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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable WIL-
LIAM M. COWAN, a Senator from the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Eternal Lord God, we are merely
moving shadows, and all our busy rush-
ing has no purpose without You. Res-
cue us from our frenetic pace and teach
us to be still as we deepen our relation-
ship with You.

Bless our Senators. Give them
enough challenges to keep them hum-
ble, enough hurt to keep them humane,
and enough success to make them cer-
tain they are walking with You. Renew
their commitment to pray not only for
those with whom they agree but also
for those with whom they disagree.

Hear our prayers, O Lord, and give us
Your peace. We pray in Your merciful
Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WILLIAM M. COWAN 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. LEAHY).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter.

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 20, 2013.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable WILLIAM M. COWAN, a

Senate

Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair.
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
President pro tempore.
Mr. COWAN thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION AND VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS, AND FULL-
YEAR CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2013

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 933.

The clerk will report the bill.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 933) to make appropriations for
the Department of Defense, the Department
of Veterans Affairs, and other departments
and agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid (for Mikulski-Shelby) modified
amendment No. 26, in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Toomey amendment No. 115 (to amend-
ment No. 26), to increase by $60,000,000 the
amount appropriated for operation and
maintenance for the Department of Defense
for programs, projects, and activities in the
continental United States, and to provide an
offset.

Durbin amendment No. 123 (to amendment
No. 115), to change the enactment date.

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 resume
consideration of the continuing appro-
priations legislation. The time until

11:15 a.m. today will be divided and
controlled equally between the two
leaders or their designees.

At 11:15 a.m. there will be three roll-
call votes in relation to the continuing
resolution: the Toomey amendment,
which is a 60-vote threshold; adoption
of the Mikulski-Shelby substitute
amendment; and a cloture vote on H.R.
933, the underlying bill.

BUDGET DEBATE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the last
few years my Republican colleagues
have been hollering, yelling, and
screaming that the Senate has not
passed a budget. They have done so in
spite of the fact that Republicans in
both Chambers voted for the Budget
Control Act which set spending levels
for the last 2 years. It was a law. Every
reasonable political observer admits
that the Budget Control Act, which had
the force of law, was a budget, period.
No, it was not a resolution. It was a
law, which is much stronger than any
resolution we do here.

As I indicated, they have yelled and
screamed. Still, Republicans pine for
the days of the so-called regular order
when the Senate would vote on a budg-
et resolution that would set spending
priorities for the fiscal year. Repub-
licans—we were told, we heard, we
saw—were desperate to have a budget
debate. They were desperate. They
have had charts out here. They were
desperate for an amendment. They
wanted a vote-arama. They had charts,
speeches, and demonstrations to prove
it.

They have had press conference after
press conference after press conference.
They even had a calendar they brought
out almost daily tallying the days
since the Senate passed a budget reso-
lution—not a law, which was already in
effect, but a resolution.

Yesterday I was amazed, flab-
bergasted, and stunned when Repub-
licans blocked attempts to begin de-
bate on the budget resolution. In fact,
the ranking member of the Budget
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Committee said: Let’s put it off for a
while. Let’s wait until after Easter.

Can you imagine that? They have
been pining for regular order, and we
now have a chance to have a debate.
They said: No, we can’t do that. Can’t
do it. There was a chance, and they
were not interested in doing it.

My friend, the junior Senator from
Kansas, objected to a request debating
the budget unless we vote on his pro-
posed amendment to the continuing
resolution. He is concerned about air
traffic towers in Kansas because of
these across-the-board cuts.

I say to all of my colleagues—I say to
the Senator from Kansas—we are all
concerned about the impact of these
budget cuts. They are senseless, they
are ridiculous, and we should do away
with them. We have already cut $2.5
trillion from the debt. We can continue
to do it but do it in a responsible and
reasonable way, not a meat-cleaver
way.

More than 100 families in Nevada—al-
most immediately—are going to lose
access to low-income housing because
of the sequester. I met with the hous-
ing authority people yesterday. Some
might say: Oh, that is not such a big
deal. It is a big deal for those 100 fami-
lies. Nationwide, 70,000 little boys and
girls are going to lose their ability to
go to Head Start. Some may ask: What
is that? Head Start will allow them to
get started in life.

These cuts—and I have only men-
tioned a few of them—are painful for
millions of Americans, and it is only
going to get worse. They are arbitrary.

We are all concerned. The concern for
the sequester is not focused on the Sen-
ate delegation from Kansas, it is all
over. Instead of whining about it, let’s
do something about it. Let’s get rid of
it. That is why the Senate Democratic
budget proposal actually reverses the
sequester. That is one way of doing it,
but there are other ways.

The policy outlined in Senator MUR-
RAY’s budget will save hundreds of
thousands of jobs, safeguard commu-
nities by keeping police, air traffic
controllers, and meat inspectors on the
job. Reversing the sequester would al-
leviate Senator MORAN’s concern about
air traffic controllers in Kansas. The
Senate cannot debate a thoughtful way
to replace the sequester if the Repub-
licans will not even let us debate our
budget proposal.

