We gave the Troubled Asset Relief
Program, known as TARP, $700 billion,
but everyone expects the administra-
tion will request up to an additional
$750 billion or more. President Obama
recently signed an Omnibus appropria-
tions bill totaling $410 billion. The Fed-
eral Reserve recently pumped another
$1.2 trillion into our markets, and the
President has submitted a budget re-
quest of $3.6 trillion.

Just today, we have decided we will
keep General Motors and Chrysler
alive, when General Motors and Chrys-
ler should go to a prepackaged bank-
ruptcy. They could enter bankruptcy,
change the parameters on which they
are doing business, and emerge as more
competitive and efficient automobile
manufacturing corporations that could
compete with automobile manufac-
turing here in the United States, only
they are not located in Michigan, they
are located in other States. So instead
of sending General Motors and Chrysler
into the prepackaged bankruptcy they
deserve, we now have taken the unprec-
edented step of firing the CEO of Gen-
eral Motors—a remarkable move by the
Federal Government, I think unprece-
dented in the history of this country.
What does the signal send to other cor-
porations and financial institutions
about whether the Federal Government
will decide to fire them as well?

But the fundamental issue here is,
who is too big to fail? Who is too big to
fail in America? And what do I tell the
businessperson in Phoenix, AZ, who is



S3956

about to have to close their doors be-
cause they do not have the financing
and they have not been bailed out?
Who is too big to fail and who is too
small to survive? That is why we have
seen an outpouring and outrage over
the bonuses paid to executives of finan-
cial institutions that they neither de-
serve nor warrant.

The President’s budget numbers are
simply staggering. On average, he adds
$1 trillion to the debt every year for
the next 10 years. He produces deficits
totaling $9.2 trillion over this period,
taking spending from 20 percent of
GDP up to 25 percent of GDP. The def-
icit for fiscal year 2009 will be more
than three times the previous record of
the biggest deficit. The President’s
budget also contains $1.4 trillion in tax
increases. It resurrects the death tax
and, even at this critical time, discour-
ages investment in our economy by
raising the top rate on capital gains
and dividends by one-third.

If the CBO-projected deficits in the
budget’s outyears prove close to accu-
rate, by 2019 Americans would owe a
debt that is over 80 percent of our gross
domestic product—the highest level
since 1948—and double our debt’s cur-
rent share of gross domestic product. It
would create more debt than under
every President from George Wash-
ington to George W. Bush combined. As
others have already warned, the Nation
would be bankrupt, and the America
our children and grandchildren inherit
would be, for the first time in history,
a land of limited opportunities.

Beyond the serious ramifications of
the budget numbers, we also need to be
concerned about the very real fight we
face over reconciliation. The House has
included reconciliation instructions for
both health care and education. The
administration has been clear that it
wants climate change added to the rec-
onciliation measures.

I recently read where the administra-
tion is considering declaring green-
house gases a health risk. Just 2 weeks
ago, the EPA delivered documents to
the White House stating findings that
global warming threatens both public
health and welfare. If this declaration
is made, none of us should be surprised
to see changes to environmental law
used as an opening to fund universal
health care.

I fully recognize that Republicans
have in the past engaged in using rec-
onciliation to further the party’s agen-
da. It was wrong then. I wish it had not
been done. And I hope and I wish it
would not be done now. But the
groundwork has been laid. I think this
would be a grave mistake. We should be
working on the most pressing issues in
a bipartisan, thoughtful manner.

We are in the midst of a severe reces-
sion. The U.S. Labor Department an-
nounced that employers cut another
651,000 jobs in February, raising the un-
employment rate to 8.1 percent, the
highest since 1983. These statistics are
dire and argue for Government’s inter-
vention to stimulate the economy.
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However, it would be an appalling dere-
liction of duty to use the crisis caused
by the global credit crunch, as some
members of the administration have
suggested, to excuse profligate spend-
ing that would not hasten economic
growth and that puts the United States
on an accelerated path to bankruptcy.

I believe the President’s budget has
fallen prey to the siren song of short-
term expediency. It is bad economics.
The antiquated U.S. Code has driven an
increasing number of businesses—espe-
cially small, dynamic startup ven-
tures—to file their taxes as individuals.
Nearly one-half of Americans work in
businesses with fewer than 50 employ-
ees, and we should focus on Kkeeping
those jobs and creating more of them.
While the administration argues that a
minuscule number of businesses are af-
fected by its proposed tax increases, a
majority of small business income will
be hit by them. Jobs are where the
money is, and increasing taxes on jobs
endangers the recovery.

It is a misguided policy toward fair-
ness. Rising inequality is a 30-year
process with its roots in skills and edu-
cation—not tax policy.

Lastly, insulating 95 percent of vot-
ers from the consequences of their elec-
toral decisions is dangerous for a de-
mocracy. It is also misleading. Does
anyone really believe we can expand all
nondefense spending to a record share
of GDP, reform the health care system
that is one-sixth of the economy, re-
invent the energy portfolio that powers
our lives, and drive next-generation
broadband to every home, while cut-
ting taxes for 95 percent of Americans?
It doesn’t add up, it won’t add up, and
it won’t last.

I fully recognize tough choices need
to be made in order to get our country
back on course. It is like the old say-
ing, “Everyone wants to go to heaven,
but no one wants to die.” Except in
Washington, it would be, everyone
wants fiscal prosperity, but no one
wants to force the belt tightening.

For two centuries, Americans have
worked hard so their children could
have better lives and greater oppor-
tunity. Do we really want to reverse
that order by having our children work
hard so we don’t have to make hard
economic choices now?

The Federal budget must address the
most pressing issues facing our Nation.
Among those priorities are keeping
Americans safe and the Nation secure,
enhancing economic growth and rais-
ing standards of living, reducing the
burden of debt for the next generation,
reforming our health care system, and
shifting to a cleaner, more secure en-
ergy portfolio. The budget must also
ensure that taxpayers’ dollars are man-
aged in the most fiscally responsible
manner by targeting resources to pri-
orities, spending no more than needed,
eliminating waste and special interest
projects, and holding the Government
accountable to the taxpayer.

We are obviously living in perilous
economic times, but with resolute ac-
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tion and clarity of vision, we can
emerge from this period with strong
job growth, rising incomes, restored
confidence, and the ability to meet our
patriotic obligation of passing to the
next generation the opportunity to
make their lives safer, more pros-
perous, and more enriching than our
own. We are in a financial crisis, a
housing crisis, and a consumer-led re-
cession. Why, then, does the Presi-
dent’s budget envision borrowing tril-
lions of dollars for new initiatives in
education and health care, energy, the
environment, transportation, and tech-
nology without any spending discipline
or offsets?

Of course, those programs sound ap-
pealing, but whether you support or op-
pose those long-term goals, addressing
our most important and immediate
problems should be our urgent priority.
We have not devoted resources to the
right problems. We have left our prin-
ciples behind as we deliver check after
Treasury check, and we will not be able
to continue down this road.

I hope again that we, on both sides of
the aisle, can sit down together for a
change and work out a bipartisan
agreement. I believe with the right
kind of preparation and the right kind
of work, we could have come up with a
budget proposal that took into consid-
eration the concerns of those of us on
this side of the aisle. As with the stim-
ulus package, as with the omnibus bill,
as with SCHIP, and with other issues
that have come before this body, there
has not been what the American people
want so badly for us to do, and that is
to sit down and work together and
come up with a common recipe for the
common challenges we face that affect
all Americans, whether they be Repub-
lican or Democrat.

Again, I regret that this budget, after
our usual national—well, I won’t go
into it, but the budget vote-arama,
that this budget will go down, will be
passed largely on party lines. I regret
that. We will have time in the future,
as we are facing other issues such as
health care reform, issues of climate
change and others—energy independ-
ence—that we should be able to sit
down together. So far we haven’t. 1
wish we had.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his observations on the
budget. I do wish to indicate the budg-
et before us is different than the budg-
et the President sent us. First of all,
the Senator mentioned reconciliation
instructions. We have no reconciliation
instructions in this budget—not on
health care, not on climate change, not
on education. My own belief is that was
never the purpose of reconciliation.
Reconciliation was really designed to
be for deficit——

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.
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Mr. McCAIN. Does the Senator really
believe that reconciliation will not be
part of the final budget resolution?

Mr. CONRAD. Well, I would say this
to the Senator: I don’t know, but I
know it is not part of this resolution,
and that was rather intense debate, as
my colleague can imagine. I have said
publicly and privately what I believe. 1
don’t believe reconciliation was ever
intended for the purpose of writing this
kind of substantive reform legislation
such as health care reform, such as cli-
mate change.

As people get into how reconciliation
actually works, I think they are going
to be a lot less eager to pursue it. If I
could just give two examples.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. McCAIN. I am sure one of the
things my distinguished colleague is
referring to is that after 10 years,
whatever the reconciliation would then
expire. But I also would again question
whether the Senator is aware that it is
accepted as common knowledge that
there will be reconciliation in this
budget resolution when it is finally
passed, whether it contains health care
reform, education reform, and/or cli-
mate change.

I do acknowledge, again, before my
friend answers, that Republicans began
this, and it was the wrong thing to do.
It was the wrong thing to do. Some-
times you reap what you sow. So I fully
acknowledge that.

However, I think to address an issue
as serious as health care reform in
America, to put it on a budget resolu-
tion would be a very serious breach of
the customary way the Senate address-
es these issues. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee for his hard work on this issue
for many years.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator. I
would just say I am going to argue
strenuously against it in conference
committee. The Senator asked me
what will be the result. I don’t know.
Am I going to be able to prevail in the
conference committee on this matter?
I don’t know. But I really do think—I
hope colleagues who think reconcili-
ation is the answer will think very
carefully about how it actually works.

Anything in reconciliation, first of
all, is subject to the Byrd rule. The
Byrd rule says any legislative proposal
that does not score, that doesn’t cost
money or save money, is subject to
automatic strike. Any provision that
the score is only incidental to the pol-
icy change is subject to automatic
strike.

Our distinguished Parliamentarian
has said, if you try to write major leg-
islation in reconciliation, you will be
left with Swiss cheese. So I hope people
are thinking about that. I know there
are attractive features of reconcili-
ation, and it is true I think Repub-
licans abused it in writing the tax re-
ductions because I deeply believe rec-
onciliation was only intended for def-
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icit reduction. So I think it was wrong
to have been applied solely for tax re-
duction during the years the Repub-
licans were in control. I don’t think
two wrongs make a right. I don’t think
we should do it for substantive legisla-
tion that is really not deficit reduction
legislation.

One other thing I wish to say—and I
hope people are thinking very carefully
about this. The way reconciliation
works is there is only one instruction
for revenue, one instruction for spend-
ing, one instruction for debt in a year.
So if you are going to put all of these
provisions together, you are going to
have education, you are going to have
health care reform. You may well have
to do those in one bill—in one bill.
Now, are we really going to do that?
Are we going to have education reform
and health care reform put in one legis-
lative vehicle? I think we better think
very carefully about that. So I thank
the Senator from Arizona for his obser-
vations.

I do wish to stress that the budget we
have before us is substantially dif-
ferent than the budget the President
sent, and there is a simple reason for
that. We have $2.3 trillion less over 10
years to write this budget. This is a 5-
year budget, so we made $608 billion in
changes. In spending alone on the dis-
cretionary side, we have reduced dis-
cretionary spending over 5 years by
$160 billion—$160 Dbillion. We have
changed the mandatory side of the
equation by $240 billion. We have
changed the revenue line by almost
$160 billion. So I hope as people look at
this budget, they will recognize sub-
stantial changes have been made in
light of the new forecast. We have at-
tempted to be responsible, and we have
gotten the deficit down by two-thirds
by the fifth year and less than 3 per-
cent of GDP, which is what all the
economists say is necessary to stabilize
the debt.

My own strong belief is we need to do
even better than that in the second 5
years in light of the retirement of the
baby boomers and in light of this enor-
mous debt that has been stacked up.
Again, that did not happen—it was not
the fault of President Barack Obama.
He inherited a colossal debt. He inher-
ited a colossal fiscal crisis, financial
crisis, housing crisis. It wasn’t his
fault. He didn’t create it. He is in on
the cleanup crew.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority whip is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, first, let me
say the job the chairman of the Budget
Committee has is very difficult. I think
I can speak for virtually everybody on
our side of the aisle when I say there is
a lot of respect for the way he has ap-
proached this job, especially this year.
I, for one, appreciate the comments
about the difficulty with the deficits
and with the application of reconcili-
ation. I think the chairman is exactly
right. There are a lot of issues with
reconciliation, and if it is to be used
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for the purpose as he identified it, if
what Republicans did was wrong, then
as lawyers say: a fortiori, this would be
wrong, meaning it is even more the
case because this would be policy that
doesn’t even vrelate specifically to
taxes, except indirectly.

So I certainly hope the chairman can
be successful in his efforts to remove or
to ensure that reconciliation instruc-
tions are not included as a part of this
budget. From my standpoint, primarily
because that would effectively take Re-
publicans out of the ball game in terms
of helping to write new health care and
environmental and energy and edu-
cation policy, that should better be
done on a bipartisan basis, or at least
to the extent possible on a bipartisan
basis. That would be very difficult to
do if reconciliation got involved. So I
appreciate his efforts in that regard.

I wish to begin by quoting a state-
ment that President Obama made at a
recent press conference:

The best way to bring our deficit down in
the long run is . . . with a budget that leads
to economic growth by moving from an era
of borrow and spend to one where we save
and invest.

That is true. I think it is too bad
that the President’s budget doesn’t
meet the test he laid out. It borrows
and spends more than any previous
budget, and its new taxes will retard
economic growth, especially at a time
when the stock markets are unsteady,
consumers are wary, and unemploy-
ment continues to rise, the President’s
budget should not propose unprece-
dented spending increases, huge tax in-
creases on individuals, businesses, and
families, and deficits as far as the eye
can see.

This is not an era of new responsi-
bility. Simply put, the budget spends
too much, it taxes too much, and it
borrows too much.

First, with regard to spending, we
need to remember that middle-class
families and small businesses are mak-
ing sacrifices and tradeoffs in their
own budgets every day. But not in
Washington. The Federal Government
continues to spend trillions of taxpayer
dollars on bailouts and new Govern-
ment programs. This $3.9 trillion budg-
et continues business as usual, making
no hard choices about how to rein in
out-of-control Government spending. It
also marks a nearly 20-percent growth
in nondefense Federal spending since
the end of 2008. This budget is so big
that, according to the Heritage Foun-
dation estimates, 250,000 new Federal
bureaucrats may be required to spend
it all.

Nor is there any intention of cutting
back. This budget does not con-
template one-time investments fol-
lowed by years of reduced spending. In-
stead, billions in new outlays will con-
tinue indefinitely. So it is not just
about massive spending but about the
permanent accruement of power in
Washington. As the Wall Street Jour-
nal recently editorialized:

With [his] fiscal 2010 budget proposal,
President Obama is attempting not merely
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to expand the role of the Federal Govern-
ment, but to put it in such a dominant posi-
tion that its power can never be rolled back.

Don’t be fooled by the word ‘‘invest-
ments.”” The lion’s share of this new
spending is not what a well-run busi-
ness or IRS would count as an ‘“‘invest-
ment,” such as equipment or other tan-
gible assets. Most of the new spending
would be for services where long-term
value is difficult to measure.

Going to the item of taxes, President
Obama said he will cut taxes for 95 per-
cent of Americans. But his budget
would raise taxes by $1.4 trillion over
10 years. It not only lets some of the
existing tax cuts expire—thus raising
taxes—but it implements a new $646
billion energy tax that will impact
every American household, regardless
of income, and is estimated to increase
energy costs for every family by $3,168
annually. It is described as a ‘‘down-
payment,” meaning there is more to
come.

This tax is touted as a way to curb
greenhouse gas emissions, but there is
no way around the fact that it will be
a tax on virtually all economic activ-
ity, since almost every aspect of our
daily lives requires energy from fossil
fuels. I recall candidate Obama telling
the San Francisco Chronicle that
‘“‘under my plan of a cap and trade sys-
tem, electricity rates would nec-
essarily skyrocket.” Is this what we
need or want—especially in a time of
recession?

It is also important to understand
that existing expiring income tax relief
for individuals is not a new tax cut.
When an Arizona family thinks of a tax
cut, it assumes it will pay less in taxes
from one year to the next. The admin-
istration claims that if you don’t pay
more in taxes, you are receiving a tax
cut. This difference, to borrow a phrase
from Mark Twain, is like the difference
between lightning and a lightning bug.

The budget also increases taxes on
half of small businesses with 20 or more
employees. So far, during this reces-
sion, small businesses have created all
of the net new jobs. Why is this tax a
good idea?

We are straying too far from the
principle that the purpose of taxes is to
pay for the costs of Government in a
way that does the least damage to the
economy. Hippocrates’ oath for his
medical students to ‘‘first, do no
harm’ should also apply to fiscal pol-
icy. This budget will not lead to eco-
nomic recovery. What, in these times,
could be more important?

Finally, as to borrowing, there is the
deficit. Last year, the deficit was $459
billion. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice now projects a $1.669 trillion deficit
in 2009. In 5 years, this budget will dou-
ble the public debt. In 10 years, it will
triple the public debt. After bottoming
out at $6568 billion in 2012—a level still
more than 40 percent above the highest
deficit during George W. Bush’s Presi-
dency—the Congressional Budget Of-
fice projects the deficit to increase to
$9.2 trillion in 2019, an astounding 82.4
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percent of GDP. It also creates more
debt than the combined debt under
every President since George Wash-
ington. Think of that. That is not sus-
tainable, as even the President’s OMB
Director, Peter Orszag, has said.

Let’s not forget the finance charges.
Beginning in 2012, and every year
thereafter, the Government will spend
more than $1 billion per day on finance
charges to holders of U.S. debt. How
will this impact the average American
family? Federal spending on finance
charges for our Government’s debt will
be about $1,500 per household for 2009.
Under President Obama’s budget, this
number soars to nearly $5,700 per
household by 2019. What happened to
his plan to ‘‘spend wisely’’?

This excessive borrowing increases
our dependence on creditors in coun-
tries such as China and Japan. These
two countries now hold more than a
third of our foreign debt. Other coun-
tries hold more than half of America’s
total publicly held debt. When other
countries hold a large amount of our
debt, they also have leverage to influ-
ence our currency, trade, and even our
national security policies.

The final point I want to make re-
lates to what I regard as class warfare.
I am struck by the language of the
budget, starting this class warfare in
America. Page 5 of the budget reads:

While middle-class families have been
playing by the rules, living up to their re-
sponsibilities as mneighbors and citizens,
those at the commanding heights of our
economy have not.

Is this true? Is it true that everyone
in the upper brackets has not lived up
to their responsibilities or played by
the rules? Many of your family physi-
cians, for example, fall into the cat-
egory of top earners—after years of
training and mountains of debt from
student loans and round-the-clock
work hours, on call for you and me. Are
they guilty of not living up to their re-
sponsibilities or playing by the rules?
That is what the President’s budget
says.

Most high-income people work pretty
hard. They contribute to the economy,
give to charity, and pay a lot in taxes.
The budget complains that the top 1
percent of earners now holds 22 percent
of the Nation’s income. But it fails to
recognize that they also pay 40 percent
of all Federal income taxes.

As Daniel Heninger recently wrote in
the Wall Street Journal:

What is becoming clearer as [President
Obama’s] presidency unfolds is that some-
thing deeper is underway here than merely
using higher taxes to fund his policy goals in
health, education, and energy . . . . The ran-
corous language used to describe these tax-
payers makes it clear that they will be made
to ‘“‘pay for’ the fact of their wealth—no
matter how many of them have worked hon-
estly and honorably to produce it. No Demo-
cratic President in 60 years has been this ex-
plicit.

Republicans want to work with the
President to get the economy back on
track. But the massive amounts of
spending, taxing, and borrowing in this
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budget will hinder an economic recov-
ery. In times such as these, we have to
focus on growing our economy, not
growing the Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, let’s see what we start with when
we start to draw a budget. In this cur-
rent fiscal year, there is going to be a
deficit of $1.7 trillion; that is, Federal
revenues are going to be less than Fed-
eral expenditures by $1.7 trillion.

Why did that occur? It occurred for a
number of reasons over the last several
years and budgets that were developed
that caused the Federal Government to
have a huge deficit. On top of that, you
have a declining economy with the tax
receipts of the Federal Government,
because of the declining economy going
south. As a result, what you have is an
ever-expanding deficit because expendi-
tures are going up in times of a down
economy, particularly with regard to
the stimulus bill and with regard to
the completion of the appropriations
bill for this current fiscal year. All of
that spending, with the declining reve-
nues, based on past practices, has
brought us to this point. So we inherit
a deep hole from which we start.

The question is, how do we get out of
that hole and, at the same time, how
do we stimulate the economy in order
that we can get our economic engine
running again and get America moving
again? I think the chairman of the
committee, Senator CONRAD, has done
a magnificent job in his mark that
takes this present $1.7 trillion deficit
in this year, 2009, downward, or in-
creasing the margin to a narrow mar-
gin by which the Federal revenues are
exceeded by the Federal expenditures
and puts that on a path to where you
bring the Federal deficit down to less
than 3 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct b years out.

What this budget document does is
take us from a position of $1.7 trillion
in this year, and then, over the next 5
years, takes it down to a position that
is about $500 billion—still a huge def-
icit, but when you compare it to $1.7
trillion or compare it to the fact that
all of the economists will testify that
any deficit within the range of 3 per-
cent is an acceptable deficit to keep
the economy going and, in fact, the
deficit 5 years away is less than 3 per-
cent—it is 2.9 percent—then you should
have a budget document that puts us
on a path for economic recovery.

I have heard all of these comments
about how this budget is spend, spend,
spend, and how this is going to run us
into bankruptcy, and all that. Well,
consider a few facts. First, there is a
series of reserve funds for necessary
legislation that we want to achieve,
such as reforming the health care sys-
tem. Unless we can get a health care
reform enacted into law, we will have
very little chance of getting our arms
around an exploding budget in the fu-
ture, because you have to rein in these
health care costs. So a series of reserve
funds is set up in the budget.
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Some would say that is budgetary
sleight of hand, until you get into the
details of the budget and find out that
these reserve funds have to be fiscally
or financially neutral and, if they are
not, the budget law of the velvet ham-
mer is enacted to come down that any
exceeding of a budget-neutral reserve
fund has the consequence that the ex-
penditures in that reserve fund have to
be paid for.

In other words, the hammer is there
if you are not going to produce—in this
case we are talking about health care
reform—a package over 5 years—and in
this case I think it is 10 years—then
the hammer of the Budget Act comes
down and says not only is that not al-
lowed, you have to bring up a tax rev-
enue in order to pay for whatever the
expenditures in that reserve fund are.

Other reserve funds have to be budget
neutral. Clean energy and preserving
the environment, higher education,
child nutrition, and Women, Infants,
and Children, infrastructure invest-
ments, economic stabilization and
growth, America’s veterans and the
wounded servicemembers, the judge-
ships, reforming defense acquisition,
investments in local governments, and
strengthening the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration—each one of them is a re-
serve fund that has to be paid for. They
have to be budget neutral under this
budget we are going to pass. If they are
not, the hammer of the budget law
comes down on them so that not only
can you not enact that particular re-
serve legislation, but, in fact, if you go
over it, you have to provide for the
Federal revenues that will pay for it. I
think we have an enforceable docu-
ment.

I will make one other point and that
is that out of this 5-year budget, this
document slashes some $800 billion of
spending and tax relief, tax cuts from
the President’s budget—$800 billion.
Most of that is slashing spending.
Some of that is an elimination of some
of the President’s tax cuts.

The net effect is, it has, over 5 years,
a reduction of the deficit by $800 bil-
lion. That is moving in a conservative
fiscal direction. People are wondering:
Did the Budget Committee do anything
with the President’s budget? Mr. Presi-
dent, $800 billion is a significant
amount. But that is 5 years. When we
project this budget out over 10 years,
how much is slashed? It is a whopping
$2.7 trillion in the President’s 10-year
budget projections.

I think it is clear by these numbers
that this is a much more moderate or
conservative approach to spending and
tax policy, and with the hammer, the
enforcement mechanism of the budget
law governing these different trust
funds—important legislation that we
want to enact—we have a manageable
way to take us from fiscal reckless-
ness, where we are now with a $1.7 tril-
lion deficit, to a manageable 2.9 per-
cent of GDP 5 years from now and a
deficit that is approximately $500 bil-
lion.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

It would be nice if, over the course of
those 5 years, we could move back into
balance. It would have been nice, 8
years ago when we had a surplus, had
we not enacted the budgets that were
enacted back then that took us from a
position of surplus, to have used that
surplus to pay down the national debt.
Instead, a course of action was enacted
that took us to huge budget deficits,
where we find ourselves today. There-
fore, we have a situation that is very
difficult.

To maintain the amount of stimulus
in the economy to keep us on a sta-
bilized economic road to the future,
this budget is about the best we can
have. Concurrently, if proposals by the
Treasury Department to get the banks
lending again are starting to work in
the economy with a stabilized and
moderate approach to budgeting, then
we will start to see our economy come
back to life. It is my hope that this is
the commonsense kind of budget blue-
print we need going forth for the next
b years.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, we
have heard a lot of concern this after-
noon about deficits and debt and spend-
ing from our colleagues on the other
side. I wish to remind them of a little
of the history of what brought us here.
This is what happened with spending
when they were in charge—spending
about doubled in the Bush administra-
tion. Of course, we know the debt more
than doubled, and we are left with an
ocean of red ink.

That is what this administration in-
herited. This wasn’t President Obama’s
doing. This is what he walked into.
Here is what happened to the debt and
the deficit under the previous adminis-
tration. They actually inherited sub-
stantial surpluses, which they rapidly
turned into record deficits and then
plunged the thing right off the cliff. If
we are going to be fair about how we
got here, I think the other side is going
to have to accept an awful lot of re-
sponsibility. Here is what happened to
the debt—it more than doubled, from
$56.8 trillion in 2001 to $12.1 trillion in
2009.

Senator GREGG, the ranking Repub-
lican on the committee, said: I am will-
ing to accept this short-term deficit
number, not debate it, because we are
in a recession and it is necessary for
the Government to step in and be ag-
gressive, and the Government is the
last source of liquidity. So you can
argue that this number, although hor-
ribly large, is something we will simply
have to live with.

That is the ranking member of the
Budget Committee. Look, I think he is
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entirely right. The hard reality is we
have no choice but to accept, in the
short-term, these large deficits as the
Government seeks to provide liquidity
to prevent an all-out collapse. But over
time, this budget brings the spending
down. I am not talking about the
President’s budget now. I am talking
about the budget I have presented here.
We take the budget—total discre-
tionary spending—from 9.5 percent of
GDP in 2010 down to 7.3 percent of GDP
in the fifth year.

When you distinguish between de-
fense and nondefense discretionary,
what you see is that I am bringing
them both down at about an equivalent
rate. So defense, in 2010, will be 4.8 per-
cent of GDP; at the end of the 5 years
of this budget, it will be down to 3.7
percent of GDP. Similarly, nondefense
discretionary will be 4.7 percent of
GDP in 2010, and we take that to 3.6
percent of GDP in 2014.

On the discretionary accounts, which
is about one-third of all Federal spend-
ing, on the discretionary accounts,
both defense and nondefense, I am
bringing them both down as a share of
our national income and doing it in
about the same proportion.

We are doing that because, look, we
don’t have a lot of options. When the
President wrote his budget, he had $2.3
trillion more in revenue than we have.
Now, he did his budget some time ear-
lier, and the forecasts were more ro-
bust. Once CBO did their more recent
forecast, $2.3 trillion was gone. That
requires a response, if we are also going
to answer the President’s charge to
dramatically bring down the deficit,
and we have also done that—from $1.7
trillion in 2009 to just over $500 billion
in 2014. That is a reduction of more
than two-thirds in the deficit of the
United States.

Of course, economists like to meas-
ure it in terms of a percentage of gross
domestic product rather than dollar
terms because that adjusts for infla-
tion. But look what we have done in
that way: We have gone from 12.2 per-
cent of GDP in 2009 to less than 3 per-
cent as a deficit and share of the econ-
omy in 2014—again, more than a two-
thirds reduction—and we get below the
magic 3 percent, which is where most
economists say we stabilize the growth
of the debt.

I am quite proud of what this budget
has accomplished in the 5 years of its
term. I am the first to acknowledge
that when Senator GREGG stands and
says we are not doing enough about the
second b years, sign me up. I agree with
him entirely. Certainly, the President’s
budget has far more debt and deficit in
the second 5 years than ours, if you ex-
tended our policies. But I would say
that either one of them doesn’t do
enough for the second 5 years. We have
to do much more. That is why Senator
GREGG and I have proposed a special
procedure to give 16 Members the re-
sponsibility to come up with a plan,
and if 12 of the 16 agree, then that plan
would come to Congress for a vote.
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Now, we changed the President’s
budget over the first 5 years by $608 bil-
lion. That is a lot of money. Madam
President, 30 percent of it is on the rev-
enue side, 31 percent on the discre-
tionary spending. In other words, we
reduced the President’s spending by
$167 billion over the next 5 years. Any-
body who doesn’t think that is a big
deal, come to my office and listen to
the phone calls.

The mandatory spending we reduced
by 39 percent of the total $608 billion
we changed from the President’s budg-
et. So we distributed the pain about
equally. We did it on a proportionate
basis.

Mandatory spending is the biggest
part of the budget, so they took more
of the reduction. Discretionary spend-
ing and revenue were done of about
equal proportion. We tried to be fair.
We didn’t go to just one committee of
jurisdiction, or two committees, and
say: You take the whole burden of
making these changes. We went to ev-
erybody, and we said, you Kknow, we
have to share the pain and we have to
share it equally.

Again, on the question of spending in
the budget that is before us—I am not
talking about the President’s budget.
The President’s budget is not before us;
the budget the Budget Committee has
is before this body, the budget that we
are going to vote on, which nobody, it
seems, wants to talk about. They want
to talk about some other budget. But
they don’t have a budget of their own.

If our budget is so bad, where is their
budget? They don’t even have a budget.
So if our budget is so bad, where is
their budget? We don’t see their budg-
et. I just say this: On nondefense dis-
cretionary the average annual increase
under the budget resolution is 2.5 per-
cent. Some say we ought to just freeze
it. I don’t think that would be very
wise to do. That wouldn’t even offset
inflation. But this is a pretty tough
budget that is before us. I want my col-
leagues to know, nondefense discre-
tionary spending is increased over the
life of this budget on average 2.5 per-
cent.

Let’s go to that final slide, if we
could.

Where are the increases in the non-
defense discretionary accounts under
this budget resolution? You can see,
here is where they are. The biggest
chunk is defense. More than one-third
of the increase is in national defense.
That is in part because the President,
instead of hiding the costs of the war,
has put the costs of the war in the
budget. That is what we have done. So
if you look at the nondefense discre-
tionary increase under the budget reso-
lution, one-third is defense.

Madam President, 14 percent is inter-
national and 10 percent is for our vet-
erans. We have given the biggest in-
crease for veterans health care ever—
and deservedly so. They have suffered
the wounds of war and they deserve to
have those wounds treated and they de-
serve to be treated with respect when
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they come home. So 10 percent of the
increase is there. Ten percent is edu-
cation, 10 percent is income security, 8
percent is the census.

One-twelfth of the increase is the
census that has to be done every 10
years. That is an extraordinary ex-
pense, but here it is. We have to deal
with it and we do. Natural resources
and environment are 6 percent, trans-
portation is 3 percent, and ‘‘other’ is 2
percent.

The discretionary increase comes in
those categories. I hope my colleagues,
as they discuss the budget, deal with
the budget that is before us. It is sub-
stantially different than the budget the
President sent us because, again, when
the President wrote his budget he had
$2.3 trillion more in revenue over 10
years than we do under the new scoring
that was done just before we concluded
work on this budget.

I think the American people would
expect us to make changes when the
facts change. When the revenue
changes dramatically I think they
would expect us to make adjustments,
and that is what we have tried to do.

I am quite proud of this budget docu-
ment that we have produced, this out-
line for the country, because we have
done our level best to keep faith with
the priorities established by the Presi-
dent. He said to me, when I told him we
were going to lose $2 trillion—he said:
Look, do everything you can to pre-
serve my priorities. He said, No. 1:
Please do everything you can to make
sure we can reduce our dependence on
foreign energy. That is not just the
President’s priority, that is the pri-
ority of the American people.

No. 2, he said: Do your level best to
preserve my priority by focusing on ex-
cellence in education because if we are
not the best educated, we are not going
to be the strongest country on Earth
very long—and we have done that in
this budget.

No. 3, he said: Please preserve my
priority on major health care reform
because that is the place that is going
to take us over the cliff, in terms of
our long-term economic future. That is
the thing that is burdening families
and businesses and taxpayers, so please
do everything you can to preserve my
key priorities, and do it in the context
of dramatically reducing the budget
deficit.

We have done that in this budget. We
have preserved his priorities on reduc-
ing dependence on foreign energy, on
excellence in education, on major
health care reform. We provided re-
serve funds, deficit neutral reserve
funds for each one of those categories,
and we have reduced the deficit by two-
thirds. We have gotten it down to 3 per-
cent of GDP, which was his charge to
us. We have done it all, even though we
faced a dramatic reduction in revenue
available to us.

Does that mean we could just copy
the President’s budget? Obviously not.
We had to make adjustments, and we
made $608 billion of adjustments over
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the first 5 years. I believe that was nec-
essary and appropriate and prudent,
and I hope we can hold onto those
changes as we go through the markup.
I am already hearing there are people
who want to come here and increase
the spending. I have already heard peo-
ple are going to offer amendments to
take away some of these adjustments. I
am told Republicans and Democrats
are meeting right now, this afternoon,
to figure out how to come in and
change this budget, to raise the spend-
ing. I am told there are a lot of Mem-
bers represented at this meeting.

Let me send a word to them: Change
this at your peril. We have carefully
crafted this package to be able to win
majority support. I think you better
think very carefully about changing
what we have brought to the floor be-
cause you might move it in your direc-
tion—more spending—only to wind up
with a defeat on final passage of this
budget. I hope those who are meeting
will think very carefully about coming
to the floor and trying to increase the
spending in this resolution.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, we
are awaiting a speaker, but while we
await the speaker, who is on his way—
I think Senator SPECTER is coming—I
want to respond to a couple of points
by the Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. He quoted me, with a
huge chart—I always appreciate that,
get my name out there; my eloquence
is once again reestablished—but it is
regrettable that he didn’t continue the
quote. The point I made in that was
that in the short term there is a neces-
sity to spend money because the Gov-
ernment is the last source of liquidity
right now, and we need that in order to
try to get the economy going. But what
is inexcusable about this budget is that
in the years 2011, 2012, and beyond
spending continues. It goes down from
28 percent to 23 percent and then it
starts to go back up to 23, 24, 25 percent
of gross domestic product. It is spend-
ing done entirely by deficits—an aver-
age of trillion-dollar deficits over the
next 10 years under the President’s
budget.

The point is, of course, you may have
to spend now. We do have to spend now.
The spending is not done that well. It
was a total misappropriation of money.
The stimulus bill was just walking
around money for different interest
groups in which the appropriators hap-
pen to have a vested interest. Legiti-
mate. Most of them were very nice
groups. But most of them didn’t stimu-
late the economy. But after the stim-
ulus event is over and the recession has
abated, to continue this level of spend-
ing is unconscionable. It creates a debt
that our children will have to bear, a
debt that is unfair to pass on to them.

My point, of course, is, as we move
into the out-years we have to try to
rein in spending, try to control spend-
ing because the issue is spending. That
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is the bottom line. The problem is
spending.

So you have this budget that has
been proposed which is dramatically
increasing the size of the Government
intentionally. The President said he
wants to do that. He said: I intend to
create prosperity by expanding the size
of the Government. He does it through
creating a massive amount of debt—
$9.2 trillion of new debt over the next
10 years, running the size of the debt as
a burden on our economy up to 80 per-
cent of gross domestic product—which
is not sustainable and which will basi-
cally throw us into a situation where
our children will not be able to afford
the Government that is being passed on
to them.

So when the Senator quotes me—and
I appreciate him quoting me—I wish he
would continue the sentence or con-
tinue the paragraph or the thought be-
cause it is the rest of the thought
where the issue lies. The issue doesn’t
lie in the short term; the issue lies in
the long term. The issue lies in what
we are passing on to our children. The
issue lies in the fact that under this
budget, as brought to us, the debt and
the deficit are exploding at a rate that
no country can support. None. It cre-
ates financial hardship for this Nation
if we continue down this path.

On another point, the Senator from
North Dakota continues to bring up
these charts about how they are bring-
ing their deficit down below 3 percent,
and the President has his up at 4.5 per-
cent. The 4.5 percent is not sustainable.
Everybody agrees with that. And 3 per-
cent of the gross domestic product is
barely sustainable.

How do they get there? They get
there by simply using the old-fashioned
shell game around here, which has been
used for years, which is not putting on
the budget that which we absolutely
know is going to occur. At least the
President had the decency and forth-
rightness to put into his budget these
things we absolutely know are going to
be spent on.

They claim with these reserve funds:
“Oh, we are responsible by doing re-
serve funds.” That is a totally dis-
ingenuous statement. The President
knows these reserve funds are not le-
gitimate, and that is why he didn’t use
them. He put it in the doctor’s fix and
scored it. They put in a doctor’s fix and
don’t score $90 billion, approximately.
It is a significant amount.

The President said we are not going
to have AMT; we are going to have a
permanent fix on AMT. For 3 years this
budget that is brought to us doesn’t
score AMT as revenues, but for the last
2 years it scores it as revenues. Why do
they take these revenues even though
we know we are not going to get them?
So they can make their numbers look
better, get below this 3 percent level,
which is just a game.

Health care: The President in his
budget says health care in his reform is
going to cost about $400 billion over
these first 5 years. Is any of that in
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this budget? None of it. A reserve fund,
which is not even subject to pay-go, is
used in order to mask that number.
That helps to get below the 3 percent.

I mean, it is the use of the old gim-
micks, the things which we at least re-
spect the President for having come
forward and saying: They are gim-
micks, and therefore I am not going to
use them. So just lay the President’s
numbers over this budget, and you get
the exact same budget. When Peter
Orszag, Director of the OMB, said there
is 98 percent identity between these
budgets, he was right and the practical
effect was right.

The budget that was brought to the
Senate floor is a profligate budget. It is
a budget which basically goes out and
spends at a level of 22 percent of gross
domestic product for as far as the eye
can see and generates revenues of 18
percent, 18.5 percent if they are lucky.
That is after they raise taxes on the al-
leged wealthy—the small businesspeo-
ple of this country, the people who cre-
ate the jobs—after they have ham-
mered the small businesspeople who
create jobs with a $1.4 trillion tax in-
crease, hit us with a national sales tax
on our electric bills, taking all that
money and not using it to reduce the
deficit at all, just use it to expand
spending—after they have done all
that, they have this huge gap which
runs up debt, debt which is going to be
unsustainable and unaffordable for our
children.

It is certainly not appropriate. But
at least the President was honest about
it and straightforward and did not use
a bunch of gimmicks to try to hide it
so we could have an open and fair de-
bate about it.

Unfortunately, that is not the case in
the budget that is brought forward
here. It is a budget which uses these
games. Games which for a long time,
have been used too often. I probably
used a few of them when I was chair-
man.

But it is about time, since we have a
President who is willing to come for-
ward and say: This is the way it should
be done, that we follow his lead and at
least have the integrity to say he was
right when he was transparent.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, let
me be very clear. I absolutely reject
the notion that the budget the Budget
Committee has brought before this
body has gimmicks or is misleading in
any way.

I tell you what we do. We say things
have to be paid for. Let’s talk about
the reserve funds that were just criti-
cized. The reserve funds for health
care, for energy, and education have a
condition attached. The condition is, if
the committees of jurisdiction come
forward with legislation, they have to
pay for them. That is the gimmick.

In Washington, things are so screwed
up they think if you require something
to be paid for, it is a gimmick. I do not
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think it is a gimmick to require things
to be paid for. We should have been
doing that a long time ago.

No. 2, he referenced the docs fix. The
docs fix is this. Under current law, doc-
tors who treat Medicare patients are
going to have a cut. The President
said: No, they are not going to have a
cut. We will put it in the budget. But
he had no offset for it. We are saying:
No, we do not want the docs who treat
Medicare patients to get a cut either.
But, committees, if you produce the
savings necessary to do that, we will
not have the docs cut. You know what.
That is what we have been doing.

I am on the Finance Committee. We
have been assuring that the doctors
who treat Medicare patients do not
take the cuts that are in the law. But
we have paid for it. That is what this
budget does. It says to the Finance
Committee: Do not cut the docs, but
pay for it. Do not just put it on the
budget, and do not worry about stick-
ing it on the debt.

I am proud of that. That is exactly
what we should have done.

On the alternative minimum tax, we
say, for the next 3 years, when we are
in a time of economic weakness and
vulnerability, you can fix the alter-
native minimum tax that will other-
wise affect 24 million Americans up
from 4 million today. We say: No, do
not let them get hit with more taxes at
a time of economic weakness. But be-
yond the 3 years, if we are going to fix
the alternative minimum tax—and in-
deed we should—pay for it. Pay for it.

That is what this budget says. That
is no gimmick. That is being respon-
sible.

On health care, the reserve fund says:
Yes, we should have major health care
reform. But pay for it. So the adminis-
tration has said, it is their intention to
pay for it. That is the intention in this
budget, that it be paid for.

Let me be clear. These reserve funds,
the ones triggered in the legislation
are paid for. They call that a gimmick.
I call it responsible. I know it is a new
concept in this town.

Most people here, I have to tell you,
our friends on the other side, their
record is not pretty. When they were in
charge, they doubled the debt. They
were for every tax cut and every spend-
ing initiative. The result is they ex-
ploded the debt, doubled the debt of
this country, tripled foreign holdings
of debt. We are saying: No, we are not
going to continue on that path. We in-
sist on a trajectory that dramatically
brings down the deficit. That means we
have to insist that all these good
things get offset, get paid for.

Now, the argument on the other side
is, it will not happen. Not going to hap-
pen. We are not going to pay for things.
Well, shame on us. Shame on us if we
do not. Shame on us if we do not pay
for the doc fix. We have been paying for
it. Why all of a sudden do we say we
cannot?

The alternative minimum tax. I will
be the first one to say we have not been
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paying for that, against my votes, be-
cause I do not want the alternative
minimum tax to be imposed. But it
ought to be offset so it does not add to
the deficit.

The same is true on energy. We
should have significant energy legisla-
tion to reduce our dependence on for-
eign oil. But we ought to pay for it. I
was part of a group called the Gang of
10—5 Democrats, 5 Republicans—who
became the Group of 20—10 Democrats
and 10 Republicans.

We came forward with major energy
legislation to reduce our dependence on
foreign energy, but we paid for it. We
provided the offsets so it did not add to
the deficit or the debt. I hope very
much that is the principle we adopt.

I yield the floor and look forward to
my able colleague’s rejoinder.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Not to belabor the
point, but if they are so devoid of gim-
micks, why did they waive their own
pay-go rule in the health care reserve
fund? I mean, on the face of it, they
lost the argument. It is their budget. It
takes the pay-go rule and emasculates
it, and it is their pay-go rule. They are
not making them subject to their own
rules of fiscal enforcement in their own
budget.

So, yes, gimmicks are replete. That
is just one of them. The alternative
minimum tax, that is a gimmick. They
know they are not going to get the rev-
enues from AMT. They score the rev-
enue numbers from AMT in the last 2
years. That is a total gimmick. Every-
body knows that is a gimmick here. We
do not account for TARP II. Now,
maybe they are not going to support
their President on TARP II. They do
not account for it, so I guess they fig-
ure the President does not need any-
more money for assisting the financial
stress the country is under; the Presi-
dent does. We do not account for it.

Disaster costs. How do you eliminate
disaster costs in the budget and claim
it is not a gimmick? We all know there
are disasters to fund. My goodness gra-
cious. Clearly, there are disasters that
are going to require significant fund-
ing. In an attempt to be forthright on
that, the President put in a number.
Taken out of this budget. Why? Be-
cause they wanted to get under this
number, 3 percent.

Nothing to do with whether disasters
are going to occur or not occur over
the next 5 years or whether we are
going to spend money on them over the
next 5 years. It was purely an account-
ing gimmick, nothing more, nothing
less than an accounting gimmick.

Health care reform. The President’s
own budget scores it at $372 billion. Do
you think this Congress is going to
step up and say to the President: Oh,
we are going to pay for this, even
though you do not think we should pay
for it. I doubt that. I mean, another
gimmick. The President was at least
forthright and said it was going to cost
$372 billion, and he put it in his budget.
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Why are they not paying for it on the
other side, not because they do not
think it is not going to be there, this
cost, but because they want to get
under this 3 percent.

Interest. My goodness. How do you
gimmick interest? Well, they did it.
They are not accounting for the inter-
est, which these expenditures obviously
incur. Interest is a pretty stable num-
ber. You are either going to get it and
have to pay for it or you are not. The
fact is, the goal was to look better
than the President, even when you
were doing exactly what the President
wanted you to do.

It is pretty hard to come here with a
straight face and claim your number is
significantly different than the Presi-
dent’s. It would be nice if it were. I
wish it were. I wish it were. But it is
not. What it all leads to is a massive
amount of debt—a massive amount of
debt. Even 3 percent is not sustainable.
But, certainly, the real number, which
is 4 to b percent, is clearly not sustain-
able. Even 60 percent, is not sustain-
able, which is the number they claim
they get to. I mean, that is not sustain-
able. That is not an acceptable number,
and, in fact, would not even get you
into the European Union, it is so
unsustainable.

But it is not the real number, 80 per-
cent is the number, 80 percent of public
debt to GDP. That is the projected
number.

So these numbers are staggering.
They should give everyone pause and
cause them to say: What are we doing
here? What are we doing to our kids?
To our Nation? Are we going to hand
them off to a country that is so deeply
in debt, that is running up debt at such
a significant rate, or are we going to
try to kid our kids and say: Oh, well,
you know, we—those numbers are not
real. You are not going to get stuck
with these numbers and this amount of
debt.

We know we are going to stick them
with these numbers and this amount of
debt. I hear all about this—we have all
heard this almost interminably now:
Well, the last administration did this,
and the last administration did that. I
would point out that this Congress was
controlled by the Democratic Party for
the last 2 years.

So it was not just the Republican
President, it was the Democratic Con-
gress that was spending money. I have
never been one to be very—to have de-
fended the last President on the issue
of spending because I thought the Pres-
idency did not do a very good job on
spending. I voted against most of the
things that were passed around here
that spent money.

The Part D premium, which was the
worst example, $8 trillion unfunded 1li-
ability. The agriculture bill, massive
expansion, inappropriate. Done. High-
way bill. Massive expenditure, $26 bil-
lion dollars of earmarks.

So, yes, there was failure to dis-
cipline the budget on the spending side
of the ledger in the last Presidency.
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But there was an accomplice around
here. It was called the Democratic Con-
gress. Now, regrettably, we have a
President who said very openly, he is
going to spend money, and a lot of it,
to promote prosperity by expanding
the size of Government on all these dif-
ferent accounts which he deems to be
worthy.

I imagine they are worthy. The only
problem is we cannot afford them as a
culture or as a government because the
cost to our children will be a debt they
cannot bear. You can try to pass a
budget that covers that up through
games and darts and gimmicks and
shell games and various little exercises
in redoing the accounting rules, such
as changing pay-go.

But in the end, we all know what it
is going to lead to, which is a deficit
and a debt that is not sustainable and
a nation put at risk as a result of that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President,
again, there are not gimmicks here.
There are requirements to pay for
things. I know that seems like a gim-
mick to some because they are not
used to paying for anything in this
town. But that is what this budget says
ought to be the operative principle:
You start paying for things. If you
want to have the doc fix, and I do, you
pay for it.

That is what we have been doing in
the Finance Committee. We have been
paying for it. The President sent a
budget that says you don’t have to. But
then we lost $2.3 trillion. So we are
back to saying: Yes, you have to pay
for it.

The alternative minimum tax for 3
years, when the economy is down, we
say: No, do not raise revenues some
other place to offset that because that
would not make good economic sense
at a time of weakness.

But when the economy recovers, off-
set the costs. That is exactly what we
are going to have to do to get the
books back in balance around here. The
President put into his budget over $200
billion for disasters over the next 10
years.

The Congressional Budget Office
would not score it. They say it is too
speculative. Nobody at this point can
tell you what the disasters are going to
be. Look, I am especially sensitive to
this. I have a major disaster going on
in my State right now. I would love to
put the money in. But there is not a
soul on Earth who can tell you how
much it is going to be at this point in
time. We do not know if the levees are
going to hold or if they are going to
break.

To put in a number that has no rela-
tionship to any reality, that is honest
accounting? I appreciate the Presi-
dent’s attempt, but the Congressional
Budget Office would not score one thin
dime of it because they said it is too
speculative.

I find it so curious. The other side
complains all the time about ‘‘too
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much spending, too much debt.” You
do something to reduce spending in the
budget I have offered—we cut the
President’s budget on domestic discre-
tionary spending by over $160 billion—
and now they complain about that.

I do not know how you ever get to
the end without insisting that things
get paid for and reducing spending and
trying to get in place an overall fiscal
condition that puts you on the right
glidepath.

Now, the gentleman says you do not
get to 3 percent of GDP because you
have these reserve funds.

The reserve funds require, before
anything happens, that the reserve
funds be deficit neutral. That is a con-
dition, a requirement. So, yes, you do
get to 3 percent of GDP on the deficit,
because we are not going to release
those reserve funds, and I am the one
who has been given the responsibility
to decide whether they are released. We
have put in a condition, and I can’t re-
lease them if they are not paid for. Hal-
lelujah, let’s start paying for things
around here.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
have sought recognition to comment
on the issue of reconciliation which
may, according to some speculation,
seek to deal with substantive legisla-
tive proposals such as health care or
perhaps even education or perhaps even
global warming. I believe any such ef-
fort would be a colossal mistake, to try
to change Senate procedures to deal
with such substantive measures on a
legislative vehicle which will take 51
votes instead of allowing for the cus-
tomary Senate debate which could be
cut off only by 60 votes.

In this Chamber, we had a fierce de-
bate in 2005, where the Democrats were
lined up on filibustering President
Bush’s nominees for the Federal
courts. Republicans were threatening a
so-called nuclear or constitutional op-
tion. At that time the Democrats were
utilizing the time-honored process of
continuing the debate unless Repub-
licans had 60 votes to invoke cloture
and cut off debate, which Republicans
did not have. The partisan feelings got
so high that there was a plan devised
where the system could be short cut,
have a ruling of the Chair and have a
motion to overrule the ruling of the
Chair, have it decided by 51 votes. For-
tunately, that did not occur.

Historically, as I spoke at some
length on the issue at that time, the
filibuster, the extended debate in the
Senate, had guaranteed judicial inde-
pendence in the impeachment pro-
ceeding of Justice Chase in about 1805,
and saved the independence of the
Presidency in the impeachment of An-
drew Johnson in 1868. So that issue was
avoided.

Now we have what may well be an ef-
fort to circumvent the 60-vote rule.
The unique feature of the Senate,
which has frequently been called the
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world’s greatest deliberative body, is
that any Senator can offer virtually
any amendment on virtually any bill
at virtually any time. That plus ex-
tended debate gives this Chamber the
opportunity to acquaint people with se-
rious problems and to build up public
demand one way or another. That is an
expression of speech and persuasion in
a setting where there is opportunity to
advance the public good. If we start to
shortcut that procedure and undertake
major legislative change on items such
as health care or global warming or
education, we will destroy a most pre-
cious aspect of Senate procedure.

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, reconciliation ‘was
created as part of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as a way to assure
compliance with the direct spending
revenue and the debt limit levels set
forth in the budget resolution agreed
to by Congress.”’

The rules governing consideration in
the Senate limit debate to 20 hours
and, when all amendments are consid-
ered, the bill then moves on to a final
vote. The House Resolution this year
instructs the Energy and Commerce
Committee and the Committee on
Ways and Means to produce legislation
on ‘‘Health Care Reform” and for the
Education and Labor Committee to
produce legislation on ‘‘Investing in
Education.” These committees could
produce legislation on other subjects
within their jurisdiction, including cli-
mate change.

Senator BYRD, in a speech on Feb-
ruary 12, 2009, at hearings entitled
“Senate Procedures for Consideration
of the Budget Resolution/Reconcili-
ation,” had this to say—and we all
know and prize Senator BYRD’s erudi-
tion as the leading Senate scholar and
spokesman and also the author of the
Budget Act of 1974. This is what Sen-
ator BYRD said:

I can say with confidence that the process
the Senate utilizes today hardly resembles
the process envisioned in 1974. Today the rec-
onciliation process serves as a reminder of
how well-intentioned changes to the Senate
rules can threaten the institution in unfore-
seen ways. Reconciliation can be used by a
determined majority to circumvent the reg-
ular rules of the Senate in order to advance
partisan legislation.

Senator BYRD decried and protested
loudly and effectively against that
process. Earlier this month, March 12,
33 Senators, including 8 Democrats led
by Senator BYRD, wrote to the Budget
Committee Chairman and Ranking
Member to ‘‘oppose using the budget
reconciliation process to expedite pas-
sage of climate legislation.”

The letter stated:

Legislation so far-reaching should be fully
vetted and give appropriate time for debate,
something the budget resolution process
does not allow. Using this procedure would
circumvent normal Senate practice and be
inconsistent with the Administration’s stat-
ed goals of bipartisanship, cooperation, and
openness.

I think it worthwhile to focus for a
moment on what President Obama has
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emphasized in an effort to get biparti-
sanship, cooperation, and openness.
There are those of us on this side of the
aisle who have cooperated. I think it
fair to say that to misuse the reconcili-
ation process would be a very strong
blow against bipartisanship and co-
operation. Obviously, it would impede
future activity by the Obama adminis-
tration in reaching across the aisle to
get necessary Republican votes.
Senator BYRD went on to say:

I was one of the authors of the legislation
that created the budget reconciliation proc-
ess in 1974, and I am certain that putting
health care reform and climate change legis-
lation on a freight train through Congress is
an outrage that must be resisted.

Pretty strong words, ‘‘freight train”’
and ‘‘outrage.”’

There are eight Senators on the let-
ter to the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber. I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, March 12, 2009.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
Chairman, Committee on Budget, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC
Hon. JUDD GREGG,
Ranking Member, Committee on Budget,

Senate, Washington, DC

DEAR CHAIRMAN CONRAD AND RANKING
MEMBER GREGG: We oppose using the budget
reconciliation process to expedite passage of
climate legislation.

Enactment of a cap-and-trade regime is
likely to influence nearly every feature of
the U.S. economy. Legislation so far-reach-
ing should be fully vetted and given appro-
priate time for debate, something the budget
reconciliation process does not allow. Using
this procedure would circumvent normal
Senate practice and would be inconsistent
with the Administration’s stated goals of bi-
partisanship, cooperation, and openness.

We commend you for holding the recent
hearing. entitled ‘‘Procedures for Consider-
ation of the Budget Resolution/Reconcili-
ation,” which discussed important rec-
ommendations for the upcoming budget de-
bate. Maintaining integrity in the budget
process is critical to safeguarding the fiscal
health of the United States in these chal-
lenging times.

Sincerely,

Mike Johanns; Robert C. Byrd; David
Vitter; Blanche L. Lincoln; George V.
Voinovich; Carl Levin; Johnny Isakson;
Evan Bayh; Kit Bond; Mary Landrieu;
James E. Risch; E. Benjamin Nelson;
Lamar Alexander; Bob Casey, Jr.; Mi-
chael B. Enzi; John McCain.

Tom A. Coburn; Jim Bunning; John
Barrasso; John Ensign; Bob Corker;
James M. Inhofe; Chuck Grassley;
Roger Wicker; Mike Crapo; Susan M.
Collins; Thad Cochran; Kay Bailey
Hutchison; Mark Pryor; Lisa Mur-
kowski; Pat Roberts; Saxby Chambliss;
Sam Brownback.

Mr. SPECTER. One other Senator
has been quoted, one other Democratic
Senator, in Politico last Tuesday,
March 24, as warning that the cir-
cumvention of regular order could do
““‘serious damage to our bipartisan ef-
fort.”

U.S.
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We have the statement of Chairman
CONRAD in the March 26 article in the
New York Times stating:

I don’t believe reconciliation was ever in-
tended for this purpose. It doesn’t work well
for writing major, substantive legislation.

Senator BAUCUS, chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, has been very out-
spoken in his opposition. I will quote
him as follows from the Hill on March
26:

‘“‘Reconciliation would hurt healthcare re-
form, it would make it partisan, it would
hurt, it would stymie it, it would make it
very partisan.” The reconciliation route is
not designed to deal with measures such as
health care. ‘‘Healthcare reform is so large,
you’re going to have many provisions that
are not directly related to revenue or di-
rectly related to spending.”

The article goes on to point out that
Senator BAUCUS also said that putting
health care reform under budget rec-
onciliation would require that it be
sunset after 5 years. Senator BAUCUS
said:

It has to be term-limited five years; that’s
nuts.

Those are his words. Senator BAUCUS
also said that the only way to pass
‘“‘sustainable’” health care reform
would be to attract Republican support
with which reconciliation protection
would not be necessary.

Taking the eight Senators who
signed the letter of March 12, adding
the Senator identified in Politico from
which I quoted, plus Senator BAUCUS
and Senator CONRAD, adding those to
the 41 Republican Senators who would
likely be against misusing the rec-
onciliation process—I don’t speak for
all of the other 40, but I think that is
a fair inference—would be 52. That
would present finding 50 Senators, plus
the Vice President, if he chose to cast
the 51st vote, so that the reconciliation
process would not be possible.

It is important that all colleagues
focus on this issue institutionally and
how important it is. Whenever you cite
numbers, there will always be slippage,
but when you have the kind of strong
language I have referred to today,
there is strong reason that we should
not have 51 votes somehow created in
this body to misuse the reconciliation
process.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Thank
you, Madam President.

I thank the chairman for his excel-
lent presentation today on the budget.
I have been listening to a lot of this de-
bate, and one of the things we all know
is that a budget reflects our values.
The President and the chairman of the
Budget Committee have talked about
how the four major things we are try-
ing to do in this budget are health
care, education, energy, and global
warming, and also reducing the deficit.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I have seen over the years the chair-
man work on deficit reduction, and I
know this bill is a very serious bill in
terms of moving us toward that goal,
as the President has said, over 4 years
to try to get this budget under control.
I certainly appreciate his hard work.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

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

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico pertaining to the introduction
of S. 743 are printed in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.””)

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam
President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President,
from Senator GREGG’s time, I yield 15
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Utah, Mr. HATCH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
today to express my deep concern
about the tax increases—both explicit
and hidden—in President Obama’s
budget and in the Democratic budget
resolution before us today.

Erwin Griswold, the former Solicitor
General under President Lyndon
Baines Johnson, and also President
Richard M. Nixon, once said:

We have long had death and taxes as the
two standards of inevitability. But there are
those who believe that death is the pref-
erable of the two. At least, as one man said,
there’s one advantage about death; it doesn’t
get worse every time Congress meets.

Unfortunately, this budget would
lead to taxes getting worse. In fact,
they would get much worse, and not
just for the so-called well-off and well-
connected, as the budget refers to
those who are targeted for explicit tax
increases.

The title of President Obama’s budg-
et is ““An Era of Responsibility—Re-
newing America’s Promise.”” However,
this budget is irresponsible as to its
implications for the next generations.

As I have mentioned before many
times on this floor, I have 6 children, 23
grandchildren, and 3 great-grand-
children, and I am very concerned
about their future and the future of all
of our families throughout America,
just as all of our colleagues are con-
cerned about their posterity as well.

When I think about responsibility
and the promise of America, I think
about these next generations, both in
my family and in the families of my
constituents, and others, of course.
This is why I am so concerned about
this budget, and especially the tax bur-
den this budget would place on the
next generations of my fellow Utahans
and all Americans.

This budget includes a number of tax
increases, but I want to focus on just
three of the major ones that would par-
ticularly affect these next generations.

Now, the Obama ‘‘tax-orama:’’ There
will be a tax hike on America’s indus-
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trial output and energy, a tax hike on
America’s job creation, and a tax hike
on America’s competitiveness.

During his address to Congress last
month, President Obama promised:

[I1f your family earns less than $250,000 a
year, you will not see your taxes increased a
single dime. I repeat: not one single dime.

That is what he said. We have heard
this promise before. However, from his
first days in office, the President has
proposed raising taxes and the cost of
living on lower income wage earners,
as well as on all Americans.

Now, how? Through the trillion-dol-
lar-plus cap-and-trade climate change
legislation that President Obama is
proposing. This proposal, if enacted,
would force energy and industrial com-
panies throughout America to either
pass these gargantuan costs on to their
customers and employees or go out of
business.

This tax on America’s industrial out-
put and energy is not even called a tax
in the President’s budget. Instead, it is
referred to as ‘‘climate revenues.”
However, we should not let that fool
us. As the old saying goes: If it walks
like a duck and quacks like a duck, it
is a duck. This tax, estimated to total
between $1.2 trillion and $1.9 trillion
over the next 10 years, would be by far
the largest tax increase in the history
of the world.

It is true these new taxes might not
be paid directly to the IRS or be with-
held from workers’ paychecks. Instead,
they would be much more insidious.
They would show up in the form of
higher utility bills, higher costs for
consumer goods, lost jobs, and a lower
standard of living for everyone.

This tax hike on America’s industrial
output and energy—just think about it,
called cap and trade—they refer to as
“‘climate revenues.”” Potentially, it is a
$1.9 trillion tax on energy costs and an
increase in the cost of living.

Well, the nasty thing about them is
the American family may not even
know how much they are paying—just
that their standard of living has gone
down.

The administration tries to tell us
lower income Americans will be held
harmless because the revenues from
this new tax will be used to com-
pensate them. Now, we have seen this
type of compensation already from this
administration, particularly in the
stimulus bill.

If you look back to last year, before
a Senate Finance Committee hearing,
Peter Orszag, then CBO Director and
now President Obama’s Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, ad-
mitted:

Under a cap-and-trade program, firms
would not ultimately bear most of the costs
of the allowances but instead would pass
them along to their customers in the form of
higher prices.

That was before the Senate Finance
Committee on which I sit, on April 28,
2008. That is what OMB Director Orszag
said about cap and trade.

Well, passing these costs on to con-
sumers is bad enough and will cause a
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great deal of hardship to families and
to the economy, but my question is,
what happens if the firms are not able
to pass these costs on to their cus-
tomers? The answer is, they will go out
of business and jobs will be lost. Either
way the American family loses under
this proposal.

As I mentioned, the President’s budg-
et says Americans will be compensated
for these higher prices. However, 1
think a better word for the kind of
compensation this budget has in mind
is ‘“‘income redistribution:” Let’s take
from those who have and give to those
who have not. It is the same philos-
ophy that brought us tax cuts for peo-
ple who do not pay taxes.

Well, I suggest in the name of respon-
sibility that if we want to raise taxes
on Americans, let’s do it in a straight-
forward way, where it is visible and
does less damage. Raising taxes on
anyone at this time of extreme eco-
nomic vulnerability is a mistake, but
this proposal does exactly what the
President promised never to do and
then excuses it by saying this is not a
tax. Now, that is a bunch of hooey.

This new tax on America’s industrial
output and energy would be a colossal
error and could cripple the ability of
the next generations to reach, let alone
exceed, the standard of living we now
enjoy. This would be a tragedy because
seeing our children and grandchildren
do better than we have done is the real
promise of America.

If this new tax on our industrial out-
put and energy were the extent of the
tax increases the President’s budget
proposes, it would be bad enough. Un-
fortunately, there is more bad news.
The budget goes so far as to undermine
and weaken the so-called stimulus bill
enacted in February by calling for an
increase in taxes that will affect job
creation.

As we all know, the goal of all of our
colleagues is to save or create millions
of jobs. The explicit tax increases
called for in the budget, however,
would take away the very means for
the private sector to perform this job
creation. It would do this through in-
creases in taxes on capital gains taxes,
dividends, carried interest, and by rais-
ing the top individual rates where most
small business income is taxed.

Just ask any small business owner
who reports his or her business income
on their own tax returns, as most do,
and they will tell you if you increase
taxes for the top two rates, then they
will be forced to either reduce salaries
or put a freeze on new hires. With near-
1y 200,000 small businesses in Utah, I do
not think Utah can generate substan-
tial job growth if small businesses face
these tax increases. The same is true
for other States. Two-thirds of jobs and
small businesses are in firms with em-
ployees numbering between 20 and 499.
These small businesses are the ones
owned by individuals and taxed as indi-
viduals who would be targeted by
President Obama’s tax increases. The
Small Business Administration tells us
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that 70 percent of new jobs each year
are created by small businesses. Why in
the world would we want to harm the
ability of America’s job-creation en-
gine—small businesses—to help us cre-
ate or save the jobs we so badly need
right now? This is sheer folly.

Time and time again, research has
shown that decreasing taxes on small
businesses increases employment and
raises wages. On the other hand, in-
creasing taxes on small businesses
hinders investment, including employ-
ment. Research by the Tax Foundation
shows that raising the marginal tax
rate by b percentage points reduces the
percentage of entrepreneurs who invest
by 10.4 percent and lowers their aver-
age investment by 9.9 percent. Reduc-
ing the tax rate from 39.6 percent to
33.2 percent increases the likelihood of
hiring by 12 percent and raises the me-
dian wage for those hired employees by
3.2 percent.

These tax increases, which target the
so-called wealthy, will miss the mark
and hurt everyone, particularly those
who lose their jobs or who do not get
the job that might have been. The tax
hike on America’s job creation: two-
thirds of small business jobs are tar-
geted by President Obama’s tax in-
creases. Seventy percent of all new jobs
each year are created by small busi-
nesses. These tax increases are going to
hinder job growth.

Tragically, there is even more in this
budget that would attack our ability to
create jobs. The third leg of this as-
sault is on America’s competitiveness
in a global economy. Beyond strength-
ening job growth for small businesses,
we must also create an environment
that encourages companies to invest in
the United States as well as to expand
worldwide to meet growing opportuni-
ties. Academic scholarship has shown
that domestic companies that invest
overseas strengthen their employment
at home.

Unfortunately, we are moving in the
wrong direction already. According to
last year’s listings of the world’s larg-
est companies, the so-called Global 500,
only 8 of the top 25 corporations in the
world were headquartered in the
United States. Forty years ago, almost
all of the top 256 were headquartered in
America and were American firms.

This trend has a significant impact
on jobs and the economy in the United
States. Just this past month, several
energy companies have announced
plans to move to Switzerland because
of that country’s low corporate tax. To
be frank, after looking at President
Obama’s budget proposal, I do not
blame them. Such a move could be-
come a matter of corporate survival if
we are not careful. In fact, our system
of worldwide taxation, coupled with
one of the highest tax rates in the
world, is enough to cause any firm to
think twice about locating its world-
wide headquarters here. And this is be-
fore the changes included in the Obama
budget, which make the business land-
scape far less friendly.
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How are we supposed to be globally
competitive when we have the second
highest corporate tax rate in the
world? Our corporate tax rate is cur-
rently at 35 percent, second only to Ja-
pan’s, with the average global cor-
porate tax rate around 26 percent. It is
no wonder that many companies in the
United States are looking elsewhere.
These are tax hikes on America’s glob-
al competitiveness. Think about that.
Domestic companies that invest over-
seas strengthen their employment at
home. The United States is one of the
few major nations to tax companies on
worldwide income. The average global
corporate tax rate here is 35 percent.
We are the second highest in the world,
second only to Japan.

The President believes our Tax Code
includes incentives for U.S. businesses
to ship jobs overseas, and the budget
includes vaguely defined proposals that
would supposedly put an end to this
practice. However, the evidence shows
that our tax laws do not lead to U.S.
job loss but to increases in U.S. em-
ployment when companies invest over-
seas.

In summary, the Obama budget for
fiscal year 2010, along with the budget
resolution before us today, is a three-
pronged assault on American job cre-
ation through new taxes on America’s
industrial output and energy, tax in-
creases on America’s job creation for
small businesses, and tax increases on
America’s competitiveness. This as-
sault is a huge contradiction to the
stated goals of the President to create
or save 4 million jobs. I know he is sin-
cere and believes he can do that, but
not with this budget. While it is true
that most of these tax increases will
not hit until 2011, this is likely to be
just as dangerous a time for these job-
killing tax hikes as 2009 would be. Most
economists believe that if we are
lucky, we will just be beginning to re-
cover from this ugly recession in 2011.
Instead of these antigrowth policies,
we should be enacting policies of sup-
port, investment, and growth.

The great American satirist Ambrose
Bierce once described responsibility as:

A detachable burden easily shifted to the
shoulders of God, Fate, Fortune, Luck, or
one’s neighbor. In the days of astrology it
was customary to unload responsibility upon
a star.

In President Obama’s budget titled
the ‘““Era of Responsibility,” President
Obama is attempting to unload respon-
sibility on future generations. This is
the wrong way to go. I hope we can
make some changes to the budget this
week that will help us grow the econ-
omy instead of growing the size of the
Government. A stronger economy is
the best legacy we can leave to the
next generation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, just
one part of what the Senator has said
do I wish to seek to clarify, and that is
that while the United States does have
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the second highest stated corporate
rate, we have one of the lowest effec-
tive corporate rates in the industri-
alized world. The reason for the dif-
ference is all the exemptions and exclu-
sions that exist in our code for cor-
porate rates. So while we do have the
second highest published or nominal
rate for corporate taxes, if you look at
all of the industrialized countries in
the world and what their effective cor-
porate tax rate is, you find that ours is
well below average.

Now, that doesn’t mean we shouldn’t
have tax reform because many of us be-
lieve we need thoroughgoing tax re-
form, but I think there is a certain
amount of confusion about the dif-
ference between our statutory rates
and our effective rates.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, if the
Senator will yield on that.

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to.

Mr. HATCH. I understand the nomi-
nal rate argument. The problem is that
we are talking about taxing the cor-
porate profits that are earned overseas.
No other major industrialized nation in
the world does that. If they do that,
they make us globally uncompetitive.

In just the last couple of weeks, I
have been trying to raise money for the
National Republican Senatorial Com-
mittee. As I have called around, it is
amazing to me how many corporate ex-
ecutives have said to me: We love this
country. We want our companies to
grow in this country. We want to be
able to stay here.

Some of them are second-generation
folks. But I have had a number of them
say that if we do some of the corporate
tax changes and some of the tax ex-
penses that are assessed in this bill,
they will move. One in particular said:
I am going to have to move my com-
pany to Switzerland because we will
not be competitive if that particular
budget passes.

Now, I believe we can make argu-
ments that the nominal rate may be
something that must be considered,
and I think it should, but I don’t think
you can argue against the fact that we
are doing some very stupid things in
this budget. Frankly, in the end, we
might wind up having a lot more dif-
ficulty and we may lose even more of
our major businesses because to be
competitive they will move, and a lot
of them have already moved.

So let’s wake up around here and
let’s realize that—Ilook, I respect the
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota. He has one of the tougher jobs—
he and our colleague, the Senator from
New Hampshire, JUDD GREGG, have one
of the tougher jobs in the history of
the country. Doing these budgets is
very difficult with some of the prob-
lems we have. But I have listed three
things that are going to sock corporate
America like you can’t believe. Frank-
ly, one of them is the third point on
the prong, and that is taxing corporate
profits overseas. It is just a matter of
reality that if we do this, we are going
to reap the whirlwind. It is just that
simple.
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Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, if
my colleague from North Dakota would
yield for a question on this subject.

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DORGAN. Our colleague from
Utah, Senator HATCH, if he would just
observe, this issue is not a new one. I
know Senator GRASSLEY, who is on the
Finance Committee, is here, and there
has been a lot of discussion about this:
Do we have an extraordinarily high
rate of taxation on corporations or
don’t we? We just heard on the floor
that we rank I think the second high-
est in tax rates on corporations. Well,
this is not some arcane discussion be-
tween people who can’t understand ex-
actly what is happening. We rank, I be-
lieve, third from the bottom in the rate
of taxes paid by corporations of all of
the OECD countries—30-some coun-
tries, we rank third from the bottom,
not from the top.

So they come out here and say: Well,
we have a high rate. Our statutory rate
is high, toward the top, no question
about that, but that is not what cor-
porations are paying. They are not
paying the rate, they are paying the
rate minus all of the deductions and
loopholes. The fact is, the corporate
tax burden in this country is right
close to the bottom of all of the other
industrialized countries. Now, this
ought not be debatable. We can easily
find out what the facts are. So are we
competitive with respect to the cor-
porate income tax? The answer is yes.

I understand why the Chamber of
Commerce and others want to perpet-
uate this notion that somehow we
overtax corporations, but, in fact, the
taxes paid by American corporations
rank right near the bottom of all of the
30 or so OECD countries, the industri-
alized countries—right toward the bot-
tom, not the top. That is what they, in
fact, pay. If we are going to debate pub-
lic policy, let’s debate it with a set of
facts so that we all understand what
the facts are. The fact that people are
talking about this in the context of
what is the tax burden on corpora-
tions? The answer is, we are toward the
bottom of all of the OECD countries.
Those are the facts.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, the
Senator is correct. I am on the Finance
Committee, and I have this responsi-
bility on the Budget Committee. It is
very clear, while we do have a high
nominal rate—I think we are second
highest in the industrialized world—
the effective rate that companies actu-
ally pay, we are near the bottom.

At this point, I wish to yield 25 min-
utes to my colleague from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
know this is a very important debate,
this issue of the budget. This is: What
are our priorities? I have said often
that 100 years from now, we will all be
dead and the only evidence of what our
value system was right here, right
know, will be evaluated by historians.
Historians will be alive, and they will
look back and say: What did that coun-
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try believe in? What was their value
system? What did they think was im-
portant? What did they invest in? So
take a look at all of this and then
make judgments.

We will have a debate all this week
on this issue: What is important for the
country? What do we believe represents
our highest set of values? Kids? I have
always said I know what might be in
second, third, or fourth place in peo-
ple’s lives, but I certainly know what is
in first place—their kids, right? So
what about our budget with respect to
health care for kids, just as an exam-
ple. When we establish the priorities of
what is important in our country, this
is where we do it: in the budget. We de-
bate it, we think about it, and then we
say: This is what our country believes
to be important. Here is what we
should invest in to make this a better
place in which to live.

I came to the floor to say something
about the financial crisis and the fi-
nancial meltdown in our country be-
cause that has a profound impact on
this debate on the budget. This finan-
cial meltdown has begun to dry up the
Federal revenues on the tax side. It has
pushed up dramatically the expendi-
ture side because we have what are
called stabilizers in our economy.
When people lose their jobs, they get
unemployment checks. So we have
these economic stabilizers that in-
crease spending, even during this finan-
cial crisis when you see decreased rev-
enue. That has a huge impact on this
budget.

If this financial crisis has this kind
of an impact on the budget, then we
have a right to know what has caused
all of this to happen, and what can we
do to make sure it never happens
again.

Last week, the Secretary of the
Treasury announced a number of steps
for financial regulatory reform, and
those are a move in the right direction.
He says we are going to regulate hedge
funds, we are going to require the over-
sight of what are unregulated deriva-
tives—these fancy, exotic financial
products these days—we are going to
require many of them to be regulated,
although not fully. He needs to go fur-
ther. But the Secretary is moving in
the right direction to regulate hedge
funds, to get rid of this dark money
and bring derivatives and CDOs and
credit default swaps and so on into the
daylight. Then he talks about a power-
ful regulator that would be able to
take a look at systemic risks and so
on. I think all of that advances the ball
and is in the right direction.

But this doesn’t yet answer the larg-
er question we have to answer with re-
spect to this financial crisis and this
meltdown. That larger question, using
an automobile metaphor, is this: Is it
time for a tuneup or is it time for a
complete overhaul of the system? I
come down on the side that you have
to overhaul the entire system if you
are going to provide the confidence
needed in the American people going
forward.
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Now, let me explain how I see what
has gone on. For the last 15, 20 years,
we have had a bunch of people who
were worshiping at the altar of this
new type of finance—mew financial in-
struments, new larger financial insti-
tutions, securitized credit, and selling
the risk forward so that someone giv-
ing a home loan to a prospective home-
buyer doesn’t have to underwrite it or
care so much about the risk, because
they can sell that risk to an invest-
ment bank or a hedge fund, and sell it
several times—these fancy, complex fi-
nancial products.

I mentioned credit default swaps.
There also has been a dramatic expan-
sion of debt and leverage with almost
every part of our financial enterprise
in this country. Congress repealed the
protections that used to exist for banks
called the Glass-Steagall Act. Congress
not only repealed these protections
that used to protect banks so they
could not invest in real estate and se-
curities, and so on, but then allowed
for the creation of the very large hold-
ing companies so they could get in-
volved in one big financial swap—one-
stop shopping. Gramm-Leach-Bliley
did this, supported by the Clinton ad-
ministration, I might say. These are all
new-fashioned ideas. They got rid of
the old-fashioned ideas, such as Glass-
Steagall—just deregulate the market
and don’t worry about them.

Alan Greenspan chimed in, saying: I
want to make a nice sound with all of
this deregulation that is going on in
Congress and I believe in self-regula-
tion. We don’t have to regulate. The
Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Mr. Greenspan, said that would
work. The lending terms and the in-
comes were from outer space; the in-
comes were unbelievable in all of these
areas. And then the lending terms were
completely unsupportable, and I will
describe a few of those today.

We need to overhaul all this. What do
we do to overhaul this? We have to get
rid of this too-big-to-fail notion. We
are now allowing banks that are too
big to fail to merge with troubled
banks, making them, apparently, too
much bigger to fail, which is bizarre.
We need to get rid of the holding com-
panies, which never should have been
allowed to happen in the first place. We
need to go back to Glass-Steagall and
create a portion of that to separate
banking from the other risk enter-
prises.

Until we do that and address those
fundamental questions, I think it is
going to be very hard to instill the
kind of confidence we want to instill in
the American people. The New York
Times asked the question in their edi-
torial on Sunday of this week: What is
it we are trying to fix? What caused
the meltdown?

If you go back to the mid-1990s, I
wrote an article in the Washington
Monthly Magazine that was a cover
story in 1994, I believe. The title was
“Very Risky Business.”” I wrote about
derivatives, and I wrote that about
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tens of billions in derivatives that then
existed. I introduced four pieces of reg-
ulation to regulate derivatives trading.
None of it was acceptable because
those involved in the new, modern ap-
proach to finance felt that you don’t
regulate these things. They will self-
regulate and everything will be fine.

Of course, it was not fine and we had
not only the notion of too big to fail,
but the repeal of Glass-Steagall. We
had the deregulation of all of this and
the fusing of banking with riskier en-
terprises in holding companies. Regu-
lators came to town boasting about the
fact that we were willing to be blind.
We had products developed that were
hard to understand for even those en-
gaged in trading them. Coupled with
that, we had an unbelievable culture of
greed, and the result was a financial
meltdown.

The question is, what has caused, as
the New York Times said, this house of
cards? What is the cause? Do we know?
Well, the fact is we need to know in
order to move forward. The American
people need to know. There needs to be
a narrative that says here is what hap-
pened. We understand a portion of what
happened, and it has been a calamity.
Nobody understands all of it. The At-
torney General of New York is doing
some investigations here and there, but
there is no comprehensive investiga-
tion. I believe there ought to be a se-
lect committee of the Senate, and I
have introduced such legislation, with
Senator MCCAIN as a cosponsor. I be-
lieve we must do a select committee of
the Senate to address these issues. I be-
lieve we also ought to have a financial
crimes task force at the Justice De-
partment to prosecute that which is
discovered is illegal—a whole series of
things.

We need to reconnect Glass-Steagall
and decide that too big to fail is a doc-
trine that itself is old-fashioned, and
we have to run our banks through a
banking ‘‘carwash’’ of sorts, where you
get rid of the bad assets and keep the
good and rename them, if necessary.
We need a banking system that is a cir-
culatory system of our economy. But
we cannot ignore what happened. We
have to understand what happened and
we have to fix it.

Let me go back to 1999, if I might,
during the debate over the repeal of
Glass-Steagall and passage of a bill
called Gramm-Leach-Bliley. I was one
of eight Senators who voted against it.
On May 6, 1999, I said this bill will, in
my judgment, raise the likelihood of
future massive taxpayer bailouts. It
will fuel the consolidation of mergers
in the banking and financial services. I
said that 10 years ago. I felt that would
happen if we decided to let the big
banks get bigger, without regulatory
involvement. I said during that debate
that we will, in 10 years time, look
back and say we should not have done
that repeal of Glass-Steagall, because
we forgot the lessons of the past.

I wish this didn’t happen, but it did.
I wish to talk about what we do now.
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There are four steps. One, investiga-
tion. We need to find out what hap-
pened here. The New York Times has
said—and I agree—in their questions on
reform—in Sunday’s editorial, it says
that without an investigation, the re-
form effort will be, at best, hit or miss
and, at worst, a charade.

Congress should start now to gear up
for an investigation, using as its model
the 1930s Pecora inquiry into the stock
market crash, or the Watergate hear-
ings of the 1970s. Here is a picture of
Mr. Pecora, whom I described. Mr. Fer-
dinand Pecora was chief counsel of the
Senate Banking Committee during the
1930s investigating the Wall Street
banking and stock brokerage practices.
He was involved in an investigation
that I think was a very important one
with respect to the cause and effect of
the Great Depression. A real investiga-
tion is necessary and it will at least
give those people who are furious about
what happened an understanding and
an outlet to understand and be a part
of knowing what happened.

Now, I want to talk about the roots
of some of this and why I think it is
scandalous. The trigger of this finan-
cial crisis, I think, was the subprime
scandal. Under the subprime scandal,
there was so much debt and leverage
that it was nearly unbelievable. We
need something such as that to develop
the narrative of what happened.

Let me describe the triggering mech-
anism with respect to the subprime
lending. I went to the Internet today,
and I will read a couple of invitations
on the Internet. This 1is from
speedybadcreditloans.com:

Do you want your loan approved on the
terms you desire, with easy credit and no
credit check? This is the smartest and fast-
est way to get the money you need for a
home loan. Bad credit, no credit, bank-
ruptcy, you have been declined before? Don’t
worry at Speedy Bad Credit Loans we have
lenders dealing with all kinds of credit loans.
You will get the money you need, and fast.

That is today. They are willing to
loan on those terms today.

You can go to the Internet and find a
dozen of these. In fact, I will show you
this. Leading up to this crash, this fi-
nancial crisis, Zoom Credit said this in
their advertisement:

Credit approval is seconds away. Get on
the fast track, and at the speed of light they
will approve you. Even if your credit is in
the tank, Zoom Credit is like money in the
bank. We specialize in credit repair and debt
consolidation. Bankruptcy, slow credit, no
credit, who cares?

Is it a surprise that a financial sys-
tem that allows this nonsense to go on
somehow, at some point, collapses?
That is not a surprise to me.

Here is Millenium Mortgage’s adver-
tisement:

Twelve months, no mortgage payment.
That’s right, we will make your payments
for the first 12 months. Our loan program
may reduce your current monthly payment
by as much as 50 percent and allow you to
make no payments for the first 12 months.
Call us today.

Countrywide, the single largest mort-
gage company in America—by the way,
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its CEO was able to get out of this with
around $140 million, or so, I am told.
They said:

Do you have less than perfect credit? Do
you have late mortgage payments? Have you
been denied by other lenders? Call us. Are
you a bad risk? Call us, we will lend you
some money.

What did the biggest mortgage com-
pany in our country do? It made all
these mortgages and then wrapped
them up into securities—they
securitized them. I have described it
like the making of sausage, when they
used to pack them with sawdust as
filler. They packed these securities
with good loans, bad loans, subprime
loans, and conventional loans, and sold
them to an investment bank, or a
hedge fund—and, by the way, when you
read about the toxic assets in the bow-
els of these institutions, these are the
toxic assets.

Is it a surprise? This is bad business.
They all made big money. They were
like hogs at a trough, with unbeliev-
able greed. They made massive
amounts of money. Yet they were able
to sell the risk forward, and the people
in the hedge funds made money, and
the people in the investment banks
made money. The amount of money
they made is unbelievable. Bear
Stearns went belly up. Alan Schwartz,
the CEO of Bear Stearns the 5 years
prior, made $117 million. Jimmy Cane,
the previous CEO, 5 years prior, made
$128 million. At Lehman Brothers, Dick
Fuld, 5 years prior to him going bank-
rupt, made $350 million. This was a car-
nival of greed. Everyone was doing
well, except the economy, with this un-
believable avalanche of debt and lever-
age that all completely collapsed.

Now, we have a situation today
where we have the American people
trying to figure out what happened. I
described the subprime loan scandal,
which was at its roots. They were all
making a lot of money by victimizing
the American people. I should say some
of the people were not victims. Some of
these folks were willing victims be-
cause they wanted to buy a house with
a special deal and flip it and make
money. They got caught. They are not
really victims. They were trying to
profiteer. A lot of other folks were vic-
tims of this sort of scam.

I mentioned that these big invest-
ment banks took on all these assets
and then got bailed out, and we now
think there is $9 trillion of American
taxpayers’ money at risk going out
through the back door of the Federal
Reserve Board, Treasury, and the
FDIC—$9 trillion. There has never been
a hearing about that. No one has been
able to get the Federal Reserve Board
before a hearing to tell us where those
trillions of dollars are pledged, who got
the money, and how much money did
they get. You cannot find out. The in-
formation we do have is pried out of
the Federal Reserve Board. Bloomberg
News corporation filed a lawsuit to get
some of this information. That is unbe-
lievable.
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I mentioned these big financial firms
that got all these bailouts. About $45
billion in TARP funds have gone to
Bank of America. Bank of America got
$30 billion in January of this year.
Bank of America, last September, was
urged to buy Merrill Lynch, a failed in-
vestment bank, by the then-Treasury
Secretary Paulson. So what happened
was the marriage was arranged by the
Treasury Secretary and was going to
be consummated in January. It turns
out that in December, Merrill Lynch,
which lost $27 billion in 2008, paid $3.6
billion in bonuses to their employees.

Let me say that again. An invest-
ment bank called Merrill Lynch that
lost $27 billion—$15 billion in the
fourth quarter alone—paid $3.6 billion
in bonuses in December just prior to
being taken over by Bank of America.
Then Bank of America received $20 bil-
lion in TARP funds from the American
taxpayers—in addition to $10 billion it
had just been paid, which was initially
allocated to Merrill Lynch. Pretty un-
believable.

Here are the Merrill Lynch bonuses,
$3.6 billion. The top four executives got
$121 million. This is for a company that
lost $27 billion last year and was a fail-
ing company. Madam President, 694 ex-
ecutives got more than $1 million each.
These are bonuses that would normally
have been paid in January. They were
paid in December, and my suspicion is
they were paid by arrangement with
Bank of America to be paid before the
end of the year and before $30 billion
went from the American taxpayers to
Bank of America that just took over
Merrill Lynch. That means, in my
judgment, the American taxpayers paid
bonuses to those who worked for a
company that lost $27 billion in a year.

Do people have a right to be furious
about this situation? You bet they do,
and they should.

There are a lot of needs we have in
this country to try to find a way to fix
this situation so it never happens
again. But as I have indicated, the first
step, it seems to me, always is to try to
understand what has happened and
what to do about it.

The Washington Post had a story re-
cently. In fact, I believe it was an edi-
torial. They talked about the fact that
hedge funds were not a part of the
problem in this financial meltdown. I
don’t know about that. Let me show
some examples of incomes at the hedge
fund level. This is a man named James
Simons. There is no implication here
about being right or wrong, legal or il-
legal. My point is about the spectac-
ular amount of income, what I call in-
comes from outer space. Mr. Simons
made $2.5 billion last year—$2.5 billion.
It is interesting. He runs a hedge fund.