We know Republicans and Democrats
will not agree on every aspect of the
budget which sets priorities for how
the government spends money and how
it saves money. Republicans have one
plan for Medicare. Their plan is to turn
it into a voucher program which will
change Medicare forever. Democrats
have another plan. The Democrats’
plan is to preserve and protect Medi-
care for our children and grand-
children.

Republicans have a plan for taxes.
Listen to this one: They want to lower
taxes for the rich and let the middle
class foot the bill. Democrats have an-
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other plan. We believe the wealthiest
individuals and corporations should
contribute a little bit more to reduce
the deficit. Surprisingly, the intel-
ligent American people agree with us—
Democrats, Independents, and Repub-
licans—by almost a 60-percent margin.
The only Republicans in America who
disagree are those who serve in Con-
gress.

Republicans have one plan to reduce
the deficit which will rely on harsh
austerity that shortchanges the elder-
ly, veterans, middle class, poor, and
others. The Democrats have another
plan. We have a balanced approach that
couples smart spending cuts with new
revenue from closing loopholes that
benefit the wealthiest Americans.

We have our differences, and that is
fine. But Democrats are willing to dis-
cuss these differences; we are willing to
debate the issues. Let’s debate the
issues. The Republicans have said for
months and months: Let’s debate the
budget. Why can’t we debate the budg-
et? Because they will not let us.

This is senseless. We have 60 hours of
doing nothing—nothing. The American
people are on our side. This is a debate
we can win, but at least let’s have the
debate.

Will the Chair announce the business
of the day.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 11:15 a.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees.

Who yields time?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are not
in a quorum call, are we?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. We are not.

Who yields time?

If no one yields time, the time will be
divided equally.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time during the
quorum call be equally divided.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. MORAN. 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. MORAN. Mr. President, I wish to
discuss with my colleagues here in the
Senate an amendment I have filed to
the continuing resolution that is now
pending before the Senate. It is amend-
ment No. 55. I have spoken about this
issue on the floor previously this week
but want to reiterate the merits of this
amendment and ask my colleagues for
their support.

Amendment No. 55 deals with this
issue of air traffic control towers.
Under the administration’s plan in im-
plementing sequestration, the plan is
to close, on April 7—just a few days
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from now—173 air traffic control tow-
ers across the country. The amendment
I wish to offer avoids that. The admin-
istration would no longer be able to do
that. I believe they should not for nu-
merous reasons, but what we do, in
order to accomplish that, is to transfer
$50 million from two accounts, one
dealing with research at the Depart-
ment of Transportation and one deal-
ing with unencumbered balances.

This is an example of what we have
talked about before: that we can make
better decisions than across-the-board
cuts. In fact, the amendment I wish to
offer deals with an issue that is not
even an across-the-board cut.

In closing the contract towers, in
eliminating the Contract Tower Pro-
gram, the administration is cutting
that program 75 percent. Sequestration
is described to us as, in most cir-
cumstances, an across-the-board 5-per-
cent cut. The amendment I wish to
offer continues the 5-percent cut. That
would occur for the air traffic Contract
Tower Program, so that they would be
treated like other programs at the De-
partment of Transportation and
throughout government, that they are
not singled out for elimination of a
program, resulting in a 75-percent re-
duction in that program’s funding, not
just the more minor 5 percent. So the
administration’s decision to close con-
tract towers is far from balanced, and
in choosing this program, in my view,
has taken the opportunity to damage
the safety and security of the flying
public of America.

I want to talk about that in a mo-
ment. But there was also the sugges-
tion that this is a provincial argument
on my part, that it is something I care
specifically about for Kansas, my home
State. Certainly there is not anything
wrong with caring about our home
States. That is what we do here, and it
is part of our responsibility. But this is
far from just being a Kansas issue.
Many States and Members of the Sen-
ate are more greatly affected by this
cut, this elimination, than my home
State.

In fact, this amendment has the
sponsorship of 26 Republican and
Democratic cosponsors. More Demo-
cratic Senators here are cosponsors of
this amendment than Republican Sen-
ators. It is Senators ROBERTS, INHOFE,
BLUMENTHAL, BLUNT, JOHANNS, KIRK,
MANCHIN, HAGAN, KLOBUCHAR, BAUCUS,
TESTER, ENZI, VITTER, BOOZMAN,
PRYOR, MERKLEY, WYDEN, KAINE, WAR-
NER, AYOTTE, SHAHEEN, RISCH, CRAPO,
MURPHY, ROCKEFELLER, and WICKER.

It does not sound very provincial to
me. In fact, 42 States will have their
air traffic control towers eliminated.
This amendment is broadly supported
by the aviation industry. If there is an
aspect of this that is unique to Kansas,
it is that we manufacture many gen-
eral aviation aircraft. We are the air
capital of the world. But this amend-
ment, while being supported by the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Associa-
tion, by National Business Aviation
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Association, the National Air Trans-
portation Association, is also sup-
ported by the American Association of
Airport Executives and the National
Air Traffic Controllers Association.

Again, it is not a very provincial
amendment when sponsored by so
many of my colleagues, affecting 40-
some—43 States of the United States,
and broadly supported by the aviation
industry as a reasonable, commonsense
solution to a problem we face.