Here is a man named John Paulson,
who also runs a hedge fund. He made $2
billion last year. It seems to me he is
probably profoundly disappointed be-
cause the year before, John made $3.7
billion. And, oh, by the way, my best
guess is that each of them probably
pays a 15-percent income tax rate,
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something called carried interest. But
that is another story for another day.
They pay income tax rates, in most
cases, that would be below the mar-
ginal tax rate paid by their recep-
tionist in their office. That is not their
fault. That is the fault of the Tax Code
and the fault of this Congress for not
changing it.

John Paulson last year made $3.7 bil-
lion. He has a reason probably to come
home and say: Honey, we need to tight-
en our belt here. Madam President, $3.7
billion—by the way, that is $10 million
a day. In 2007, he made in 4 minutes
what the average worker works for a
year to make. Incomes from outer
space, big old hedge funds—they play a
role in this collapse. The Washington
Post said they have played no role. Oh,
really? Really? Where are they in the
food chain of derivatives, credit default
swaps, CDOs? Does the Washington
Post know? Of course, it doesn’t. It
doesn’t have the foggiest idea what
role hedge funds may have played in
this situation.

What we do know is there is a lot of
dark money out there traded off the ex-
changes. Nobody knows what risk you
have. That is why you have had all
these big-shot bankers walking around
acting like they are in some sort of sei-
zure because nobody knows how much
risk has been taken on. Every time we
turn around it is more. It is billions,
hundreds of billions, then trillions of
dollars.

As I said earlier, we need to create a
select committee in the Senate and
soon. It is this body’s job. We are the
ones who send the money out. We are
the ones who have said we are going to
provide $700 billion of TARP funds. It is
our responsibility to track it and to
understand what has caused its need.

Second, I think there is a substantial
reason—by the way, there are some at-
torneys general of this country, includ-
ing Mr. Cuomo in New York, who are
doing first-rate work in investigating.
But I think there is substantial reason
to believe there is a need for a national
financial crimes prosecution task
force.

Do I think all of this is criminal? Not
at all. T think some of it is born of ig-
norance, some of it is born of greed,
some of it is born of deliberate, willful
blindness. But there are some, in my
judgment, who desperately deserve to
be investigated and, if necessary, pros-
ecuted.

Finally, real reform. Real reform ex-
ists when we have real regulators,
when we revisit 1999 and restore a por-
tion of Glass-Steagall, when we decide
to take down the ceilings and walls of
these large holding companies, when
we decide we are going to restore, once
again, trust in banks.

Let me also say that in my home
State, I visit with a lot of community
bankers. They are not at risk. They did
not do this. They did not invest in
these assets. Most of them did banking
the old-fashioned way. They took de-
posits and made loans. When they
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made loans, they underwrote the loans.
That is the way banking ought to be
done. We need to revisit that with re-
spect to some of the largest banking
and financial enterprises in our coun-
try.

I am convinced we can fix all of this.
I understand there is great anxiety.
None of us have been here before. No
one quite knows what is the medicine
to try to address this economic illness.
I understand. There is reason to be
anxious. But I am also convinced we
can and we will find the opportunity to
put this back on track and fix what is
wrong in this country. We will not fix
what is wrong unless we understand
the core and root cause of what has
happened.

There is nothing I see—nothing I
see—that is going to give us that an-
swer. It is our responsibility. If we are
required to put up the money, to try to
find a way to invest in future health
and so on, it is our responsibility to
find out what happened and make sure
it cannot happen again.

Steps are being taken in the right di-
rection. I applaud those steps by the
Treasury Secretary and others. But we
are not nearly there with the giant
steps that are necessary to fix that
which has been existing now and grow-
ing for a decade or two.

Finally, I was telling a group the
other day about Ray Charles, who used
to sing that great song ‘‘America the
Beautiful,” when he sang ‘ ... spa-
cious skies, For amber waves of grain,
For purple mountains majesties. . . .”
The interesting thing about Ray
Charles, who sang that song unlike
anybody else could sing it, was he was
blind. Somehow, to me, it always
meant it wasn’t so much someone
being able to see this as it was to expe-
rience what the idea of America is.
America is an idea. Part of this idea,
born over two centuries now, is we
have the capability to do almost any-
thing if we get together and decide to
work together. We can do that now. We
can put this country back on track.
This is a financial collapse of signifi-
cant proportions, perhaps the greatest
crisis we have faced since the Great De-
pression. But I am not despondent
about that if we can begin to take the
steps—not the baby steps but the big
steps—in the right direction to decide
to fix what went wrong. The first step
to do that always is to understand
what went wrong and then join to-
gether and say: We can make this
right; we can make a better future hap-
pen if we decide to link arms and come
up with the answers.

I am going to speak, at some point
later, on the budget as well. But noth-
ing impacts this budget in a more pro-
found way than the financial collapse
and meltdown which we have seen. It
dramatically increases the need for
funding for economic stabilizers, unem-
ployment and so on and it substan-
tially reduces the revenue. It has
caused a substantial increase in defi-
cits. Even as we debate this budget
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going forward for 2 years, 5 years, 10
years, the fact is we have to get this
right. We have to put this economy on
track, and I believe we can do that if
we make the right decisions very soon.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GREGG. 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. GREGG. Mr. President, at this
point, I yield to the Senator from Iowa,
and I ask unanimous consent that upon
completion of his statement, unless the
Democratic membership has a speaker
to intercede, the next speaker be the
Senator from South Dakota, who will
be recognized to offer the first amend-
ment, which I understand on our side is
going to be acceptable.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, the point is following the next
Democratic speaker, if there is one?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.

Mr. DORGAN. I do not have an objec-
tion.

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

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today the Senate begins consideration
of whether we should apply more or
less budget discipline to record debts
and deficits that my President, Presi-
dent Obama, inherited when he came
into office January 20 of this year.

Last week, we heard a lot of revi-
sionist fiscal history or it might best
be described as heavy editing of recent
budget history. Our President has al-
luded to it several times. I agree with
the President there is a lot of revi-
sionism in this debate. The revisionist
history basically boils down to two
conclusions: The first is that all the
good fiscal history of the 1990s was de-
rived somehow from a partisan tax in-
crease bill that passed in 1993; and
that, two, all the bad fiscal history of
this decade to date is attributable to
the bipartisan tax relief plans of 2001
and later.

Not surprisingly, nearly all the revi-
sionists who speak generally oppose
tax relief and support tax increases.
The same crew generally supports
spending increases and opposes spend-
ing cuts.

In the debate so far, many on this
side of the aisle have pointed out some
key and undeniable facts. It might sur-
prise you, but we happen to agree with
President Obama on one key fact. This
President did inherit a big deficit and a
lot of debt.

During the last quarter of 2008, the
antirecessionary spending, together
with lower tax receipts because of the
recession, and the TARP activities has
set a fiscal table of a deficit of $1.2 tril-
lion. That was, in fact, on the Presi-
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dent’s desk when he took over the Oval
Office on January 20 of this year. That
is the highest deficit as a percentage of
the economy in post-World War II his-
tory inherited by any of the Presidents
since World War II.

Quite obviously, this is not a pretty
fiscal picture. I have a chart that
shows the history of that fiscal time,
through the last administration and
the big deficit at this point about
which President Obama speaks.

As predicted a couple months ago,
that fiscal picture got a lot uglier with
the stimulus bill. For the folks who
saw that bill as an opportunity to re-
cover America, with Government tak-
ing a larger share of the economy over
the long term, I say congratulations
because you got what you wanted. For
those Senators who voted for the stim-
ulus bill, those Senators put us on a
path to a bigger role in Government.

So let me make it clear. Those Sen-
ators who voted for the stimulus bill,
you put us on a path to a bigger role in
Government. Over a trillion dollars of
new deficit spending was hidden in that
bill. It caused some of the extra ink on
this chart for the year we are in. This
is what was inherited by January 20,
but legislation passed since January 20
adds that much. Supporters of that
bill, then, as far as I am concerned,
need to own up to the fiscal course that
has been charted by actions of this
Congress and this President since Jan-
uary 20.

Now, to be sure, after the other side
pushed through the stimulus bill and
the second $350 billion of TARP money,
the Congressional Budget Office reesti-
mated the baseline. A portion of this
new red ink upfront is due to that re-
estimate. The bottom line, however, is
that the reestimate occurred several
weeks after the President and a robust
Democratic majority took over the
Government. Decisions were made, and
the fiscal consequences followed. Those
fiscal consequences are in these red fig-
ures, above what would have been if
Bush’s budget had stayed in place dur-
ing this period of time. That is where
we would be.

Some on the other side raise this
point about the March CBO reestimate.
Of course, that is fine, but if they were
to be consistent and intellectually hon-
est, then they would have to acknowl-
edge the CBO reestimate that occurred
in 2001, after President Bush took of-
fice. The surplus went south because of
what? Because of economic conditions.
The $5.6 trillion number—so often
quoted by those on the other side—was
illusory. And I will say more about
that in just a few minutes.

Here is where the revisionist history
comes from. It is a strategy to divert,
through a twisted blame game, from
the facts before us. How is the history
revisionist? Well, I would like to take
each conclusion one by one.

The first conclusion is that all of the
good fiscal history was derived from
the 1993 tax increase. To knock down
that falsehood, all you have to do is
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take a look at this chart. And this
chart is not produced by data I accu-
mulated but data from the Clinton ad-
ministration. So here we have a his-
tory put forth with data from the Clin-
ton administration about the tax in-
crease of 1993 and whether it did a lot
of good or not so much good.

Much of the ballyhooed partisan 1993
tax increase accounts for just 13 per-
cent—just 13 percent—of the deficit re-
duction that took place during all of
the 1990s—again, just 13 percent.

Now let’s look at what are the big-
gest sources of deficit reduction, be-
cause obviously it is not the tax in-
crease.

Thirty-five percent came from a re-
duction in defense expenditures. Of
course, that fiscal benefit originated
from President Reagan, who stared
down the Communist regime in Russia.
The same folks on that side who op-
posed President Reagan’s buildup
somehow want to take credit for the
fiscal benefit of the peace dividend—
that 35 percent.

The next biggest source of deficit re-
duction—32 percent—came from other
revenue. Basically, this was the fiscal
benefit from progrowth policies, such
as the bipartisan capital gains tax cut
of 1997 and, of course, the free-trade
agreements President Clinton, with Re-
publican votes, established. That is the
32 percent that reduced the deficit from
that point of view.

The savings from the policies that I
earlier mentioned translated, obvi-
ously, into interest savings, and that
interest savings is this 15 percent right
here.

Now, for all the chest thumping
about the 1990s, the chest thumpers
who pushed for big social spending
didn’t bring much to the deficit reduc-
tion table of 1990. That amounted to a
mere 5 percent.

What is more, the fiscal revisionists
in this body tend to forget who the
players were. They are correct that
there was a Democratic President in
the White House, but they conven-
iently forget that the Republicans con-
trolled the Congress for the period
where the deficit came down and
turned to surplus. They tend to forget
that they fought the principle of bal-
anced budgets, which was the center-
piece of the Republican fiscal policy
that led, over a 4-year period of time in
the late 1990s, to paying down $570 bil-
lion on the national debt.

Now, you may remember the Govern-
ment shutdowns of late 1995. Remem-
ber what that was all about? It was
about a plan to balance the budget. Re-
publicans paid a pretty high political
price for forcing that issue. But in 1997,
President Clinton agreed. You may re-
call all through the 1990s what those
yearend battles were all about. On one
side were congressional Democrats and
the Clinton administration pushing for
more spending, and on this side of the
aisle congressional Republicans were
pushing for tax relief. Well, what hap-
pens when you have that extreme—
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more spending on the one end, less
spending and tax decreases on the
other? Both sides end up compro-
mising. That is the real fiscal history
of the 1990s.

So now let’s turn to the other conclu-
sion of the fiscal revisionists. That
conclusion happens to be that in this
decade, since the year 2000, all fiscal
problems are attributable to the wide-
spread tax relief enacted in 2001, 2003,
2004, and 2006. In 2001, President Bush
came into office. He inherited an econ-
omy that was careening downhill. You
know, NASDAQ lost 50 percent of its
value in the year 2000, not in the year
2001. That bubble burst. You may re-
member that starting in February 2000,
we started on a 46-month decline in
manufacturing, so we had a manufac-
turing recession already set in place.
Then, of course, came the economic
shock of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. And,
of course, you have to add in corporate
scandals to that economic environ-
ment. You will remember Enron.

It is true—very true—that as fiscal
year 2001 came to a close, the projected
surplus turned into a deficit, and the
chart shows that right here in 2001. In
just the right time, though, the 2001
tax relief plan kicked in. As the tax re-
lief hit its full force in 2003, the deficit
grew smaller. This pattern continued
from 2003 through 2007.

If my comments were meant to be a
partisan shot, I could say that this fa-
vorable fiscal path from 2003 to 2007
was the only period—aside from the 6
months in 2001—where Republicans
controlled the White House and the
Congress. But, unlike fiscal history re-
visionists, I am not trying to make any
partisan points. I am just trying to get
to the fiscal facts.

I have another chart that compares
the tax receipts for 4 years after the
much-ballyhooed 1993 tax increase and
the 4-year period after the 2003 tax
cuts. Observe this chart. On a year-to-
year basis, this chart compares the
change in revenues as a percentage of
GDP. In 1993, the Clinton tax increase
brought in more revenue as compared
to the 2003 tax cut. You can see here,
compared to here. That trend does re-
verse, as you see here, as both policies
moved along. You can see how the
extra revenue went up over time rel-
ative to the flat line of the 1993 tax in-
crease.

This is the 1993 tax increase bringing
in revenue and then pretty much flat-
lining out over a long period of time;
whereas you can see the tax relief bill
of 2001 went down and then very dra-
matically increased in revenue. This
ought to disabuse people who think
that every time you increase tax rates
you bring in more revenue and when
you decrease tax rates you bring in less
revenue. This chart shows that you can
decrease tax rates and bring in more
revenue.

So let’s get the fiscal history right.
The progrowth tax and trade policies of
the 1990s, along with the peace divi-
dend, had a lot more to do with deficit

March 30, 2009

reduction in the 1990s than the 1993 tax
increase. In this decade, deficits went
down after tax relief plans were put
into full effect.

Now that is the past. We need to
make sure we understand it. You have
to understand the past because the
past is going to be brought up the next
4 days of this week as we are on this
budget resolution. And, by golly, peo-
ple ought to be accurate when they
state what the impact is of the 1993 tax
increase versus all the blame that is
given on this side of the aisle for ac-
tions taken in 2001 and beyond with
those tax reductions.

What is most important is the future.
People in our States send us here to
deal with future policy. This budget de-
bate should not be about Democrats
flogging Republicans and vice versa.
The people don’t send us here to flog
one another like partisan cartoon cut-
out characters, and do it over past poli-
cies. They do not send us here to end-
lessly point fingers of blame. Let’s
focus on the fiscal consequences of the
budget that is before the Senate over
the next 4 days.

President Obama rightly focused us
on the future with his eloquence during
his campaign. I would like to para-
phrase a quote from the President’s
nomination acceptance speech:

We need a President who can face the
threats of the future, not grasping at the
ideas of the past.

Well, President Obama was right. We
need a President—and I would add Con-
gressmen and Senators—who can face
the threats of the future. This budget
as currently written poses considerable
threats to the fiscal future. It taxes too
much, it spends too much, and it bor-
rows too much. Grasping at ideas of
the past, or playing the partisan blame
game, will not deal with the threats to
our fiscal future.

Let’s face the honest fiscal facts.
Let’s not revise fiscal history as we
start this critical debate about the fis-
cal choices ahead of us. The people who
send us here have a right to expect
nothing less of us.

As I noted in remarks just completed
a shorttime ago, a portion of the new
deficits to the Congressional Budget
Office March re-estimate. CBO revised
the deficit downward by $1.3 trillion
over 10 years. The revision is attrib-
utable to much worse economic condi-
tions. The bottomline, however, is that
re-estimate occurred several weeks
after the President and robust Demo-
cratic majorities took over the govern-
ment. Decisions were made and the fis-
cal consequences followed.

Some on the other side raise this
point about the March CBO re-esti-
mate. That’s fine, but, if they were to
be consistent and intellectually honest,
then they would have to acknowledge
the CBO re-estimate that occurred in
2001 after President Bush took office.
The surplus went South because of eco-
nomic conditions and new spending
needed to deal with the consequences
of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The $5.6
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trillion number so often quoted by
those on the other side was revised
within a year of President George W.
Bush’s presidency.

In January 2002, CBO revised the $5.6
trillion number downward to $1.6 tril-
lion. To listen to folks on the other
side, you would think all of that $4 tril-
lion downward adjustment was attrib-
utable to the bipartisan tax relief of
2001.

In fact, the tax relief accounted for 40
percent of the adjustment. Most of the
balance, $2.6 trillion, was due to factors
that had noting to do with the tax re-
lief. I am talking about the reduced
revenues, increased spending for the
war on terror and homeland security
and other factors.

So, if folks on the other side want to
be intellectually honest about the
budget and fiscal history, they need to
be consistent on how the CBO re-esti-
mates are treated. If you are going to
give President Obama $1.3 trillion for
the post-January 20, 2009 re-estimates,
then you have to give President George
W. Bush credit for twice as much, $2.6
trillion. That’s what CBO said in Janu-
ary 2002. we can’t have different stand-
ards for different people and be intel-
lectually honest.

One other point that came up was the
comparative corporate tax rates. As
Senator HATCH pointed out, the U.S.
statutory corporate rate is very high.
The Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee agreed but then stated that the
U.S. effective corporate rate is rel-
atively low. Business taxation occurs
in corporate and non-corporate form,
through S corporations, partnerships,
and proprietorships. If you want to
compare U.S. taxation with the rest of
the developed world, it is best to look
at comparative business tax rates on
investment. If you do so, you will find
the U.S. has a higher rate than the G-
7 group of comparative economies. You
will find this data in an analysis pre-
pared by former Senior Treasury Econ-
omist Robert Carroll.

This analysis is contained in an Au-
gust 2008, Tax Foundation paper enti-
tled ‘‘Fiscal Fact Comparing Inter-
national Corporate Tax Rates: U.S.
Corporate Tax Rate Increasingly Out of
Line by Various Measures.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this
week the Senate focuses on the Federal
budget and folks at home are going to
hear a lot about reserve funds and rec-
onciliation and a lot of other technical
budget lingo. A reserve fund, for exam-
ple, is not some kind of checking ac-
count where you can go get a bunch of
money to spend on Government pro-
grams. It is more like a work plan that
is used to structure how difficult policy
judgments are made on important
issues.

Budget reconciliation is perhaps even
more incomprehensible to folks. That
is why I want to spend a few minutes
this afternoon talking about what it
means, particularly in terms of health
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care reform, which we all understand is
a particularly pressing domestic con-
cern. Budget reconciliation, strictly
speaking, means reconciling Govern-
ment policy with budget targets. If you
were to pursue health care reform
using budget reconciliation, you would,
under the Senate rules, need only a
majority vote here in the Senate as op-
posed to 60 votes, which is often needed
in the Senate to cut off debate. So Sen-
ators now find themselves being but-
tonholed by reporters for something of
a health care interrogation. The ques-
tion invariably is, is a Senator in favor
of using reconciliation for health care
reform?

The theory, I gather, is if a Senator
is in favor of using budget reconcili-
ation, the Senator is just in favor of
bullying health care reform through
the Senate with a narrow majority.
And somehow, if a Senator is not for
using reconciliation on health care re-
form, that Senator is not sympathetic
to the cause of fixing the American
health care system.

It is my view that, like most of these
kinds of issues, this is vastly oversim-
plifying the case. In my view, I have
spent more than 5 years trying to
make the issue of reconciliation on
health care irrelevant. Senator BEN-
NETT and I, for example, have teamed
up, now joined by 14 colleagues of both
political parties, evenly divided, be-
cause we believe it is critically impor-
tant to address this issue of health care
reform in a bipartisan way.

Every time we talk about this issue,
we talk about our desire to work with
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee. I see the ranking minority
member on the floor, Senator GRASS-
LEY. It is our desire to work with
Chairman BAUCUS and Senator GRASS-
LEY and Chairman KENNEDY and our
colleague from Wyoming, Senator
ENzI. Everything we have worked to-
ward in this area of health care reform
has been pointed toward the goal of
making reconciliation irrelevant be-
cause we wish to be part of an effort,
working with Chairman BAUCUS and
Senator GRASSLEY and Chairman KEN-
NEDY and Senator ENZI, on a path to
getting 68 to 70 votes here in the Sen-
ate so we can have an enduring and bi-
partisan coalition in place to fix Amer-
ican health care.

I will tell you, on the basis of visiting
most of our colleagues in their office to
listen to them on the issue of health
care reform, I think it is possible to
find a path to 60 to 70 votes on this
critical domestic question. I think
there is a growing consensus here in
the Senate that both political parties
have been right on major concerns they
have about American health care. I
think there is a growing awareness
that our party, the Democratic Party,
has been right on the issue of ensuring
that all Americans have good quality,
affordable coverage. If you don’t do
that, what happens is the people who
are uninsured shift their bills to the in-
sured and they shift the most expen-
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sive bills. So you cannot fix this sys-
tem unless you get all Americans good
quality, affordable coverage.

I think Republicans have had a very
valid point with respect to giving flexi-
bility to the private sector on the issue
of health care. It is important, so as to
not freeze innovation, to make sure
there are not price controls, there are
not global budgets so there are plenty
of private sector choices, the way
Members have with respect to this
issue. It is something of a philosophical
truce. Democrats have been right on
the issue of making sure that you ex-
pand coverage to stop the cost shifting
and deal with the question of holding
down costs which is so important to
American business and tough global fi-
nancial markets. And Republicans have
had a valid point with respect to the
role of the private sector.

I think there is a growing consensus
about how, if you are going to contain
costs in American health care, you
have to go to areas that change the in-
centives, that drive the behavior in
American health care. Right now, most
individuals don’t even have a choice
with respect to their health care. If
they are lucky enough to have em-
ployer-based coverage, they don’t get a
choice. So they are already in a posi-
tion, in my view, that is not fair and
certainly is not in sync in a way that
works for the Members of the Senate.
The distinguished President of the Sen-
ate and every other Member come here
and get plenty of private sector choices
for their health care, and I think there
is a growing sense here in the Senate
that those kinds of choices ought to be
available to all Americans. Fourteen
Senators are behind legislation that
would do that. I point out the very fine
white paper offered on American health
care by the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee envisions
Americans having more choices for
their coverage, the way Members of
Congress have.

We are going to talk about a lot of
issues this week with respect to the
budget. You are going to hear a lot
about reserve funds and reconciliation.
I hope that as colleagues go through
this topic and issues related to it, the
rules with respect to how you are going
to pay for American health care, I hope
there will be a recognition that a lot of
Senators wish to make the issue of rec-
onciliation on health care irrelevant.

Senator BENNETT and I, for example,
have received a report from the Con-
gressional Budget Office—it is on my
Web site—making it clear that our pro-
posal is revenue neutral 2 years in and
in the third year starts bending the
cost curve downward. The way we get
those savings, in most particulars, is
through approaches that Chairman
BAucUus has advocated in the white
paper I have mentioned here on the
floor.

There are plenty of opportunities for
finding common ground on this budget,
on bringing Democrats and Repub-
licans together on key issues such as
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health care, on making the whole ques-
tion of reconciliation go by the boards
because Democrats and Republicans
have come together.

I want to close by commending
Chairman CONRAD for the approach he
has taken with respect to the budget
and for his desire, particularly, to work
in the health care area of the budget in
a bipartisan way. He worked with me,
for example, on the issue of suggesting
in the budget that periodic reports
would have to be made with respect to
health cost containment. That sends a
strong message that the Senate is not
going to wait around for 10 years or so
to see if there are any savings. Chair-
man CONRAD has added language to
make it clear that on an ongoing basis
there should be an effort to wring out
savings from the existing $2.5 trillion
being spent on American health care
this year. Chairman CONRAD does not
want to sit around and wait for 10 or 12
or 15 years to see if anybody can save
some money on American health care.
He has picked up, as the Congressional
Budget Office said in their report to
Senator BENNETT and me and our col-
leagues, there are savings that can be
made over the next few years.

There is enough money being spent
on American health care today. It is
not being spent in the right places.
This year we will spend $2.5 trillion on
health care. There are 305 million of us.
If you divide 305 million into $2.5 tril-
lion, you can go out and hire a doctor
for every seven families in the United
States. You could hire a doctor for
every family in the State of Virginia or
Oregon or elsewhere, pay the doctor
$225,000 a year, and invariably when I
bring this up to physicians, they say:
Where can I go to get my 7 families?

We spend enough on health care. We
don’t spend it in the right places.
Chairman CONRAD, by approaching the
health care issue as he has in this
budget, allows us to first focus on the
savings that can be produced out of the
existing $2.5 trillion. I commend Chair-
man CONRAD for working with us in
that fashion.

I also commend the ranking minority
member for his work on health care as
well. He is a cosponsor of the Healthy
Americans Act and has made it very
clear that he wants to work with
Chairman BAUCUS and Senator GRASS-
LEY and Chairman KENNEDY and Sen-
ator ENZI so that we bring the Senate
together in a bipartisan fashion.

There is much to work with here. As
Senators do get buttonholed by report-
ers with respect to the issue of whether
they are in favor of using reconcili-
ation for health reform, I hope Sen-
ators will see that this is not a yes or
no answer but that there is a large and
bipartisan group of us who want to pass
health care reform this year on Presi-
dent Obama’s timetable—this year—
but we want to do it by bringing Demo-
crats and Republicans together and
making the issue of reconciliation on
the issue of health care reform irrele-
vant.
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I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. CONRAD. 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. CONRAD. On a number of pre-
vious speakers, I am afraid I had to be
away from the floor to deal with some
of the challenges back home with
flooding. Some of the previous speak-
ers have referenced tax increases as
part of the budget I have offered my
colleagues in the Senate.

Let me indicate very clearly, the
budget resolution that is before us has
net tax cuts, net tax cuts of $825 bil-
lion. The other assertions directed at
the President’s budget about tax in-
creases—and there are tax increases in
the President’s budget and in my budg-
et, but they are completely dwarfed by
the tax cuts that are in our budget.

In the President’s budget, over 10
years, he has $2.4 trillion of net tax
cuts. In other words, if you take the
tax raises that are in the President’s
budget and you stack them up against
the tax cuts in the President’s budget,
he has a net of $2.4 trillion of tax cuts
over 10 years.

In the budget I have offered my col-
leagues that has come from the Budget
Committee, that is a 5-year budget in-
stead of a 10-year budget of the Presi-
dent, we have net tax cuts of $825 bil-
lion.

Here is why that is so. Middle-class
tax relief from 2001 and 2003 is all ex-
tended in this budget. That means the
10-percent tax, the child tax credit, the
marriage penalty relief, the education
incentives, all those things are ex-
tended in this budget for those earning
less than $250,000 a year.

The net effect of that change alone is
$601 billion tax relief. In addition, we
provided relief from the alternative
minimum tax for 3 years. That costs
$216 billion. We have estate tax reform
that takes the level of exemption to
$3.5 million per person, $7 million per
family. That means 99.8 percent of the
people in this country will pay no es-
tate tax. None. Zero. That costs $72 bil-
lion.

We have business tax provisions and
extenders, those provisions that peri-
odically have to be extended. They are
incentives to the business community.
That costs $69 billion. That is a total of
$958 billion of tax reductions over 5
years. And then if you look at the off-
sets, the loophole closers, going after
the offshore tax havens, the abusive
tax shelters, that raises $133 billion for
net tax reduction over 5 years of $825
billion, most of it for the middle class.

I see Senator THUNE here now. If he
is ready to go, we would be ready for
him to go. How much time does the
Senator seek?

Mr. THUNE. Probably 15 minutes.
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Mr. CONRAD. I yield 15 minutes of
Senator GREGG’s time to Senator
THUNE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 731

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for yielding. I call
up an amendment I have filed at the
desk and ask unanimous consent that
it be made pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
THUNE] proposes an amendment numbered
731.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment (No. 731) is as fol-
lows:

(Purpose: To amend the deficit-neutral re-
serve fund for climate changes legislation
to require that such legislation does not
increase electricity or gasoline prices)

On page 33, line 21, after ‘‘economy,’”’ insert
“without increasing electricity or gasoline
prices,”’.

Mr. THUNE. The Senate is in the
process of an important fiscal debate
which will set the Federal budget for
the next 5 years. The budget process is
particularly important as our Nation
faces a prolonged recession and an on-
going financial crisis.

I think there are two primary ques-
tions facing the Congress at this time.
One is, how do we help the middle class
cope with the current recession. Sec-
ondly, how do we create jobs and in-
vestments that will lead us out of this
recession?

The Democratically led Congress, 1
believe, missed a major opportunity to
address the economic recession during
the debate of the stimulus bill. Rather
than providing significant tax relief for
middle-class families and small busi-
nesses, Congress poured billions of tax-
payer dollars into Government pro-
grams and pet projects.

The middle class was largely left be-
hind in the stimulus bill. In return for
an $800 billion stimulus bill, the aver-
age taxpayer gets a temporary tax
break of roughly $8 per week, not even
enough, in most places, to buy a cup of
coffee each day.

Unfortunately, the administration’s
budget proposal is another missed op-
portunity to address the fundamental
issues that are plaguing our economy.
Not only does the administration’s
budget increase taxes on families and
small business owners, it calls for a
massive national sales tax on energy as
well.

This sales tax, which is implemented
in the name of global warming, will
dramatically increase energy costs for
all consumers. I wish to point out
something that President Obama said
with regard to that energy cap-and-
trade plan. He said:

Under my plan of a cap-and-trade system,
electricity rates would necessarily sky-
rocket.
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This regressive national sales tax on
energy will hit lower and middle-in-
come households at a time when they
can least afford it. Now, incidentally,
the architect of the President’s budget,
Peter Orszag, who is the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget,
agrees that the President’s energy tax
will have a significant impact on en-
ergy prices, and lower income families
will bear a greater burden on account
of this tax.

Orszag testified before Congress that
a cap-and-trade program would in-
crease energy costs which will imme-
diately be passed on to the consumer.
During a House of Representatives
Budget Committee hearing in 2007, Mr.
Orszag stated:

Under a cap-and-trade program, firms
would not ultimately bear most of the cost
of the allowances, but instead would pass
them along to their customers in the form of
higher prices for products such as electricity
and gasoline.

Orszag is also on record saying:

The higher prices caused by the cap would
lower real wages and real returns on capital,
which would be equivalent to raising mar-
ginal tax rates on those sources of income.

In September of 2008, Mr. Orszag tes-
tified before the House Committee on
Ways and Means.

The rise in prices for energy and energy-in-
tensive goods and services would impose a
larger burden relative to income on low-in-
come households than on high-income house-
holds.

Both Mr. Orszag and President
Obama, they are not the only ones who
believe higher energy prices on account
of climate change legislation will have
a greater negative impact on low-in-
come families.

I quote from the Wall Street Journal
on March 9 of this year:

Cap-and-trade, in other words, is a scheme
to redistribute income and wealth, but in a
very curious way. It takes from the working
class and gives to the affluent; takes from
Miami, Ohio, and gives to Miami, Florida;
and takes from an industrial America that is
already struggling and gives to rich Silicon
Valley and Wall Street ‘‘green-tech’” inves-
tors who know how to leverage the political
class.

I would also quote from Warren Buf-
fet.

That tax [the cap-and-trade tax] is prob-
ably going to be pretty regressive. If you put
a cost on putting carbon into the atmosphere

. . it’s going to be borne by customers. And
it’s a tax like anything else.

Now is not the right time to place
another burden on families who are
struggling to make ends meet during
the current recession. Many two-in-
come families are now reduced to one.
One-income families are trying to
make do with reduced wages or fewer
hours. Mortgage payments have be-
come a burden too great for millions of
families. In light of the unprecedented
challenges that are facing the middle
class, I find it unconscionable that
President Obama and the Democrats in
Congress want to place an indirect tax
on these families through increased en-
ergy costs.
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In April of 2007, MIT conducted an
economic study of the Sanders-Boxer
climate change bill. Interestingly
enough, at that time, 2007, then-Sen-
ator Obama was a cosponsor of that
bill. The proposal he has put in front of
us very closely resembles that pro-
posal.

MIT concluded in their analysis of
that particular piece of legislation that
the Federal Government would take in
an additional $366 billion in revenue
each year, which is equivalent to over
$3,128 per household. That is in the
year 2015.

Having said that, if you think about
$366 billion coming in in additional rev-
enue to the Federal Government, that
means someone in this country is pay-
ing that tax. As I mentioned earlier,
many have concluded it is not going to
be the utilities, those taxes are going
to be passed on and borne by power
consumers, electric, fuel consumers in
this country.

If the MIT study is correct, that
would be equivalent to over $3,100 per
household. So I think it is important
to note that President Obama’s cap-
and-trade tax is even more stringent
than the Sanders-Boxer climate change
bill, which I alluded to, which the MIT
study makes reference to, which would
only increase the national sales tax on
energy prices.

In other words, President Obama’s
cap-and-trade proposal is even more
stringent than the one that was ana-
lyzed by researchers at MIT who con-
cluded, again, it would cost the average
household in this country over $3,100
per year.

President Obama wants to take some
of the proceeds from the carbon tax
revenue and give it back to families
through the Making Work Pay tax
credit. The Making Work Pay tax cred-
it totals about $400 per individual and
about $800 per married couple. This
credit barely covers a fourth of the
household costs of the energy cap-and-
trade tax of $3,100 per household.

The President’s message to the mid-
dle class is: Don’t worry about paying
the additional $3,100 each year in high-
er energy costs because the Govern-
ment is going to refund $800 of that
total in the form of the making-work-
pay tax credit. That comes out to
about a quarter of what the tax is
going to be, the energy tax that each
family will be faced with, if this par-
ticular proposal were to become law.

Additionally, a significant number of
individuals and married couples mak-
ing less than $250,000 a year are not
going to be eligible for the making-
work-pay tax credit and are still going
to be hit by the national sales tax on
energy. The national energy sales tax
is a direct contradiction to President
Obama’s campaign pledge not to in-
crease taxes on those making less than
$250,000 a year. The making-work-pay
tax credit does not apply to a lot of
people who make under that amount.
The energy tax will apply to all of the
people in this country to the tune of
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about $3,100 a year, according to the
MIT analysis.

According to a recent Washington
Times article, the Obama cap-and-
trade proposal could be far more costly
than the estimated figures in the
Obama budget blueprint. According to
this article, President Obama’s climate
plan could cost close to $2 trillion,
which would inevitably be passed on to
consumers in the form of higher elec-
tricity, gas, and heating oil, as well as
higher prices for other goods and serv-
ices affected by higher energy costs.
That is a bad deal for hard-working,
taxpaying Americans, and it is the
wrong solution to our economic prob-
lems.

Like many Midwest States, South
Dakota is heavily dependent upon coal
power to meet our energy needs. One
public power utility in South Dakota
analyzed what little details are avail-
able on the President’s national sales
tax on energy and determined that
their power costs would increase by
$107 million per year by 2015. That rep-
resents a 65-percent increase in annual
power costs. One of the largest munic-
ipal power customers would see their
annual costs go up by $13 million for a
rural community of just over 20,000
residents. That community is Water-
town, SD. One of the largest industrial
customers of a municipal power pro-
vider would see their electric bill in-
crease by $2 million per year.

Like many other States, South Da-
kota is trying to deal with the eco-
nomic recession and is looking for
ways to create jobs and help businesses
grow. The President’s proposal to tax
energy will result in a new annual tax
of $2 million on just one business in my
State. It will kill jobs and stifle eco-
nomic growth, and it should not be in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2010 budget
resolution.

In the words of the CEO of this South
Dakota-based power public power pro-
vider:

In plain English, [the President’s climate
change proposal] represents a perpetual tax
increase on our electric consumers.

I want to show another power com-
pany in South Dakota, Black Hills Cor-
poration, a diversified energy company
serving customers in South Dakota,
Colorado, Wyoming, Kansas, Nebraska,
and Iowa. They have provided some ge-
neric examples of how a cap-and-trade
proposal would impact the monthly
electric bills of various types of cus-
tomers. The first chart is at $50 per ton
of carbon dioxide, a monthly residen-
tial bill increases from $94 to $1564. That
is your average residential bill. A small
commercial customer would see their
monthly bill increase from $4,500 to
$7,600 per month. You probably can’t
see, because this is fairly small print,
that increase, but if you look at what
the estimate is, the current cost being
$4,500 for a small commercial customer
bill, under the proposed climate change
tax, if enacted, that would go up to
about $7,500 per month.

So we are looking at about a 67-per-
cent increase per month. When you
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start multiplying that out, it becomes
a staggering amount of money on an
annual basis.

A school customer would see their
electric bill—this is the same power
company, same statistics that apply to
this, about $560 per ton of carbon diox-
ide—if they had a typical bill today of
$15,000, under this particular plan they
could see that electric bill go from
$15,000 a month to $30,000 a month.
Again, you probably can’t see the small
print, but essentially what it is telling
us is that a current $15,000-per-month
cost for electricity for a typical school
in South Dakota would virtually dou-
ble on a monthly basis. If you
annualized that, that is $180,000 a year
additional cost for a school in South
Dakota which, in most cases, is strug-
gling to provide school supplies and
pay teachers fair salaries.

Finally, take a look at a large indus-
trial customer bill, the current month-
ly cost for power. With the energy tax
that is under consideration in the
President’s proposal, that would go up
to about $234,000 per month under the
cap-and-trade proposal.

I guess my point is, when you start
looking at the kinds of costs this im-
poses on industries—and I used these
examples from my State and informa-
tion that was furnished to us by utility
companies there—if you take a large
industrial customer who is going to see
their energy costs increase by $110,000
each month and you annualize that,
you are looking at an additional $1.4
million each year on account of this
proposal.

The bottom line is, the amendment I
have offered would amend the reserve
fund included in a future climate cap-
and-trade proposal. I know several of
my colleagues, Republican colleagues,
will be offering amendments to strike
or lessen the impact of the President’s
national sales tax on energy as part of
the budget process.

What my amendment does is ensure
that any cap-and-trade proposal draft-
ed under this deficit-neutral reserve
fund would not increase gasoline prices
or electricity rates for consumers. I be-
lieve this amendment is the very least
we can do for consumers dealing with
the economic downturn and businesses
struggling to make it through a pro-
longed recession.

I encourage colleagues to support the
amendment. I hope we will not include,
in any budget resolution or reconcili-
ation instructions coming back from
the House or wherever that might
occur, any language that would in any
way implement the cap-and-trade pro-
posal. This amendment ensures that
doesn’t happen in a way that would in-
crease gasoline and electricity rates
for customers.

I ask that when we get to the vote,
my colleagues will support the amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota for his amendment
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and indicate clearly that this budget
resolution does not prejudge in any
way the climate change debate. It does
not assume that there will be cap and
trade or that there will not be. It
leaves to the committees of jurisdic-
tion the responsibility to come up with
the best possible plan and to do it in a
deficit-neutral way. That is the trig-
ger. That is the condition. Whatever
plan they devise must be deficit neu-
tral and will have to go through the
legislative process.

I yield 7 minutes from Senator
GREGG’s time to Senator JOHANNS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

AMENDMENT NO. 735

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 735 which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to laying aside the pending
amendment?

Mr. CONRAD. We have no objection.

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

The clerk will report:

The bill clerk read as follows.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. JOHANNS]
proposes an amendment numbered 735.

Mr. JOHANNS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of reconcili-

ation in the Senate for climate change leg-

islation involving a cap and trade system)

Section 202 is amended by inserting at the
end the following: ‘‘(¢c) The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget shall not
revise the allocations in this resolution if
the legislation provided for in subsections (a)
or (b) is reported from any committee pursu-
ant to section 310 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974.”

Mr. JOHANNS. I rise to offer an
amendment to the budget resolution.
The amendment is simple. It inserts
language that would bar the use of
budget reconciliation for climate legis-
lation. Budget reconciliation essen-
tially fast tracks legislation. It limits
debate. It circumvents normal Senate
procedure and requires only a simple
majority for passage.

For weeks, the House leadership, the
Senate leadership, and the administra-
tion have been pushing the Senate to
use reconciliation to pass cap-and-
trade legislation. They certainly have
not taken it off the table. This is a
mistake. Members on both sides of the
aisle and on both sides of the Capitol
agree with me.

The Senate resolution before us does
not include reconciliation instructions.
That is noteworthy. It is commendable.
However, it is the conference report
that concerns me. It should raise a red
flag for all Senators.

Let me step back for a minute and
review where we are. We now know
that the House budget has included
reconciliation instructions to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce and
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two other committees. Why would the
House include instructions at all? The
House has a Rules Committee that sets
rules for debate and amendments. Rec-
onciliation instructions in the House
budget are therefore meaningless ex-
cept for one purpose: to open the door
to cap-and-trade policy in the final
budget resolution that emerges from
the conference process.

Now that we have reached the heart
of the matter, let me say again: The
House language is there to dictate how
the Senate conducts its business. The
House language is a placeholder, a Tro-
jan horse to limit debate, amendment,
transparency, and a thoughtful consid-
eration in the Senate on cap and trade.

We know that the leadership in the
Senate is already planning how it will
spend the cap-and-trade revenues. How
do I know this? The Senate majority
leader said last week that the collec-
tion of revenues from cap and trade
would be useful for other governmental
spending down to the very last penny.

Budget reconciliation is actually
about lowering spending and control-
ling the debt. So let’s take a closer
look at the House language. After all,
that language might set the rules for
debate in the Senate, unless my
amendment is adopted.

The House instructions call for a sav-
ings of $3 billion. The key, though, is
this: The committees could raise hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in new taxes
and fees, including cap and trade, so
long as new spending is $3 billion below
the total revenues collected. Cap-and-
trade legislation is expected to gen-
erate almost a trillion dollars in reve-
nues—a lot of spending. I make this
point to illustrate the significance of
taxing and spending that could be
passed under the guise of reconcili-
ation.

Finally, I see that the House lan-
guage even provides a placeholder in
the text for Senate reconciliation in-
structions. Section 202 provides the fol-
lowing:

Senate reconciliation instructions to be
supplied by the Senate.

I suggest we adopt my amendment
and send a clear, bipartisan message
opposing the use of reconciliation for
cap and trade. Cap and trade is simply
too large, too significant, and too im-
portant and costly to pass under the
cloak of another bill.

The senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia, a man I admire immensely, said
it eloquently:

Putting climate change legislation on a
freight train through Congress is an outrage
that must be resisted.

Quoting again:

It is an abdication of the constitutional
role of the Senate.

I cannot say it better.

Before closing, I would like to discuss
the economic impacts of this cap-and-
trade freight train for a moment. The
President’s climate proposal could cost
an American family an additional
$3,000 per year or about $250 a month.
Most families will see much of this
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extra expense show up in their electric
bill, especially if the family is from a
State where significant amounts of
electricity are generated by coal.

That is right, everyone with a light
switch will see the pain of this policy.

The rest of the additional costs could
show up in all sorts of bills families
struggle to pay. If a family uses nat-
ural gas to heat their home, cook or
fuel their small business, the bill will
go up. Higher natural gas prices drive
fertilizer costs up. When these in-
creases are coupled with higher gaso-
line and diesel fuel prices, the costs to
our farmers in terms of production go
up. That means the costs of dairy, beef,
pork, and chicken producers are bound
to increase. Some of those higher costs
will be seen at the grocery store. Be-
cause steel and cement manufacturing
would be affected, even the cost of
heavy construction goes up, and that
impacts our infrastructure.

Americans are on the hook for all of
this, while China gains a competitive
advantage.

I could go on and on, but I think I
have said enough. Aren’t these eco-
nomic impacts significant enough to
warrant an open discussion, a trans-
parent debate? Not some parliamen-
tary maneuver hatched in a late-night
conference committee?

Well, I think they are. Our constitu-
ents deserve to understand the true im-
pact of the decisions we debate on this
floor.