I have been adamant about bringing
this amendment to the floor. I am a
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I will have the opportunity—in
fact, I serve on the subcommittee that
deals with the Department of Trans-
portation. I should and hope to have
the opportunity to deal with this and
other issues related to the Department
of Transportation in the normal appro-
priations process that, hopefully, will
follow the passage of a budget. So I
ought to be in a position to be helpful
to the cause I believe in at a point
later in time.

But here is the problem: The air traf-
fic control towers will close on April 7.
We will never get to an appropriations
process between now, here at the end of
March, and April 7. So the Appropria-
tions Committee and, ultimately, the
Senate, the House of Representatives,
and the President will never have the
ability to restore a program that is
gone April 7.

So while I have tried to put myself in
a position to be helpful to the cause in
the long run, there is no long-run bat-
tle to be fought because the control
towers are gone in just a matter of a
few short days.

This amendment matters. This is my
last opportunity. If and when cloture is
invoked later today on the underlying
bill, there is no opportunity for amend-
ments to be considered. So my col-
leagues who indicate to me so strongly
that they support my amendment, this
is the only opportunity we have to
have success.

This clearly is not about my success
in an amendment. Although I would
love to have the opportunity for this
amendment to be voted on, it may or
may not pass. But the Senate ought to
work its will in making that deter-
mination. With the broad support of
the industry, with the broad support of
my colleagues here in the Senate, one
would think this is an amendment
which is at least worthy of a vote. That
has not been the case.

So it is important for me to again re-
iterate to my colleagues that if you in-
voke cloture this afternoon or later
this morning, if you invoke cloture,
there is no other opportunity for us to
address this issue, this problem. So let
me again request the opportunity.

I lay awake last night from 3:30 on
trying to figure out what it is I can say
to my colleagues to get their attention
about why this is so important. There
are lots of things that can be said. We
have so little time before this is either
a program that existed in the past and
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will no longer exist in the future—the
consequences are so dramatic that I
would again ask my colleagues for
their assistance in at least bringing the
amendment to the floor so that the
Senate can make a decision, yes or no,
about the merits of the amendment.
This is about safety. There was an ar-
ticle I just happened to read today in
reading my clips from Kansas. This is
in a Kansas paper, but it is an AP story
from Chicago. The article is entitled
“Trouble in the Air,” and here is what
the AP reporter writes about the
planned shutdown. The article says:

The planned shutdown of nearly 240 air
traffic control towers across the country
under federal budget cuts will strip away an
extra layer of safety during takeoffs and
landings, leaving pilots to manage the most
critical stages of flight on their own.

But airport directors and pilots say there
is little doubt that the removal of this sec-
ond pair of eyes on the ground increases risk
and will slow the progress that has made the
U.S. air system the safest in the world.

It’s not just private pilots in small planes
who stand to be affected. Many of the air-
ports in question are serviced by major air-
lines, and the cuts could leave towers un-
manned during overnight hours that some
big-city airports such as Chicago’s Midway
and General Mitchell Airport in Milwaukee.
The plans have prompted airlines to review
whether the changes might pose problems for
commercial service that could mean can-
celing or rescheduling flights.

Without the help of controllers, risk ‘‘goes
up exponentially,” said Mark Hanna, direc-
tor of the Abraham Lincoln Capital Airport
in Springfield, Ill., which could see its tower
close.

But many in the aviation sector are frus-
trated by the political brinkmanship in
Washington that has affected such a sen-
sitive area of aviation. Jim Montman, man-
ager of the Santa Fe Municipal Airport,
which is on the list for tower closures, said
the absence of controllers raised the risk of
midair collisions ‘“‘or some sort of incident
where somebody lands on the wrong runway.

. . That critical link is gone.”

Pilots are trained to watch for other air-
craft and announce their position over the
radio during approaches, landings and take-
offs. But past crashes, however rare, have ex-
posed weaknesses in that system. On Novem-
ber 19, 1996, a 19-seat United Express flight
landing in Quincy, Ill., collided with another
twin-engine turboprop that was taking off.
They slammed into each other at the inter-
section of two runways, killing all 14 people
aboard the two planes. The National Trans-
portation Safety Board concluded the prob-
able cause was a failure of the pilot in the
outbound flight to monitor the radio fre-
quency for air traffic and to properly scan
for other planes. “‘If a tower was there, it’s
highly likely that the accident would have
been prevented,” said Hanna, who became
the director of the Quincy airport about two
years after the crash.

The 238 air traffic control facilities that
could be closed were chosen because they are
at airports with fewer than 150,000 flight op-
erations per year. They are located in every
state.

Again, the point of this amendment
is not whether or not I find the right
words to convince my colleagues to
allow this amendment to come to a
vote. As much as I struggled through
the morning hours trying to figure out
what those might be, the real issue is
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not about my words or my personal
success in getting this amendment con-
sidered, but it is about the safety of
Americans.