To sum up, cap-and-trade legislation
is complex and costly. Americans de-
serve, and the issue demands, a
thoughtful, deliberate approach. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor and yield the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
Senator JOHANNS for offering his
amendment early on like this. I think
this is the way we ought to function on
a budget resolution. Let’s get these
amendments up and debate them and
have a chance for people to get votes
early in the process.

Mr. President, on our list, Senator
BOND was to be next.

Mr. BOND. I am ready.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the Senator, how
much time does he need?

Mr. BOND. About 6 minutes, I would
think.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the managers giving me time.

We are all concerned about our strug-
gling families and workers during this
time of economic pain. We know too
many families are struggling to make
ends meet, unable to pay their mort-
gages, bills or debts. They are strug-
gling, out of a job or failing to find
work that can support a family.

We should not impose an energy tax
on our families and workers, as Presi-
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dent Obama proposes through his budg-
et cap-and-trade plan that will cause
pain for our families and workers for
years and decades to come.

While the President and his sup-
porters say this is a cap-and-trade
scheme to cut carbon, it will result in
higher costs for makers and users of
energy. Those higher energy prices will
be passed straight to the consumer,
who will feel like they are paying a
new energy tax, and that is what it will
be. Under the Obama energy tax, Amer-
icans would pay more for every time
we turn on a light, put gas in our cars
or heat our homes.

They also did not include the Presi-
dent’s energy tax in their budget, the
Democrats will claim. But the leader-
ship keeps reminding us they are pre-
pared to impose an energy tax through
the budget reconciliation process.
Therefore, it is important we confront
what this will mean for our families
and workers who would have to pay
more for everything from power bills to
grocery bills if their budget energy tax
plan succeeds.

Higher energy prices will mean many
must make a decision between heat or
eat. I have in the Chamber this photo
of a young girl in a newspaper ad for a
low-income housing assistance pro-
gram. Her family cannot afford the
heating bills, thus, the caption: ‘I have
two coats. One for outside and one for
inside.”

For too many families such as this
girl’s, higher heating bills from Presi-
dent Obama’s energy tax will force
them to decide between paying heating
bills or food bills—heat or eat.

Seniors will face a tough choice too.
They already pay too much for pre-
scription drug medicines. Tragically,
we know many seniors die during heat
waves because they lack air-condi-
tioning.

Higher electricity bills will force sen-
iors on fixed incomes to choose be-
tween buying their lifesaving prescrip-
tion drugs or paying for their life-
saving air-conditioning.

This is a direct impact on senior citi-
zens throughout the Nation.

Many workers will not have a choice
when they are told they are losing
their family-supporting job. President
Obama’s energy tax will hit blue-collar
workers particularly hard. Many of
them depend upon energy-intensive
manufacturing to support their middle
class way of life. This will be a particu-
larly heavy burden on the Midwest and
the South.

Higher energy costs will kill jobs in
energy-intensive manufacturing—steel,
aluminum, cement, chemicals, plastics,
fertilizers, and the pharmaceutical in-
dustry.

Green jobs are held out as a solution
for some. But far too many will see
their future go from blue collars to
burgers under the Obama energy tax.

All of us will face more pain at the
pump. Higher energy costs imposed on
our oil refiners will translate straight
to higher gasoline and diesel prices.
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Families who depend on affordable gas
will suffer, truckers who depend on af-
fordable diesel will suffer, farmers who
depend on affordable fuel will suffer,
and workers who depend on affordable
commutes will suffer from an energy
tax.

How bad will things be? The Presi-
dent was only willing to admit to the
$646 billion he put in his budget. But
administration officials in meetings
with staff are admitting costs ‘‘two to
three’”’ times that amount or $1.3 tril-
lion to $1.9 trillion to be paid by aver-
age citizens.

We have to remember this is only an
8-year total. The President wants his
program to run through at least 2050,
so the total new energy taxes imposed
on families and workers will be much
higher and continue.

Sponsors of the cap-and-trade bill we
debated and defeated in the Senate last
year said it would impose $6.7 trillion
in higher energy costs over its lifetime.
Mr. President, $6.7 trillion was an out-
rageous amount of money to impose on
families and workers, and the Senate
rightfully defeated the proposal. How-
ever, we can expect President Obama’s
energy tax will be even more expensive
than $6.7 trillion because of his planned
stricter requirements and use of price
maximizing auctions.

The $6.7 trillion Lieberman-Warner
bill the Senate defeated proposed to
cut energy emissions by 70 percent.
The President proposes an 80-percent
cut.

The $6.7 trillion Lieberman-Warner
bill, defeated here, required participa-
tion with a mix of no-cost approaches
and auctions. On the other hand, the
President is proposing a 100 percent use
of auctions to set program prices.

What is an action about, after all,
but a method to maximize prices?
Thus, President Obama’s budget energy
tax will maximize higher energy prices
from climate legislation. That means
President Obama will force families
and workers to pay even more than $6.7
trillion in higher energy bills.

President Obama’s budget energy tax
will drive gasoline prices even higher
than the $1.40 per gallon EPA predicted
for the bill we defeated, the Warner-
Lieberman proposal at the $6.7 trillion
number.

President Obama’s budget energy tax
will force electricity bills even higher
than the 44-percent increase EPA pre-
dicted for the Lieberman-Warner pro-
posal.

President Obama’s budget energy tax
will cost the average household even
more than the $4,377 per year predicted
for the Lieberman-Warner bill.

President Obama’s budget will cut
even more than the 3 million jobs the
American Council for Capital Forma-
tion predicted for the defeated
Lieberman-Warner proposal.

While I think no time is a good time
to debate imposing at least $6.7 trillion
in new energy taxes, we certainly
should not do so now.

That is why I am filing three amend-
ments. My first amendment will re-
quire that any climate legislation



S3976

passed by the Senate does not cause
significant job losses, especially in the
Midwest, Great Plains, and the South.
My second amendment will ensure that
any climate legislation does not in-
crease residential electricity, natural
gas or fuel oil bills for homeowners.
The last amendment would protect
farmers from higher fertilizer and fuel
prices.

Senator THUNE has filed an amend-
ment to prevent climate legislation
from raising electricity or gasoline
prices. I strongly support this amend-
ment.

I hope we can protect our families,
farmers, and workers by refusing high-
er energy taxes, and I ask my col-
leagues for their support.

I thank the Chair and I thank my
colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
Senator BOND for the time he has given
to the budget discussion tonight.

I ask Senator SESSIONS, how much
time would he like?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would ask to be notified at 7 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. All right.

Mr. President, I yield from Senator
GREGG’s time 7 minutes to the Senator,
who is a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, and a very active and valued
member of the committee, Senator
SESSIONS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the Budget
Committee. I say to the Senator, it is
a pleasure to work with you. You do a
great job in an exceedingly difficult
situation.

But the net result so far is a budget
that is thunderously irresponsible, and
we cannot and should not pass it. We
must not pass this budget. I think it
would send a signal that we are not se-
rious about our financial future, that
the world may think, as the President
of the European Union said in Europe
recently, from the Czech Republic, that
the United States fiscal policy is on
the road to hell. That was his direct
quote in the newspaper.

So this is a serious matter.

A President’s budget states what the
President believes in, and what he
wants to see accomplished over a pe-
riod of time. A 10-year budget—which
he submitted—is good. Sometimes we
do 5 years. It could be 5 years. Senator
CONRAD and the Democratic members
of the Budget Committee, unhappy
with the numbers of the 10-year budg-
et, submitted a 5-year budget, and just
did not talk about the second 5 years.
But there is a grim second 5 years also.

So this budget is a plan, a direction,
a list of priorities of the President.
What we can see with absolute cer-
tainty is that financial responsibility
is not a priority for the President. It is
not. In fact, the title of his budget is
“A New Era of Responsibility”’—and
the numbers I am going to be talking
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about are either numbers that come
right out of his budget called ‘“‘A New
Era of Responsibility,” from the Office
of Management and Budget, and it has
explicit numbers about what it intends
to spend, how much debt will be cre-
ated and how much taxes will be im-
posed and how it all will play out over
a 10-year period.

So the Senate Budget Committee’s
budget suggests it is better or at least
it does not spend as much money. But
I do not think that is sustainable. I
think the real analysis came from the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, Mr. Peter Orszag, the
President’s budget manager, who said
it is 98 percent of what President
Obama asked for.

Because there are some gimmicks in
the Senate budget. And there are flaws
in it that make it look better, such as
not fully accounting for the cost of fix-
ing the alternative minimum tax or
the doctor fix or TARP II or some of
the other things we know we are going
to be spending money on.

Let me just sum up the situation
with regard to the CBO analysis, the
Congressional Budget Office analysis.
Our Congressional Budget Office ana-
lyzes the President’s budget and at-
tempts to explain what it is. They cal-
culate numbers just like the President
did. But very truly their analysis is
more realistic and more likely to be
true than the President’s because he
took some gimmicks too—not as many,
I have to admit, as some have taken,
but he has quite a number of gimmicks
in it. Without the gimmicks, our Con-
gressional Budget Office gives us a reli-
able analysis. They work both Houses
of Congress, their leadership is selected
by the Democrats, and it is certainly
not a Republican institution. They are
proud of their nonpartisanship and
their accuracy and their figures.

So this is what would happen to the
debt held by the public if this budget
passes and becomes reality. In 2008,
debt held by the public was $5.8 tril-
lion. That represents the entire debt of
the United States of America since its
founding. Under the proposed budget of
President Obama, by 2013 that debt will
double to $11.8 trillion. In 5 years, it
will do that. In 2019, 5 more years later,
it triples to $17.3 trillion. I do not be-
lieve those numbers are challengeable
in any significant way.

If you take the President’s budget,
you make sure that the figures, cal-
culated with legitimate expectations of
the future as CBO has done—this is
what they come up with. The Presi-
dent’s proposal assumes more favorable
numbers—instead of $17.3 trillion, $15-
plus trillion, which is almost virtually
three times the $5.8 trillion we have
today. He admits that is what his budg-
et does, with his own numbers. So that
is a big question.

Here is an example of where we are
with the debt. My colleagues savaged
President Bush for excessive spending,
and the debt held by the public did go
up during his time in office, to over $5
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trillion, but this is not an exaggera-
tion, colleagues. This is what the num-
bers show. It is going to go up to $17
trillion.

So my first point to my colleagues
and to those who might be listening is
these numbers are not political num-
bers ginned up out of thin air; these are
numbers that have been calculated
from the President’s own budget, enti-
tled ‘“A New Era of Responsibility,” ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, and that is when they score the
situation to be 10 years from now.

So you say: Well, we are in an eco-
nomic disaster area. We have very bad
problems in the economy.

Well, maybe we do, but the Presi-
dent, in his expectation of income to
the Government, other than this year
being a year of negative growth, as-
sumes we will have positive growth in
the future.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 3 additional minutes.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. So according to his
budget, in year 3, we will have 4 per-
cent growth for 3 consecutive years and
never have a recession and have good
growth all 10 years, except for this
year, where we will have 1.2 percent
negative growth. Well, I think that is
probably too optimistic. If it is too op-
timistic, then this figure is going to be
worse. It could be far worse.

So what does that mean? Does the
debt make a difference?

This is today’s Wall Street Journal,
an article by Mr. Mark Whitehouse in
which he states that countries with
mounting debt burdens will:

Ultimately face a growing temptation to
allow inflation to accelerate more than they
typically would—a move that would slash
the value of their debts as the prices of ev-
erything else rose.

He points out that poor demand at a
U.S. Government bond auction and the
failure of a separate auction in the UK
added to unease about the market’s
willingness to support the country’s
heavy borrowing. So we have now not
only our country going in debt, we
have the UK going into debt, causing
the European Union folks to get very
nervous.

So who is going to buy this debt?
When we go into debt, it doesn’t just
happen; somebody has to loan us the
money. Right now, we sell Treasury
bills. China has bought a whole lot of
them, as well as Saudi Arabia and
other countries. We are talking about
selling twice as many in 5 years, three
times as many in 10, and at the same
time other countries are going into
debt. Who is going to buy this, and
what does it mean to the economy?

Mr. Whitehouse quotes Mr. Kenneth
Rogoff, an economics professor at Har-
vard and a former chief economist of
the International Monetary Fund. This
is what he said in today’s paper. Mr.
Rogoff says annual inflation could go
as high as 8 to 10 percent within 3 to 5
years in the United States and sooner
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in the UK. He projects eight to ten per-
cent inflation in 3 to 5 years, based on
what we are doing today. He notes that
the average inflation rate in 1 month
in this country has gone up 25 percent,
the projected rate of inflation.

Debt matters. There are no free
lunches. Nothing comes from nothing.
Debts have to be repaid—not only re-
paid; we have to pay interest on it, and
the interest on this debt will go, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, from $170 billion this year—that
is what we pay out of our whole $3 tril-
lion budget—$170 billion is the interest
on the public debt—this $5 trillion.
CBO is projecting that 10 years from
now, we will pay in interest $800 bil-
lion—$806 billion, to be exact. We spend
$100 billion on education, so we will
have interest payments in just 10 years
8 times as large as the amount of
money we spend on education. Our
highway spending, $40 billion a year
today—it will go up some, but we will
be spending 20 times as much in inter-
est. So future generations in America
will be paying an incredible burden of
interest, denying them money to spend
on education and highways and other
good things because we irresponsibly
spent it now.

It is not right. It is wrong. It should
not occur. We really need to have a na-
tional discussion about this and try to
fix this problem.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I wish to
congratulate the Senator from Ala-
bama, who has always succinctly and
effectively described what we are con-
fronting here, which is a wall of debt, a
massive wall of debt, which will over-
whelm our children. So I thank him for
his statement.

At this point, I think the chairman
had some comments on proceeding.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday,
March 31, when the Senate resumes
consideration of the budget resolution,
the statutory time remaining be 40
hours, each side controlling 20 hours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that we
come in at 10 a.m. and go to the budget
resolution, with Senator PATTY MUR-
RAY being recognized for 15 minutes; at
the conclusion of her remarks, that
Senator GREGG or his designee be rec-
ognized for the purpose of offering an
amendment with 1 hour equally di-
vided; that at the conclusion of that
debate, Senator BOXER be recognized to
offer an amendment in relationship to
the Thune amendment and that there
be 1 hour equally divided; also, at the
end of that period, that I be recognized,
or my designee, for a possible side-by-
side to the Johanns amendment. We
may not need that, but we may, and so
I ask unanimous consent that that
time be reserved as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. CONRAD. With that, we are
ready to stand in recess for the day. I
think we are ready to go to closing.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

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

———
NORTH DAKOTA FLOODING

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise on
a matter of personal privilege to talk
about what is going on in my State. I
was just there this past Friday morn-
ing and through the weekend. As the
country knows, we are facing record
floods across the entire State of North
Dakota. These are crests we have never
seen before on river after river in
North Dakota. The great Missouri was
bogged down with ice dams and nearly
flooded the capital city last week, but
that was prevented by a demolition
team that came in and set charges and
blew a channel in the ice.

I was in Fargo, ND, on Friday and
Saturday and Sunday—which everyone
has been watching—and it is truly in-
spirational to see what is happening
there. It is a town of 90,000, and the
mayor told us yesterday that of those
90,000 people, they have 80,000 volun-
teers because everybody knows that ev-
erything is on the line. You go into the
FARGODOME, which is a giant sports
facility where NDSU plays its games,
and they have thousands of volunteers,
with rock music blaring. They made 3
million sandbags in 7 days. Think
about that—3 million sandbags in 7
days, working 24 hours a day, around
the clock. They are fully staffed
around the clock, and they are doing
everything that is humanly possible to
save that city.

This was the headline yesterday in
the Fargo Forum: ‘‘Holding Steady.” It
shows a picture of National Guardsmen
and the Coast Guard rescuing people,
and you can see these massive ice
chunks and the flood.

Today, we got the news that we can
now anticipate another major winter
storm beginning tonight, with 6, 7, or 8
inches of snow. Of greater concern,
however, are the higher winds because
we have miles and miles of dike—at
least 38 miles of main dike. These
dikes, of course, for the most part are
clay dikes, and in many places those
are topped over with sandbags to raise
the level. Because the weather service
raised the forecast level right at the
end on us, we had to build the dikes up
even further.

While the good news is that the river
is dropping slightly—from just under 41
feet to now just over 39 feet—we know
there is a wall of water headed for that
river.

There is a most incredible snow
wall—three times normal—out in the
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watershed, and all that water is headed
for this river. So while we are cau-
tiously optimistic, we all know the
dikes can breach. That happened the
night before last in the early hours,
and we lost an entire high school cam-
pus in the middle of the night. The
good thing is the contingency dikes
that have been built right behind the
main dikes held—and I can tell you it
is an impressive site.

Remember, this river is 22 feet above
flood stage. So these massive dikes
that have been built all along the river,
and then these contingency dikes be-
hind them, are in preparation for a
breach.

I attended early morning meetings
with the city leadership. They have
this organized. They have rapid strike
teams, rapid response teams, they have
24-hour patrols trying to make certain
the dikes don’t breach, that they are
not seeping. If they get a report, the
report goes in, and they have four dif-
ferent types of rapid response teams
ready to go to fill the breach. If there
were ever a case of an extraordinary
outpouring, this is it.

This is a picture of what I was talk-
ing about in the FARGODOME. Look
at this. This is thousands and thou-
sands of people with sand, filling bags.
This is what you see throughout that
facility. This is just a small part of it.
It is an absolute beehive of human ac-
tivity working to defend that town and
to save their homes.

So far we have been remarkably suc-
cessful. There has been tragedy—2
deaths, 50 injuries as of yesterday. But
this has so far averted a much bigger
crisis.

This is a picture of a home out in the
county. You can see they have diking
around that home, and you can see
there is not much freeboard there. We
are hoping it holds.

This is another picture that shows re-
sponse of our National Guard. This is
one of the rapid response teams that
moved to fill a place where the levee
needed to be built up. There was some
seepage. So this is one of the rapid re-
sponse teams that has moved in to try
to prevent that dike from breaching.
These guys have been absolutely he-
roic.

One of the things that has been inter-
esting, there is a great rivalry between
the University of North Dakota and
North Dakota State. North Dakota
State is in Fargo; UND is in Grand
Forks. In 1997, the great flood hit
Grand Forks. So this year all the
sports teams from UND are down at
NDSU with their rivals working to-
gether to defend these dikes.

This is a picture from yesterday.
That is a 1-ton sandbag being lifted by
a helicopter. They are going to put it
in place to try to divert the flow of the
river. The river has tremendous force
behind it. Of course that force is hit-
ting the dikes. In order to divert at a
vulnerable position, yesterday they
dropped about a dozen of these 1-ton
sandbags to change the direction of the
river.
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This is a picture of what you can see
all throughout Fargo, ND. They have
Neighborhood Watch groups to patrol
to make sure there is no seepage. If
there is a place that needs to be built
up, they put out a call and people turn
up just like this. You can see hundreds
of people here working to sandbag to
try to defend their homes and defend
their neighborhoods.

The thing that has kind of escaped
the attention of the national media but
which is so striking is, this flood
threat is all across North Dakota, from
the far western part of the State all
across to eastern North Dakota and the
Red River Valley. The Red River Val-
ley gets most of the attention, but we
landed in Valley City on Friday and in
Valley City—no, this was on Satur-
day—the snow around the airport was
10 feet high. That is the Cheyenne
River Valley. The Cheyenne River Val-
ley will crest later than the Red. But
they are anticipating record crest lev-
els.

Again, we went to a place where they
have the Winter Show, in Valley City,
ND. It is a big structure. There are
hundreds of volunteers there working
around the clock. This is from my
hometown, the Bismarck Tribune, Bis-
marck, ND, with the headline, simply
“Battered,” ‘‘Area Hit Hard by a 1-2
Punch.” That was flooding and a bliz-
zard; 12 to 18 inches of snow hit my
hometown last week.

Last night we got another major win-
ter storm. I am told more than 10
inches of snow hit last night. We were
faced with an immediate threat of
flooding.

Here you can see two guys wading.
This is ice. They have broken through
the ice in their hip waders, and this is
all water. They are going to check on
the home of a couple to make sure they
are safe.

This is the kind of flooding that was
in my hometown. Here is a canoe, peo-
ple going from one house to another in
a canoe.

It is hard to fully appreciate the
magnitude of this. We have had mas-
sive snowfall in places in the State,
three times average, of course leading
to these record floods. We have never
seen the Red River at this height be-
fore in recorded history. Never before
in recorded history has it been this
high.

I want to say to people who are
watching, it is inspirational to see
these communities come together, to
work together in an all-out effort to
save their homes, to save their commu-
nities. I could not be more proud of the
people of North Dakota. Boy, faced
with threat, they have absolutely dem-
onstrated what I think are heroic
qualities.

I was pleased the President acknowl-
edged this in his weekend address and
talked about what this demonstrates
about the human spirit. Honestly, you
have to be there to fully appreciate
what I am talking about.

We are thinking about our friends
and neighbors and families back home,
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wishing them the very best as this
flood fight continues. The great news is
the river is going down, at least the
Red is going down. But we have to con-
tend with this major winter storm that
is going to hit tonight, and we also
have to contend with something no-
body can predict—how fast things will
warm up. If it warms up too fast that
water out there is going to head for the
river. We know we ought to keep up
our guard, and that is what everybody
intends to do.

I also want to acknowledge the local
leadership: Mayor Walaker, Deputy
Mayor Tim Mahoney—what out-
standing leadership they are providing
in that community. These guys are not
working any 8-hour days. It is round
the clock and it could not be better.
They are out there urging their citi-
zenry on. They have said: If we go
down, we are going to go down swing-
ing.

I tell you, I don’t think they are
going to go down. I think they are
going to win.

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

CORPORAL MICHAEL OUELLETTE

Mr. GREGG. I rise this morning on
behalf of Kathy and myself to express
our deepest sympathies to the family
of CPL Michael Ouellette. Corporal
Ouellette died in Afghanistan last
week, and his funeral is today. I have
spoken with his mother, and, of course,
he was an exceptional individual. These
young men who serve us in the mili-
tary are all exceptional. He served two
tours of duty in Iraq, was decorated,
and then went to Afghanistan to serve
again.

On behalf of the people of New Hamp-
shire and our Nation, I thank his par-
ents for having raised such an extraor-
dinary child. We appreciate and thank
them for the service he has given this
Nation, and we obviously express our
deepest concern during this extremely
difficult period.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I wish
to say on behalf of the people I rep-
resent that we, too, send our condo-
lences to the family of the soldier who
was lost. My State has suffered many
losses in Iraq and Afghanistan, and we
understand the extraordinary sacrifice
these families make. We wish to say to
the people of New Hampshire, and espe-
cially the family of the soldier, that
our thoughts and prayers are with
them as well.

———

AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS
ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE
ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish
to inform all Senators that on Friday,
March 27, 2009, the Committee on Rules
and Administration adopted amend-
ments to the following regulations:

Regulations Governing Allocation and Ac-
quisition of Equipment for Senators, Com-
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mittees, Officers, and Employees of the
United States Senate;

Smoking Policy—Rule X, Rules for Regula-
tion of Senate Wing;

Ticket Preparation Fees—Senate Travel
Regulations;

Regulations Governing Rates Payable to
Commercial Reporting Firms for Prepara-
tion of Transcripts of Hearings in the Sen-
ate;

Signature/Documentation Provisions—
Regulations Governing Senators’ Official
Personnel and Office Expense Accounts; and

Advance Payment Regulations.

These regulations as amended are ef-
fective immediately.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a document summarizing
these updates and the text of the regu-
lations as amended be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SUMMARIES OF PROPOSED AMENDED
REGULATIONS

(1) Regulations Governing Allocation and
Acquisition of Equipment for Senators, Com-
mittees, Officers, and Employees of the
United States Senate

The updated regulations change the man-
ner by which offices are provided computer
and office equipment. Offices will be given a
single economic allocation to purchase sup-
ported computer and office equipment. This
will ensure that offices are better equipped
in a manner that is ‘‘revenue neutral’’ to the
Senate. The regulations ensure that each
employee or detailee gets one workstation
and access to appropriate office equipment.

(2) Smoking Policy—Rule X, Rules for Reg-
ulation of Senate Wing

The limited exception of approved indoor
smoking space in the Senate Wing of the
Capitol and the Senate Office Buildings has
been removed due to the closing of all indoor
smoking rooms under the control of the
Rules Committee. The proposed text of Rule
X deletes the exception for smoking rooms in
the Senate that no longer exist.

(3) Ticket Preparation Fees—Senate Trav-
el Regulations

The proposed amendment removes the dol-
lar amount from the Senate Travel Regula-
tions and authorizes the Rules Committee to
set a rate for ticket preparation fees. This
will permit the periodic adjustment of the
fee by the Rules Committee without necessi-
tating a change in the regulations.

(4) Regulations Governing Rates Payable
to Commercial Reporting Firms for Prepara-
tion of Transcripts of Hearings in the Senate

These regulations were last updated in 1990
and include reimbursement to transcription
companies that are well below market rate.
The proposed amended regulations authorize
the Rules Committee to publish and periodi-
cally update a schedule of reimbursement
rates for transcription services.

(5) Signature/Documentation Provisions—
Regulations Governing Senators’ Official
Personnel and Office Expense Accounts

The provisions for authorized signature(s)
were originally adopted in 1979 and amended
in 1992 to permit a designated staff member
to certify vouchers and the Senator to ap-
prove them. An amendment in 2003 increased
the threshold of the receipt amount to $50.
However, the 2003 amendment used the 1979
version of the regulations instead of the 1992
updated version. The proposed change will
update the signature/documentation provi-
sions to include the 1979, 1992, and 2003
amendments, in accordance with the current
practices used throughout the Senate. If ap-
proved, this regulation will be reprinted in
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the Senate Travel Regulations for the sake

of convenience.

(6) Advance Payment Regulations
Language is being added at the request of

Senate office managers to clarify the obliga-
tion of funds at the end of a fiscal year.
There has been confusion over the years re-
garding which funding period should be used
for certain types of expenses. The new lan-
guage provides the necessary explanation
and is in accordance with the practices used
throughout the Senate. The regulation will
also be amended to permit Senate Officers to
make advance payments.

APPENDIX II-A: REGULATIONS GOVERNING AL-
LOCATION AND ACQUISITION OF EQUIPMENT
FOR SENATORS, COMMITTEES, OFFICERS, AND
EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE

SEC. 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

(This section shall be effective March 27,
2009.)

The Economic Allocation Fund shall be es-
tablished and maintained by the Senate Ser-
geant at Arms with the approval of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

The Sergeant at Arms of the Senate is au-
thorized and directed to furnish to Senators,
committees, and officials of the Senate
equipment in quantities not to exceed the al-
lowance in their economic allocation fund.

Equipment shall be furnished upon written
request of the Senator, Chairman of a com-
mittee, or Senate official. Equipment ac-
countability and inventory control will be
governed by the Regulations on Equipment
Accountability issued by the Committee on
Rules and Administration. Equipment pro-
vided will be charged, in the case of a Sen-
ator, to either his/her economic allocation
fund or those funds within the official office
expense accounts for other official expenses
(10 percent discretionary funds). In the case
of a committee or official, charges will be
made to economic allocation funds of the
committee or official.

The Sergeant at Arms is authorized to
evaluate and test equipment which he deems
to be best suited to the needs of the Senate
and shall notify the Rules Committee of any
changes in the authorized office equipment
list. To the extent possible, the Sergeant at
Arms shall standardize or limit variety of of-
fice equipment to provide for greater utiliza-
tion and interchange between offices, and
ease of maintenance of equipment. Special-
ized equipment not included in these regula-
tions shall be furnished only upon the rec-
ommendation of the Sergeant at Arms and
with the prior approval of the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

Acquisition of equipment is to be con-
ducted according to the Procurement Regu-
lations of the United States Senate. The Ser-
geant at Arms shall have the authority to ei-
ther purchase or lease equipment in the best
interests of economical procurement.

Equipment presently assigned to offices
which is deemed in excess of their needs
shall revert to the control of the Sergeant at
Arms for reassignment.

The Committee chairman shall ensure that
each full-time employee and full-time, au-
thorized detailee on the committee is pro-
vided with a workstation and have appro-
priate access to related office equipment.

SEC. 2. GENERAL OFFICE EQUIPMENT

(This section shall be effective March 27,
2009.)

(a) All general office equipment used in
Senate offices shall be issued and maintained
by the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate. The
Sergeant at Arms shall maintain a schedule
in which available equipment is identified
according to the classes set forth below:
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TABLE 11-1: CLASS OF EQUIPMENT AND MINIMUM LIFE

Class Description Minimum Life
[ Letter Folder ... 10 Years
Letter Inserter.
Letter Sealer.
Paper Cutter w/stand.
Signature Signing Machine.
Typewriters—EICtHC ...vvevvvvrrrrrrrererirrneens 10 Years

Calculators—Desk or Hand-held Copy 6 Years
Holders.

Noise Suppressors.

Pencil Sharpeners (Electric).

Recorders and Transcribers—Desk.

Combination or Portable.

Staplers (Electric).

Tape Recorders.

Time Recorders.

Allocations

Sec. 2. (b) The Sergeant at Arms is author-
ized to issue general office equipment upon
receipt of requests from Senators, com-
mittee chairmen, and heads of Senate of-
fices, up to the limits set forth by the avail-
ability of their economic allocation funds.

Sec. 2. (¢)(1) The Sergeant at Arms may
sell to a Senator who is leaving office or oth-
erwise ceasing to be a Senator (except by ex-
pulsion) any item of office equipment lo-
cated in such Senator’s Washington, DC or
state offices, subject to the restrictions set
forth in paragraph (2).

Sec. 2. (¢)(2) Paragraph (1) of this sub-
section shall apply to equipment which has
reached its expected useful life and has been
declared surplus to the needs of the Senate.
Such sales may be made only when such Sen-
ator submits a written request to the Ser-
geant at Arms, at least thirty days prior to
leaving office, setting forth the item or
items he or she desires to purchase. When-
ever compliance with a provision of this
paragraph would create an undue hardship or
would not be in the public interest, such pro-
vision may be waived by the Sergeant at
Arms.

SEC. 3. PHOTOCOPIERS AND DUPLICATING
EQUIPMENT

(This section shall be effective March 27,
2009)

Section 3(a) amended January 12, 1983, to
increase collating capacity on Class IIB copi-
ers from 15 to 20 bins. Sections 3(c)(2)(B) and
(C) deleted March 18, 1983, to eliminate plate
making charges for printed work and the per
copy costs for photocopy work in the central
reproduction facility. Section 3(c)(2) amend-
ed September 26, 1984, to be effective October
1, 1984, to provide a graduated ‘‘extra copy’’
charge for Senators’ offices based on popu-
lation.)

Sec. 3. (a) All copying equipment used in
Senate offices shall be issued and maintained
by the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate. All
copier locations must meet manufacturers’
space and electrical requirements. The Ser-
geant at Arms shall maintain a schedule in
which available copy machines are classified
according to the classes set forth below:,

TABLE 11-2: CLASSES OF COPY MACHINES AND

DESCRIPTIONS
Class Class description Copier description
[ Low volume conven- Personal convenience copiers are
ience w/document table top machines with low
feeders. operating speeds.

| Office convenience ......  Office convenience copiers are
floor model or table top.

Il .............  Committee convenience ~Committee convenience copiers are
higher volume machines and
have faster operating speeds
than Class Il copiers and have
finishing capabilities.

Allocations

Sec. 3. (b) The Sergeant at Arms is author-
ized to issue copy equipment upon receipt of
requests from Senators, committee chair-
men, and heads of Senate offices, up to the
limits set forth by the availability of their
economic allocation funds.
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Washington offices

(1) The recommended levels for copy ma-
chines in Senators’ offices in Washington,
DC are:

(A) For those Senators whose state popu-
lation is 7 million or more (based on the
most recent census figures), one Class IIA
and two Class I, or one Class IIB and one
Class I copier in the principal suite assigned
to the Senator, or;

for those Senators whose state population is
less than 7 million (based on 1980 census fig-
ures, revised to 1987), one Class ITA and one
Class I, or one Class IIB copier in the prin-
cipal suite assigned to the Senator.

(B) One class I copier in one additional lo-
cation assigned to the Senator provided:

(i) the location is in another building, or is
in the same building but not adjacent to an-
other location containing a copier assigned
to the Senator; and

(ii) the location is not in an annex build-
ing.

State offices

(2) The recommended levels for copy ma-
chines in Senators’ offices in their home
states are one class II copier in each of two
principal state offices and one class I copier
in each of five other state offices, except
that a class II copier may be provided in lieu
of a class I copier to a third office located in
a state with a population greater than 21
million.

Committee offices

(3) The recommended levels for copy ma-
chines in committee offices are:

(A) One class II or class III copier in the
principal suite assigned to the committee, as
determined by the Sergeant at Arms based
on a requirements analysis. The require-
ments analysis shall consider (but shall not
be limited to) the nature of the work of the
office, the size of the office, and the prox-
imity of alternate copy facilities.

(B) One class I or class ITA copier in each
additional location assigned to the com-
mittee provided:

(i) the location is in another building, or is
in the same building but not adjacent to an-
other location containing a copier assigned
to the committee; and

(ii) the location is not in an annex build-
ing.

Leadership offices, policy committees, and ad-

ministrative offices

(4) The recommended levels for copy ma-
chines in leadership offices, policy commit-
tees, and administrative offices are one or
more class I, II, or III copiers, as determined
by the Sergeant at Arms based on a require-
ments analysis. The requirements analysis
shall consider (but shall not be limited to)
the nature of the work of the office, the size
of the office, and the proximity of alternate
copy facilities.

Cost distribution

Sec. 3. (c)(1) The Sergeant at Arms shall
pay the monthly maintenance fee for owned
equipment and the rental for rented equip-
ment. Offices shall pay for the supplies
(paper, toner, developer, etc.) used with as-
signed copiers.

(2) Offices shall reimburse the Sergeant at
Arms for extra copy costs on convenience
copiers, whether owned by the Senate or
rented, at the rate of 2 cents per copy for
copies in excess of the amounts set forth in
the following table, except that Senators
will not be charged a copy cost on Senate
owned Class IIA machines that were in-
stalled in such Senators’ Washington offices
on May 1, 1981:
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TABLE 11-3: FREE COPIES PER MONTH (IN THOUSANDS)

[Senators representing States in the following population ranges (in
millions)]

Under 7to  12to  Over
4 21

Other
Class 4107 of-
12 fices

2 2 3 4 5 2
11 12 14 15 16 11
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 20

Copy Centers

Sec. 3. (d) The Sergeant at Arms is author-
ized to establish, maintain, and operate copy
centers when demand for the establishment
of a center is justifiable on a cost basis.

The Sergeant at Arms is authorized, if he
deems appropriate, to install devices on copy
machines in copy centers and in the central
reproduction center which automatically
record the number of copies made for each
user at the time copies are prepared, and the
activation of which are necessary for the op-
eration of copy machines.

SECTION 4. MICROGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT

(Effective March 27, 2009)

Sec. 4. (a) All micrographic equipment
used in Senate offices shall be issued and
maintained by the Sergeant at Arms of the
Senate. All micrographic equipment loca-
tions must meet manufacturers’ space and
electrical requirements.

Classes of Equipment

Sec. 4. (b) Micrographic equipment is clas-
sified in three groups:

(1) Cartridge/Cassette Roll Film Viewers/
Printers

(2) Microfiche Viewers/Printers

(3) Microfiche Viewers

The Sergeant at Arms shall maintain a
schedule in which micrographic equipment
that meets the performance requirements of
the Senate is classified according to the
classes set forth above and from which users
may make specific selections.
Allocations

Sec. 4. (¢c) The Sergeant at Arms is author-
ized to issue micrographic equipment upon
receipt of requests from Senators, com-
mittee chairmen, and heads of Senate of-
fices, up to the limits set forth by the avail-
ability of their economic allocation funds.

Replacement

Sec. 4. (d) Microfilm equipment anticipated
expectancies are:

TABLE [1-4: MICROFILM EQUIPMENT LIFE EXPECTANCY

Class Years
Cartridge/Cassette Viewers/Printers .............cooovevoveevvvsesrrisenens 8
Microfiche Viewers/Printers 8
Microfiche Viewers 10

SEC. 5. ALLOCATION OF TELECOPIER AND
FACSIMILE EQUIPMENT TO SENATE OFFICES

(Effective March 27, 2009)

Sec. 5 (a) All facsimile equipment within
the funding levels contained in these regula-
tions used in Senate offices shall be issued
and maintained by the Sergeant at Arms of
the Senate. All equipment locations must
meet manufacturers’ space and electrical re-
quirements. The Sergeant at Arms shall
maintain a list of machines of equivalent ca-
pacity that meet Senate cost and perform-
ance standards from which users may select
a specific machine.

Sec 5(b) The Sergeant at Arms is author-
ized to issue equipment upon receipt of re-
quests from Senators, committee chairmen,
and heads of Senate offices, up to the limits
set forth by the availability of their eco-
nomic allocation funds.
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RULES FOR REGULATION OF SENATE
WING
RULE X
SMOKING PoLICY
(Adopted March 27, 2009)

Smoking is prohibited in all public places
and unassigned space within the Senate
Wing of the Capitol and the Senate Office
Buildings. Senators and Chairmen of Com-
mittees in consultation with the Ranking
Member may each establish smoking policies
for office space assigned to them in the Sen-
ate Wing of the Capitol and the Senate Office
Buildings.

U.S. SENATE TRAVEL REGULATIONS

SECTION II—TRANSPORTATION EXPENSES, SUB-
SECTION I-D, TICKET PREPARATION FEES
(HANDBOOK, APPENDIX IV-D, PAGE IV—65)

D. Ticket Preparation Fees: Each Chair-
man, Senator, or Officer of the Senate may,
at his/her discretion, authorize in extenu-
ating circumstances the reimbursement of
penalty fees associated with the cancellation
of through fares, special fares, commutation
fares, excursion, reduced-rate round trip
fares and fees for travel arrangements, pro-
vided that reimbursement of such fees does
not exceed the rates prescribed by the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.
REGULATIONS GOVERNING RATES PAYABLE TO

COMMERCIAL REPORTING FIRMS FOR PREPA-

RATION OF TRANSCRIPTS OF HEARINGS IN THE

SENATE

Adopted—January 23, 1990
Amended and Adopted—March 27, 2009.

Pursuant to the authority vested in it by
the act of June 27, 1956 (70 Stat. 360; 2 U.S.C.
68c), the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration approves the following revised regu-
lations, effective March XX, 2009, governing
payment from the contingent fund of the
Senate to commercial reporting firms for the
preparation of verbatim transcripts of hear-
ings, markups, and related meetings held be-
fore Senate committees, subcommittees, and
certain joint committees.

I. GENERAL PROVISIONS

These regulations establish the technical
and procedural requirements for commercial
reporting firms providing and receiving re-
imbursement for verbatim transcripts of
hearings, markups, and related meetings
held before Senate committees, subcommit-
tees, and certain joint committees.

Each transcript shall be provided elec-
tronically to the requesting committee in
accordance with Section II of these regula-
tions.

Except as provided in Section III of these
regulations, all vouchers shall be supported
and accompanied by a Secretary of the Sen-
ate page count. Each electronic transcript
submitted must contain only one day or one
session of a hearing. The Secretary of the
Senate will include a separate count for ma-
terial inserted in the transcript.

The Secretary of the Senate page count
shall be considered final and conclusive on
all parties, and shall be calculated through
the following process:

1. Determine total number of characters in
transcript.

a. A character is a key stroke. It includes
any alpha-numeric and word processing com-
mand.

2. Divide total number of characters by
1,300.

3. The result in Step 2 rounded to the next
whole number shall be the number of pages
in the transcript.

To assist the Secretary of the Senate in
conducting accurate page counts, commer-
cial reporting firms shall utilize software
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tools provided by the Secretary of the Sen-
ate.

Hard copy transcripts will be supplied only
upon agreement between committees and
vendors and subject to the requirements of
Section II.

Fifth Business day copy (transcripts deliv-
ered within five business days) will be sup-
plied unless same day, next day, or second
business day copy is specifically requested
by the chairman of the committee.

II. FORMAT OF TRANSCRIPTS

Electronic—All electronic transcripts
must conform to the technical specifications
established by the Committee on Rules and
Administration. Electronic transcripts sup-
plied shall contain 25 lines of characters to
the page. The lines must be double spaced
and contain 10 letters to the inch. The pag-
ing of the transcript shall be in a single se-
ries of consecutive numbering, exclusive of
inserted material. Committees and vendors
shall agree in advance upon the file type, or
types, to be provided (ex. Word, Word Per-
fect, PDF, E-Transcript, ASCII, etc . . .).

The following technical specifications will
be used by reporting companies when sup-
plying electronic hearing transcripts for
committees of the Senate:

1. The media and data must be unblocked
and the electronic transcript shall contain
the full verbatim record.

2. The electronic file must contain the fol-
lowing identifying information in the docu-
ment’s meta-data:

Reporting Company name

Company Representative

Phone number

The words ““U.S. Senate”’

The Committee and/or Subcommittee for
whom the tape is produced

Title of Meeting

Date(s) of Meeting

Hard copy—All hard copy transcripts shall
be an original letter quality produced on 20-
1b. white writing paper or equivalent white
paper, one side only, in a size of 8.5 x 11
inches with margin of 1.75 inches at the left
side. All pages shall contain 25 lines of type-
writing to the page. The lines must be double
spaced and contain 10 letters to the inch.
The paging of the transcript shall be in a sin-
gle series of consecutive numbering, exclu-
sive of inserted material.

The entire hard copy record shall be drilled
or punched with three holes, 4.25 inches cen-
ter to center on the left side, fastened with
heavy paper of good quality. A cover sheet
containing the following identifying infor-
mation shall be included with the hard copy
transcript:

Reporting Company name

Company Representative

Phone number

The words ““U.S. Senate”’

The Committee and/or Subcommittee for
whom the tape is produced

Title of Meeting

Date(s) of Meeting

III. EXCEPTION TO PAGE COUNT REQUIREMENT

In cases where, for reasons of security, the
committee chairman determines a copy of
the transcript shall not be forwarded to the
Secretary of the Senate for a page count, a
voucher will be honored if supported on its
face by an affidavit by an official of the com-
mercial reporting firm, setting forth the
page count and including a statement by the
committee chairman to the effect that no
page count is desired for reasons of security.

IV. REIMBURSEMENT RATES

The Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration will publish, and periodically
update, a schedule of reimbursement rates
for transcription services. The amounts in
the schedule shall represent the maximum
reimbursement rates for the listed services.
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V. PRIOR REGULATIONS FOR REPORTORIAL
SERVICES RESCINDED

All previous rules and regulations of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
governing rates payable to commercial re-
porting firms for preparation of transcripts
of hearings in the Senate are hereby can-
celed and rescinded.

VI. EFFECTIVE DATE OF THESE REGULATIONS

These regulations are effective on March
27, 2009.
REGULATIONS GOVERNING SENATORS’ OFFICIAL
PERSONNEL AND OFFICE EXPENSE ACCOUNTS

(Adopted by the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration Pursuant to Senate Resolu-
tion 170 agreed to September 19, 1979, as
amended May 22, 1992, further amended No-
vember 3, 2003, further amended March 27,
2009.)

Section 1. For the purposes of these regula-
tions, the following definitions shall apply:

a. Documentation means invoices, bills,
statements, receipts, or other evidence of ex-
penses incurred, approved by the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

b. Official expenses means ordinary and
necessary business expenses in support of the
Senators’ official and representational du-
ties.

Section 2. No reimbursement will be made
from the contingent fund of the Senate for
any official expenses incurred under a Sen-
ator’s Official Personnel and Office Expense
Account, in excess of $50, unless the voucher
submitted for such expenses is accompanied
by documentation, and the voucher is cer-
tified by the properly designated staff mem-
ber and approved by the Senator.

Section 3. Official expenses of $50 or less
must either be documented or must be
itemized in sufficient detail so as to leave no
doubt of the identity of, and the amount
spent for, each item. Items of a similar na-
ture may be grouped together in one total on
a voucher, but must be itemized individually
on a supporting itemization sheet.