I cannot figure out why this amend-
ment cannot be made in order. Again,
broad support—broad support with Re-
publicans and Democrats. I have had
many Senators, including very senior
Senators from the Democratic side of
the aisle, come to me and express
amazement that this amendment, so
broadly supported, so important, can-
not be considered. I cannot come up
with an explanation. I do not know
why this is the case.

Every Senator I have talked to about
this amendment tells me they do not
oppose it, it ought to be voted on, they
support it. Yet for some reason the
Senate is incapable of agreeing to even
a vote on an important and critical
amendment that promotes the safety
of the American people. I can only
guess—and it is always difficult to at-
tribute motives, but as I talk to my
colleagues, the only explanation I ever
get that has any semblance of truth is
that there is a point to be made here.
By denying the amendment’s passage,
we prove that sequestration cannot
work; we cannot cut money from budg-
ets.

Again, I did not vote for sequestra-
tion. So when the majority leader says
this morning about the hatchet being
taken to programs and it is all bad—I
did not vote for sequestration. I believe
in the appropriations process that al-
lows us to make these decisions to in-
crease funding for some things, de-
crease funding for other things, and
eliminate programs. Yet sequestration,
in my view, has an effect upon all pro-
grams equally, whether they are effec-
tive or ineffective, whether they are
valuable or invaluable. We treat them
the same.

So I am not here on the cause of se-
questration, but apparently there are
those in this city, in Washington, DC,
who want to make the point that if the
air traffic control towers are elimi-
nated, it will demonstrate once and for
all—I don’t know; to Republican Sen-
ators, to Senators in general, to Con-
gress, to the American people—that
there is no opportunity to cut budgets.

If people want to make that point
and if they can convince people that it
is true that there is no opportunity to
eliminate $85 billion in spending, that
is fine with me. That is what this place
exists for, is for us to have the debate
about whether we can reduce spending,
increase spending, what our Tax Code
ought to be, what the value is of gov-
ernment services and programs and
how they ought to be funded. But if it
is true that the reason this amendment
is not being considered is because we
want to prove a point—that there is no
money to be cut, that sequestration is
a bad idea, that reducing spending is a
bad idea, that we have to raise taxes—
if that is the point that is trying to be
made here in the process of denying
this amendment’s consideration, then
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it is a very dangerous way to try to
prove a point.

Prove your point in argument and de-
bate about the merits of spending,
about the merits of the program. Prove
your point in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, in which we take testimony
and hear from people about what is im-
portant to them, priorities, what their
needs are, what their wants are, what
has value, what does not. But do not
try to make the political point about
this topic by reducing the safety of
people who fly in and out of commu-
nities across the country. As the arti-
cle said, this reduces the nature of our
air traveling safety from the best in
the world to something less than that.

So make the point. Have the debate
and argument about the value of se-
questration, about the value of what
money we spend and do not spend. But
let’s not try to prove the point by re-
ducing the chances that the American
people, when they travel, are safe and
secure in our airways.

I do not know, and I hope this is
never the case—this point may never
be proven about the safety, but once
there is an accident and someone dies
and a plane crashes, the question will
always be, what if there had been an
air traffic control tower there? What if
we had left the program in place?

These communities that have the air
traffic control towers have spent years
in developing a plan to put them in
place, have worked with the FAA and
the Department of Transportation over
decades to bring their airports and air-
port safety, flying safety to high stand-
ards. An issue here is that this is going
to disappear overnight. So you can be
an airport manager, an airport author-
ity, a member of an airport board any-
place in the country with 200-plus air
traffic control towers, and you have
worked hard over years, decades, to get
the standards in place and to have the
air traffic control process at your air-
port. In one day, April 7, one night, the
lights go off in the tower. They no
longer exist. All the work you have
tried to accomplish on behalf of your
community and those who fly in and
out of your airport disappears in one
stroke.

So I speak with a level of passion
about this issue, for really the purpose
of which I think we are here to do,
which is to advance the common good
of the American people. It is not a pro-
vincial amendment. It is not something
that just MORAN and Kansas need.
There are many States much more af-
fected by this. But the truth is that
every American, every person who flies
will have less safety and security in
the skies as a result of this issue, as a
result of the decision made by the De-
partment of Transportation to elimi-
nate this program.

So, once again, I intend to ask later
in the morning, when our leaders are
on the floor, for unanimous consent to
bring this amendment forward before
the time expires. In my time in Con-
gress—I have only been in the Senate a
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little more than 2 years—I have not
been trying to be obstreperous. I have
not tried to be difficult to deal with. I
believe in the opportunity to reach out
and work together. I followed the rules.
I did what everybody tells me to do: Go
find people who support this amend-
ment who are Democrats and Repub-
licans, bring them together.

And as the leader said earlier in the
week—I guess it is now last week—ear-
lier last week about how we are going
to get back to regular order, we are
going to have amendments offered, I
hope we can dispose of them quickly,
we have an opportunity to do that with
this amendment. It is not controver-
sial. It is not partisan. It is about
something that ought to be of impor-
tance to all Americans, certainly to
every Senator.