Section 4. Travel expenses shall be subject
to the same documentation requirements as
other official expenses, with the following
exceptions:

a. Hotel bills or other evidence of lodging
costs will be considered necessary in support
of per diem.

b. Documentation will not be required for
reimbursement of official travel in a pri-
vately owned vehicle.

Section 5. No documentation will be re-
quired for reimbursement of the following
classes of expenses, as these are billed and
paid directly through the Sergeant at Arms
and Doorkeeper:

a. Official telegrams and long distance
calls and related services;

b. Stationery and other office supplies pro-
cured through the Senate Stationery Room
for use for official business.

Section 6. The Committee on Rules and
Administration may require documentation
for expenses incurred of $50 or less, or au-
thorize payment of expenses incurred in ex-
cess of $60 without documentation, in special
circumstances.

Section 7. Vouchers for the reimbursement
of official travel expenses to a Senator, em-
ployee, detailee pursuant to section 503(b)(3)
of PL 96-465, or individual serving on a nomi-
nee recommendation panel pursuant to 2
USC 58(h) shall be accompanied by an ‘‘Ex-
pense Summary Report—Travel” signed by
such person. Vouchers for the reimburse-
ment to any such individual for official ex-
penses other than travel expenses shall be
accompanied by an ‘‘Expense Summary Re-
port—Non-Travel’’ signed by such person.
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CHANGES TO THE SENATE TRAVEL REGULATIONS
TO REFLECT CHANGES WITHIN THE UPDATED
SIGNATURE REGULATIONS
II. Regulations Governing Senators’ Offi-

cial Personnel and Office Expense Accounts

Adopted by the Committee on Rules and Ad-

ministration Pursuant to Senate Resolution

170 agreed to September 19, 1979, as amended.
Section 1. For the purposes of these regula-

tions, the following definitions shall apply:

a. Documentation means invoices, bills,
statements, receipts, or other evidence of ex-
penses incurred, approved by the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

b. Official expenses means ordinary and
necessary business expenses in support of the
Senators’ official and representational du-
ties.

Section 2. No reimbursement will be made
from the contingent fund of the Senate for
any official expenses incurred under a Sen-
ator’s Official Personnel and Office Expense
Account, in excess of $50, unless the voucher
submitted for such expenses is accompanied
by documentation, and the voucher is cer-
tified by the properly designated staff mem-
ber and approved by the Senator.

Section 3. Official expenses of $50 or less
must either be documented or must be
itemized in sufficient detail so as to leave no
doubt of the identity of, and the amount
spent for, each item. Items of a similar na-
ture may be grouped together in one total on
a voucher, but must be itemized individually
on a supporting itemization sheet.

Section 4. Travel expenses shall be subject
to the same documentation requirements as
other official expenses, with the following
exceptions:

c. Hotel bills or other evidence of lodging
costs will be considered necessary in support
of per diem.

d. Documentation will not be required for
reimbursement of official travel in a pri-
vately owned vehicle.

Section 5. No documentation will be re-
quired for reimbursement of the following
classes of expenses, as these are billed and
paid directly through the Sergeant at Arms
and Doorkeeper:

e. Official telegrams and long distance
calls and related services;

f. Stationery and other office supplies pro-
cured through the Senate Stationery Room
for use for official business.

Section 6. The Committee on Rules and
Administration may require documentation
for expenses incurred of $50 or less, or au-
thorize payment of expenses incurred in ex-
cess of $560 without documentation, in special
circumstances.

Section 7. Vouchers for the reimbursement
of official travel expenses to a Senator, em-
ployee, detailee pursuant to section 503(b)(3)
of PL 96-465, or individual serving on a nomi-
nee recommendation panel pursuant to 2
USC 58(h) shall be accompanied by an ‘“‘Ex-
pense Summary Report—Travel’”’ signed by
such person. Vouchers for the reimburse-
ment to any such individual for official ex-
penses other than travel expenses shall be
accompanied by an ‘‘Expense Summary Re-
port—Non-Travel” signed by such person.

The proposed update specifies that the ob-
ligation date on a voucher is the transaction
date on a third party vendor (Visa Card)
monthly statement or invoice. The current
regulations will be amended by the addition
of the highlighted language.

COMMITTEE REGULATIONS GOVERNING
ADVANCE PAYMENT

(Adopted by the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, October 30, 1997, Amended on
September 30, 1998, Further Amended on
March 27, 2009)

Under the authority granted by Sec. 1(b)
for P.L. 105-565, the FY98 Legislative Branch
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Appropriations bill and using these regula-
tions—

The term ‘‘advance payment’’ means any
expense authorized, by the Committee on
Rules and Administration, pursuant to P.L.
105-55.

By the above definition of advance pay-
ment and following the enactment of the
FY98 Legislative Branch Appropriations bill,
in addition to subscriptions, the following
items are for advance payment:

a) Rental of water coolers (cooler units
only/not for water)

b) Monthly maintenance on equipment
that is either non-standard and/or above the
$500 limit

c) Cable TV services (including basic sat-
ellite service where needed)

d) Online services (for official use by the
Senator only)

e) Rental booths at State Fairs, rent for
space to be used during town hall meetings
and associated costs (not to include insur-
ance)

f) Conference and seminar fees (not to in-
clude meals charged separately)

g) Payments on leased equipment

h) Paging service

i) Clipping services

j) Yellow page listings (not to include the
classified yellow pages)

k) State office rents, up to 1 year in ad-
vance

1) Metro subsidy, one week in advance of
the new month

m) Pre-paid cellular and telephone commu-
nications

The date of transaction will determine the
fiscal year for payments of government au-
thorized charge cards or reimbursements to
Members and staff. Additionally, for a
charge card statement that crosses fiscal
years, the transaction dates will be used to
determine the fiscal year, which could re-
quire submitting two separate vouchers for
one statement. If an office has documenta-
tion proving the transaction took place in a
different fiscal year than the statement stip-
ulates, that documentation will determine
the fiscal year.

All Senate Offices (Member Offices, Com-
mittees, and Officers of the Senate) are au-
thorized to voucher the initiation or renewal
of subscriptions (print and digital) based on
the obligation or transaction date.

With respect to charges for on-line serv-
ices, paging services, clipping services, and
equipment maintenance, advance payment
shall only be made in the cases of ‘‘flat fee
services.”

Also, no advance payment will be allowed
in instances where cancellation fees may be
incurred. Time limitation on the obligation
of funds is restricted to a Member’s six-year
term of office and a Committee’s biennial
funding period, or for Officers of the Senate,
the term of a Congress.

——————

COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH TO
GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, earlier
this month, the Brady Center to Pre-
vent Gun Violence released a report,
“Exporting Gun Violence,” that docu-
ments how Mexican drug gangs are ex-
ploiting weak U.S. gun laws and cor-
rupt gun sellers in the U.S. to amass
arsenals of high powered guns. These
guns have been used to kill thousands
in Mexico and pose an increasingly
grave security threat to both Mexico
and the United States.

Mexican law enforcement officials
are increasingly being outgunned by
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drug gangs bearing military-style as-
sault weapons, .50 caliber sniper rifles
and other high powered weapons that
originate from the United States. Ac-
cording to the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms and Explosives, ATF,
more than 7,770 guns recovered from
crime scenes in Mexico were traced
back to gun dealers in the U.S. during
2008, up from 3,300 in 2007. The ATF has
warned that an ‘‘iron river of guns is
streaming across the border at such a
pace that some are being recovered in
Mexico within days after their pur-
chase in the U.S.”

According to the U.S. Department of
State’s latest International Narcotics
Control Strategy report, “U.S.-pur-
chased or stolen firearms account for
an estimated 95 percent of Mexico’s
drug related killings.” Unlike Mexico’s
tougher gun laws, unlicensed sellers in
the U.S. are allowed to sell guns with-
out a background check, civilians are
permitted to purchase military-style
assault weapons, and there are no lim-
its on the quantity of guns that can be
sold at any given time. In the U.S., a
trafficker can purchase as many guns
they want from an unlicensed seller, no
questions asked.

On March 17, 2009, both ADM James
Stavridis, commander of the U.S.
Southern Command, and GEN Gene
Renaurt, commander of the U.S. North-
ern Command, testified during a Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee hear-
ing, which I chaired, that the large
flow of guns into Mexico and Central
America from the U.S. is having a de-
stabilizing impact in those countries.
Many believe this destabilization could
pose a significant national security
threat to the U.S. According to the re-
port, Mexican Attorney General Me-
dina Mora has stated that, before the
assault weapons ban in the U.S. was al-
lowed to expire, only 21 percent of the
weapons seized from traffickers were
assault rifles, while today, it is more
than half.

President Obama has called for a
comprehensive approach to the grow-
ing level of violence in Mexico. How-
ever, unless existing gun laws are
strengthened, drug cartels and crimi-
nals in Mexico and the United States
will continue to build their arsenals.
We must act to close the gun show
loophole, reinstate the assault weapons
ban and enact other commonsense gun
safety legislation.

——

OMNIBUS PUBLIC LANDS ACT

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I was
pleased to attend today’s Presidential
signing ceremony for the Omnibus Pub-
lic Lands Management Act of 2009, H.R.
146. In signing the act into law, Presi-
dent Obama underscored the Nation’s
commitment to serve as a responsible
steward of our public lands and cul-
tural and natural resources.

As a bipartisan package of more than
160 individual bills, the enactment of
this act culminates many hours of con-
gressional hearings, deliberation, and
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debate. As the former chairman of the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Subcommittee on National Parks, I
was proud to have chaired hearings on
individual measures in the act and to
have worked with my colleagues in the
House and Senate to put together a
public lands package that confirms our
Nation’s desire to ensure that future
generations will enjoy and benefit from
the preservation of natural resources
and historic sites.

I join those who have praised this
momentous act for setting aside more
than 2 million acres of land as pro-
tected wilderness and more than 1,000
miles of wild and scenic rivers. It is im-
portant to note that this act also is in-
valuable in protecting, preserving, and
memorializing our country’s cultural
heritage and natural resources. This
act contains four provisions that I
sponsored during the 110th Congress
which acknowledge the historical con-
tributions made by Native Hawaiians
as well as the need to preserve Hawaii’s
unique heritage and biodiversity for fu-
ture generations: H.R. 3332, the
Kalaupapa Memorial Act; S. 1728, the
Na Hoa Pili O Kaloko-Honokohau Advi-
sory Commission Reauthorization Act;
S. 2220, the Outdoor Recreation Act of
1963 Amendments Act; and S. 320, the
Paleontological Resource Preservation
Act, which preserves fossils across the
Nation. In addition, it includes a bill
that I cosponsored, S. 1680, the Izembek
and Alaska Peninsula Refuge Enhance-
ment Act of 2008, which addresses the
needs of a rural and indigenous Alaska
Native community.

Section 7108 authorizes a memorial
to be established at Kalaupapa Na-
tional Historical Park, which is located
on a remote peninsula on the island of
Molokai. This long overdue memorial
will honor and perpetuate the memory
of those Hansen’s disease patients who
were forcibly relocated to the
Kalaupapa community, many of whom
were buried with no marked grave.
This measure authorizes a nonprofit
organization, Ka ‘Ohana O Kalaupapa,
consisting of the remaining Kalaupapa
residents and the family and friends of
current and past residents, to establish
a memorial at a suitable location in
the Park for the 8,000 residents who
lived at the Kalaupapa and Kalawao
communities. This monument empow-
ers the people of Kalaupapa to share
their story and the lessons learned as
the community came together to over-
come their hardships. Previously only
recognized as a place of isolation, this
monument will transform Kalaupapa
into a place of healing, education, and
contemplation connecting families to
their ancestors.

The Na Hoa Pili O Kaloko-
Honokohau Advisory Commission Re-
authorization Act, section 7401, extends
the authorization for the National
Park’s advisory commission through
2018. Liocated on the western coast of
the island of Hawaii, Kaloko-
Honokohau National Historical Park
was established in 1978 to provide for
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the preservation, interpretation, and
perpetuation of the Park’s cultural and
natural features. The Advisory Com-
mission has played an integral role in
advising the National Park Service to
provide for the education, enjoyment,
and appreciation of traditional Native
Hawaiian activities and culture within
the Park.

The Kaloko-Honokohau Park is a
unique part of the Hawaii National
Park System as it is home to two types
of fish ponds, as well as the ‘Ai ‘opio
fish trap, a 1.7-acre pond comprised of a
manmade stone and coral wall along
the naturally curving shoreline. These
are treasured sites not only from a cul-
tural stand point demonstrating the in-
genuity of Native Hawaiians in engi-
neering these fishponds but also from a
resource management perspective on
how in the 21st century we can utilize
such traditional knowledge to enhance
our understanding and shape our man-
agement practices today.

Recognizing the importance of the
‘Ai ‘opio fish trap, in 2008 the National
Park Service Save America’s Treasure
program awarded a $350,000 grant to
Project Ola ‘Ai ‘opio, a Park Service
initiative to restore the fish trap.
Ocean waves and erosion have endan-
gered the structural integrity of the
trap and the grant will be used to me-
thodically stabilize the Kkuapa—fish
trap walls—over a 12-month period.
This award not only aids in preserva-
tion of the fish trap but also ensures
that visitors will be able to appreciate
Hawaii’s unique historical and cultural
heritage into the future.

Section 13006 of the act contains my
bill to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 2008 through 2017 in the
amount of $6 million for the operation
and maintenance of the National Trop-
ical Botanical Garden. A congressional
charter established the National Trop-
ical Botanical Garden in 1964 to foster
horticultural research, education, and
plant preservation. This authorization
enables the National Tropical Botan-
ical Garden to meet its Federal man-
date and preserve unique species found
only in Hawaii for the benefit of future
generations. The National Tropical Bo-
tanical Garden has proven itself to be a
significant national and international
resource. The tranquil beauty offered
by its gardens, collection of rare and
endangered plant life, focused library
and herbarium collections, scientific
research, conservation initiatives, and
education programs have all benefited
the United States.

The National Tropical Botanical Gar-
den is expressly mandated to foster and
encourage research of tropical flora in
agriculture, forestry, horticulture,
medicine, and other sciences for the
benefit of all the people in the United
States. It is a national resource for bio-
logical science. Most recently, in 2008,
it discovered Bilirubin, an animal pig-
ment, in plants. This important dis-
covery documented for the first time
that an animal pigment is naturally
occurring in the seed of the white bird
of paradise tree.
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The National Tropical Botanical Gar-
den is a national resource for education
and career development. Over four dec-
ades, it has developed a full spectrum
of educational offerings that provide
opportunities for the next generation
of scientists. Over 5,000 school-aged
children are educated each year in con-
servation principles and practices. The
Horticultural Internship Program
trains undergraduates in horticulture,
botany, and conservation.

In addition, the National Tropical
Botanical Garden is a national re-
source for medical research. Its re-
searchers have developed and hold pat-
ents on a potential anti-HIV drug
called Prostratin that is currently
going through clinical trials and are
also working to find the cause for Alz-
heimer’s and Parkinson’s diseases.
Once a year, it holds a course accred-
ited by the American Medical Associa-
tion that provides 16 credits to medical
professionals in herbal remedies de-
rived from plants. By enacting this
provision into law, I am hopeful that
the National Tropical Botanical Gar-
den will be able to continue with its
important work for years to come.

The Paleontological Resources Pres-
ervation Act, title VI, subtitle D, helps
protect and preserve the Nation’s im-
portant fossil resources that are found
on Federal lands for the benefit of our
citizens. As a matter of clarification,
this bill covers only paleontological re-
mains on Federal lands and in no way
affects archaeological or cultural re-
sources under the Archaeological Re-
sources Protection Act of 1979 or the
Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act.

The provision to preserve paleon-
tological resources, in its original and
amended form, never intended to un-
dermine the current practice of casual
collecting that is being enjoyed on
Federal lands. Notwithstanding the
educational benefits and the major fos-
sil discoveries made by amateur collec-
tors and curio hunters, this title ad-
dresses the increasing problem of in-
tentional fossil theft on Federal lands.
Vertebrate fossils are rare and impor-
tant natural resources that have be-
come increasingly endangered due to
an increase in the illegal collection of
fossil specimens for commercial sale.
Recognizing that there was no unified
policy regarding the treatment of fos-
sils by Federal land management agen-
cies, I worked to include this provision
in the act to help protect and conserve
fossil specimen, a valuable scientific
resource. This act will provide uni-
formity to the patchwork of statutes
and regulations that previously ex-
isted. Further, it will create a com-
prehensive national policy for pre-
serving and managing fossils and other
artifacts found on Federal land, and
will prevent future illegal trade.

Title VI, subtitle E, the Izembek Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge Land Exchange,
addresses the needs of a rural and in-
digenous Alaska Native community.
This subtitle allows developing a road
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that would provide dependable and safe
year-round access for the residents of
King Cove in Alaska to the nearby Cold
Bay Airport. I believe that the 800 resi-
dents of King Cove, most of which are
native Aleut, have an absolute right to
a reliable means of transport that is
accessible under all weather condi-
tions. This provision will help address
many of the community’s safety,
health, and medical concerns. The
United States has a responsibility to
its indigenous people, and I am proud
this provision will enable this commu-
nity and appropriate State and Federal
stakeholders to move forward on this
initiative.

Passage of this act was an extensive,
challenging, but ultimately fulfilling
journey, and I am pleased with today’s
enactment of the Omnibus Public
Lands Management Act of 2009 into
law. I am confident this act will pro-
mote and strengthen opportunities to
preserve Hawaii’s and the Nation’s en-
vironmental and cultural heritage.
This landmark Act will serve as a sta-
ble foundation for us to continue to
build upon.

———

HOUSING AND ECONOMIC
RECOVERY ACT

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to discuss S. 253, a
bill introduced by Senator JOHNNY
ISAKSON to expand the home buyer tax
credit. I support this legislation and
have asked to be added as a cosponsor.

A robust home buyer tax credit will
spur consumer demand and help to stop
the fall in home values, which con-
tinues to affect millions of Americans.
This decline is destroying the savings
and net worth of Americans, whose
homes are their most valuable asset.
Many now have mortgages that exceed
the value of their homes.

The Housing and Economic Recovery
Act of 2008 created a tax credit for
first-time home buyers of $7,500
through June of 2009. However, tax-
payers were required to repay the tax
credit in equal installments over 15
years, which greatly reduced its effec-
tiveness. The 2009 Stimulus bill waived
the repayment requirement for pur-
chases made in 2009, increased the
value of the credit to $8,000, and ex-
tended eligibility for purchases made
through November of 2009.

Further improvements are necessary,
in my judgement, to bring about a re-
covery in the housing market that will
ultimately contribute to the turn-
around of the broader economy. First,
S. 253 would increase the value of the
credit to 10 percent of the home price
capped at 3.5 percent of Federal Hous-
ing Administration loan limits. These
limits are geographically dependent
and would yield a credit ranging be-
tween approximately  $10,000 and
$22,000.

Second, S. 2563 would make the home
buyer tax credit available to any indi-
vidual who purchases a home, not just
first-time home buyers. Doing so would
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stimulate demand for the entire range
of homes on the market.

Finally, S. 2563 would increase the in-
come eligibility threshold to individ-
uals earning up to $125,000, or $250,000
in the case of a joint return. Currently,
the credit is reduced for individuals
with modified adjusted gross income,
AGI, of more than $75,000—$150,000 for
joint filers—and is zero for those indi-
viduals with modified AGI in excess of
$95,000—$170,000 for joint filers. Again,
doing so would stimulate demand for
the entire range of homes on the mar-
ket.

The need for a robust home buyer tax
credit is clear. According to the Na-
tional Association of Realtors, pending
home sales hit a record low in January
2009. The pending home sales index,
which measures the number of sales
contracts signed each month, fell 7.7
percent to 80.4, the lowest mark since
2001 when tracking began.

At the same time, the housing afford-
ability index rose 13.6 percentage
points to a record high of 166.8. A value
of 100 means that a family with the
country’s median income has exactly
enough income to qualify for a mort-
gage on a median-priced existing sin-
gle-family home. The higher the index,
the better housing affordability is for
buyers.

These two figures, taken together,
demonstrate that a robust home buyer
tax credit is needed to spur demand
from Americans that are hesitant to
buy homes for fear that prices will not
stabilize.

———

IDAHOANS SPEAK OUT ON HIGH
ENERGY PRICES

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, in mid-
June, I asked Idahoans to share with
me how high energy prices are affect-
ing their lives, and they responded by
the hundreds. The stories, numbering
well over 1,200, are heartbreaking and
touching. While energy prices have
dropped in recent weeks, the concerns
expressed remain very relevant. To re-
spect the efforts of those who took the
opportunity to share their thoughts, I
am submitting every e-mail sent to me
through an address set up specifically
for this purpose to the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. This is not an issue that will
be easily resolved, but it is one that de-
serves immediate and serious atten-
tion, and Idahoans deserve to be heard.
Their stories not only detail their
struggles to meet everyday expenses,
but also have suggestions and rec-
ommendations as to what Congress can
do now to tackle this problem and find
solutions that last beyond today. I ask
unanimous consent to have today’s let-
ters printed in the RECORD.

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

The rising cost of fuel along with the slow-
down of the housing industry has had a big
effect on my family. My husband is a resi-
dential contractor who builds homes all over
the valley. There are days when he spends
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more time in his vehicle than at the office.
With the housing market slump plus the ris-
ing cost of gas we have already had to take
pay cuts which will now put us in jeopardy of
being able to pay all of our bills. We have
also reduced the comfort level (temperature)
of our home so that we can continue to pay
our electricity and natural gas bills.

The most difficult thing I encounter is to
my weekly trips to the grocery store. We
have four growing children and it is not
cheap to feed them and ourselves. Each week
I purchase fewer groceries, yet my food bill
does not diminish. Because of the interest in
bio-fuels, essentials like vegetable oil, flour,
and wheat are skyrocketing. The cost of veg-
etable oil has more than doubled in the last
six months.

My biggest source of frustration is the lack
of action the government is taking. It upsets
me to no end that as a nation we are paying
trillions of dollars every year for oil to na-
tions that would very much like to destroy
us. I believe that other methods for fuel need
to be looked into, but first we need to be
independent from outside oil. Let’s use our
resources and pay Americans to find, drill,
and to refine our own oil! Let’s help our
economy by keeping the trillions of dollars
we are pouring into the Middle East inside
our own country. Not only would we keep
our money here, but we could employ thou-
sands of Americans as well. I feel like the
leaders of this nation have lost sight of what
is important to the people. Get rid of the
laws that are restricting our prosperity, re-
member that the well being of human beings
is more important than animals, fish, bugs
etc. and accomplish something that will
bring relief to hard working families.

Thank you for your time and for this op-
portunity to express my feelings and con-
cerns. I have felt so powerless for so long
when it comes to what is happening in this
world, and I have prayed to know how I can
make a difference. I hope that this will help
you and that it will be an answer to my
prayers as well. I appreciate the service you
give to our State and Country.

SARAH, Meridian.

Like all Americans I am disturbed by the
current state of affairs in this country that
are due to energy costs. There are a number
of things I believe the federal government
can do to either ease the burden in the short
term, or to urge the country forward to a
much more independent state.

Short term suggestions:

Let us allow oil exploration in the cur-
rently prohibited coastal areas, the Alaska
National Wildlife Refuge, the Rocky Moun-
tains etc. A policy which ensures reasonable
protections for the environment yet provides
the energy the American people need, cannot
be beyond the capacity of Congress to de-
velop.

Encourage President Bush to direct all Ex-
ecutive Agencies to allow work shifts of four
10 hour days per week, for as many employ-
ees as possible. He and Congress should fur-
ther encourage all employers in this country
to do the same where possible. A 20% reduc-
tion in commuting fuel use for employees
will help not only them, but reduce conges-
tion, and therefore fuel use, for everyone else
as well. Those employers who can shut down
their operation for a day per week as well,
will save substantially in overhead energy
costs. If it is possible to implement an incen-
tive for employers to do this the federal gov-
ernment should provide one.

Longer term suggestions:

The US Postal Service has a very large
fleet of vehicles which would benefit from re-
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generative braking systems. I'm specifically
speaking of the Grumman Long Life Vehicles
(LLV’s). They are on the road six days a
week, for a substantial portion of the day,
and spend the majority of that day stopping
and going repeatedly. Eaton Corporation is
currently in partnership with Peterbuilt to
produce garbage trucks with hydraulic re-
generative braking systems (http:/
WWW.greencarcongress.com/2004/10/

eaton and peter.html). A group from UCLA
has made substantial progress in using com-
pressed air as a storage medium in passenger
cars. As the USPS LLVs are all basically the
same, a system could be retrofitted to them
at a reasonable cost, and it would substan-
tially lessen their fuel consumption. The
Eaton system is designed for trucks in excess
of 7000 pounds, and UCLA’s system is not
fully flushed out at this time. Nevertheless,
I see this as an area the federal government
can take the lead in, assisting in the proving
of the technology, and in getting to the nec-
essary economy of scale needed to bring
these systems into the mainstream. I believe
the USPS will be able to break even on the
investment in a short enough period of time
to make this viable.

The fleet of vehicles used by most govern-
ment agencies is diverse. Including a choice
for full electric vehicles is appropriate.
While clearly a BLM ranger in Idaho won’t
be able to function with an electric car with
a 100 mile range, I'm sure there are a number
of applications for that same vehicle in the
DC area. GSA’s vehicle contracts should
bring these vehicles into being within a few
years.

We have the Renewable Fuels Standard
(RFS), law on the books now, but it is not as
good a law as it should be. It is written to re-
ward industry for per gallon production of
biofuels. The easiest fuel for them to produce
is ethanol, which has about half the energy
of gasoline, cannot be run in unmodified en-
gines, and has such an affinity for water that
we cannot use the existing fuel pipelines to
transport it. (It absorbs any water it encoun-
ters so it must be reprocessed to remove that
water.) This law should be modified to re-
ward industry for the production of readily
usable fuels, and do so on a gasoline energy
equivalency scale. This will encourage more
production of biodiesel, and butanol. Butanol
is a 4 carbon alcohol (ethanol has two carbon
atoms), it can be run in unmodified engines
in much higher concentrations than ethanol,
it is energy density is close to that of gaso-
line and it has nowhere near the affinity for
water that ethanol has. Biodiesel is roughly
equal to petroleum based diesel in energy,
and requires very little if any modification
of standard engines.

My understanding is that part of our gaso-
line price problem is due to the limited num-
ber of refineries in this country. Further the
o0il companies are not building new ones due
to the onerous environmental regulations
which apply to new facilities. (The older ones
being grandfathered in with lower require-
ments.) I'm having difficulty separating the
truth from the propaganda on this issue. If
the preceding statements are indeed correct,
we need to reevaluate the standards which a
refinery must meet, and produce legislation
which encourages the creation of new facili-
ties. As an example, allow one refinery to be
built which meets a lower pollution standard
for each two new ones which meet the cur-
rent requirements. Or allow a new refinery
to meet lower standards for the first three
years of operation, before it must be brought
up to the higher standard. Or allow a new re-
finery to meet the lower standards, but re-
quire it only be built in areas which can tol-
erate the impact more readily.
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The Federal Government needs to initiate
an effort on par with the Apollo program or
the Manhattan Project to relieve us from de-
pendence on foreign oil. We need research
into better batteries, capacitors with higher
energy density, hydrogen storage systems
with higher energy density, more efficient
solar cells, inexpensive cellulase enzyme pro-
duction, and other technologies which will
allow this country to declare our independ-
ence again. I wouldn’t mind if the financing
came by reducing the foreign aid to coun-
tries which are not acting as our friends at
this time. I sincerely hope that you, and
your fellow Senators and Congressmen can
help move the country forward from this un-
tenable state,

STEVE, Boise.

With the higher energy prices, we are allo-
cating more money for fuel and less to other
items which in the long run will slow dif-
ferent parts of the economy...we have less
money to use on discretionary items. We are
becoming part of a nation that will only be
able to work and will no longer be able to
enjoy any free time to vacation or buy need-
ed things that wear out because we cannot
afford them. Only work and work—nothing
else.

(1) I am for opening all aspects of drilling
and we have the technology and expertise to
drill responsibly. Drill offshore and open all
venues to drill for the oil we have.

(2) Suspend production of different blends
of fuel, one blend with different octane rat-
ings for gas will free up production. Pick a
blend and stay with it throughout the U.S.

(3) Streamline in months not years the ap-
plication process for nuclear plants.

(4) This should be #1...remove all fuels and
food products from the hands of big specu-
lators. These were developed to hedge farm,
and oil field production, let us get it back
that way and smaller speculators can still
supply liquidity to the market.

(5) If #4 does not work, then have safety
valves by government intervention in order
to keep undue hardship from befalling most
Americans from high food and fuel prices?

(6) Urge Mr. Bernanke to raise interest
rates to strengthen the dollar.

(7) Use monies sent overseas to other coun-
tries to pay off national debt to strengthen
dollar.

(8) Raise taxes on people making over
$200,000 to help pay off national debt to
strengthen dollar. We paid it off once. Let us
do it again the same way. No need to re-in-
vent the wheel; just get it done!

(9) Quit [partisan] bickering. These policies
can help everyone; poverty knows no party.
We need solutions and we need them now!

(10) Hefty windfall profits tax to companies
that are exploiting us and jail time to the
people that are making large profits from
things that are necessities of life. Some are
not eating, some are not heating their
homes, some are dying because of it. Shame
on them, and our seniors who are lifelong
taxpayers are being shunned and left to die.

JIMMY.

I am a large fish farmer from the Magic
Valley. Our energy costs have escalated over
the past few years and unfortunately we deal
with very perishable food. Our trout must be
shipped directly to buyers without changing
hands so we must cope with the huge cost of
fresh transport across the nation. Idaho is a
fabulous place to live and what makes it so
nice are the wide open spaces between us all.
So, just like having to send fish in a hurry,
the citizens of Idaho must travel large dis-
tances. I grew up in Iowa, and there is a town
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every five to ten miles. Here we must travel
sometimes 50 to 80 miles between towns.
Sometimes farther to purchase items from
larger cities.

I think it is wise to look at the bigger pic-
ture and try to figure out where we can save
fuel and where we cannot. I think that ship-
ping products by rail is one very, very effi-
cient way to use fuel. Unfortunately for
most shippers the slow movement of prod-
ucts by rail discourages most of us from
using this efficient means of transportation.
If our government provided railroads with
the funds needed to improve their infrastruc-
ture by double, triple, or even quadruple
tracking the most efficient corridors, we
may divert the thousands of inefficient
trucks from using so much diesel fuel. It is
possible to move products by rail nearly as
fast as trucks can. This may in turn reduce
demand and thus reduce the cost of fuel for
the average citizens of Idaho.

DIRK.

I think that the oil companies should in-
crease the production because it is putting
our nation’s truck drivers out of business
and without truck drivers who will carry our
freight.

CHARLIE, Boise.

I am from Burley, but am presently teach-
ing English in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. I am
sure you know that these gasoline prices
Americans are now paying have been this
high, or generally, much higher, in Europe,
Asia, and Africa. We Americans do not have
any room to whine, but rather we simply
need to learn how to cope, like the rest of
the world. Gas is ten bucks a gallon in the
UK. Thailand is around the same, as is
Japan. I say let us Americans experience
what the rest of the world has been experi-
encing for many years.

BOB.

I am a retired federal employee, after 40
years of federal service as an air traffic con-
troller, and six years military. I feel I have
a voice as to what should happen in my re-
tirement. My fuel costs have now exceed my
food costs, which means less food. Having a
small retirement fixed income means sac-
rifices in food, medical treatment, and other
necessary expenses. The irony of it all is it is
not necessary. Stop China’s offshore drilling
into our oil, authorize ANWR, stop exporting
our Alaskan oil, listen intently to the Gov-
ernor of Alaska and her solutions for some of
our energy problems. Get all of our alter-
native energy systems up and running now,
not next year, now. Just because other gov-
ernments have failed, is it just fashionable
that we should cause ours to fail??? Also, we
as a people should be very embarrassed, with
the way we have conducted our political fi-
asco the last few months. It has been a total
disgrace.

GENE.

I am sending you this email in response to
your questions on how energy prices are af-
fecting me. I have a family of eight. We can-
not downsize to a more fuel-efficient vehicle.
We will have driven about 5,000 miles this
summer just for family vacation, family re-
unions, and church camps. That is about
$1,300 in gas, assuming it averages $4.00 per
gallon. In addition, we are the kids’ taxi for
soccer, piano, guitar, dance, scouts, and
other activities. Rising energy prices are
causing a noticeable rise in the food prices
for a family of 8. I am also a small business
owner struggling to keep my business going.
I have to travel. Airplane and rental car
prices have gone up noticeably.

To address this issue, I think first priority
is to increase drilling in the Gulf and ANWR
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and build new domestic refineries. We know
how to do that—we can do it relatively
quickly. Once our foreign oil sources see that
we are serious about domestic production,
they will lower the prices to get us to forget
about it and be complacent again. It will be
a few years before our new oil rigs and refin-
eries come online but the message to the
world will be clear. Do not let the govern-
ment impact big oil with extra taxes or lim-
its. Nuclear and other alternative energy
sources are good but will take too long to
come online and have an impact. But we
need to foster companies to develop those
sources. Conservation by getting people to
change their behavior is impractical and
temporary. Conservation by developing new
technologies will help our energy situation. I
am helping develop technology with a client,
Green Plug (www.greenplug.us), that will
conserve electrical energy. In summary, let
big o0il and other energy companies flourish.
Let capitalism work its wonders.
GARY, Boise.

My husband and I returned from Arizona
yesterday, after being away from home for
six weeks. The reason that we went to Ari-
zona was to visit the Mayo Clinic, since the
ailment my husband had was unable to be
treated here. We are blessed to have family
in the Phoenix area, so we were able to stay
with them. The very big expense was the
price we had to pay for fuel going and com-
ing back. We live in McCall, and any time we
need to see a specialist we have to drive to
Boise which is a 100 miles away. Again the
price of gas is choking us. It is sad to know
that we have oil available in this country,
but that Congress does everything to stop us
from getting it. We listened to President
Bush’s speech today, and agree whole-
heartedly with what he said. Our view is also
that we need to develop nuclear power, and
any other means of keeping this country self
reliant.

LOUISE, McCall.

I am writing concerning the high cost of
fuel, and in hopes that you and your fellow
Senators will act and do something to give
us relief. My husband and I own a small busi-
ness doing demolition and excavation. We
own one tractor truck and several pieces of
heavy equipment. We are a ‘‘one-man’’ oper-
ation. Just the other day we paid $4.34 a gal-
lon for off-road diesel. On road diesel is even
higher. It takes almost $1,000 to fill the
tanks on the truck. Because of the slowdown
in the building market around here, jobs are
hard to come by. We can only afford to raise
our rates so much—then we lose the business
all together.

On a different note, my mother and sister
have both been unemployed for a few
months. They both just got jobs in another
city about 15 miles away. They both get paid
$9.00 an hour and work about 30 hours a
week. We are very excited that they are now
able to stop receiving government aid. How-
ever, with the price of gasoline over $4 a gal-
lon in the end they will hardly make enough
to pay their rent and other bills. (They work
in different places doing one-on-one care for
special needs children and are unable to car-
pool either.) This, to me, is a sad state of af-
fairs when people should be excited about
supporting themselves, but are still unsure
of whether they can.

I grew up in Texas during the oil boom in
the 80s. Drilling for oil there did not hurt
anyone I knew. I am sure that technologies
have improved over the past two decades, so
any environmental concerns should be taken
care of. I do not understand why we are not
taking advantage of the resources we have in
our own country to provide for ourselves as
well as provide much needed jobs for our
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citizens. Please lift the ban on off-shore ex-
ploration, oils shale production, and drilling
in ANWR. Also, has the idea of suspending
the federal fuel tax for period of time been
dismissed? This would provide immediate
short-term relief. Please encourage your
counterparts to consider the working class of
America. We need a break!
SHELLI.

I am very concerned about ever-increasing
energy costs. I completely agree with your
policy of searching for alternative sources of
energy. Also, [I am concerned that Congress
is out of touch with regular Americans]
Please talk to your peers about doing what-
ever it takes to get things going on alter-
native means of energy and increasing explo-
ration and refining facilities for oil.

ROBERTO, Payette.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES DURING
ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of March 26, 2009, the fol-
lowing reports of committees were sub-
mitted on March 27, 2009:

By Mr. CONRAD, from the Committee on
the Budget, without amendment:

S. Con. Res. 13. An original concurrent res-
olution setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2010, revising the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2009, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS DURING
ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

On March 27, 2009, under the author-
ity of the order of the Senate of March
26, 2009, the following concurrent reso-
lutions and Senate resolutions were
read, and referred (or acted upon), as
indicated:

By Mr. CONRAD:

S. Con. Res. 13. An original concurrent res-
olution setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2010, revising the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2009, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; from the Com-
mittee on the Budget; placed on the cal-
endar.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr. BAU-
cUs, and Mr. BEGICH):

S. 734. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the capacity of the
Department of Veterans Affairs to recruit
and retain physicians in Health Professional
Shortage Areas and to improve the provision
of health care to veterans in rural areas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr.
GRASSLEY):

S. 735. A bill to ensure States receive adop-
tion payments for fiscal year 2008 in accord-
ance with the Fostering Connections to Suc-
cess and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008; to
the Committee on Finance.
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By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr.
VOINOVICH):

S. 736. A bill to provide for improvements
in the Federal hiring process and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr.
UpALL of Colorado):

S. 737. A bill to amend the Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act of 2007 to author-
ize the Secretary of Energy to conduct re-
search, development, and demonstration to
make biofuels more compatible with small
nonroad engines, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr.
BOND, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. ROBERTS):

S. 738. A bill to amend the Consumer Cred-
it Protection Act to assure meaningful dis-
closures of the terms of rental-purchase
agreements, including disclosures of all costs
to consumers under such agreements, to pro-
vide certain substantive rights to consumers
under such agreements, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself
and Ms. LANDRIEU):

S. 739. A bill to require the Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission to study drywall im-
ported from China in 2004 through 2007, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 740. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the homebuyer
tax credit, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. T41. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to impose a flat tax only on
individual taxable earned income and busi-
ness taxable income, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr.
ISAKSON, and Mr. PRYOR):

S. 742. A bill to expand the boundary of the
Jimmy Carter National Historic Site in the
State of Georgia, to redesignate the unit as
a National Historical Park, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico:

S. 743. A bill to require air carriers to pro-
vide training for flight attendants and gate
attendants regarding serving alcohol, recog-
nizing intoxicated passengers, and dealing
with disruptive passengers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

—————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mrs. BOXER,
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. HATCH, Mrs.
SHAHEEN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. WICKER,
Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. COCHRAN):

S. Res. 89. A resolution expressing support
for designation of a ‘“Welcome Home Viet-
nam Veterans Day’’; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. DoDD, Mr. MENENDEZ, and
Mr. NELSON of Florida):

S. Res. 90. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate regarding the Fifth Sum-
mit of the Americas, held in Port of Spain,
Trinidad and Tobago, April 17, 18, and 19,
2009; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself
and Ms. LANDRIEU):
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S. Res. 91. A resolution calling on the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, and the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to take ac-
tion on issues relating to drywall imported
from China; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself and Mr.
BARRASSO):

S. Con. Res. 14. A concurrent resolution
supporting the Local Radio Freedom Act; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 42

At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 42, a bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to preserve and
protect Social Security benefits of
American workers and to help ensure
greater congressional oversight of the
Social Security system by requiring
that both Houses of Congress approve a
totalization agreement before the
agreement, giving foreign workers So-
cial Security benefits, can go into ef-
fect.

S. 146

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE) was withdrawn as a co-
sponsor of S. 146, a bill to amend the
Federal antitrust laws to provide ex-
panded coverage and to eliminate ex-
emptions from such laws that are con-
trary to the public interest with re-
spect to railroads.

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Montana (Mr.
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
146, supra.

S. 148

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 148, a bill to restore the rule that
agreements between manufacturers
and retailers, distributors, or whole-
salers to set the minimum price below
which the manufacturer’s product or
service cannot be sold violates the
Sherman Act.

S. 253

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2563, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the appli-
cation of the homebuyer credit, and for
other purposes.

S. 254

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 254, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
the coverage of home infusion therapy
under the Medicare Program.

S. 3712

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 372, a bill to amend chapter 23 of
title 5, United States Code, to clarify
the disclosures of information pro-
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tected from prohibited personnel prac-
tices, require a statement in nondisclo-
sure policies, forms, and agreements
that such policies, forms, and agree-
ments conform with certain disclosure
protections, provide certain authority
for the Special Counsel, and for other
purposes.
S. 388
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WEBB) was added as a cosponsor of S.
388, a bill to extend the termination
date for the exemption of returning
workers from the numerical limita-
tions for temporary workers.
S. 414
At the request of Mr. DoDD, the name
of the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
UbpALL) was added as a cosponsor of S.
414, a bill to amend the Consumer Cred-
it Protection Act, to ban abusive credit
practices, enhance consumer disclo-
sures, protect underage consumers, and
for other purposes.
S. 423
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the Senator from
North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 423, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
authorize advance appropriations for
certain medical care accounts of the
Department of Veterans Affairs by pro-
viding two-fiscal year budget author-
ity, and for other purposes.
S. 428
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) was withdrawn as a co-
sponsor of S. 428, a bill to allow travel
between the United States and Cuba.
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO), the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) and the Senator from
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added
as cosponsors of S. 428, supra.
S. 448
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added
as cosponsors of S. 448, a bill to main-
tain the free flow of information to the
public by providing conditions for the
federally compelled disclosure of infor-
mation by certain persons connected
with the news media.
S. 455
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
455, a bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in recogni-
tion of 5 United States Army Five-Star
Generals, George Marshall, Douglas
MacArthur, Dwight Eisenhower, Henry
“Hap’” Arnold, and Omar Bradley,
alumni of the United States Army
Command and General Staff College,
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to coincide
with the celebration of the 132nd Anni-
versary of the founding of the United
States Army Command and General
Staff College.
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S. 469
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
469, a bill to amend chapter 83 of title
5, United States Code, to modify the
computation for part-time service
under the Civil Service Retirement
System.
S. 473
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. BURRIS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 473, a bill to establish
the Senator Paul Simon Study Abroad
Foundation.
S. 475
At the request of Mr. BURR, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. BEGICH) were added as cosponsors
of S. 475, a bill to amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to
guarantee the equity of spouses of mili-
tary personnel with regard to matters
of residency, and for other purposes.
S. 478
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 478, a bill to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act to ensure
the right of employees to a secret-bal-
lot election conducted by the National
Labor Relations Board.
S. 486
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DopD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 486, a bill to achieve access to com-
prehensive primary health care serv-
ices for all Americans and to reform
the organization of primary care deliv-
ery through an expansion of the Com-
munity Health Center and National
Health Service Corps programs.
S. 496
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the
names of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) were
added as cosponsors of S. 496, a bill to
provide duty-free treatment for certain
goods from designated Reconstruction
Opportunity Zones in Afghanistan and
Pakistan, and for other purposes.
S. 503
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 503, a bill to authorize the ex-
ploration, leasing, development, and
production of oil and gas in and from
the western portion of the Coastal
Plain of the State of Alaska without
surface occupancy, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 511
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
511, a bill to amend part B of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for an exemption of pharmacies
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and pharmacists from certain Medicare
accreditation requirements in the same
manner as such exemption applies to
certain professionals.
S. 535
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the names of the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WEBB) and the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. KAUFMAN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 535, a bill to amend
title 10, United States Code, to repeal
requirement for reduction of survivor
annuities under the Survivor Benefit
Plan by veterans’ dependency and in-
demnity compensation, and for other
purposes.
S. 599
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
599, a bill to amend chapter 81 of title
5, United States Code, to create a pre-
sumption that a disability or death of
a Federal employee in fire protection
activities caused by any certain dis-
eases is the result of the performance
of such employee’s duty.
S. 614
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. CORNYN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 614, a bill to award a

Congressional Gold Medal to the
Women Airforce Service Pilots
(“WASP”).

S. 632

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 632, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to require
that the payment of the manufactur-
ers’ excise tax on recreational equip-
ment be paid quarterly.

S. 643

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 643, a bill to amend title I of
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974, title XXVII of the
Public Health Service Act, and the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to prohibit
preexisting condition exclusions for
children in group health plans and
health insurance coverage in the group
and individual markets.

S. 651

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 6561, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to im-
pose an excise tax on excessive bonuses
paid by, and received from, companies
receiving Federal emergency economic
assistance, to limit the amount of non-
qualified deferred compensation that
employees of such companies may
defer from taxation, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 653

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
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ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
6563, a bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the bicentennial of the
writing of the Star-Spangled Banner,
and for other purposes.

S. 654

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
654, a bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to cover physician
services delivered by podiatric physi-
cians to ensure access by Medicaid
beneficiaries to appropriate quality
foot and ankle care.

S. 677

At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENzI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 677, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to require wealthy
beneficiaries to pay a greater share of
their premiums under the Medicare
prescription drug program.

S. 708

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 708, a bill to express the
policy of the United States regarding
the United States relationship with
Native Hawaiians, to provide a process
for the reorganization of a Native Ha-
waiian government and the recognition
by the United States of the Native Ha-
waiian government, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 14

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
714, a bill to establish the National
Criminal Justice Commission.

At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
BINGAMAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 714, supra.

S. 17

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 717, a bill to modernize cancer
research, increase access to preventa-
tive cancer services, provide cancer
treatment and survivorship initiatives,
and for other purposes.

S. 718

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 718, a bill to amend the Legal
Services Corporation Act to meet spe-
cial needs of eligible clients, provide
for technology grants, improve cor-
porate practices of the Legal Services
Corporation, and for other purposes.

S. 729

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DoODD),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ), the Senator from
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Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. NELSON) and the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE) were added as cosponsors
of S. 729, a bill to amend the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 to permit
States to determine State residency for
higher education purposes and to au-
thorize the cancellation of removal and
adjustment of status of certain alien
students who are long-term TUnited
States residents and who entered the
United States as children, and for
other purposes.
S. CON. RES. 11
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MARTINEZ), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. KAUFMAN), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)
were added as cosponsors of S. Con.
Res. 11, a concurrent resolution con-
demning all forms of anti-Semitism
and reaffirming the support of Con-
gress for the mandate of the Special
Envoy to Monitor and Combat Anti-
Semitism, and for other purposes.
S. RES. 9
At the request of Mr. KAUFMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 9, a resolution commemorating 90
years of U.S.-Polish diplomatic rela-
tions, during which Poland has proven
to be an exceptionally strong partner
to the United States in advancing free-
dom around the world.
S. RES. 20
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MARTINEZ) and the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. KAUFMAN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 20, a resolution cele-
brating the 60th anniversary of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
S. RES. 56
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 56, a resolution urg-
ing the Government of Moldova to en-
sure a fair and democratic election
process for the parliamentary elections
on April 5, 2009.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr.
BAucus, and Mr. BEGICH):

S. 734. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to improve the ca-
pacity of the Department of Veterans
Affairs to recruit and retain physicians
in Health Professional Shortage Areas
and to improve the provision of health
care to veterans in rural areas, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I am
today introducing legislation to make
various improvements to VA rural
health care. I am pleased to be joined
in this effort by Senators MAX BAUCUS
and MARK BEGICH. The legislation is
designed to bring more doctors into
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small communities; promote the use of
volunteer counselors to help with men-
tal health issues; expand telemedicine
services; and create incentives for VA’s
community partners to provide high
quality services to veterans.

As the drawdown of forces in Iraq be-
gins, VA must be prepared to meet the
health care needs of veterans upon
their return.

Many veterans live in small towns
and communities. This includes a large
number of Guard members and Reserv-
ists who have served in such an inte-
gral role in Irag and Afghanistan.
Members of the Guard and Reserve face
challenges that are different than
those faced by their active duty coun-
terparts, who return to military bases
with the support of their unit and pro-
grams geared toward re-acclimating
them to life outside of the combat
zone. When members of the Guard or
Reserves return home, they often are
isolated from their units, leaving them
to reintegrate back into their commu-
nities without a strong VA or DoD
presence or support system.

When health care is needed, a rural
community may not have providers
who offer mental health services, such
as group counseling, and may not be fa-
miliar with treating combat-related
disorders.

I believe strongly that there is an ob-
ligation to care for all veterans in
need, regardless of where they live. We
must ensure that adequate resources
are available to serve those who live in
rural communities, and that VA works
closely with local health care providers
to help meet the need for care. It is
critical that VA reach out to veterans
living in rural communities so that
they receive the care they need. Every
resource must be united in the effort to
care for wounded warriors, whether in
a community hospital or VA clinic.
When there is no VA presence in a com-
munity, VA may need to pay commu-
nity providers for the reasonable costs
of care.

Last month, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs held a hearing on health
care for veterans in rural areas. We
heard from the chief executive officer
of a community hospital, from a
former director of a rural health clinic,
and from outreach organizations who
work to bridge the gap between VA and
community health care systems. These
witnesses testified about how hard it is
for veterans who live in rural areas to
find health care in the communities
where they live, and about how dif-
ficult it is for community hospitals and
clinics to provide quality services with
the limited resources available to
them.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs staff
also conducted an oversight visit to
Hawaii and saw firsthand the needs of
veterans living in rural communities
on the neighbor islands. Many of those
veterans find it hard to access VA
health care because of travel restric-
tions and a shortage of services in their
communities. Committee staff found
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that technology was not being used to
bridge this gap; indeed, the use of tele-
medicine is actually declining in Ha-
waii.

The legislation we are introducing
today would help address the needs of
veterans living in rural communities in
a number of ways.

First, the bill would bring more doc-
tors to targeted communities by repay-
ing their student loans while they
work for VA. Currently, VA’s loan re-
payment program is capped at an
amount that is less than %5 the average
cost of medical school. This bill would
remove the cap, allowing VA to offer
full loan repayment so as to provide a
much more effective recruitment tool.

In addition, this bill would encourage
VA and HHS to use the National
Health Service Corps Scholarship Pro-
gram to recruit physicians for VA fa-
cilities located in underserved areas.
The National Health Service Corps
pays for medical school up front in ex-
change for a doctor’s agreement to
work in an underserved area after grad-
uation.

To address the shortage of mental
health providers in many communities,
this legislation would also allow VA to
shorten the credentialing and privi-
leging process for licensed volunteer
counselors who could provide mental
health services to our veterans.

The legislation would also create a
pilot program to place VA doctors in
community hospitals so as to enable
them to provide more continuous care
for veterans. Under this pilot, VA doc-
tors working in communities without a
VA hospital would be able to follow
their patients when admitted to the
local hospital. Participating VA doc-
tors would earn additional compensa-
tion for assuming these responsibil-
ities, thereby creating financial incen-
tives for doctors to stay within VA.
Since many non-VA hospitals do not
have mental health providers or other
providers experienced in the treatment
of conditions such as post-traumatic
stress disorder that disproportionately
affect veterans, this would also bring
needed expertise into other care com-
munities.

This bill would also allow VA to
monitor the quality of care provided in
non-VA facilities. Currently, there is
no way for VA to do such quality assur-
ance in a systematic way. This bill
would encourage VA’s community
partners to participate in quality pro-
grams like peer review, or to seek ac-
creditation by an outside organization.

This bill also would bring new tech-
nologies to rural communities. By
modifying VA’s internal mechanism for
distributing funds, the legislation
would provide incentives for VA hos-
pitals and clinics to use telehealth
technologies. VA currently bases the
distribution of funds to its facilities on
workload and does not currently count
all telehealth visits in a facility’s
workload. By requiring VA to give hos-
pitals and clinics credit for telehealth
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visits, this bill will promote the nat-

ural expansion of these services to our

veterans.

Finally, for those veterans who must
travel by air to obtain their health
care—because of their health status,
geography or other barriers—this bill
would allow VA to pay beneficiary
travel benefits for airfare to those vet-
erans who cannot afford it. In recogni-
tion of the cost of airfare, a different
income eligibility standard from that
used for ground transportation would
be used in connection with reimburse-
ment of the costs of air travel.

I urge our colleagues to work with
me and the other members of the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee to improve
access to health care for veterans who
live in rural areas.

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 placed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 734

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 ‘“‘Rural Vet-
erans Health Care Access and Quality Act of
2009”°.

SEC. 2. ENHANCEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS EDUCATION DEBT
REDUCTION PROGRAM.

(a) ENHANCED MAXIMUM ANNUAL AMOUNT.—
Paragraph (1) of section 7683(d) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
¢“$44,000 and all that follows through ‘‘fifth
years of participation in the Program’ and
inserting ‘‘the total amount of principle and
interest owed by the participant on loans re-
ferred to in subsection (a)”.

(b) NOTICE TO POTENTIAL EMPLOYEES OF
ELIGIBILITY AND SELECTION FOR PARTICIPA-
TION.—Section 7682 of such title is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(d) NOTICE TO POTENTIAL EMPLOYEES.—In
each offer of employment made by the Sec-
retary to an individual who, upon acceptance
of such offer would be treated as eligible to
participate in the Education Debt Reduction
Program, the Secretary shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, include the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) A notice that the individual will be
treated as eligible to participate in the Edu-
cation Debt Reduction Program upon the in-
dividual’s acceptance of such offer.

‘(2) A notice of the determination of the
Secretary whether or not the individual will
be selected as a participant in the Education
Debt Reduction Program as of the individ-
ual’s acceptance of such offer.”.

(¢) SELECTION OF EMPLOYEES WHO RECEIVE
NOTICE OF SELECTION WITH EMPLOYMENT
OFFER.—Section 7683 of such title is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(e) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.—(1) The
Secretary shall select for participation in
the Education Debt Reduction Program each
individual eligible for participation in the
Education Debt Reduction Program who—

““(A) the Secretary provided notice with an
offer of employment under section 7682(d) of
this title that indicated the individual
would, upon the individual’s acceptance of
such offer of employment, be—

‘‘(i) eligible to participate in the Education
Debt Reduction Program; and
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‘“(ii) selected to participate in the Edu-
cation Debt Reduction Program; and

‘(B) accepts such offer of employment.

‘(2) The Secretary may select for partici-
pation in the Education Debt Reduction Pro-
gram an individual eligible for participation
in the Education Debt Reduction Program
who is not described by subparagraphs (A)
and (B) of paragraph (1).”.

SEC. 3. INCLUSION OF DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS FACILITIES IN LIST
OF FACILITIES ELIGIBLE FOR AS-
SIGNMENT OF PARTICIPANTS IN NA-
TIONAL HEALTH SERVICE CORPS
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
transfer $20,000,000 from accounts of the Vet-
erans Health Administration to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to in-
clude facilities of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs in the list maintained by the
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion of facilities eligible for assignment of
participants in the National Health Service
Corps Scholarship Program.

SEC. 4. OFFICE OF RURAL HEALTH FIVE-YEAR
STRATEGIC PLAN.

(a) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Director of the Office of Rural
Health of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs shall develop a five-year strategic plan
for the Office of Rural Health.

(b) CONTENTS.—The plan required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) Specific goals for the recruitment and
retention of health care personnel in rural
areas, developed in conjunction with the Di-
rector of the Health Care Retention and Re-
cruitment Office of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs.

(2) Specific goals for ensuring the timeli-
ness and quality of health care delivery in
rural communities that are reliant on con-
tract and fee basis care, developed in con-
junction with the Director of the Office of
Quality and Performance of the Department.

(38) Specific goals for the expansion and im-
plementation of telemedicine services in
rural areas, developed in conjunction with
the Director of the Office of Care Coordina-
tion Services of the Department.

(4) Incremental milestones describing spe-
cific actions to be taken for the purpose of
achieving the goals specified under para-
graphs (1) through (3).

SEC. 5. ENHANCEMENT OF VET CENTERS TO
MEET NEEDS OF VETERANS OF OP-
ERATION IRAQI FREEDOM AND OP-
ERATION ENDURING FREEDOM.

(a) VOLUNTEER COUNSELORS.—Subsection
(c) of section 1712A of title 38, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“The Under Secretary’ and
inserting ‘‘(1) The Under Secretary’’;

(2) in paragraph (1), as designated by para-
graph (1), by striking ‘‘, and, in carrying”’
and all that follows through ‘‘screening ac-
tivities”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

“(2) In carrying out this section, the Under
Secretary may utilize the services of the fol-
lowing:

“‘(A) Paraprofessionals, individuals who are
volunteers working without compensation,
and individuals who are veteran-students (as
described in section 3485 of this title) in ini-
tial intake and screening activities.

‘“(B) Eligible volunteer counselors in the
provision of counseling and related mental
health services.

““(3) For purposes of this subsection, an eli-
gible volunteer counselor is an individual—

“(A) who—

‘(1) provides counseling services without
compensation at a center;

‘(i) is a licensed psychologist or social
worker;
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‘‘(iii) has never been named in a mal-
practice action; and

“(iv) has never had, and has no pending,
disciplinary action taken with respect to any
license of the individual in any State; or

‘(B) who is otherwise credentialed and
privileged to perform counseling services by
the Secretary.

‘“(4) Not later than one year after the date
of the enactment of the Rural Veterans
Health Care Access and Quality Act of 2009,
the Secretary shall establish expedited
credentialing and privileging procedures for
eligible volunteer counselors for the provi-
sion of counseling and related mental health
services under this section.

‘() For each application received by the
Secretary for credentialing and privileging
of an eligible volunteer counselor under this
subsection, the Secretary shall complete the
credentialing and privileging process for
such volunteer not later than 60 days after
receiving such application.”.

(b) OUTREACH.—Subsection (e) of such sec-
tion is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“The Secretary’ and insert-
ing ‘“(1) The Secretary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘(2) Each center shall develop an outreach
plan to ensure that the community served by
the center is aware of the services offered by
the center.”.

SEC. 6. TELECONSULTATION AND TELEMEDI-
CINE.

(a) TELECONSULTATION AND TELERETINAL
IMAGING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 17
of title 38, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
“§1709. Teleconsultation and teleretinal im-

aging

‘‘(a) TELECONSULTATION.—(1) The Secretary
shall carry out a program of teleconsultation
for the provision of remote mental health
and traumatic brain injury assessments in
facilities of the Department that are not
otherwise able to provide such assessments
without contracting with third party pro-
viders or reimbursing providers through a fee
basis system.

‘“(2) The Secretary shall, in consultation
with appropriate professional societies, pro-
mulgate technical and clinical care stand-
ards for the use of teleconsultation services
within facilities of the Department.

“(b) TELERETINAL IMAGING.—(1) The Sec-
retary shall carry out a program of teleret-
inal imaging in each Veterans Integrated
Services Network (VISN).

‘(2) In each fiscal year beginning with fis-
cal year 2010 and ending with fiscal year 2015,
the Secretary shall increase the number of
patients enrolled in each teleretinal imaging
program under paragraph (1) by not less than
five percent from the number of patients en-
rolled in each respective program in the pre-
vious fiscal year.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘teleconsultation’ means the
use by a health care specialist of tele-
communications to assist another health
care provider in rendering a diagnosis or
treatment.

‘(2) The term ‘teleretinal imaging’ means
the use by a health care specialist of tele-
communications, digital retinal imaging,
and remote image interpretation to provide
eye care.”’.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of
such title is amended by inserting after the
item related to section 1708 the following
new item:
¢“1709. Teleconsultation and teleretinal imag-

ing.”.

(b) TRAINING IN TELEMEDICINE.—The Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall require each
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Department of Veterans Affairs facility that
is involved in the training of medical resi-
dents to work with each university con-
cerned to develop an elective rotation in
telemedicine for such residents.

(c) ENHANCEMENT OF VERA.—

(1) INCENTIVES FOR PROVISION OF TELECON-
SULTATION, TELERETINAL IMAGING, TELEMEDI-
CINE, AND TELEHEALTH SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall modify the
Veterans Equitable Resource Allocation sys-
tem to provide incentives for the utilization
of teleconsultation, teleretinal imaging,
telemedicine, and telehealth coordination
services.

(2) INCLUSION OF TELEMEDICINE VISITS IN
WORKLOAD REPORTING.—The Secretary shall
modify the Veterans Equitable Resource Al-
location system to require the inclusion of
all telemedicine visits in the calculation of
facility workload.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The terms ‘‘teleconsultation” and
‘“‘teleretinal imaging’® have the meanings
given such terms in section 1720G of title 38,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a).

(2) The term ‘‘telemedicine’” means the use
by a health care provider of telecommuni-
cations to assist in the diagnosis or treat-
ment of a patient’s medical condition.

(3) The term ‘‘telehealth’” means the use of
telecommunications to collect patient data
remotely and send data to a monitoring sta-
tion for interpretation.

SEC. 7. OVERSIGHT OF CONTRACT AND FEE
BASIS CARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter
17 of title 38, United States Code, is amended
by inserting after section 1703 the following
new section:

“§1703A. Oversight of contract and fee basis
care

‘“(a) CONSOLIDATION OF COMMUNITY BASED
OUTPATIENT CLINIC CONTRACTING.—For each
Veterans Integrated Services Network
(VISN), the Secretary shall, acting through
the Under Secretary for Health and to the
maximum extent practicable, negotiate with
each party that has contracts to provide
services at more than one community based
outpatient clinic in such Network to consoli-
date such contracts.

“(b) RURAL OUTREACH COORDINATORS.—The
Secretary shall designate a rural outreach
coordinator at each Department community
based outpatient clinic at which not less
than 50 percent of the veterans enrolled at
such clinic reside in a highly rural area. The
coordinator at a clinic shall be responsible
for coordinating care and collaborating with
community contract and fee basis providers
with respect to the clinic.

“(c) INCENTIVES TO OBTAIN ACCREDITATION
OF MEDICAL PRACTICE.—(1) The Secretary
shall adjust the fee basis compensation of
providers of health care services under the
Department to encourage such providers to
obtain accreditation of their medical prac-
tice from recognized accrediting entities.

‘(2) In making adjustments under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall consider the
increased overhead costs of accreditation de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and the costs of
achieving and maintaining such accredita-
tion.

¢“(d) INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION IN PEER
REVIEW.—(1) The Secretary shall adjust the
fee basis compensation of providers of health
care services under the Department that do
not provide such services as part of a med-
ical practice accredited by a recognized ac-
crediting entity to encourage such providers
to participate in peer review under sub-
section (e).

‘“(2) The Secretary shall provide incentives
under paragraph (1) to a provider of health
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care services under the Department in an
amount equal to the amount the Secretary
would provide to such provider under sub-
section (c) if such provider provided such
services as part of a medical practice accred-
ited by a recognized accrediting entity.

‘“(e) PEER REVIEW.—(1) The Secretary shall
provide for the voluntary peer review of pro-
viders of health care services under the De-
partment who provide such services on a fee
basis as part of a medical practice that is not
accredited by a recognized accrediting enti-
ty.
‘“(2) Bach year, beginning with the first fis-
cal year beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this section, the Chief Quality
and Performance Officer in each Veterans In-
tegrated Services Network (VISN) shall se-
lect a sample of patient records from each
participating provider in the Officer’s Vet-
erans Integrated Services Network to be peer
reviewed by a facility designated under para-
graph (3).

‘“(3) The Chief Quality and Performance Of-
ficer in each Veterans Integrated Services
Network shall designate Department facili-
ties in such network for the peer review of
patient records submitted under this sub-
section.

‘‘(4) Bach year, beginning with the first fis-
cal year beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this section, each provider who
elects to participate in the program shall
submit the patient records selected under
paragraph (2) to a facility selected under
paragraph (3) to be peer reviewed by such fa-
cility.

‘“(5) Each Department facility designated
under paragraph (3) that receives patient
records under paragraph (4) shall—

‘“(A) peer review such records in accord-
ance with policies and procedures estab-
lished by the Secretary:;

‘“(B) ensure that peer reviews are evaluated
by the Peer Review Committee; and

“(C) develop a mechanism for notifying the
Under Secretary for Health of problems iden-
tified through such peer review.

‘“(6) The Under Secretary for Health shall
develop a mechanism by which the use of fee
basis providers of health care are terminated
when quality of care concerns are identified.

‘(T The Chief Quality and Performance Of-
ficer in each Veterans Integrated Services
Network shall be responsible for the over-
sight of the program in that network.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of
such title is amended by inserting after the
item related to section 1703 the following
new item:

““1703A. Oversight of contract and fee basis
care.”.
SEC. 8. TRAVEL BENEFITS FOR BENEFICIARIES
IN REMOTE LOCATIONS.

(a) COVERAGE OF COST OF TRANSPORTATION
BY AIR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
111 of title 38, United States Code, is amend-
ed by inserting after the first sentence the
following new sentence: ‘‘Actual necessary
expense of travel includes the reasonable
costs of airfare if travel by air is the only
practical way to reach a Department facil-
ity.”.

(2) ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION BASED ON
MAXIMUM ANNUAL RATE OF PENSION.—Sub-
section (b)(1)(D)(i) of such section is amend-
ed by inserting ‘“‘who is not traveling by air
and” before ‘‘whose annual’’.

(3) DETERMINATION OF PRACTICALITY.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘“(4) In determining for purposes of sub-
section (a) whether travel by air is the only
practical way for a veteran to reach a De-
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partment facility, the Secretary shall con-
sider the medical condition of the veteran
and any other impediments to the use of
ground transportation by the veteran.”.

(b) MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT RATE FOR
TRAVEL BY AIR.—Subsection (g)(1) of such
section is amended by inserting after ‘‘is
available)’’ the following: ‘‘or the mileage re-
imbursement rate for airplanes if travel by
airplane is the only practical method of trav-
el”.

SEC. 9. PILOT PROGRAM ON INCENTIVES FOR
PHYSICIANS WHO ASSUME INPA-
TIENT RESPONSIBILITIES AT COM-
MUNITY HOSPITALS IN HEALTH
PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE AREAS.

(a) PiLOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall carry out a
pilot program to assess the feasability and
advisability of each of the following:

(1) The provision of financial incentives to
eligible physicians who obtain and maintain
inpatient privileges at community hospitals
in health professional shortage areas in
order to facilitate the provision by such phy-
sicians of primary care and mental health
services to veterans at such hospitals.

(2) The collection of payments from third-
party providers for care provided by eligible
physicians to non-veterans while discharging
inpatient responsibilities at community hos-
pitals in the course of exercising the privi-
leges described in paragraph (1).

(b) ELIGIBLE PHYSICIANS.—For purposes of
this section, an eligible physician is a pri-
mary care or mental health physician em-
ployed by the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs on a full-time basis.

(c) DURATION OF PROGRAM.—The pilot pro-
gram shall be carried out during the three-
year period beginning on the date of the
commencement of the pilot program.

(d) LOCATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The pilot program shall be
carried out at not less than five community
hospitals in each of not less than two Vet-
erans Integrated Services Networks (VISNs).
The hospitals shall be selected by the Sec-
retary utilizing the results of the survey re-
quired under subsection (e).

(2) QUALIFYING COMMUNITY HOSPITALS.—A
community hospital may be selected by the
Secretary as a location for the pilot program
if—

(A) the hospital is located in a health pro-
fessional shortage area; and

(B) the number of eligible physicians will-
ing to assume inpatient responsibilities at
the hospital (as determined utilizing the re-
sult of the survey) is sufficient for purposes
of the pilot program.

(e) SURVEY OF PHYSICIAN INTEREST IN PAR-
TICIPATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall con-
duct a survey of eligible physicians to deter-
mine the extent of the interest of such physi-
cians in participating in the pilot program.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The survey shall disclose
the type, amount, and nature of the financial
incentives to be provided under subsection
(h) to physicians participating in the pilot
program.

(f) PHYSICIAN PARTICIPATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall select
physicians for participation in the pilot pro-
gram from among eligible physicians who—

(A) express interest in participating in the
pilot program in the survey conducted under
subsection (e);

(B) are in good standing with the Depart-
ment; and

(C) primarily have clinical responsibilities
with the Department.

(2) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participa-
tion in the pilot program shall be voluntary.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
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require a physician working for the Depart-
ment to assume inpatient responsibilities at
a community hospital unless otherwise re-
quired as a term or condition of employment
with the Department.

(g) ASSUMPTION OF INPATIENT PHYSICIAN
RESPONSIBILITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible physician
selected for participation in the pilot pro-
gram shall assume and maintain inpatient
responsibilities, including inpatient respon-
sibilities with respect to non-veterans, at
one or more community hospitals selected
by the Secretary for participation in the
pilot program under subsection (d).

(2) COVERAGE UNDER FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS
AcCT.—If an eligible physician participating
in the pilot program carries out on-call re-
sponsibilities at a community hospital where
privileges to practice at such hospital are
conditioned upon the provision of services to
individuals who are not veterans while the
physician is on call for such hospital, the
provision of such services by the physician
shall be considered an action within the
scope fo the physician’s office or employ-
ment for purposes of chapter 171 of title 28,
United States Code (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Federal Tort Claims Act”’).

(h) COMPENSATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide each eligible physician participating in
the pilot program with such compensation
(including pay and other appropriate com-
pensation) as the Secretary considers appro-
priate to compensate such physician for the
discharge of any inpatient responsibilities by
such physician at a community hospital for
which such physician would not otherwise be
compensated by the Department as a full-
time employee of the Department.

(2) WRITTEN AGREEMENT.—The amount of
any compensation to be provided a physician
under the pilot program shall be specified in
a written agreement entered into by the Sec-
retary and the physician for purposes of the
pilot program.

(3) TREATMENT OF COMPENSATION.—The Sec-
retary shall consult with the Director of the
Office of Personnel Management on the in-
clusion of a provision in the written agree-
ment required under paragraph (2) that de-
scribes the treatment under Federal law of
any compensation provided a physician
under the pilot program, including treat-
ment for purposes of retirement under the
civil service laws.

(i) COLLECTIONS FROM THIRD PARTIES.—In
carrying out the pilot program for the pur-
pose described in subsection (a)(2), the Sec-
retary shall implement a variety and range
of requirements and mechanisms for the col-
lection from third-party payors of amounts
to reimburse the Department for health care
services provided to non-veterans under the
pilot program by eligible physicians dis-
charging inpatient responsibilities under the
pilot program.

(j) INPATIENT RESPONSIBILITIES DEFINED.—
In this section, the term ‘‘inpatient respon-
sibilities’” means on-call responsibilities cus-
tomarily required of a physician by commu-
nity hospital as a condition of granting
privileges to the physician to practice in the
hospital.

(k) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act and an-
nually thereafter, the Secretary shall submit
to Congress a report on the pilot program,
including the following:

(1) The findings of the Secretary with re-
spect to the pilot program.

(2) The number of veterans and non-vet-
erans provided inpatient care by physicians
participating in the pilot program.

(3) The amounts collected and payable
under subsection (i).

(1) HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE AREA
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘health
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professional shortage area’ has the meaning
given the term in section 332(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254e(a)).

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and
Mr. VOINOVICH):

S. 736. A Dbill to provide for improve-
ments in the Federal hiring process
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I
introduce the Federal Hiring Process
Improvement Act to help agencies fix
the broken recruitment and hiring
process in the Federal Government. I
am pleased to be joined by my good
friend Senator VOINOVICH in this effort.

The Federal Government is the larg-
est employer in the U.S., but every day
talented people interested in Federal
service walk away because the hiring
process is longer and more complicated
than that of other employers. Too
many Federal agencies have built
entry barriers for new workers, done
too little to recruit the right can-
didates, and invented an evaluation
process that discourages qualified can-
didates.

In the private sector, many employ-
ers post job vacancies through a vari-
ety of online and other venues and re-
quire only a resume and cover letter to
apply. Applying to the federal govern-
ment should be similarly accessible
and easy. However, agencies often re-
quire substantial essays and other doc-
umentation at the initial application
stage.

Agencies need to adapt, just as the
private sector has, to take advantage
of modern technology to boost recruit-
ment efforts and streamline the hiring
process to make it more user friendly.
Inexpensive outlets such as social net-
working sites offer agencies an oppor-
tunity to expand their profile and post
job opportunities without emptying
their wallets. It is easier than it was in
the past to submit and track applica-
tion materials during the application
process. Agencies should accept can-
didate-friendly applications such as re-
sumes and cover letters for the initial
application and ask for additional in-
formation only as needed. Likewise,
technology makes it possible to pro-
vide automated information to can-
didates, so candidates should receive
timely and informative feedback about
the application process.

Additionally, more employees with
advanced and technical skills are need-
ed in the modern federal workforce, so
more pipelines into colleges and tech-
nical schools need to be developed to
recruit candidates from diverse back-
grounds.

Last year, I chaired a hearing of the
Subcommittee on Oversight of Govern-
ment Management, the Federal Work-
force, and the District of Columbia,
where witnesses testified to the need
for reforms in the hiring process. The
Government Accountability Office tes-
tified to the broad failures of agencies
to address such problems as passive re-
cruitment strategies, unclear job va-
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cancy announcements, and imprecise
candidate assessment tools. Witnesses
testified that young people are greatly
interested in Federal Government serv-
ice, but agencies need to meet them
where they are. Developing broader re-
cruitment strategies, using online re-
sources and streamlining the hiring
process are essential to attracting the
next generation of Federal employees.

In response to the hearing, the Office
of Personnel Management, OPM, devel-
oped the End-to-End Hiring Roadmap
initiative that provides agencies a
streamlined 80-day model from the
time a manager seeks to fill a position
to the time an offer is made. This ini-
tiative addresses strategic workforce
planning, targeted recruitment, clear
job announcements, and hiring flexi-
bilities. The initiative also advocates
accepting resumes and cover letters
over the lengthy and onerous knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities essays, KSAs,
required for many Federal jobs.

This initiative includes many posi-
tive steps, but many agencies are not
adopting them. OPM does not have the
authority to require agencies to do so.
Congress must step in.

The Federal Hiring Process Improve-
ment Act requires agencies to develop
strategic workforce plans, including
hiring projections and critical skills
gaps analyses of the workforce; post
brief, clear job announcements in plain
writing; Allow submission of resumes
and cover letters and no longer require
KSAs; provide timely notification to
applicants of the status of their appli-
cation; take no more than 80 days from
the time a manager decides to fill a va-
cancy to the time an offer is made;
keep an inventory of all applicants who
elect to be considered for other Federal
vacancies; and measure the effective-
ness of hiring efforts and reforms.

Agencies must make reforming the
recruitment and hiring process a top
priority, and this bill furthers the dis-
cussion. The Federal Hiring Process
Improvement Act will require agencies
to abandon their stale recruitment and
hiring processes and develop stream-
lined hiring practices that attract
high-quality candidates. The future of
the Federal workforce is depending on
it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 736

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 ‘‘Federal Hir-
ing Process Improvement Act of 2009”.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION.

In this Act, the term ‘‘agency’”—

(1) means an Executive agency as defined
under section 105 of title 5, United States
Code; and

(2) shall not include the Government Ac-
countability Office.

SEC. 3. STRATEGIC WORKFORCE PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
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(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
Act and in every subsequent year, the head
of each agency, in consultation with the
Chief Human Capital Officers Council, shall
develop a strategic workforce plan as part of
the agency performance plan required under
section 1115 of title 31, United States Code,
to include—

(A) hiring projections, including occupa-
tion and grade level;

(B) long-term and short-term strategic
human capital planning to address critical
skills deficiencies;

(C) recruitment strategies to attract high-
ly qualified candidates from diverse back-
grounds; and

(D) streamlining the hiring process to con-
form with the provisions in this Act.

(2) INCLUSION IN PERFORMANCE PLAN.—Sec-
tion 1115(a) of title 31, United States Code, is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (5),
after the semicolon;

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(7 include the strategic workforce plan
developed under section 3 of the Federal Hir-
ing Process Improvement Act of 2009.”.

(b) HIRING PROJECTIONS.—Agencies shall
make hiring projections made under stra-
tegic workforce plans available to the public.

(c) SUBMISSION TO THE OFFICE OF PER-
SONNEL MANAGEMENT.—Each agency stra-
tegic workforce plan shall be submitted to
the Office of Personnel Management.

SEC. 4. FEDERAL JOB VACANCY ANNOUNCE-
MENTS.

(a) TARGETED ANNOUNCEMENTS.—In con-
sultation with the Chief Human Capital Offi-
cers Council, the head of each agency shall—

(1) take steps necessary to target highly
qualified applicant pools with diverse back-
grounds before posting job announcements;

(2) clearly and prominently display job an-
nouncements in strategic locations conven-
ient to such targeted applicant pools; and

(3) seek to develop relationships with tar-
geted applicant pools to develop regular
pipelines for high-quality applicants.

(b) PUBLIC NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—The re-
quirements of subsection (a) shall not super-
sede public notice requirements.

(¢) PLAIN WRITING REQUIREMENT.—

(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘plain writing’’ means writing that the
intended audience can readily understand
and use because that writing is clear, con-
cise, well-organized, and follows other best
practices of plain writing.

(2) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, all
Federal job announcements for competitive
positions shall be written in plain writing.
SEC. 5. APPLICATION PROCESS AND NOTIFICA-

TION REQUIREMENTS.

(a) APPLICATION PROCESS.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
Act and in consultation with the Chief
Human Capital Officers Council, the head of
each agency shall develop processes to—

(1) ensure that vacancy announcements are
open for a reasonable period of time as deter-
mined by the head of the agency to allow
targeted, highly qualified applicants from di-
verse backgrounds time to submit an appli-
cation;

(2) ensure that vacancy announcements in-
clude contact information for applicants who
seek further information about the an-
nouncement;

(3) review and revise the hiring process of
the agency to create a streamlined and time-
ly system for hiring decisions;

(4) allow applicants to submit a cover let-
ter, resume, and answers to brief questions,

by striking ‘‘and”
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such as questions relating to United States
citizenship and veterans status, to complete
an application;

(5) allow applicants to submit application
materials in a variety of formats, including
word processing documents and portable doc-
ument format;

(6) not require any applicant to provide a
Social Security number or any other per-
sonal identifying information unnecessary
for the initial review of an applicant for a
position;

(7) not require lengthy writing require-
ments such as knowledge, skills, and ability
essays as part of an initial application;

(8) not require the submission of additional
material in support of an application, such
as educational transcript, proof of veterans
status, and professional certifications, unless
necessary to complete the application proc-
ess;

(9) ensure that applicants are given a rea-
sonable amount of time after the closing
date of the job announcement to provide ad-
ditional necessary information; and

(10) include the hiring manager in all parts
of the application process, including—

(A) targeted recruitment;

(B) drafting the job announcement;

(C) review of the initial applications;

(D) interviewing the applicants; and

(E) the final decisionmaking process.

(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In consultation with the
Chief Human Capital Officers Council, the
head of each agency shall develop mecha-
nisms under which each applicant for a Fed-
eral job vacancy shall receive timely notifi-
cation of the status of their applications or
provide the applicant the ability to check on
the status of their applications.

(2) CONTENTS OF NOTIFICATION.—A notifica-
tion to an applicant under this subsection
shall include—

(A) notice of receipt of an application not
later than 5 business days after the applica-
tion was received by the employing agency;

(B) an explanation of the hiring process
and an estimated timeline of the next ac-
tions in the process;

(C) notice the qualification and status of
an applicant after all applications for the ap-
plicable position have been initially re-
viewed and ranked;

(D) notice of the qualifications and status
of the applicant after all interviews for the
applicable position are completed;

(E) for all applicants selected for an inter-
view, notice of the ongoing process if se-
lected, including the process for any needed
security clearance or suitability review, not
later than the date of the interview; and

(F) notice to nonaccepted applicants that
the applicable position is not open not later
than 10 business days after the date on
which—

(i) the selected candidate has accepted an
offer of employment; or

(ii) the job announcement has been can-
celled.

SEC. 6. APPLICANT INVENTORY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3330 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f)
as subsections (f) and (g), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

“(e)(1) The Office of Personnel Manage-
ment shall establish and keep current a com-
prehensive inventory of individuals seeking
employment in the Federal Government.

“(2) The inventory under this subsection
shall—

‘“(A) be made available to agencies for use
in filling vacancies;

‘(B) contain information voluntarily pro-
vided by applicants for employment, includ-
ing—
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‘(i) the resume and contact information
provided by the applicant; and

‘(ii) any other information which the Of-
fice considers appropriate;

‘(C) retain information for no longer than
1 calendar year;

‘(D) not include information relating to—

‘(i) the application of the applicant for a
specific vacancy announcement; or

‘‘(ii) any other information relating to va-
cancy announcements; and

‘“(BE) shall provide for a mechanism to
allow—

‘(i) applicants to update resume contact
information; and

‘‘(ii) agency officials to search information
in the inventory by agency and job classi-
fication.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 7. TRAINING.

Not later than 120 days after the date of
enactment of this Act—

(1) in consultation with the Chief Human
Capital Officers Council, the Office of Per-
sonnel Management shall develop and notify
agencies of a training program for human re-
sources professionals to implement the re-
quirements of this Act; and

(2) each agency shall develop and submit to
the Office of Personnel Management a plan
to implement the training program.

SEC. 8. REDUCTION IN THE LENGTH OF THE HIR-
ING PROCESS.

(a) AGENCY PLANS.—In consultation with
the Chief Human Capital Officers Council,
the head of each agency shall develop a plan
to reduce the length of the hiring process.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—To the extent prac-
tical, the plan shall require that each agency
fill identified vacancies not later than an av-
erage of 80 calendar days after the date of
identification of the vacancy.

(c) REPORTS.—Each agency shall submit an
annual report to Congress on the period of
time required to fill each vacancy, and
whether vacancies are cancelled or reopened.
SEC. 9. MEASURES OF FEDERAL HIRING EFFEC-

TIVENESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall meas-
ure and collect information on indicators of
hiring effectiveness with respect to the fol-
lowing:

(1) RECRUITING AND HIRING.—

(A) Ability to reach and recruit well-quali-
fied talent from diverse talent pools.

(B) Use and impact of special hiring au-
thorities and flexibilities to recruit most
qualified applicants.

(C) Use and impact of special hiring au-
thorities and flexibilities to recruit diverse
candidates, including veteran, minority, and
disabled candidates.

(D) The age, educational level, and source
of applicants.

(E) Length of time between the time a po-
sition is advertised and the time a first offer
of employment is made.

(F) Length of time between the time a first
offer of employment for a position is made
and the time a new hire starts in that posi-
tion.

(G) Number of internal and external appli-
cants for Federal positions.

(2) HIRING MANAGER ASSESSMENT.—

(A) Manager satisfaction with the quality
of new hires.

(B) Manager satisfaction with the match
between the skills of newly hired individuals
and the needs of the agency.

(C) Manager satisfaction with the hiring
process and hiring outcomes.

(D) Mission-critical deficiencies closed by
new hires and the connection between mis-
sion-critical deficiencies and annual agency
performance.
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(3) APPLICANT ASSESSMENT.—Applicant sat-
isfaction with the hiring process (including
clarity of job announcement, reasons for
withdrawal of application should that apply,
user-friendliness of the application process,
communication regarding status of applica-
tion, and timeliness of hiring decision).

(4) NEW HIRE ASSESSMENT.—

(A) New hire satisfaction with the hiring
process (including clarity of job announce-
ment, user-friendliness of the application
process, communication regarding status of
application, and timeliness of hiring deci-
sion).

(B) Satisfaction with the onboarding expe-
rience (including timeliness of onboarding
after the hiring decision, welcoming and ori-
entation processes, and being provided with
timely and useful new employee information
and assistance).

(C) New hire attrition.

(D) Investment in training and develop-
ment for employees during their first year of
employment.

(E) Other indicators and measures as re-
quired by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall submit
an annual report of the information col-
lected under subsection (a) to the Office of
Personnel Management.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF RECRUITING AND HIRING
INFORMATION.—Each year the Office of Per-
sonnel Management shall provide the infor-
mation under subsection (c)(1) in a con-
sistent format to allow for a comparison of
hiring effectiveness and experience across
demographic groups and agencies to—

(A) Congress before that information is
made publicly available; and

(B) the public on the website of the Office.

(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days
of the date of enactment of this Act, the Of-
fice of Personnel Management shall pre-
scribe regulations directing the method-
ology, timing, and reporting of the data de-
scribed in subsection (a).

SEC. 10. REGULATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under
section 9(c), not later than 120 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Director
of the Office of Personnel Management shall
prescribe regulations as necessary to carry
out this Act.

(b) CONSULTATION.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Personnel Management shall consult
the Chief Human Capital Officers Council in
the development of regulations under this
section.

SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary for the Office
of Personnel Management to carry out this
Act for fiscal year 2009 and for each subse-
quent fiscal year.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my good friend and
partner in Federal workforce issues,
Senator DANIEL K. AKAKA, to introduce
the Federal Hiring Process Improve-
ment Act of 2009.

When we discuss hiring, we discuss a
process that affects every individual
employed by the government today.
Making the right hiring decisions af-
fects the current workforce’s ability to
continue doing their jobs. It also is the
same process these employees must go
through when pursuing new opportuni-
ties within the Government, including
promotions.

Additionally, we need to convey to
the thousands of men and women at all
stages of their career that the Federal

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Government is more than just an em-
ployer, but a place where Americans
can utilize and grow their skills in
service to their Nation.

As the old clichée goes, ‘“You never
get a second chance to make a first im-
pression.” We need to convey to these
Americans that the Federal Govern-
ment wants them. If we do not, some-
one else will.

The Baby Boomers are retiring at a
time when needs and demands on Gov-
ernment continue to grow. The Office
of Personnel Management has identi-
fied certain areas of critical hiring im-
portance: air traffic controllers, border
patrol officers, engineers, food inspec-
tors, human resources specialists,
nurses, visa examiners, patent exam-
iners, scientists, veterinarians, ac-
countants, and acquisition profes-
sionals. In addition, the Partnership
for Public Service has estimated the
Federal Government will lose approxi-
mately 530,000 employees over the next
5 years, including many mission crit-
ical jobs.

We know the challenges confronting
the Federal Government. Now we must
make sure our processes result in hir-
ing the right person, at the right place,
at the right time, to get the job done.

Over and over, we hear of the prob-
lems in the Federal hiring process. It
takes too long; it is too burdensome,
and so forth. The quality of technology
has improved, but our processes have
not. This does nothing to dispel any
preconceived notions that the Federal
Government is nothing but a bureau-
cratic system.

Accordingly, Senator AKAKA and I
are introducing legislation to stream-
line the hiring process. The Federal
Hiring Process Improvement Act
brings together commonsense solutions
to a government-wide management
challenge. Our legislation would re-
quire job announcements to be written
in plain language; guarantee agencies
provide feedback to applicants at a
minimum of four key points during the
process; and ensure individual hiring
decisions are made within 80 days or
less. In addition, our legislation would
require agencies to improve their
workforce planning and make hiring
projections available to the public.

Too often, we have heard that proc-
esses exist for what I believe to be un-
acceptable reasons, such as, that is
how it always has been done. But to be
an employer of choice, the government
must understand what the competition
is doing and adapt to the changing en-
vironment. This legislation is an im-
portant first step in meeting that goal.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and
Mr. UDALL of Colorado):

S. 737. A bill to amend the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007
to authorize the Secretary of Energy to
conduct research, development, and
demonstration to make biofuels more
compatible with small nonroad en-
gines, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.
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Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I,
along with Senator UDALL of Colorado,
am introducing legislation that would
amend the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007 to expand on a re-
search, development, and demonstra-
tion program, authorized in that bill,
to include efforts to make biofuels
more compatible with small non-road
engines.

The Energy Independence and Secu-
rity Act of 2007, directed the Secretary
of the Department of Energy, DOE, in
coordination with the Secretary of the
Department of Transportation, DOT,
and in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, EPA, to carry out a program
of research and development regarding
the impact that biofuels, like ethanol,
may have on existing fuel storage and
delivery infrastructure used for petro-
leum-based fuels. It is critical that
these biofuels also are safe to use in op-
erating small non-road engines. My bill
requires these agencies to expand their
research program to include small en-
gines such as those in snowmobiles,
boats, lawnmowers, and chainsaws.