Later in the morning when the lead-
ers are present, I will ask unanimous
consent once again that we consider
this amendment. I know there are oth-
ers who want to offer amendments. I
see my colleagues from Arkansas and
Missouri on the floor. I know they have
an amendment—I think it is No. 82—
with which they want to offer the op-
portunity to address a problem by tak-
ing money from one account and put-
ting it in another account in order to
keep meatpacking plants operational,
that we have the meat inspectors
present at the plants. Boy, that is an
important issue too. That is about the
safety and security of Americans. It is
about food safety. I hope no one objects
to the amendment Senators PRYOR and
BLUNT are going to offer this morning.
That is another amendment which is
very similar in nature, about deciding
that we are smarter to spend money
here than here.

As the Pryor-Blunt amendment
comes before the floor, I would ask my
colleagues, just as I would ask them to
grant unanimous consent, I hope no
one objects to their request for unani-
mous consent that their amendment be
considered. I would ask that no one ob-
ject to the amendment I intend to
offer. I certainly will not object to the
Blunt-Pryor amendment. I wish it was
leverage to get my amendment consid-
ered, but it is too dangerous to play
that game. That is what we do here in
Washington, DC, is strike a deal. In
this case, when we strike that deal, we
are leaving people behind whose lives
are going to be adversely affected.

I certainly will not stand in the way
of people who work in the meatpacking
industry and the consumers of meat
products across our country, in the
way of trying to solve a problem that
is clearly there. I hope their amend-
ment receives unanimous consent, and
I hope it passes by this Senate’s will. I
would ask the same thing. When the
appropriate time comes, I will ask for
the same thing on an amendment that
is about the safety and security of
American people.

I thank the Presiding Officer for his
indulgence and at least his appearance
of listening to me.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Ms.
HEITKAMP). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the next quorum
call be equally divided between the Re-
publicans and Democrats, the majority
and the minority.

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

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

MS. AYOTTE. Madam President, I
come to the floor to speak about an
amendment I made to the continuing
resolution. This is a continuing resolu-
tion for appropriations bills which are
pending on the floor right now, and we
are spending over $1 trillion.

I filed an amendment, amendment
No. 127, which would have struck the
funding of $380 million for a missile to
nowhere. This is funding for a program
called the Medium Extended Air De-
fense System, otherwise known as
MEADS. Up to this time, we have ex-
pended $3 billion for this system. Yet
we will never receive a result our Army
or our military can use. This is why it
is a missile to nowhere.

The chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, Senator CARL
LEVIN, has said of the funding for this
MEADS program: With regard to the
committee, we feel strongly that it is a
waste of money.

In the 2012 Defense authorization, the
Senate Armed Services Committee
made very clear this was going to be
the last appropriation for this missile
to nowhere. In the 2013 authorization,
on a unanimous bipartisan basis before
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
the committee voted to say no more
money for a missile to nowhere.

Right now, our military is facing
great challenges with sequestration.
We have heard this from our military
leaders. These are difficult choices
they must make to cut training for our
troops and cut needed flying hours
when our troops absolutely need to be
prepared and ready. For equipment, an
announcement was made we were going
to withdraw a carrier, which sends the
wrong message to Iran.

Despite all this, the continuing reso-
lution, which is on the floor with the
appropriations bill attached, contains
$380 million for a missile to nowhere.
This is something our military will
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never be able to use. And why is it
there? It is there because people are
worried about their parochial interests,
that their State builds part of this, and
also because, apparently, they want to
provide employment to the Germans
and the Italians, because they are get-
ting a substantial amount of this
money. Yet we will never see anything
our troops can use from it.

My amendment was very straight-
forward. The amendment would do
this: It would take the $380 million and
strike it from the MEADS Program,
then take those resources and, instead
of spending the $380 million on the
MEADS Program, it would go to the
operations and maintenance fund for
our troops for real needs they have on
the ground—whether it is equipment or
training—rather than for a missile to
nowhere that they do not need and
don’t want.

It seems to me we owe it to our
troops to make sure our taxpayer dol-
lars don’t continue to be wasted on
funding a MEADS Program we will
never get a result from. In fact, we
have had large unanimous agreement
on a bipartisan basis about striking
this MEADS Program. In fact, I men-
tioned the Senate Armed Services
Committee has said we should prohibit
funding for it. The House Armed Serv-
ices Committee did the same thing and
said we should prohibit funding for it,
and the House Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee zeroed out funding for
MEADS. The only committee that allo-
cated funding for it was the Senate Ap-
propriations Subcommittee. Talk
about a waste of money.

It is shocking to me, by the way, that
this amendment makes so much sense,
that it has bipartisan support, and yet
I can’t get a vote on the floor of the
Senate to strike the money for this
missile to nowhere and to apply the
funds to where our troops need them so
the funds can actually be used to make
sure they have what they need to be
prepared. It is appalling that I am
being denied the right to offer this
amendment, to bring it to the floor, to
let people vote on it. At a time when
we face great fiscal challenges, it is ab-
solutely appalling to me that here in
the Senate we can’t strike $380 million
in funding for a missile to nowhere
when we are almost $17 trillion in debt.
This is what is wrong with Washington.
It is appalling we cannot be in a posi-
tion to get a vote that is germane to
fund a program that the Concerned
Veterans for America has said is waste-
ful, in support of my amendment; that
the Citizens Against Government
Waste agrees as well and supports my
amendment; and that I have bipartisan
support for my amendment. In fact,
Senators BEGICH and SHAHEEN are co-
sponsors of my amendment. So this is
not a partisan issue, this is about not
wasting taxpayer dollars. I can tell you
this sort of thing is what is appalling
to the American people, that we cannot
and we will not strike wasteful spend-
ing. We can’t even get a vote on it here
in the Senate.
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I am going to continue to fight to
end the funding for this program and
other wasteful spending programs and
to make sure the money we have and
the taxpayer dollars, particularly in
the Pentagon but in every area of gov-
ernment, go for what they are in-
tended—for things our troops need, and
not a missile to nowhere where we are
protecting, apparently, parochial inter-
ests that people are worried about
more than they are worried about the
overall fiscal state of the country.

This is something that has been very
disappointing to me. I think it is ap-
palling we wouldn’t allow a vote on
such a relevant, germane amendment
on a bill in which we are going to spend
over $1 trillion. I don’t know why we
continue to fund things such as the
missile to nowhere when there are real
needs our troops have. I know this
amendment had bipartisan support in
the past. Both sides of the aisle do not
want to spend money on a missile to
nowhere when there are real needs our
troops have.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak
on this issue on the floor today.

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. McCONNELL. 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. McCONNELL. Madam President,
it took 4 years to get a budget from the
Senate majority—4 long years.

As the days go by, it has become in-
creasingly clear why it took so long;
their budget is so extreme and so un-
balanced. That is why they are having
such a hard time selling it to the
American people and why they have
had to fall back on some tired talking
points to defend it, claiming their
budget would, for instance, grow the
economy from the middle class out.
That is a clever sound bite, but it
doesn’t describe the Senate Democratic
budget at all.

Maybe a better way to put it is that
the Democratic budget would grow the
bureaucracy from the pockets of the
middle class out. That is because it
would increase Federal spending by al-
most two-thirds by imposing a massive
tax hike that could cost the average
middle-class family literally thou-
sands.

The Democrats like to say the up to
$1.5 trillion tax increase authorized in
their budget—the largest tax hike in
American history, by the way—would
be funded by closing loopholes for mil-
lionaires and billionaires, but the math
simply doesn’t add up. They will have
to come after the middle class to fund
this spending spree.

There is something else. The Senate
Democratic budget wouldn’t balance
ever—not in 2013, not in 2023, not in
2023, not ever. It wouldn’t balance in
any of our lifetimes. It wouldn’t bal-
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ance in the lifetimes of our children or
our grandchildren. It would simply
never balance.

Think about it. That means a child
born today would grow up knowing
nothing but massive deficits their en-
tire life. That means trillions upon
trillions in more debt and an economy
that would never ever reach its full po-
tential. That is simply not right, but it
is what we would get with the Senate
Democratic plan. It is an extreme ap-
proach that is more than just fiscally
reckless; it is deeply irresponsible.

That is why so many middle-class
families agree with Republicans that
we should be growing the economy, not
the government. They know we need to
control Washington spending and bal-
ance the budget in order to kick-start
economic growth and to create Amer-
ican jobs. They are so tired of the
Obama economy.

They are tired of the endless pivots
to jobs that never result in the kind of
sustained job creation we need. They
are tired of the sluggish growth, of al-
ways looking to the future with anx-
iety or worrying whether Medicare will
even be there when they retire.

They are tired of the ideological DC
Democratic extremism that got us
here: knee-jerk, tax-first solutions to
almost every single problem, massive
overspending, steadfast opposition to
reforms that would make government
programs more efficient, effective, and
sustainable.

So my friends across the aisle
shouldn’t be surprised their budget is
getting such a rough ride. It contains
up to $1.5 trillion in new taxes. This
would be the largest tax hike in Amer-
ican history. It contains $% trillion
more in spending, money that could be
siphoned out of the economy and into
the hands of politicians and bureau-
crats.

It lacks meaningful reforms to save
and strengthen Medicare, allowing it to
go bankrupt in just a few years, and it
enshrines massive deficits into law, en-
suring they continue forever and ever
without end.

The Senate Democratic budget is
nothing more than a rehash of the
same tired politics that continue to
pummel the middle class. It is time to
move beyond this failed extremist ap-
proach and try a new one. Instead of
expanding the power of the bureau-
cratic elite at the expense of hard-
working taxpayers, I would urge Wash-
ington to change course. Let’s focus on
growing the economy, not the govern-
ment.

OBAMACARE

I would also like to
ObamaCare for a moment.

As I just stated, Senate Republicans
want policies to grow the economy, not
the government. Yet ObamaCare is a
law that grows the government and
will slow our economy. On Saturday,
we will mark the third anniversary of
its passage into law.

Republicans have long warned that
ObamaCare would have a devastating

discuss
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impact on our country. I have spoken
about 100 times on the Senate floor
against ObamaCare and I have warned
about its consequences: increased pre-
miums, lost jobs, and higher taxes.