Previous testing done through DOE
shows that increased ethanol content
in smaller engines creates a leaner
burning mixture, which may increase
idle speed on some small engines, cre-
ating unanticipated clutch engagement
on equipment such as chainsaws and
handheld trimmers. Also, ethanol is
more corrosive and less efficient than
traditional gasoline blends. During
these difficult economic times, equip-
ment damage due to ethanol-gasoline
fuel blends only adds to the many chal-
lenges facing Maine’s farmers, fisher-
men, independent woodsmen, and rec-
reational industry.

As we pursue strategies to lessen our
dependence on foreign oil, we must also
take action to ensure that ethanol fuel
blends are safe and efficient for small
engines. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 737

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. BIOFUELS DISTRIBUTION AND AD-

VANCED BIOFUELS INFRASTRUC-
TURE.

Section 248 of the Energy Independence
and Security Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17054) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘and new
alternative distribution infrastructure’” and
inserting ‘‘, new alternative distribution in-
frastructure, and effects on small engines’’;
and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(B) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para-
graph (10); and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing:

‘(9) problems associated with the use of
biofuels in small nonroad engines; and’’.
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By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 740. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the
homebuyer tax credit, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to introduce legis-
lation to further expand the home
buyer tax credit.

A robust home buyer tax credit will
spur consumer demand and help to stop
the fall in home values, which con-
tinues to affect millions of Americans.
This decline is destroying the savings
and net worth of Americans, whose
homes are their most valuable asset.
Many now have mortgages that exceed
the value of their homes.

The Housing and Economic Recovery
Act of 2008 created a tax credit for
first-time home Dbuyers of $7,500
through June of 2009. However, tax-
payers were required to repay the tax
credit in equal installments over 15
years, which greatly reduced its effec-
tiveness. The 2009 Stimulus bill waived
the repayment requirement for pur-
chases made in 2009, increased the
value of the credit to $8,000, and ex-
tended eligibility for purchases made
through November of 2009.

Further improvements are necessary,
in my judgment, to bring about a re-
covery in the housing market that will
ultimately contribute to the turn-
around of the broader economy. First,
this bill would amend the Stimulus bill
and raise the value to $15,000, or 10 per-
cent of the value of the home, which-
ever is less.

Second, this bill would make the
home buyer tax credit available to any
individual who purchases a home, not
just first-time home buyers. Doing so
would stimulate demand for the entire
range of homes on the market.

Finally, this bill would remove the
income eligibility threshold. Again,
doing so would stimulate demand for
the entire range of homes on the mar-
ket. Currently, the credit is reduced for
individuals with modified adjusted
gross income, AGI, of more than
$75,000, $150,000 for joint filers, and is
zero for those individuals with modi-
fied AGI in excess of $95,000, $170,000 for
joint filers.

The need for a robust home buyer tax
credit is clear. According to the Na-
tional Association of Realtors, pending
home sales hit a record low in January
2009. The Pending Home Sales Index,
which measures the number of sales
contracts signed each month, fell 7.7
percent to 80.4, the lowest mark since
2001 when tracking began.

At the same time, the housing afford-
ability index rose 13.6 percentage
points to a record high of 166.8. A value
of 100 means that a family with the
country’s median income has exactly
enough income to qualify for a mort-
gage on a median-priced existing sin-
gle-family home. The higher the index,
the better housing affordability is for
buyers.

These two figures, taken together,
demonstrate that a robust home buyer
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tax credit is needed to spur demand
from Americans that are hesitant to
buy homes for fear that prices will not
stabilize.

Recent reports indicate a 13-month
supply of unsold new homes, compared
with a 4-month supply under more nor-
mal circumstances. Add to that a con-
tinually increasing number of fore-
closed homes. According to the
RealtyTrac 2008 Year-End Foreclosure
Market Report, a total of 3.2 million
foreclosure filings—default notices,
auction sale notices and bank reposses-
sions—were reported on 2.3 million U.S.
properties during 2008, an 81 percent in-
crease in total properties from 2007 and
a 2256 percent increase in total prop-
erties from 2006.

Jobs across all industries have been
lost as a result of the housing crisis.
According to a March 2, 2009, op-ed in
the Washington Post by Robert J.
Samuelson, ‘‘Since late 2007, housing-
related jobs—carpenters, real estate
agents, appraisers—have dropped by 1
million, a quarter of all lost jobs.”

I applaud the efforts of Senator JOHN-
NY ISAKSON, who has been the leader on
this issue in the Senate. I cosponsored
his legislation in the 110th Congress to
create a home buyer tax credit. In the
111th Congress, I supported his amend-
ment to the Stimulus bill to make im-
provements to the credit and I have de-
cided to join him as a cosponsor of S.
2563, which seeks to make further im-
provements.

The bill I am introducing is different
from S. 253 in three main ways. First,
my bill would improve the home buyer
credit using the 2009 Stimulus bill as a
starting point. Second, my bill would
increase the value of the credit to
$15,000, or 10 percent of the home value,
whichever is less, whereas S. 253 would
increase the credit amount to 10 per-
cent of the home price capped at 3.5
percent of Federal Housing Adminis-
tration loan limits. These limits are
geographically dependent and would
yield a credit ranging between approxi-
mately $10,000 and $22,000. Finally, my
bill would remove income limitations
on the credit, whereas S. 253 limits the
credit for individuals earning up to
$125,000, or $250,000 in the case of a joint
return.

I believe it is important for both bills
to be pending so that additional ideas
can be debated. To that end, I look for-
ward to working with Senator ISAKSON
to build consensus and support for fur-
ther improvements. As long as fore-
casts predict that home prices are fall-
ing and that the economy will remain
weak, a large fraction of potential
homebuyers may choose to remain on
the sidelines without a robust tax cred-
it in place.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation, or the legislation intro-
duced by Senator ISAKSON, to make
further improvements to the home
buyer tax credit.

By Mr. SPECTER
S. T741. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to impose a flat
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tax only on individual taxable earned
income and business taxable income,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, Amer-
ican taxpayers face another Federal in-
come tax deadline. The date of April 15
stabs fear, anxiety, and unease into the
hearts of millions of Americans. Every
year during ‘‘tax season,” millions of
Americans spend their evenings pour-
ing over page after page of IRS instruc-
tions, going through their records
looking for information and struggling
to find and fill out all the appropriate
forms on their Federal tax returns.
Americans are intimidated by the
sheer number of different tax forms
and their instructions, many of which
they may be unsure whether they need
to file. Given the approximately 582
possible forms, not to mention the in-
structions that accompany them, sim-
ply trying to determine which form to
file can in itself be a daunting and
overwhelming task. According to the
2008 annual report to Congress, re-
leased on January 7, 2009 by the Na-
tional Taxpayer Advocate for the IRS,
U.S. taxpayers and businesses spend
about 7.6 billion hours a year com-
plying with the filing requirements of
the Internal Revenue Code. This figure
does not include the millions of addi-
tional hours that taxpayers must spend
when they are required to respond to
an IRS notice or audit. Much of this
time is spent burrowing through IRS
laws and regulations which fill over
17,000 pages and have grown from
744,000 words in 1955 to 7.1 million
words in 2005. By contrast, the Pledge
of Allegiance has only 31 words, the
Gettysburg Address has 267 words, the
Declaration of Independence has about
1,300 words, and the Bible has only
about 1,773,000 words.

The majority of taxpayers still face
filing tax forms that are far too com-
plicated and take far too long to com-
plete. According to the IRS’s most
available data, the average time bur-
den for all taxpayers filing a 1040,
1040A, or 1040EZ in 2006 was 26.4 hours,
with an average cost of $207 per return.
Taxpayers filing 1040 forms had an av-
erage burden of approximately 34
hours. Moreover, this complexity is
getting worse each year. According to
the estimated preparation time listed
on the forms by the IRS, the 1999 Form
1040 was estimated to take 12 hours and
51 minutes to complete. Thus, the time
it now takes to fill out these tax forms
has more than doubled over an eight
year period.

It is no wonder that more than 80
percent of individual taxpayers pay
transaction fees to help file tax re-
turns. Well over half of all taxpayers,
61 percent according to a recent sur-
vey, now hire an outside professional
to prepare their tax returns for them.
However, the fact that only about 35
percent of individuals itemize their de-
ductions shows that a significant per-
centage of our taxpaying population
believes that the tax system is too
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complex for them to deal with. We all
understand that paying taxes will
never be something we enjoy, but nei-
ther should it be cruel and unusual
punishment. Further, the pace of
change to the Internal Revenue Code is
brisk. Since the beginning of 2001,
there have been more than 3,250
changes to the tax code, an average of
more than one a day, including more
than 500 changes in 2008 alone. And we
are far from being finished. Year after
year, we continue to ask the same
question—isn’t there a better way?

My flat tax legislation would make
filing a tax return a manageable chore,
not a seemingly endless nightmare, for
most taxpayers. My flat tax legislation
will fundamentally revise the present
tax code, with its myriad rates, deduc-
tions, and instructions. This legisla-
tion would institute a simple, flat 20
percent tax rate for all individuals and
businesses. This proposal is not cast in
stone, but is intended to move the de-
bate forward by focusing attention on
three key principles which are critical
to an effective and equitable taxation
system: simplicity, fairness, and eco-
nomic growth.

My flat tax plan would eliminate the
kinds of frustrations I have outlined
above for millions of taxpayers. This
flat tax would enable us to scrap the
great majority of the IRS rules, regula-
tions and instructions and delete most
of the 7.1 million words in the Internal
Revenue Code. Instead of billions of
hours of non-productive time spent in
compliance with, or avoidance of, the
tax code, taxpayers would spend only
the small amount of time necessary to
fill out a postcard-sized form. Both
business and individual taxpayers
would thus find valuable hours freed up
to engage in productive business activ-
ity or for more time with their fami-
lies, instead of pouring over tax tables,
schedules, and regulations.

My flat tax proposal is dramatic, but
so are its advantages: a taxation sys-
tem that is simple, fair, and designed
to maximize prosperity for all Ameri-
cans. A summary of the key advan-
tages are:

A 10-line postcard filing would re-
place the myriad forms and attach-
ments currently required, thus saving
Americans up to 7.6 billion hours they
currently spend every year in tax com-
pliance.

The flat tax would eliminate the
lion’s share of IRS rules, regulations
and requirements, which have grown
from 744,000 words in 1955 to 7.1 million
words currently. It would also allow us
to slash the mammoth IRS bureauc-
racy of approximately 87,000 employ-
ees, creating opportunities to put their
expertise to use elsewhere in the gov-
ernment or in private industry.

Economists estimate a growth due to
a flat tax of over $2 trillion in national
wealth over 7 years, representing an in-
crease of approximately $7,500 in per-
sonal wealth for every man, woman
and child in America. This growth
would also lead to the creation of 6
million new jobs.
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Investment decisions would be made
on the basis of productivity rather
than simply for tax avoidance, thus
leading to even greater economic ex-
pansion.

Economic forecasts indicate that in-
terest rates would fall substantially,
by as much as two points, as the flat
tax removes many of the current dis-
incentives to savings.

Americans would be able to save or
invest the $265 billion they currently
spend every year in tax compliance.

As tax loopholes are eliminated and
the tax code is simplified, there will be
far less opportunity for tax avoidance
and fraud. Currently, the IRS is esti-
mating a tax gap of $300 billion a year.

Simplification of the tax code will
allow us to save significantly on the
$10 billion annual budget currently al-
located to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice.

The most dramatic way to illustrate
the flat tax is to consider that the in-
come tax form for the flat tax is print-
ed on a postcard—it will allow all tax-
payers to file their April 15 tax returns
on a simple 10-line postcard. This post-
card will take 15 minutes to fill out..

This is a win-win situation for Amer-
ica because it lowers the tax burden on
the taxpayers in the lower brackets.
For example in the 2006 tax year, the
standard deduction is $5,150 for a single
taxpayer, $7,650 for a head of household
and $10,300 for a married couple filing
jointly, while the personal exemption
for individuals and dependents is $3,300.
Thus, under the current tax code, a
family of four which does not itemize
deductions would pay taxes on all in-
come over $23,600—that is personal ex-
emptions of $13,200 and a standard de-
duction of $10,300. By contrast, under
my flat tax bill, that same family
would receive a personal exemption of
$30,000, and would pay tax on income
over that amount.

The tax loopholes enable write-offs of
some $393 billion a year. What is elimi-
nated under the flat tax are the loop-
holes, the deductions in this com-
plicated code which can be deciphered,
interpreted, and found really only by
the $500-an-hour lawyers. That money
is lost to the taxpayers. $120 billion
would be saved by the elimination of
fraud because of the simplicity of the
Tax Code, the taxpayer being able to
find out exactly what they owe.

This bill is modeled after a proposal
organized and written by two very dis-
tinguished law professors from Stan-
ford University, Professor Hall and
Professor Rabushka. Their model was
first introduced in the Congress in the
fall of 1994 by Majority Leader Richard
Armey. I introduced the flat tax bill—
the first one in the Senate—on March
2, 1995, Senate bill 488. On October 27,
1995, I introduced a Sense of the Senate
Resolution calling on my colleagues to
expedite Congressional adoption of a
flat tax. The Resolution, which was in-
troduced as an amendment to pending
legislation, was not adopted. I reintro-
duced my legislation in the 105th Con-
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gress with slight modifications to re-
flect inflation-adjusted increases in the
personal allowances and dependent al-
lowances. I re-reintroduced the bill on
April 15, 1999, Tax Day, in a bill de-
nominated as S. 822. I then introduced
my flat tax legislation as an amend-
ment to S. 1429, the Tax Reconciliation
bill; the amendment was not adopted.
During the 108th Congress, I introduced
my flat tax legislation once again on
April 11, 2003. On May 14, 2003, I offered
an amendment to the Tax Reconcili-
ation legislation urging the Senate to
hold hearings and consider legislation
providing for a flat tax; this amend-
ment passed by a vote of 70 to 30 on
May 15, 2003. I then testified on this
issue at a subsequent hearing held by
the Joint Economic Committee on No-
vember 5, 2003. On April 15, 2005 and
again on April 10, 2007, I again reintro-
duced my flat tax legislation in a bill
denominated as S. 812 and S. 1081 re-
spectively.

Over the years and prior to my legis-
lative efforts on behalf of flat tax re-
form, I have devoted considerable time
and attention to analyzing our nation’s
tax code and the policies which under-
lie it. I began the study of the complex-
ities of the tax code over 40 years ago
as a law student at Yale University. I
included some tax law as part of my
practice in my early years as an attor-
ney in Philadelphia. In the spring of
1962, I published a law review article in
the Villanova Law Review, ‘‘Pension
and Profit Sharing Plans: Coverage and
Operation for Closely Held Corpora-
tions and Professional Associations,” 7
Villanova L. Rev. 335, which in part fo-
cused on the inequity in making tax-
exempt retirement benefits available
to some Kkinds of businesses but not
others. It was apparent then, as it is
now, that the very complexities of the
Internal Revenue Code could be used to
give unfair advantage to some. Ein-
stein himself is quoted as saying ‘‘the
hardest thing in the world to under-
stand is the income tax.”

The Hall-Rabushka model envisioned
a flat tax with no deductions whatso-
ever. After considerable reflection, I
decided to include in the legislation
limited deductions for home mortgage
interest for up to $100,000 in borrowing
and charitable contributions up to
$2,500. While these modifications under-
cut the pure principle of the flat tax by
continuing the use of tax policy to pro-
mote home buying and charitable con-
tributions, I believe that those two de-
ductions are so deeply ingrained in the
financial planning of American fami-
lies that they should be retained as a
matter of fairness and public policy—
and also political practicality. With
those two deductions maintained, pas-
sage of a modified flat tax will be dif-
ficult, but without them, probably im-
possible.

In my judgment, an indispensable
prerequisite to enactment of a modi-
fied flat tax is revenue neutrality. Pro-
fessor Hall advised that the revenue
neutrality of the Hall-Rabushka pro-
posal, which uses a 19 percent rate, is
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based on a well-documented model
founded on reliable governmental sta-
tistics. My legislation raises that rate
from 19 percent to 20 percent to accom-
modate retaining limited home mort-
gage Iinterest and charitable deduc-
tions.

This proposal taxes business revenues
fully at their source, so that there is
no personal taxation on interest, divi-
dends, capital gains, gifts or estates.
Restructured in this way, the tax code
can become a powerful incentive for
savings and investment—which trans-
lates into economic growth and expan-
sion, more and better jobs, and raising
the standard of living for all Ameri-
cans.

The key advantages of this flat tax
plan are threefold: First, it will dra-
matically simplify the payment of
taxes. Second, it will remove much of
the IRS regulatory morass now im-
posed on individual and corporate tax-
payers, and allow those taxpayers to
devote more of their energies to pro-
ductive pursuits. Third, since it is a
plan which rewards savings and invest-
ment, the flat tax will spur economic
growth in all sectors of the economy as
more money flows into investments
and savings accounts.

Professors Hall and Rabushka have
projected that within seven years of
enactment, this type of a flat tax
would produce a 6 percent increase in
output from increased total work in
the U.S. economy and increased capital
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2008 INDIVIDUAL TAX RETURN

ARLEN SPECTER FLAT TAX
Form 1—Individual Wage Tax—2008

Your full name with initial ~ Your social security num-
(if joint return, also give ber
spouse’s name and ini-
tial)

Home address (number and
street including apart-
ment number or rural
route)

City, town, or post office,
state, and ZIP code

. Wages, salary, pension 1
and retirement benefits
2. Personal allowance 2
(enter only one)
—$25,000 for mar-
ried filing jointly
—$12,500 for single
—$18,750 for single
head of household
3. Number of dependents, 3
not including spouse,
multiplied by $6,250
4, Mortgage interest on 4
debt up to $125,000 for
owner-occupied home
5. Cash or equivalent char- 5
itable contributions (up

Spouse’s social security
number

—_

to $3,125)

6. Total allowances and 6
deductions (lines 2, 3, 4
and 5)

7. Taxable compensation 7

(line 1 less line 6, if
positive; otherwise zero)
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Taxable income ........ccc.cceeeennen. $0
Tax due under flat tax ......c.......... 130
Effective tax rate ........ccoeeeeeennnns 0%

1Decrease of $10

Case #2—Single individual,
yearly income $50,000.

Under Current Law:

rents home,

TNCOME wevninieiinieiieiieeeeeeenaneens $50,000
One personal exemption $3,500
Standard deduction .................. 5,450
Taxable income ........cc..cceeeeneee. $41,050
Tax due under current rate .. . $6,606.25
Marginal rate .........cooeeveniiieninnns 25.0%
Effective rate ......coccoeevveieiiiinne 13.2%
Under Flat Tax:
Personal allowance ................... $12,500
Taxable income ....... $37,500
Tax due under flat tax 187,500
Effective rate .......ccooevviiiieeennnnns 15.0%

1Increase of $893.75
CASE #3—Married couple with no children,

$150,000 mortgage at 9%, yearly income

$75,000:

Under Current Law:
TNCOME wuvniniiiinieiieii e eeeaneens $75,000
Two personal exemptions $7,000
Home mortgage deduction .. $13,500
State & local taxes ........... $3,000
Charitable deduction ................ $1,500
Taxable income .........ccceevenennen. $50,000

Tax due under current rates $6,697.50
Marginal rate ............c...... 15.00%
Effective tax rate ........ccooeeeeeennns 8.93%

Under Flat Tax:
Personal allowance ........... $25,000
Home mortgage deduction $11,250
Charitable deduction ........ $1,500
Taxable income ........ccc.ceeueeennen. $37,250

Tax due under flat tax ................. $7,450
Effective tax rate ........ccooeeeeennnns 9.93%

1Increase of $752.50
CASE #4—Married couple with three chil-

formation. The. economic growth would 8. Tax (2_0% of line 7) 8 dren, $250,000 mortgage at 9%, yearly income
mean a $7,500 increase in the personal 9. Tax withheld by em- 9 $125,000:
income of all Amerlcans.'No one'hkes ployer . Under Current Law:
to pay taxes. But Americans will be 10. Tax or refund due (dif- 10 TNCOMIE oo $125,000
much more willing to pay their taxes ference between lines 8 Five personal exemptions ... $17,500
under a system that they believe is and 9) Home mortgage deduction .. $22,500
fair, a system that they can under- Stape & local taxes ...... IR $5,000
stand, and a system that they recog- A variety of specific cases illustrate the Retirement fund deductions $6,000
nize promotes rather than prevents fairness and simplicity of this flat tax: r(;‘harlbffble deductions $$%ggg
. _ CASE #l1—Married couple with two chil- axable income .................oeenl s
.gI’OW.th a'nc,l prosperity. My flat tax leg dren, rents home, yearly income $35,000: Child Tax Credit .............ccoeeennis $2,250
islation will afford Americans such a ’ ’ ’
t Under Current Law: Tax due under current rates ... $8,312.50
ax system. : ; N 0
TNCOME .veevvvienvieereeereeeereereeeaneans $35,000 Marginal rate .........cooccoeniniinns 25.00%
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- Four personal exemptions $14,000 Effective tax rate ..........cccooceeee 6.65%
sent that a copy of my flat tax post- Standard deduction ........ 10,900 Under Flat Tax:
card, a variety of specific cases that il- Taxable income ..... 10,100 Personal allowance ................... $25,000
lustrate the fairness and simplicity of Child Tax Credit ............. 1,000 Three dependents .............c..eenent $18,750
this flat tax, and an example flat tax Tax due under current rates $10 Home mortgage deduction $11,250
table be prjn{;ed in the RECORD Marginal rate .................. . 10.0% Charitable deduction ........ $2,500
. Effective tax rate ..oovvveveevveennnnns .03% Taxable income ..........cccevennnens $67,500
There being no objection, the mate- ynder Flat Tax: Tax due under flat tax ................. $13,500
rial was ordered to be placed in the Personal allowance ................... $25,000 Effective tax rate .......cccccceeeeenns 10.8%
RECORD, as follows: Two dependents $12,500 1Increase of $5,187.50%%%
ANNUAL TAXES UNDER 20% FLAT TAX FOR MARRIED COUPLE WITH TWO CHILDREN FILING JOINTLY
" N Personal al- N Effective tax
Home Deductible Charitable Taxable in-

Income mortgage mtg interest  contribution '°‘gﬁﬂ§fe,(,W/ come ratceers?)er- Taxes owed
$30,000 0 0 None
30,000 $60,000 $5,400 $600 $30,000 0 0 None
40,000 80,000 7,200 800 30,000 $2,000 1 $400
50,000 100,000 9,000 1,000 30,000 10,000 4 2,000
60,000 120,000 9,000 1,200 30,000 19,800 6.6 3,960
70,000 140,000 9,000 1,400 30,000 29,600 8.6 5,920
80,000 160,000 9,000 1,600 30,000 39,400 9.9 7,880
90,000 180,000 9,000 1,800 30,000 49,200 109 9,840
100,000 200,000 9,000 2,000 30,000 59,000 1138 11,800
125,000 250,000 9,000 2,500 30,000 83,500 134 16,700
150,000 300,000 9,000 2,500 30,000 108,500 145 21,700
200,000 400,000 9,000 2,500 30,000 158,500 159 31,700
250,000 500,000 9,000 2,500 30,000 208,500 167 41,700
500,000 1,000,000 9,000 2,500 30,000 458,500 183 91,700




March 30, 2009

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

S3997

ANNUAL TAXES UNDER 20% FLAT TAX FOR MARRIED COUPLE WITH TWO CHILDREN FILING JOINTLY—Continued

Income

Home
mortgage

Deductible
mtg interest

Effective tax
rate (per-
cent)

Personal al-
lowance (w/
children

Charitable
contribution

Taxable in-

come Taxes owed

1,000,000

2,000,000

9,000

2,500 30,000 958,500 19.2 191,700

* Assumes home mortgage of twice annual income at a rate of 9% and charitable contributions up to 2% of annual income.

By Mr. UDALL, of New Mexico:

S. 743. A Dbill to require air carriers to
provide training for flight attendants
and gate attendants regarding serving
alcohol, recognizing intoxicated pas-
sengers, and dealing with disruptive
passengers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
President, I rise today to introduce the
Airline Personnel Training Enhance-
ment Act of 2009 and to ask for Sen-
ators’ support for this important meas-
ure to improve safety in the air and on
the ground.

The story of this legislation begins
with a tragedy. On November 11, 2006,
Paul and Renee Gonzales were driving
back from a soccer tournament with
four of their daughters. They were
roughly 1 hour from their home in Las
Vegas, NM, when they saw Dana
Papst’s vehicle. Papst had been driving
on the wrong side of I-25 for about 5
miles before his car collided with the
Gonzales’s minivan at 60 to 75 miles per
hour. Five of the six members of the
Gonzales family were Kkilled. Papst
later died at the hospital.

I cannot say for certain whether this
tragedy could have been prevented by a
change in laws. But I do know this: A
few hours before Dana Papst took six
lives, including his own, he was flying
back to Albuquerque after a business
trip. On that flight, he was noticeably
intoxicated. Yet he was served alcohol
by airline personnel. When his truck
collided with the Gonzales’s minivan,
his blood-alcohol level was four times
the legal limit.

When I heard about Dana Papst and
the Gongzales family, I began to look
for legislation that could prevent trag-
edies like this in the future. I learned
that under existing law, Papst should
not have been served alcohol on his
flight. In fact, somebody as drunk as
Papst never should have been allowed
on that flight. But airlines are not re-
quired to teach their personnel how to
handle an intoxicated passenger.

To address this problem, I introduced
the Airline Personnel Training En-
hancement Act in the other body dur-
ing the last Congress. I am introducing
it again today.

This legislation requires air carriers
to train their employees on recognizing
and dealing with drunk or disruptive
passengers. This training will help em-
ployees make informed decisions when
allowing people to board flights, when
deciding whether a passenger should be
served alcohol, and when dealing with
belligerent passengers. Many States re-
quire people who serve alcohol in res-
taurants and bars to be properly
trained. This legislation simply closes

a large and potentially deadly loop-
hole. I hope it will lead to fewer deaths
on our roads.

New Mexico, like so many other
States, has too many crosses on its
highways, too many stories of loss and
regret. Drunk driving claimed 155 New
Mexico lives the year Paul and Renee
Gonzales were killed. It claimed 188 the
year before, and 211 the year before
that. We have the power to help reduce
these numbers. I hope we will use it.

But my legislation is not just about
drunk driving. As I began to study the
training of airline personnel, I discov-
ered a large and frightening threat to
the traveling public. Outbursts by bel-
ligerent passengers are more and more
common. But airline personnel are
rarely trained on how to handle these
situations.

Incidents of ‘‘air rage’ increased 400
percent since 2000. There are an esti-
mated 10,000 cases each year in the
United States alone. Airline security
experts estimate that alcohol is the un-
derlying cause of the majority of inci-
dents. These incidents can pose a seri-
ous threat to passengers and personnel.
In some cases, flights have been di-
verted from their destination in order
to land where threatening passengers
could be arrested.

Airline personnel are on the front
line for ensuring flight safety. Gate at-
tendants are in the best position to
keep drunk or belligerent passengers
off flights. Today, flight attendants are
often the only personnel capable of
maintaining order in a plane’s cabin.

Before 9/11, a flight’s captain or co-
pilot would leave the cockpit to assist
the flight crew when a passenger made
threats or became abusive. Today, the
cockpit door is locked for safety.
Flight attendants have more responsi-
bility for keeping passengers safe.

Unfortunately, airlines do not have
to give their employees the skills to
meet their responsibilities. One study
found that ‘‘the lack of attention paid
by the aviation community to the im-
portance of the flight attendant’s role
in a commercial flight has led to recur-
ring instances of abuse of cabin crew
by passengers and the inability of the
cabin crew to restrain violent
passenger([s]. . . .”

The Airline Personnel Training En-
hancement Act will help remedy this
unsafe and unacceptable situation.
This legislation is supported by the As-
sociation of Flight Attendants and
Mothers Against Drunk Driving. It is
also a commonsense response to a seri-
ous problem. It will make our skies and
our roads safer. I hope Senators will
support it.

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS DURING
ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 13—SETTING FORTH THE
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010,
REVISING THE APPROPRIATE
BUDGETARY LEVELS FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2009, AND SETTING
FORTH THE APPROPRIATE
BUDGETARY LEVELS FOR FIS-
CAL YEARS 2011 THROUGH 2014

Mr. CONRAD from the Committee on
the Budget; submitted the following
concurrent resolution, which was
placed on the calendar:

S. CON. RES. 13

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010.

(a) DECLARATION.—Congress declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2010 and that
this resolution sets forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2009 and 2011
through 2014.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget

for fiscal year 2010.
TITLE I-RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND
AMOUNTS

101. Recommended levels and amounts.

102. Social Security.

103. Postal Service discretionary ad-

ministrative expenses.

104. Major functional categories.

TITLE II—RESERVE FUNDS
201. Deficit-neutral reserve fund to

transform and modernize Amer-
ica’s health care system.

202. Deficit-neutral reserve fund to in-
vest in clean energy and pre-
serve the environment.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for
higher education.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for
child nutrition and WIC.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for in-
vestments in America’s infra-
structure.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund to pro-
mote economic stabilization
and growth.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for
America’s veterans and wound-
ed servicemembers.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for ju-
dicial pay and judgeships and
postal retiree assistance.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for de-
fense acquisition and con-
tracting reform.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for in-
vestments in our Nation’s coun-
ties and schools.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for the
Food and Drug Administration.

Deficit neutral reserve fund for bi-
partisan congressional sunset
commission.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 203.

Sec. 204.

Sec. 205.

Sec. 206.

Sec. 207.

Sec. 208.

Sec. 209.

Sec. 210.

Sec. 211.

Sec. 212.
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Sec. 213. Deficit-neutral reserve fund to im-

prove domestic fuels security.

Sec. 214. Deficit-neutral reserve fund for a
comprehensive investigation
into the current financial cri-
sis.

215. Deficit-neutral reserve fund for in-
creased transparency at the
Federal Reserve.

TITLE III—BUDGET PROCESS

Subtitle A—Budget Enforcement
301. Discretionary spending limits, pro-

gram integrity initiatives, and
other adjustments.

Point of order against advance ap-
propriations.

Emergency legislation.

Point of order against legislation
increasing short-term deficit.
Point of order against provisions of
appropriations legislation that
constitute changes in manda-
tory programs affecting the

Crime Victims Fund.
Subtitle B—Other Provisions

311. Oversight of government perform-
ance.

Budgetary treatment of certain dis-
cretionary administrative ex-
penses.

Application and effect of changes
in allocations and aggregates.

Adjustments to reflect changes in
concepts and definitions.

Debt disclosure requirement.

Sec. 316. Debt disclosures.

Sec. 317. Exercise of rulemaking powers.

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS

RECOMMENDED
AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2009 through
2014:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $1,506,196,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $1,620,072,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $1,918,926,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $2,123,586,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $2,286,601,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $2,489,829,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: —$26,374,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: —$45,914,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: —$169,705,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: —$236,806,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: —$228,736,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: —$143,829,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $3,668,049,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $2,853,966,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $2,799,858,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $2,812,313,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $2,990,082,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $3,164,644,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $3,355,533,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $2,981,026,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $2,937,215,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $2,856,956,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $3,003,162,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $3,152,972,000,000.

(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-
ment of this resolution, the amounts of the
deficits are as follows:

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 302.

303.
304.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 305.

Sec.

Sec. 312.

Sec. 313.

Sec. 314.

Sec. 315.

SEC. 101. LEVELS AND
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Fiscal year 2009: $1,849,337,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $1,360,954,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $1,018,289,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $733,370,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $716,560,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $663,142,000,000.

(5) PuUBLIC DEBT.—Pursuant to section
301(a)(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, the appropriate levels of the public debt
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $12,067,919,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $13,298,235,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $14,394,517,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $15,303,842,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $16,175,508,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $17,022,970,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of debt held by the public are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $7,754,355,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $8,817,043,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $9,702,393,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $10,345,439,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $10,919,379,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $11,471,742,000,000.

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $653,117,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $668,208,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $694,864,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $726,045,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $766,065,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $802,166,000,000.

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009: $513,029,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $544,140,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $564,523,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $586,897,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $612,017,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014: $639,054,000,000.

(c) SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—In the Senate, the amounts of new
budget authority and budget outlays of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund for administrative expenses
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $5,296,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,945,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $6,072,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,934,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $6,568,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,433,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $6,895,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,809,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $7,223,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,148,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $7,599,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,517,000,000.

SEC. 103. POSTAL SERVICE DISCRETIONARY AD-
MINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

In the Senate, the amounts of new budget
authority and budget outlays of the Postal
Service for discretionary administrative ex-
penses are as follows:

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $253,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $253,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

March 30, 2009

(A) New budget authority, $262,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $262,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $267,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $267,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $272,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $272,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $277,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $277,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $283,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $283,000,000.
SEC. 104. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

Congress determines and declares that the
appropriate levels of new budget authority
and outlays for fiscal years 2009 through 2014
for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $693,557,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $671,725,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $691,703,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $695,628,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $619,767,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $662,705,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $628,785,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $642,223,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $639,535,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $641,425,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $653,458,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $646,834,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $55,333,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,011,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $46,670,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,960,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $48,192,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,936,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $50,429,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $51,181,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $53,332,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,292,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $55,996,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $53,111,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $35,389,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,973,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $31,139,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,467,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $33,993,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,032,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $35,008,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,749,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $35,557,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,971,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $36,211,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,066,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $43,919,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,952,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $4,489,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,210,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $4,404,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,906,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $4,427,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,341,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $4,619,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,613,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $4,540,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $484,000,000.

(56) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $56,009,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,834,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $37,387,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,450,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $37,914,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,868,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $38,376,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,419,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $38,256,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,883,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $38,602,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,788,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $24,974,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,070,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $23,620,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,881,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $24,602,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,914,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $21,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,410,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $22,295,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,877,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $22,920,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,906,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $694,439,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $665,437,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $61,113,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $85,818,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $25,931,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,798,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $9,305,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $16,985,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,329,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $10,958,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$2,762,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $122,457,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $87,784,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $75,246,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $95,695,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $75,301,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $96,147,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $75,885,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $95,184,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $75,758,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $95,017,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $75,642,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $94,972,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $23,811,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,983,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $16,308,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,921,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $16,152,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,563,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $16,194,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,254,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $16,043,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,633,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $16,068,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,870,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $164,276,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $73,219,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $94,430,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $140,624,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $107,858,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $141,412,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $117,121,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $118,480,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $115,931,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $118,911,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $125,788,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $120,959,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $380,158,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $354,397,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $383,911,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $388,746,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $363,906,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $367,276,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $368,156,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $367,505,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $387,170,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $382,555,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $396,523,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $397,351,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $427,076,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $426,736,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $442,823,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $442,954,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $487,508,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $487,326,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $491,844,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $491,616,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $539,711,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $539,862,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $592,893,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $592,733,000,000.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $520,123,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $503,020,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $534,689,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $538,604,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $507,482,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $510,762,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $450,081,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $450,806,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $454,160,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $453,932,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $454,931,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $453,726,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $31,820,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,264,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $20,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,378,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $23,380,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,513,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $26,478,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,628,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $29,529,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $32,728,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,728,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $97,705,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $94,831,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $106,357,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $105,460,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $112,806,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $112,355,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $108,643,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $108,048,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $113,722,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $113,071,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $115,929,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $115,388,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $55,783,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,853,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $52,857,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $51,630,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $52,061,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,110,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $51,866,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,726,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $51,651,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $52,678,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $51,488,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $51,635,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $30,405,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,629,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $22,321,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,021,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $22,477,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,322,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $22,707,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,806,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $22,437,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,252,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $22,808,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,109,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $289,021,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $289,021,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:



S4000

(A) New budget authority, $284,558,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $284,558,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $323,794,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $323,794,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, $387,620,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $387,620,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, $470,073,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $470,073,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $557,326,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $557,326,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $0.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, —$7,466,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$2,536,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, —$16,016,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$12,873,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, —-$17,492,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$16,820,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, —-$19,097,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$18,307,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, —$20,674,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$19,758,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, —-$78,206,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$78,206,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, —$68,444,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$68,444,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, —$71,653,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$71,653,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012:

(A) New budget authority, —$74,620,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$74,620,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013:

(A) New budget authority, —$77,585,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$77,585,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, —$79,491,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$79,491,000,000.

TITLE II—RESERVE FUNDS
SEC. 201. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
TRANSFORM AND MODERNIZE
AMERICA’S HEALTH CARE SYSTEM.

(a) TRANSFORM AND MODERNIZE AMERICA’S
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution, and make
adjustments to the pay-as-you-go ledger that
are deficit-neutral over 11 years, for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports that are def-
icit-neutral, reduce excess cost growth in
health care spending and are fiscally sustain-
able over the long term, and—

(1) protect families’ financial health in-
cluding restraining the growth of health pre-
miums and other health-related costs;

(2) make health coverage affordable to
businesses, households, and governments, in-
cluding by reducing wasteful and inefficient
spending in the health care system with peri-
odic reports on savings achieved through
these efforts, and by moving forward with
improvements to the health care delivery
system, including Medicare;

(3) aim for universality of health coverage;

(4) provide portability of coverage and as-
surance of coverage with appropriate con-
sumer protections;

(5) guarantee choice of health plans and
health care providers to Americans;

(6) invest in prevention and wellness and
address issues of health disparities;
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(7) improve patient safety and quality care,
including the appropriate use of health infor-
mation technology and health data, and pro-
mote transparency in cost and quality infor-
mation to Americans; or

(8) maintain long-term fiscal sustain-
ability and pays for itself by reducing health
care cost growth, improving productivity, or
dedicating additional sources of revenue;
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over the
period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2019.

(b) OTHER REVISIONS.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports that—

(1) increase the reimbursement rate for
physician services under section 1848(d) of
the Social Security Act and that include fi-
nancial incentives for physicians to improve
the quality and efficiency of items and serv-
ices furnished to Medicare beneficiaries
through the use of consensus-based quality
measures;

(2) include measures to encourage physi-
cians to train in primary care residencies
and ensure an adequate supply of residents
and physicians; or

(3) improve the Medicare program for bene-
ficiaries and protect access to outpatient
therapy services (including physical therapy,
occupational therapy, and speech-language
pathology services) through measures such
as repealing the current outpatient therapy
caps while protecting beneficiaries from as-
sociated premium increases;
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 202. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
INVEST IN CLEAN ENERGY AND PRE-
SERVE THE ENVIRONMENT.

(a) INVESTING IN CLEAN ENERGY AND PRE-
SERVING THE ENVIRONMENT.—The Chairman
of the Senate Committee on the Budget may
revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution for
one or more bills, joint resolutions, amend-
ments, motions, or conference reports that
would reduce our Nation’s dependence on im-
ported energy, produce green jobs, promote
renewable energy development, create a
clean energy investment fund, improve elec-
tricity transmission, encourage conservation
and efficiency, make improvements to the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, implement water settlements, or pre-
serve or protect public lands, oceans or
coastal areas, by the amounts provided in
such legislation for those purposes, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over either the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
The legislation may include tax provisions.

(b) CLIMATE CHANGE LEGISLATION.—The
Chairman of the Senate Committee on the
Budget may revise the allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels and limits in this resolu-
tion for one or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
that would invest in clean energy technology
initiatives, decrease greenhouse gas emis-
sions, or help families, workers, commu-
nities, and businesses make the transition to
a clean energy economy, by the amounts
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would
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not increase the deficit over either the pe-

riod of the total of fiscal years 2009 through

2014 or the period of the total of fiscal years

2009 through 2019.

SEC. 203. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
HIGHER EDUCATION.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that make higher education more ac-
cessible and affordable, which may include
legislation to expand and strengthen student
aid, such as Pell Grants, or increase college
enrollment and completion rates for low-in-
come students, by the amounts provided in
such legislation for those purposes, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over either the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
The legislation may include tax provisions.
SEC. 204. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

CHILD NUTRITION AND WIC.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that would reauthorize child nutri-
tion programs or the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (the WIC program), by the amounts
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would
not increase the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2009 through
2014 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2019.

SEC. 205. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
INVESTMENTS IN AMERICA’S INFRA-
STRUCTURE.

(a) INFRASTRUCTURE.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports that provide
for a robust Federal investment in America’s
infrastructure, which may include projects
for public housing, energy, water, or other
infrastructure projects, by the amounts pro-
vided in that legislation for those purposes,
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2019.

(b) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION.—The Chair-
man of the Senate Committee on the Budget
may revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution for
one or more bills, joint resolutions, amend-
ments, motions, or conference reports that
provide new budget authority for surface
transportation programs to the extent such
new budget authority is offset by an increase
in receipts to the Highway Trust Fund (ex-
cluding transfers from the general fund of
the Treasury into the Highway Trust Fund
not offset by a similar increase in receipts),
provided further that such legislation would
not increase the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2009 through
2014 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2019.

(c) MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS.—The Chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Budget may revise the al-
locations of a committee or committees, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels and
limits in this resolution for one or more



March 30, 2009

bills, joint resolutions, amendments, mo-
tions, or conference reports that would au-
thorize multimodal transportation projects
that—

(1) provide a set of performance measures;

(2) require a cost-benefit analysis be con-
ducted to ensure accountability and overall
project goals are met; and

(3) provide flexibility for States, cities, and
localities to create strategies that meet the
needs of their communities,
by the amounts provided in that legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 206. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
PROMOTE ECONOMIC STABILIZA-
TION AND GROWTH.

(a) MANUFACTURING.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports, including tax
legislation, that would revitalize and
strengthen the United States domestic man-
ufacturing sector by increasing Federal re-
search and development, by expanding the
scope and effectiveness of manufacturing
programs across the Federal Government, by
increasing efforts to train and retrain manu-
facturing workers, by enhancing workers’
technical skills in the use of the new ad-
vanced manufacturing technologies to
produce competitive energy efficient prod-
ucts, by increasing support for the redevelop-
ment of closed manufacturing plants, by in-
creasing support for development of alter-
native fuels and leap-ahead automotive and
energy technologies such as advanced bat-
teries, or by establishing tax incentives to
encourage the continued production in the
United States of advanced technologies and
the infrastructure to support such tech-
nologies, by the amounts provided in that
legislation for those purposes, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

(b) TAX RELIEF.—The Chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Budget may revise the
allocations of a committee or committees,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this resolution by the amounts provided by
one or more bills, joint resolutions, amend-
ments, motions, or conference reports that
would provide tax relief, including but not
limited to extensions of expiring and expired
tax relief or refundable tax relief, by the
amounts provided in that legislation for
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

(c) TAX REFORM.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els in this resolution for one or more bills,
joint resolutions, amendments, motions, or
conference reports that would reform the In-
ternal Revenue Code to ensure a sustainable
revenue base that would lead to a fairer and
more efficient tax system and to a more
competitive business environment for United
States enterprises, by the amounts provided
in such legislation for those purposes, pro-
vided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2019.

(d) FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM.—The Chair-
man of the Senate Committee on the Budget
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may revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports that would
provide for flood insurance reform and mod-
ernization, by the amounts provided in such
legislation for those purposes, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

(e) TRADE.—The Chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Budget may revise the al-
locations of a committee or committees, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to trade by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes,
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2019.

(f) HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—The Chairman of
the Senate Committee on the Budget may
revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution for
one or more bills, joint resolutions, amend-
ments, motions, or conference reports re-
lated to housing assistance, which may in-
clude low income rental assistance and as-
sistance provided through the Housing Trust
Fund created under section 1131 of the Hous-
ing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, by
the amounts provided in such legislation for
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

(2) UNEMPLOYMENT MITIGATION.—The
Chairman of the Senate Committee on the
Budget may revise the allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels in this resolution for one
or more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports which reduce
the unemployment rate or provide assistance
to the unemployed, particularly in the states
and localities with the highest rates of un-
employment, or improve the implementation
of the unemployment compensation pro-
gram, by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for those purposes, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2009 through 2014 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 207. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
AMERICA’S VETERANS AND WOUND-
ED SERVICEMEMBERS.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels in this resolution
for one or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
that would expand the number of disabled
military retirees who receive both disability
compensation and retired pay, accelerate the
phase-in of concurrent receipt, eliminate the
offset between Survivor Benefit Plan annu-
ities and Veterans’ Dependency and Indem-
nity Compensation, or expand veterans’ ben-
efits (including for veterans living in rural
areas), by the amounts provided in such leg-
islation for those purposes, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
SEC. 208. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

JUDICIAL PAY AND JUDGESHIPS
AND POSTAL RETIREE ASSISTANCE.