Unfortunately, many of those things
have already started happening. It is
not just off in the future. It has al-
ready happened, and the Federal Gov-
ernment has only just begun imple-
menting the law.

Instead of premiums going down
$2,600, as President Obama promised,
they have actually gone up by about
the same amount, $2,500. Congress’s
own nonpartisan budget experts tell us
the premiums will increase by about
$2,100 after more rules, more taxes, and
more mandates take effect.

The Federal Reserve also came out
with a report that confirmed some-
thing else Americans already know:
ObamacCare is costing us jobs. By some
estimates, it could end up costing
800,000 jobs at a time when we des-
perately need more of them.

Members of the President’s own
party have begun sounding the alarm
about the law’s tax hike, including its
tax on medical devices.

His union allies are concerned the
law will make them less competitive
too. Of course it will. Perhaps some of
the union bosses should have more
thoroughly considered the well-being of
their members before supporting
ObamacCare’s passage in the first place.

ObamaCare has already become a
regulatory nightmare. I would call the
attention of my colleagues to this
chart. This is the ObamaCare law, hun-
dreds of pages in itself. But these are
the regulations so far: 7 feet tall, al-
most 20,000 pages of ObamaCare regula-
tions so far.

The law itself is not small, hundreds
and hundreds of pages. But nearly
20,000 new pages of regulations, 7 feet
tall, and they are just getting started.
This monster of a bill, as I indicated,
was hundreds of pages long itself, but
that is actually nothing compared to
the regulations it has spawned.

This more than 7-foot stack of paper
next to me is what has become known
as the redtape tower—the redtape
tower, almost 20,000 pages of
ObamaCare regulations so far. It is
nearly 20,000 pages’ worth of com-
plexity. That is just what the bureauc-
racy has dreamed of so far, and we can
only imagine how much more is yet to
come.

Do we expect small businesses to be
able to cope with all the rules in this
tower? If you were a small business
owner, how could you? Would you even
be able to read through all of them and
figure out which ones applied to you? 1
doubt it. I don’t expect the average
American to have much luck either.

The administration released a draft
ObamaCare application last week. It is
21 pages long. Unbelievable. If you like
doing your taxes, you are going to love
applying for the ObamaCare exchanges.

So Washington Democrats may pop
the champagne this Saturday to cele-
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brate the law’s third anniversary, but
more Americans and small business
owners will be reaching for an aspirin
once they are forced to start navi-
gating this bureaucratic nightmare.

In my view, ObamaCare is a colossal
mistake for our country. There is no
way to fix this thing. It needs to be
pulled out by its roots, and we need to
start all over. This bill needs to be re-
pealed and it needs to be replaced, not
with another unreadable law or an-
other 20,000 pages of regulations but
with commonsense reforms that actu-
ally lower health care costs.

Anyone who thinks we have given up
this fight is dead wrong.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, in
a few seconds I will be propounding a
unanimous consent request. We were
originally scheduled to have a series of
votes at 11:15. We think we have a way
of working out some of our concerns if
we just take a little bit of a breather
and do the kind of negotiation based on
the civility and common sense that we
have been using during this delibera-
tion.

Therefore, Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the previous order, all
postcloture time be considered expired
at 2 p.m., with the time until 2 p.m. to
be equally divided between the two
leaders or their designees, with all
other provisions of the previous order
remaining in effect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President,
just to give everybody the lay of the
land, it means we are working through
our legislative issues, and at 2 o’clock
we will then proceed to a series of
votes which will be announced in plen-
ty of time for people to know what is
happening.

I ask unanimous consent that the
quorum calls be equally divided, and I
thank the able floor staff for giving me
advice. There are days when I think it
is an opera and they are calling out the
arias we need to sing. But we are mov-
ing, and I thank Senator SHELBY for
consulting with his side of the aisle.

At 2 o’clock we are going to have a
series of amendments, and I think the
Senate will feel very solid about the di-
rection in which we are going.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

Ms. AYOTTE. Madam President, in a
minute I am going to call up an amend-
ment that I was speaking about on the
floor of the Senate over the last few
days. Hssentially, this is an amend-
ment that is pending to the bill—the
continuing resolution and appropria-
tions bills—that would strike $380 mil-
lion of spending for the MEADS pro-
gram. It is essentially a missile to no-
where that our troops will never be
able to use in theater. We want to
transfer that money to the operations
and maintenance funding for the troops
so we can make sure there are re-
sources they can use to, obviously,
make sure they have what they need
for the very best equipment and train-
ing—particularly in light of sequestra-
tion and what we are facing. I know
there is an agreement that is being
worked out, and I hope my amendment
is included in that agreement.

At this time I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside the pending amend-
ment so I may call up my amendment,
amendment No. 127.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Ms. AYOTTE. Thank you, Madam
President.

Mr. REID. Madam President, before
the Senator leaves the floor, I have lis-
tened to most of her speeches, and she
has been very articulate. I appreciate
how she feels. There are some Demo-
crats who agree with her, but the prob-
lem is it is hard to arrive at a list of
amendments. I appreciate her inten-
sity, and I certainly do not in any way
denigrate what she has been trying to
do, but this is the situation in which
we find ourselves.