(a) JUDICIAL PAY AND JUDGESHIPS.—The

Chairman of the Senate Committee on the

S4001

Budget may revise the allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels and limits in this resolu-
tion for one or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
that would authorize salary adjustments for
justices and judges of the United States, or
increase the number of Federal judgeships,
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

(b) POSTAL RETIREES.—The Chairman of
the Senate Committee on the Budget may
revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports relating to
adjustments to funding for postal retiree
health coverage, by the amounts provided in
such legislation for those purposes, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over either the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
SEC. 209. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

DEFENSE ACQUISITION AND CON-
TRACTING REFORM.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that—

(1) enhance the capability of the Federal
acquisition or contracting workforce to
achieve better value for taxpayers;

(2) reduce the use of no-bid and cost-plus
contracts; or

(3) reform Department of Defense processes
for acquiring weapons systems in order to re-
duce costs, improve cost and schedule esti-
mation, enhance developmental testing of
weapons, or increase the rigor of reviews of
programs that experience critical cost
growth;
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 210. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
INVESTMENTS IN OUR NATION’S
COUNTIES AND SCHOOLS.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that provide for the reauthorization
of the Secure Rural Schools and Community
Self Determination Act of 2000 (Public Law
106-393) or make changes to the Payments in
Lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-565),
or both, by the amounts provided by that
legislation for those purposes, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
SEC. 211. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRA-
TION.

(a) REGULATION.—The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may revise
the allocations of a committee or commit-
tees, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els in this resolution for one or more bills,
joint resolutions, amendments, motions, or
conference reports that authorize the Food
and Drug Administration to regulate prod-
ucts and assess user fees on manufacturers
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and importers of those products to cover the
cost of the Food and Drug Administration’s
regulatory activities, by the amounts pro-
vided in that legislation for those purposes,
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2019.

(b) DRUG IMPORTATION.—The Chairman of
the Senate Committee on the Budget may
revise the allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
motions, or conference reports that permit
the safe importation of prescription drugs
approved by the Food and Drug Administra-
tion from a specified list of countries, by the
amounts provided in such legislation for
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 212. DEFICIT NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
BIPARTISAN CONGRESSIONAL SUN-
SET COMMISSION.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels in this resolution
for one or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
that—

(1) provide for a bipartisan congressional
sunset commission, that will review Federal
programs, focusing on unauthorized and non-
performing programs;

(2) provide for a process that will help abol-
ish obsolete and duplicative Federal pro-
grams;

(3) provide for improved government ac-
countability and greater openness in Govern-
ment decisionmaking; and

(4) provide for a process that ensures that
Congress will consider the commission’s re-
ports and recommendations;
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit over the
period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2014 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 213. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
IMPROVE DOMESTIC FUELS SECU-
RITY.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports to achieve domestic fuels security by
authorizing the Department of Defense to
procure alternative fuels from domestic
sources under contracts for up to 20 years,
provided that such procurement is consistent
with section 526 of the Energy Independence
and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140)
and provided further that such legislation
would not increase the deficit over either the
period of the total of fiscal years 2009
through 2014 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2019.

SEC. 214. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
A COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATION
INTO THE CURRENT FINANCIAL CRI-
SIS.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that provide resources for a com-
prehensive investigation to determine the
cause of the current financial crisis, hold
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those responsible accountable, and provide
recommendations to prevent another finan-
cial crisis of this magnitude from occurring
again by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for those purposes, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2009 through 2014 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.
SEC. 215. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
INCREASED TRANSPARENCY AT THE
FEDERAL RESERVE.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations of a
committee or committees, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels and limits in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that increase transparency at the
Federal Reserve System, including audits of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System and the Federal reserve banks
and increased public disclosure with respect
to the recipients of all loans and other finan-
cial assistance it has provided since March
24, 2008, by the amounts provided in such leg-
islation for those purposes, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

TITLE III—BUDGET PROCESS
Subtitle A—Budget Enforcement
SEC. 301. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS,
PROGRAM INTEGRITY INITIATIVES,
AND OTHER ADJUSTMENTS.

(a) SENATE POINT OF ORDER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, it shall not be in order
in the Senate to consider any bill or joint
resolution (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on that bill or joint resolu-
tion) that would cause the discretionary
spending limits in this section to be exceed-
ed.

(2) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEALS.—

(A) WAIVER.—This subsection may be
waived or suspended in the Senate only by
the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members, duly chosen and sworn.

(B) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this subsection shall be limited
to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the appellant and the manager
of the bill or joint resolution. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
this subsection.

(b) SENATE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIM-
ITSs.—In the Senate and as used in this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘discretionary spending
limit” means—

(1) for fiscal year 2009, $1,391,471,000,000 in
new budget authority and $1,220,843,000,000 in
outlays; and

(2) for fiscal year 2010, $1,079,050,000,000 in
new budget authority and $1,268,104,000,000 in
outlays;
as adjusted in conformance with the adjust-
ment procedures in subsection (c).

(¢) ADJUSTMENTS IN THE SENATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—After the reporting of a
bill or joint resolution relating to any mat-
ter described in paragraph (2), or the offering
of an amendment thereto or the submission
of a conference report thereon—

(A) the Chairman of the Senate Committee
on the Budget may adjust the discretionary
spending limits, budgetary aggregates, and
allocations pursuant to section 302(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, by the
amount of new budget authority in that
measure for that purpose and the outlays
flowing therefrom; and
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(B) following any adjustment under sub-
paragraph (A), the Senate Committee on Ap-
propriations may report appropriately re-
vised suballocations pursuant to section
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
to carry out this subsection.

(2) MATTERS DESCRIBED.—Matters referred
to in paragraph (1) are as follows:

(A) CONTINUING DISABILITY REVIEWS AND SSI
REDETERMINATIONS.—If a bill or joint resolu-
tion is reported making appropriations for
fiscal year 2010 that appropriates $273,000,000
for continuing disability reviews and Supple-
mental Security Income redeterminations
for the Social Security Administration, and
provides an additional appropriation of up to
$485,000,000 for continuing disability reviews
and Supplemental Security Income redeter-
minations for the Social Security Adminis-
tration, then the discretionary spending lim-
its, allocation to the Senate Committee on
Appropriations, and aggregates may be ad-
justed by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for that purpose, but not to exceed
$485,000,000 in budget authority and outlays
flowing therefrom for fiscal year 2010.

(B) INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE TAX EN-
FORCEMENT.—If a bill or joint resolution is
reported making appropriations for fiscal
year 2010 that appropriates $7,100,000,000 for
the Internal Revenue Service for enhanced
tax enforcement to address the Federal tax
gap (taxes owed but not paid) and provides
an additional appropriation of up to
$890,000,000 for the Internal Revenue Service
for enhanced tax enforcement to address the
Federal tax gap, then the discretionary
spending limits, allocation to the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, and aggre-
gates may be adjusted by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for that purpose,
but not to exceed $890,000,000 in budget au-
thority and outlays flowing therefrom for
fiscal year 2010.

(C) HEALTH CARE FRAUD AND ABUSE CON-
TROL.—If a bill or joint resolution is reported
making appropriations for fiscal year 2010
that appropriates up to $311,000,000 to the
Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control pro-
gram at the Department of Health and
Human Services, then the discretionary
spending limits, allocation to the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, and aggre-
gates may be adjusted by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for that purpose,
but not to exceed $311,000,000 in budget au-
thority and outlays flowing therefrom for
fiscal year 2010.

(D) UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE IMPROPER
PAYMENT REVIEWS.—If a bill or joint resolu-
tion is reported making appropriations for
fiscal year 2010 that appropriates $10,000,000
for in-person reemployment and eligibility
assessments and unemployment insurance
improper payment reviews, and provides an
additional appropriation of up to $50,000,000
for in-person reemployment and eligibility
assessments and unemployment insurance
improper payment reviews, then the discre-
tionary spending limits, allocation to the
Senate Committee on Appropriations, and
aggregates may be adjusted by the amounts
provided in such legislation for that purpose,
but not to exceed $50,000,000 in budget au-
thority and outlays flowing therefrom for
fiscal year 2010.

(E) REDUCING WASTE IN DEFENSE CON-
TRACTING.—If a bill or joint resolution is re-
ported making appropriations for fiscal year
2010 that appropriates up to $100,000,000 to
the Department of Defense for additional ac-
tivities to reduce waste, fraud, abuse, and
overpayments in defense contracting or to
enhance the capability of the defense acqui-
sition or contracting workforce to save tax-
payer resources, then the discretionary
spending limits, allocation to the Senate
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Committee on Appropriations, and aggre-
gates may be adjusted by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for that purpose,
but not to exceed $100,000,000 in budget au-
thority and outlays flowing therefrom for
fiscal year 2010.

(3) ADJUSTMENTS TO SUPPORT ONGOING
OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS.—The
Chairman of the Senate Committee on the
Budget may adjust the discretionary spend-
ing limits, allocations to the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and aggregates for
one or more—

(A) bills reported by the Senate Committee
on Appropriations or passed by the House of
Representatives;

(B) joint resolutions or amendments re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations;

(C) amendments between the Houses re-
ceived from the House of Representatives or
Senate amendments offered by the authority
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations;
or

(D) conference reports;
making appropriations for fiscal year 2010 for
overseas contingency operations by the
amounts provided in such legislation for
those purposes (and so designated pursuant
to this paragraph), up to $130,000,000,000 in
budget authority for fiscal year 2010 and the
new outlays flowing therefrom.

(4) REVISED APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2010.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If after adoption of this
resolution by the Congress, the Congres-
sional Budget Office (CBO) re-estimates the
President’s request for discretionary spend-
ing in fiscal year 2010 at an aggregate level
different from the CBO preliminary estimate
dated March 20, 2009, the Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget may adjust
the discretionary spending limits, budgetary
aggregates, and allocations pursuant to sec-
tion 302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 by the amount of budget authority
and outlays flowing therefrom, to reflect the
difference between such re-estimate and the
CBO preliminary estimate dated March 20,
2009.

(B) SUBALLOCATIONS.—Following any ad-
justment under subparagraph (A), the Senate
Committee on Appropriations may report ap-
propriately revised suballocations pursuant
to section 302(b) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 to carry out this paragraph.

(d) INAPPLICABILITY.—In the Senate, sub-
sections (a), (b), (¢), and (d) of section 312 of
S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress) shall no
longer apply.

SEC. 302. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST ADVANCE
APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) POINT OF ORDER.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), it shall not be in order in the
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
motion, amendment, or conference report
that would provide an advance appropria-
tion.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘“advance appropriation’” means any new
budget authority provided in a bill or joint
resolution making appropriations for fiscal
year 2010 that first becomes available for any
fiscal year after 2010, or any new budget au-
thority provided in a bill or joint resolution
making general appropriations or continuing
appropriations for fiscal year 2011, that first
becomes available for any fiscal year after
2011.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Advance appropriations
may be provided—

(1) for fiscal years 2011 and 2012 for pro-
grams, projects, activities, or accounts iden-
tified in the joint explanatory statement of
managers accompanying this resolution
under the heading ‘‘Accounts Identified for
Advance Appropriations” in an aggregate
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amount not to exceed $28,852,000,000 in new
budget authority in each year; and

(2) for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting.

(C) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.—

(1) WAIVER.—In the Senate, subsection (a)
may be waived or suspended only by an af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(2) APPEAL.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members of the Senate, duly
chosen and sworn, shall be required to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under subsection (a).

(d) FORM OF POINT OF ORDER.—A point of
order under subsection (a) may be raised by
a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(e) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—When the Sen-
ate is considering a conference report on, or
an amendment between the Houses in rela-
tion to, a bill, upon a point of order being
made by any Senator pursuant to this sec-
tion, and such point of order being sustained,
such material contained in such conference
report shall be deemed stricken, and the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the question of
whether the Senate shall recede from its
amendment and concur with a further
amendment, or concur in the House amend-
ment with a further amendment, as the case
may be, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port or House amendment, as the case may
be, not so stricken. Any such motion in the
Senate shall be debatable. In any case in
which such point of order is sustained
against a conference report (or Senate
amendment derived from such conference re-
port by operation of this subsection), no fur-
ther amendment shall be in order.

(f) INAPPLICABILITY.—In the Senate, section
313 of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress) shall
no longer apply.

SEC. 303. EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.

(a) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE.—In the Sen-
ate, with respect to a provision of direct
spending or receipts legislation or appropria-
tions for discretionary accounts that Con-
gress designates as an emergency require-
ment in such measure, the amounts of new
budget authority, outlays, and receipts in all
fiscal years resulting from that provision
shall be treated as an emergency require-
ment for the purpose of this section.

(b) EXEMPTION OF EMERGENCY PROVI-
SIONS.—Any new budget authority, outlays,
and receipts resulting from any provision
designated as an emergency requirement,
pursuant to this section, in any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, or conference report
shall not count for purposes of sections 302
and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, section 201 of S. Con. Res. 21 (110th Con-
gress) (relating to pay-as-you-go), section 311
of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress) (relating
to long-term deficits), and sections 301 and
304 of this resolution (relating to discre-
tionary spending and short-term deficits).
Designated emergency provisions shall not
count for the purpose of revising allocations,
aggregates, or other levels pursuant to pro-
cedures established under section 301(b)(7) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 for def-
icit-neutral reserve funds and revising dis-
cretionary spending limits set pursuant to
section 301 of this resolution.

(c) DESIGNATIONS.—If a provision of legisla-
tion is designated as an emergency require-
ment under this section, the committee re-
port and any statement of managers accom-
panying that legislation shall include an ex-
planation of the manner in which the provi-
sion meets the criteria in subsection (f).

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
‘“‘/direct spending’’, ‘‘receipts’’, and ‘‘appro-
priations for discretionary accounts’” mean
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any provision of a bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
that affects direct spending, receipts, or ap-
propriations as those terms have been de-
fined and interpreted for purposes of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985.

(e) POINT OF ORDER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-
sidering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report, if a point of order
is made by a Senator against an emergency
designation in that measure, that provision
making such a designation shall be stricken
from the measure and may not be offered as
an amendment from the floor.

(2) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEALS.—

(A) WAIVER.—Paragraph (1) may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by an af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(B) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this subsection shall be limited
to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the appellant and the manager
of the bill or joint resolution, as the case
may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this subsection.

(3) DEFINITION OF AN EMERGENCY DESIGNA-
TION.—For purposes of paragraph (1), a provi-
sion shall be considered an emergency des-
ignation if it designates any item as an
emergency requirement pursuant to this sub-
section.

(4) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point
of order under paragraph (1) may be raised
by a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(5) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—When the Sen-
ate is considering a conference report on, or
an amendment between the Houses in rela-
tion to, a bill, upon a point of order being
made by any Senator pursuant to this sec-
tion, and such point of order being sustained,
such material contained in such conference
report shall be deemed stricken, and the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the question of
whether the Senate shall recede from its
amendment and concur with a further
amendment, or concur in the House amend-
ment with a further amendment, as the case
may be, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port or House amendment, as the case may
be, not so stricken. Any such motion in the
Senate shall be debatable. In any case in
which such point of order is sustained
against a conference report (or Senate
amendment derived from such conference re-
port by operation of this subsection), no fur-
ther amendment shall be in order.

(f) CRITERIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, any provision is an emergency require-
ment if the situation addressed by such pro-
vision is—

(A) necessary, essential, or vital (not mere-
1y useful or beneficial);

(B) sudden, quickly coming into being, and
not building up over time;

(C) an urgent, pressing, and compelling
need requiring immediate action;

(D) subject to subparagraph (B), unfore-
seen, unpredictable, and unanticipated; and

(E) not permanent, temporary in nature.

(2) UNFORESEEN.—An emergency that is
part of an aggregate level of anticipated
emergencies, particularly when normally es-
timated in advance, is not unforeseen.

(g) INAPPLICABILITY.—In the Senate, sec-
tion 204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 (110th Congress),
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2008, shall no longer apply.
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SEC. 304. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-
TION INCREASING SHORT-TERM
DEFICIT.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill,
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report (except measures within the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropria-
tions) that would cause a net increase in the
deficit in excess of $10,000,000,000 in any fiscal
year provided for in the most recently adopt-
ed concurrent resolution on the budget un-
less it is fully offset over the period of all fis-
cal years provided for in the most recently
adopted concurrent resolution on the budget.

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL IN
THE SENATE.—

(1) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or
suspended only by the affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn.

(2) APPEAL.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(c) DETERMINATIONS OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels shall
be determined on the basis of estimates pro-
vided by the Senate Committee on the Budg-
et.

(d) SUNSET.—This section shall expire on
September 30, 2018.

(e) INAPPLICABILITY.—In the Senate, sec-
tion 315 of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress),
the concurrent resolution in the budget for
fiscal year 2009, shall no longer apply.

SEC. 305. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST PROVISIONS
OF APPROPRIATIONS LEGISLATION
THAT CONSTITUTE CHANGES IN
MANDATORY PROGRAMS AFFECTING
THE CRIME VICTIMS FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, it shall not
be in order to consider any appropriations
legislation, including any amendment there-
to, motion in relation thereto, or conference
report thereon, that includes any provision
or provisions affecting the Crime Victims
Fund, as defined by section 1402 of the Vic-
tims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601),
which constitutes a change in a mandatory
program that would have been estimated as
affecting direct spending or receipts under
section 252 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (as in
effect prior to September 30, 2002) were they
included in legislation other than appropria-
tions legislation. A point of order pursuant
to this section shall be raised against such
provision or provisions as described in sub-
sections (d) and (e).

(b) DETERMINATION.—The determination of
whether a provision is subject to a point of
order pursuant to this section shall be made
by the Committee on the Budget of the Sen-
ate.

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.—
This section may be waived or suspended in
the Senate only by an affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(d) GENERAL POINT OF ORDER.—It shall be
in order for a Senator to raise a single point
of order that several provisions of a bill, res-
olution, amendment, motion, or conference
report violate this section. The Presiding Of-
ficer may sustain the point of order as to
some or all of the provisions against which
the Senator raised the point of order. If the
Presiding Officer so sustains the point of
order as to some of the provisions (including
provisions of an amendment, motion, or con-
ference report) against which the Senator
raised the point of order, then only those
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provisions (including provision of an amend-
ment, motion, or conference report) against
which the Presiding Officer sustains the
point of order shall be deemed stricken pur-
suant to this section. Before the Presiding
Officer rules on such a point of order, any
Senator may move to waive such a point of
order as it applies to some or all of the provi-
sions against which the point of order was
raised. Such a motion to waive is amendable
in accordance with rules and precedents of
the Senate. After the Presiding Officer rules
on such a point of order, any Senator may
appeal the ruling of the Presiding Officer on
such a point of order as it applies to some or
all of the provisions on which the Presiding
Officer ruled.

(¢e) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—When
the Senate is considering a conference report
on, or an amendment between the Houses in
relation to, a bill, upon a point of order
being made by any Senator pursuant to this
section, and such point of order being sus-
tained, such material contained in such con-
ference report or amendment shall be
deemed stricken, and the Senate shall pro-
ceed to consider the question of whether the
Senate shall recede from its amendment and
concur with a further amendment, or concur
in the House amendment with a further
amendment, as the case may be, which fur-
ther amendment shall consist of only that
portion of the conference report or House
amendment, as the case may be, not so
stricken. Any such motion shall be debat-
able. In any case in which such point of order
is sustained against a conference report (or
Senate amendment derived from such con-
ference report by operation of this sub-
section), no further amendment shall be in
order.

Subtitle B—Other Provisions
SEC. 311. OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT PER-
FORMANCE.

In the Senate, all committees are directed
to review programs within their jurisdiction
to root out waste, fraud, and abuse in pro-
gram spending, giving particular scrutiny to
issues raised by Government Accountability
Office reports. Based on these oversight ef-
forts and committee performance reviews of
programs within their jurisdiction, commit-
tees are directed to include recommenda-
tions for improved governmental perform-
ance in their annual views and estimates re-
ports required under section 301(d) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to the Com-
mittees on the Budget.

SEC. 312. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF CERTAIN
DISCRETIONARY ADMINISTRATIVE
EXPENSES.

In the Senate, notwithstanding section
302(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, section 13301 of the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990, and section 2009a of title 39,
United States Code, the joint explanatory
statement accompanying the conference re-
port on any concurrent resolution on the
budget shall include in its allocations under
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 to the Committees on Appropria-
tions amounts for the discretionary adminis-
trative expenses of the Social Security Ad-
ministration and of the Postal Service.

SEC. 313. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF
CHANGES IN ALLOCATIONS AND AG-
GREGATES.

(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-
cations and aggregates made pursuant to
this resolution shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration;

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that
measure; and

(3) be published in the Congressional
Record as soon as practicable.

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
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gregates resulting from these adjustments
shall be considered for the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

(c) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.—
For purposes of this resolution the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, direct spend-
ing, new entitlement authority, revenues,
deficits, and surpluses for a fiscal year or pe-
riod of fiscal years shall be determined on
the basis of estimates made by the Senate
Committee on the Budget.

SEC. 314. ADJUSTMENTS TO REFLECT CHANGES
IN CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS.

Upon the enactment of a bill or joint reso-
lution providing for a change in concepts or
definitions, the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on the Budget may make adjust-
ments to the levels and allocations in this
resolution in accordance with section 251(b)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 (as in effect prior to
September 30, 2002).

SEC. 315. DEBT DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order to
consider a budget resolution in the Senate
unless it contains a debt disclosure section
including all, and only, the following disclo-
sures regarding debt:

“SEC. . DEBT DISCLOSURES.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The levels assumed in
this budget resolution allow the gross Fed-
eral debt of the nation to rise/fall by
$ from the current year, fiscal
year 20 , to the fifth year of the budget
window, fiscal year 20 .

‘“(b) PER PERSON.—The levels assumed in
this budget resolution allow the gross Fed-
eral debt of the nation to rise/fall by
$ on every United States citizen from
the current year, fiscal year 20  to the
fifth year of the budget window, fiscal year
20 .

‘‘(c) SOCIAL SECURITY.—The levels assumed
in this budget resolution project that
$ of the Social Security surplus will
be spent over the 5-year budget window, fis-
cal years 20  through 20 , on things
other than Social Security.”.

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY.—If any portion of the
Social Security surplus is projected to be
spent in any year or the gross Federal debt
in the fifth year of the budget window is
greater than the gross debt projected for the
current year, as described in section 101(5) of
this resolution, the report, print, or state-
ment of managers accompanying the budget
resolution shall contain a section that—

(1) details the circumstances making it in
the national interest to allow Federal debt
to increase rather than taking steps to re-
duce the debt; and

(2) provides a justification for allowing the
surpluses in the Social Security Trust Fund
to be spent on other functions of Govern-
ment even as the baby boom generation re-
tires, program costs are projected to rise
dramatically, the debt owed to Social Secu-
rity is about to come due, and the Trust
Fund is projected to go insolvent.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term
‘“‘gross Federal debt’” means the nominal lev-
els of (or changes in the levels of) gross Fed-
eral debt (debt subject to limit as set forth
in section 101(5) of this resolution) measured
at the end of each fiscal year during the pe-
riod of the budget, not debt as a percentage
of gross domestic product, and not levels rel-
ative to baseline projections.

SEC. 316. DEBT DISCLOSURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The levels assumed in
this budget resolution allow the gross Fed-
eral debt of the nation to rise by
$4,960,000,000,000 from the current year, fiscal
year 2009, to the fifth year of the budget win-
dow, fiscal year 2014.
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(b) PER PERSON.—The levels assumed in
this budget resolution allow the gross Fed-
eral debt of the nation to rise by $16,200 on
every United States citizen from the current
year, fiscal year 2009, to the fifth year of the
budget window, fiscal year 2014.

(c) SOCIAL SECURITY.—The levels assumed
in this budget resolution project that
$700,000,000,000 of the Social Security surplus
will be spent over the 5-year budget window,
fiscal years 2010 through 2014, on things
other than Social Security.

SEC. 317. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.

Congress adopts the provisions of this
title—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate, and as such they shall be con-
sidered as part of the rules of the Senate and
such rules shall supersede other rules only to
the extent that they are inconsistent with
such other rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the Senate to change those
rules at any time, in the same manner, and
to the same extent as is the case of any other
rule of the Senate.

——————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 89—EX-
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR DES-
IGNATION OF A “WELCOME
HOME VIETNAM VETERANS DAY”

Mr. BURR (for himself, Mrs. BOXER,
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. HATCH, Mrs.
SHAHEEN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
ROBERTS, and Mr. COCHRAN) submitted
the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 89

Whereas the Vietnam War was fought in
Vietnam from 1961 to 1975, and involved
North Vietnam and the Viet Cong in conflict
with United States Armed Forces and South
Vietnam;

Whereas the United States became in-
volved in Vietnam because policy-makers in
the United States believed that if the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam fell to a com-
munist government then communism would
spread throughout the rest of Southeast
Asia;

Whereas members of the United States
Armed Forces began serving in an advisory
role to the Government of South Vietnam in
1961;

Whereas, as a result of the Gulf of Tonkin
incidents on August 2 and 4, 1964, Congress
overwhelmingly passed the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution (Public Law 88-408), on August 7,
1964, which effectively handed over war-mak-
ing powers to President Johnson until such
time as ‘‘peace and security’’ had returned to
Vietnam;

Whereas, in 1965, United States Armed
Forces ground combat units arrived in Viet-
nam;

Whereas, by the end of 1965, there were
80,000 United States troops in Vietnam, and
by 1969 a peak of approximately 543,000
troops was reached;

Whereas, on January 27, 1973, the Treaty of
Paris was signed, which required the release
of all United States prisoners-of-war held in
North Vietnam and the withdrawal of all
United States Armed Forces from South
Vietnam;

Whereas, on March 30, 1973, the United
States Armed Forces completed the with-
drawal of combat troops from Vietnam;

Whereas more than 58,000 members of the
United States Armed Forces lost their lives
in Vietnam and more than 300,000 members
of the Armed Forces were wounded;
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Whereas, in 1982, the Vietnam Veterans
Memorial was dedicated in the District of
Columbia to commemorate those members of
the United States Armed Forces who died or
were declared missing-in-action in Vietnam;

Whereas the Vietnam War was an ex-
tremely divisive issue among the people of
the United States;

Whereas members of the United States
Armed Forces who served bravely and faith-
fully for the United States during the Viet-
nam War were caught upon their return
home in the crossfire of public debate about
the involvement of the United States in the
Vietnam War;

Whereas the establishment of a ‘““Welcome
Home Vietnam Veterans Day’ would be an
appropriate way to honor those members of
the United States Armed Forces who served
in Vietnam during the Vietnam War; and

Whereas March 30, 2009, would be an appro-
priate day to establish as ‘“Welcome Home
Vietnam Veterans Day’’: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) honors and recognizes the contributions
of veterans who served in the United States
Armed Forces in Vietnam; and

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe ‘“Welcome Home Vietnam
Veterans Day’” with appropriate ceremonies
and activities that promote awareness of the
contributions of veterans who served in the
United States Armed Forces in Vietnam and
the importance of helping such veterans re-
adjust to civilian life.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 90—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE REGARDING THE FIFTH
SUMMIT OF THE AMERICAS,
HELD IN PORT OF SPAIN, TRINI-
DAD AND TOBAGO, APRIL 17, 18,
AND 19, 2009

Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. DoODD, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. RES. 90

Whereas the First Summit of the Amer-
icas, held in December 1994 in Miami, Flor-
ida, resulted in a comprehensive Plan of Ac-
tion, issued by the region’s democracies,
which included initiatives on strengthening
democracy, promoting human rights, com-
bating corruption, furthering sustainable
economic development, encouraging environ-
mental conservation, and committing to ac-
cess to universal basic education and health
care throughout the Americas;

Whereas 3 Summits of the Americas and 2
Special Summits of the Americas have been
convened since 1994, resulting in additional
initiatives on sustainable development,
strengthening democratic practices and good
governance, the environment, economic rela-
tions, combating HIV/AIDS and other dis-
eases, and numerous other areas of mutual
interest and shared responsibility through-
out the Western Hemisphere;

Whereas on July 21, 2008, the Draft Dec-
laration of Commitment by the Summit Im-
plementation Review Group proposed an
agenda for the Fifth Summit of the Americas
to discuss promoting human prosperity, en-
ergy security, environmental sustainability,
public security, democratic governance, and
the Summit’s implementation and review
process; and

Whereas on February 10, 2009, President
Barack Obama stated that he would attend
the Fifth Summit of the Americas to ‘‘create
the kind of partnership based on respect that
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the people of Latin America are looking for
and that will be beneficial to the United
States’’: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate—

(1) to express support for the Fifth Summit
of the Americas as an effective multilateral
forum, convened in the spirit of cooperation
and partnership for the 34 democratically
elected heads of state of the region to ad-
dress shared challenges and foster collabora-
tion throughout the Western Hemisphere;

(2) that the Fifth Summit provides the
United States with an early opportunity to
reinvigorate and strengthen its engagement
with the countries of the Western Hemi-
sphere, especially in—

(A) finding common solutions to the global
economic crisis;

(B) promoting energy security; and

(C) combating threats to public and per-
sonal security, including threats from ter-
rorism, international narcotics cartels, and
organized criminal groups;

(3) that the United States is prepared to
work with the countries of the Western
Hemisphere on advancing an agenda of
human prosperity, including—

(A) encouraging multilateral development
institutions to invest in micro- to medium-
sized enterprises;

(B) continuing the fight against HIV/AIDS,
vector-borne, and noncommunicable dis-
eases;

(C) raising the standard of living of the
people in the region who currently live in
poverty;

(D) eradicating child labor;

(E) recommitting to the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals; and

(F') supporting investment in public health
and education throughout the Western Hemi-
sphere;

(4) that the United States should use the
Fifth Summit of the Americas to strengthen
cooperation by working with other nations
to formulate and implement a regional en-
ergy strategy to promote—

(A) increased technology and information
sharing;

(B) regulatory harmonization;

(C) integration; and

(D) renewable and alternative
sources;

(5) to welcome civil society and nongovern-
mental organizations at the Fifth Summit,
and to encourage their observation and ac-
tive participation in the Summit’s decision-
making process to strengthen democratic
governance, the rule of law, freedom of the
press, and civil society in the Western Hemi-
sphere; and

(6) to set achievable and measurable goals,
based on areas of consensus, and to strength-
en followup mechanisms to review the imple-
mentation, reporting, and progress of Sum-
mit initiatives.

energy

SENATE RESOLUTION 91—CALLING
ON THE CONSUMER PRODUCT
SAFETY COMMISSION, THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY,
AND THE SECRETARY OF HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
TO TAKE ACTION ON ISSUES RE-
LATING TO DRYWALL IMPORTED
FROM CHINA

Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself
and Ms. LANDRIEU) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation:
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S. RES. 91

Whereas between 2006 and late 2007, more
than 550,000,000 pounds of drywall and associ-
ated building materials were imported from
China to the United States;

Whereas not less than 300,000,000 pounds of
drywall were imported from China to the
State of Florida, enough to build approxi-
mately 36,000 homes;

Whereas not less than 60,000,000 pounds of
drywall were imported from China to the
State of Louisiana, enough to build approxi-
mately 7,000 homes;

Whereas media reports indicate that
drywall imported from China was also used
in homes in no fewer than 10 other States,
including Georgia, Mississippi, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia;

Whereas testing by officials of the State of
Florida found that drywall imported from
China contains potentially hazardous levels
of strontium sulfide, which, when exposed to
moisture and humidity, can release hydrogen
sulfide into the air;

Whereas emissions from drywall imported
from China have caused substantial safety
hazards in homes containing such drywall,
including corrosion in electrical wiring,
which can result in a fire hazard, failure of
air conditioning units, and the failure of
other household electrical products; and

Whereas preliminary testing shows that
the drywall may also be responsible for cer-
tain health hazards: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion should—

(A) initiate a formal proceeding to inves-
tigate drywall imported from China during
the period from 2004 through 2007;

(B) prohibit the further importation of
drywall and associated building products
from China;

(C) order a recall of hazardous Chinese
drywall; and

(D) use its existing authority under the
Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act
of 2008 (Public Law 110-314; 122 Stat. 3016) and
the Federal Hazardous Substances Act (15
U.S.C. 1261 et seq.) to seek civil penalties
against the drywall manufacturers in China
that produced or distributed hazardous
drywall and their subsidiaries in the United
States to cover the cost of the recall effort
and other associated remediation efforts; and

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury and the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment should—

(A) use all available measures, including
civil forfeiture authority, to ensure that the
costs of homeowner assistance efforts are
borne by the drywall manufacturers in China
that produced or distributed hazardous
drywall and their subsidiaries in the United
States and not by the taxpayers of the
United States; and

(B) develop meaningful Federal tax incen-
tives to help offset the expense of costly
drywall repairs for struggling homeowners
already suffering from depressed home val-
ues and negative economic conditions.

——
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 14—SUPPORTING THE

LOCAL RADIO FREEDOM ACT

Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself and Mr.
BARRASSO) submitted the following
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation:

S. CON. REs. 14

Whereas the United States enjoys broad-
casting and sound recording industries that
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are the envy of the world, due to the sym-
biotic relationship that has existed among
these industries for many decades;

Whereas, for more than 80 years, Congress
has rejected repeated calls by the recording
industry to impose a performance fee on
local radio stations for simply playing music
on the radio and upsetting the mutually ben-
eficial relationship between local radio and
the recording industry;

Whereas local radio stations provide free
publicity and promotion to the recording in-
dustry and performers of music in the form
of radio air play, interviews with performers,
introduction of new performers, concert pro-
motions, and publicity that promotes the
sale of music, concert tickets, ring tones,
music videos, and associated merchandise;

Whereas Congress found that ‘‘the sale of
many sound recordings and the careers of
many performers benefited considerably
from airplay and other promotional activi-
ties provided by both noncommercial and ad-
vertiser-supported, free over-the-air broad-
casting’’;

Whereas local radio broadcasters provide
tens of thousands of hours of essential local
news and weather information during times
of national emergencies and natural disas-
ters, such as September 11th and Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita, as well as public affairs
programming, sports, and hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars of time for public service an-
nouncements and local fund raising efforts
for worthy charitable causes, all of which are
jeopardized if local radio stations are forced
to divert revenues to pay for a new perform-
ance fee;

Whereas there are many thousands of local
radio stations that will suffer severe eco-
nomic hardship if any new performance fee is
imposed, as will many other small businesses
that play music including bars, restaurants,
retail establishments, sports and other en-
tertainment venues, shopping centers, and
transportation facilities; and

Whereas the hardship that would result
from a new performance fee would hurt
American businesses, and ultimately the
American consumers who rely on local radio
for news, weather, and entertainment, and
such a performance fee is not justified when
the current system has produced the most
prolific and innovative broadcasting, music,
and sound recording industries in the world:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress should
not impose any new performance fee, tax,
royalty, or other charge relating to the pub-
lic performance of sound recordings on a
local radio station for broadcasting sound re-
cordings over the air, or on any business for
such public performance of sound recordings.

———

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 730. Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. ENSIGN,
Ms. CANTWELL, and Mrs. MURRAY) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 13, setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2010, revising the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2009, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 731. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra.

SA 732. Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.
LUGAR) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 13, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.
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SA 733. Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. VITTER, Mr. BROWNBACK, and
Mr. VOINOVICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 734. Mr. CRAPO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 735. Mr. JOHANNS proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 13, supra.

SA 736. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 737. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 738. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

——
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 730. Mr. REID (for himself, Mr.
ENSIGN, Ms. CANTWELL, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2010, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2009, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2011
through 2014; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the end of Title II, insert the following:
SEC. . RESERVE FUND TO PROMOTE TAX EQ-

UITY FOR STATES WITHOUT PER-
SONAL INCOME TAXES.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the aggregates, allo-
cations, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that would provide for the perma-
nent extension of the deduction for state and
local sales taxes, by the amounts provided in
such legislation for those purposes, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over either the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2014 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SA 731. Mr. THUNE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; as fol-
lows:

On page 33, line 21, after ‘‘economy,” insert
“without increasing electricity or gasoline
prices,”’.

SA 732. Mr. KERRY (for himself and
Mr. LUGAR) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 13,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2010, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2009, and setting forth the appropriate



March 30, 2009

budgetary levels for fiscal years 2011
through 2014.; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

On page 10, line 20, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,896,000,000.

On page 10, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,104,000,000.

On page 11, line 4, increase the amount by
$4176,000,000.

On page 11, line 8, increase the amount by
$272,000,000.

On page 11, line 12, increase the amount by
$116,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,896,000,000.

On page 28, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,104,000,000.

On page 28, line 7, decrease the amount by
$476,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$272,000,000.

On page 28, line 15, decrease the amount by
$116,000,000.

SA 733. Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. VITTER, Mr. BROWNBACK,
and Mr. VOINOVICH) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in title II, insert
the following:

SEC. 2 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR INNOVATIVE LOAN GUARANTEE

PROGRAM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other levels in this resolu-
tion by the amounts provided by a bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that authorizes an additional
$50,000,000,000 for use to provide loan guaran-
tees for eligible projects under title XVII of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16511
et seq.).

(b) DEFICIT NEUTRALITY.—Subsection (a)
applies only if the legislation described in
subsection (a) would not increase the deficit
over the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SA 734. Mr. CRAPO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in title II, insert
the following:

SEC. 2 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR NUCLEAR RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
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et of the Senate may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other levels in this resolu-
tion by the amounts provided by a bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that authorizes nuclear re-
search and development activities, including
the Generation IV program, the Advanced
Fuel Cycle Initiative, and the Light Water
Reactor Sustainability program.

(b) DEFICIT NEUTRALITY.—Subsection (a)
applies only if the legislation described in
subsection (a) would not increase the deficit
over the period of the total of fiscal years
2009 through 2014 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2009 through 2019.

SA 735. Mr. JOHANNS proposed an
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 13, setting forth the
congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2010,
revising the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal year 2009, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal years 2011 through 2014; as
follows:

Section 202 is amended by inserting at the
end the following: ‘‘(c) The Chairman of the
Senate Committee on the Budget shall not
revise the allocations in this resolution if
the legislation provided for in subsections (a)
or (b) is reported from any committee pursu-
ant to section 310 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974.”

SA 736. Mr. BOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 33, line 21, after ‘‘economy,’’ insert
‘“‘without causing significant job loss in re-
gions of the United States vulnerable to
manufacturing or energy-intensive job loss
such as the coal-dependent Midwest, Great
Plains and South,”’.

SA 737. Mr. BOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 33, line 21, after ‘‘economy,”’ insert
“without increasing fertilizer, diesel, gaso-
line, electricity or natural gas prices,”’.

SA 738. Mr. BOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 13, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2010, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2009, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2011 through 2014; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:
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On page 33, line 21, after ‘‘economy,”” insert
“without increasing residential retail elec-
tricity, natural gas or home heating oil
prices,”.

—————

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Committee
on Indian Affairs will meet on Thurs-
day, April 2, 2009, at 2:15 p.m. in room
628 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing to conduct a hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: S. 313, White Mountain
Apache Tribe Water Right Quantifica-
tion Act, S. 443, the Hoh Indian Tribe
Safe Homelands Act, S. 633, the Tribal
Health Promotion and Tribal Colleges
and Universities Advancement Act, and
H.R. 326, the Cocopah Lands Act.
Those wishing additional information
may contact the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee at 202-224-2251.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Michael Feld-
man, a congressional fellow on the
Budget Committee, be granted the
privilege of the floor for the duration
of the consideration of S. Con. Res. 13.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Democratic
Budget Committee staff members John
Righter, Steve Posner, Joel Friedman,
and Republican Budget Committee
staff members Jim Hearn, David Fish-
er, and Jim Carter be granted floor
privileges and floor passes during the
consideration of S. Con. Res. 13.

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

GREENSBURG, KANSAS RECOVERY
EXTENSION ACT

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the HELP
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of S. 681 and the Senate
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation.

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

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 681) to provide for special rules
relating to assistance concerning the Greens-
burg, Kansas tornado.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
read a third time and passed, a motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
and any statements relating to the
measure be printed in the RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 681) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed, as follows:
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S. 681

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 ‘‘Greensburg,
Kansas Recovery Extension Act”.
SEC. 2. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS TO ADDRESS

GREENSBURG, KANSAS TORNADO.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, in the case of any national emergency
grant that was made under section 173 of the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C.
2918) to address the effects of the May 4, 2007,
Greensburg, Kansas tornado, funds made
available for such grant shall remain avail-
able for expenditure through June 30, 2010.

———

WELCOME HOME VIETNAM
VETERANS DAY

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of S.
Res. 89 which was submitted earlier
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 89) expressing support
for designation of a ‘“Welcome Home Viet-
nam Veterans Day.”’

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, and the motions to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 89) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs. 89

Whereas the Vietnam War was fought in
Vietnam from 1961 to 1975, and involved
North Vietnam and the Viet Cong in conflict
with United States Armed Forces and South
Vietnam;
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Whereas the United States became in-
volved in Vietnam because policy-makers in
the United States believed that if the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam fell to a com-
munist government then communism would
spread throughout the rest of Southeast
Asia;

Whereas members of the United States
Armed Forces began serving in an advisory
role to the Government of South Vietnam in
1961;

Whereas, as a result of the Gulf of Tonkin
incidents on August 2 and 4, 1964, Congress
overwhelmingly passed the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution (Public Law 88-408), on August 7,
1964, which effectively handed over war-mak-
ing powers to President Johnson until such
time as ‘‘peace and security’’ had returned to
Vietnam;

Whereas, in 1965, United States Armed
Forces ground combat units arrived in Viet-
nam;

Whereas, by the end of 1965, there were
80,000 United States troops in Vietnam, and
by 1969 a peak of approximately 543,000
troops was reached;

Whereas, on January 27, 1973, the Treaty of
Paris was signed, which required the release
of all United States prisoners-of-war held in
North Vietnam and the withdrawal of all
United States Armed Forces from South
Vietnam;

Whereas, on March 30, 1973, the United
States Armed Forces completed the with-
drawal of combat troops from Vietnam;

Whereas more than 58,000 members of the
United States Armed Forces lost their lives
in Vietnam and more than 300,000 members
of the Armed Forces were wounded;

Whereas, in 1982, the Vietnam Veterans
Memorial was dedicated in the District of
Columbia to commemorate those members of
the United States Armed Forces who died or
were declared missing-in-action in Vietnam;

Whereas the Vietnam War was an ex-
tremely divisive issue among the people of
the United States;

Whereas members of the United States
Armed Forces who served bravely and faith-
fully for the United States during the Viet-
nam War were caught upon their return
home in the crossfire of public debate about
the involvement of the United States in the
Vietnam War;

Whereas the establishment of a ‘“Welcome
Home Vietnam Veterans Day’ would be an
appropriate way to honor those members of
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the United States Armed Forces who served
in Vietnam during the Vietnam War; and

Whereas March 30, 2009, would be an appro-
priate day to establish as ‘“Welcome Home
Vietnam Veterans Day’’: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) honors and recognizes the contributions
of veterans who served in the United States
Armed Forces in Vietnam; and

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe ‘“Welcome Home Vietnam
Veterans Day’’ with appropriate ceremonies
and activities that promote awareness of the
contributions of veterans who served in the
United States Armed Forces in Vietnam and
the importance of helping such veterans re-
adjust to civilian life.

————

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 31,
2009

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 10 a.m. tomorrow, Tuesday,
March 31; that following the prayer and
the pledge, the Journal of the pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate resume consideration of
S. Con. Res. 13, the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget, under the previous
order.

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

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that it adjourn under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:42 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday,
March 31, 2009, at 10 a.m.
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