I reluctantly object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I too
have an amendment that I have been
attempting for a number of days to
have made in order. This is the amend-
ment that deals with the air traffic
control towers. It is an amendment
that very directly and simply transfers
money from two accounts that have
lots of money in them—the unencum-
bered balances of the Department of
Transportation as well as a research
fund—transfers $560 million from those
two accounts to the air traffic control
program. If we do that, we can at least
avert—at least what the Department of
Transportation says is necessary to
eliminate that program-—closing more
than 170 air traffic control towers on
April 7.

I spoke earlier this morning, and I in-
tend to speak before the vote occurs. I
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will not repeat myself at this point in
time, but this morning I outlined—and
I hope my colleagues were listening—
the importance of this amendment to
the safety of the traveling public. The
modest nature of what we are trying to
accomplish has the bipartisan support,
as well as the wide range of support,
from groups outside the Congress that
support this amendment.

I again ask unanimous consent to
amend the previous order and bring up
my amendment. It is amendment No.
55, that 10 minutes be equally divided,
and we proceed immediately to a vote
on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Madam
President.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I with-
draw that. My understanding is the
Senator from Montana has a brief
statement to make regarding a big
event in Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. That is basically cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask to speak as if in
morning business.

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

(The remarks of Mr. BAUCUS are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, at an
appropriate time I will ask for some
consideration of an amendment of
mine, amendment No. 6. My amend-
ment would hold the Obama adminis-
tration accountable for its recent deci-
sion to release more than 2,000 undocu-
mented immigrants from detention
centers across the country in the past
month. U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement claimed they were releas-
ing these people because they needed to
reduce their average daily detention
population of about 34,000 people—a
congressionally mandated require-
ment. They claimed they had to reduce
the detention population for budgetary
reasons. Week after week, agents were
tasked to release so many individuals.

At first the Department of Homeland
Security claimed it only released a few
hundred people. However, last week the
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Director of Immigration and Customs
Enforcement admitted that the admin-
istration had misled the American peo-
ple by confessing that over 2,200 aliens
were actually released. They continue
to stand by the excuse that budget cuts
were the reason for releasing these in-
dividuals.

Simply blaming budget reduction as
a means to turn a blind eye toward the
national security of the American peo-
ple is a very dangerous plan and one
that calls into question the Depart-
ment’s preparation for sequestration,
particularly when we consider that
months before sequestration the Office
of Management and Budget put out an
order to all departments that national
security, law enforcement, and safety
and health should be a top priority. So
if keeping criminals off the streets of
the United States shouldn’t be a top
priority—as per the order from the Of-
fice of Management and Budget—I
don’t know what should be. So I want
an accounting for it, and that is what
my amendment does—requests a simple
accounting for why they were released
and what it was all about. What is even
more disturbing is the fact that the De-
partment had billions of unobligated
funds from the past 2 years that could
have been put into protecting the
American people.

On February 27 I sent a request to
Secretary Napolitano questioning the
decisions of the Department. The let-
ter, cosigned by Chairman GOODLATTE
of the House Judiciary Committee, was
an attempt to better understand—just
a simple understanding—how the De-
partment will better confront seques-
tration and reduce operational chal-
lenges that could affect the life, safety,
and health of the American people—the
same life, health, and safety of the
American people evidenced by this
very administration’s directive going
out from the Office of Management and
Budget of the priorities that ought to
be established during sequestration.

Now, you know what. So often what
we find from this administration—and
have even found in previous Republican
administrations—is that letters that
are embarrassing go unanswered. Un-
fortunately, this is not unusual. About
a dozen of my letters to the Secretary
of Homeland Security on just the im-
migration issue have gone unanswered.
There is no respect for congressional
oversight. It is very frustrating.

We are on the cusp of undertaking a
massive reform of our immigration
system. Yet getting answers to the
most basic questions seems to be an
impossible operation. Time and again,
we have seen this administration
refuse to be held accountable, and what
we want is just information. It is not
as though we are saying that what the
administration has done—even if we
disagree with it—can’t be done or
shouldn’t be done. But shouldn’t the
people know about who is being turned
out in the streets when they have been
held in confinement for a long period of
time? I fear what will become of the
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President’s promise of transparency if
and when we do pass an immigration
bill. And this is an example of things to
fear in the future. Enacting a bill is
one part of the process, and imple-
menting the law is another part of the
process. If we don’t have faith in this
administration now, what about trust
for the future?

So my amendment would require
U.S. Immigration and Customs En-
forcement to submit weekly reports—
just submit reports—to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations
and the Judiciary. The reports will be
required to contain detailed budgets on
how ICE will maintain the 34,000 deten-
tion bed occupancy levels authorized
by Congress. It also requires ICE to
provide the number of aliens released
from detention as well as the following
information on aliens released for
budget-related purposes: the conviction
or charge for which they were detained,
fugitive status, existence of a prior de-
portation order, and the terms of re-
lease.

My amendment happens to be co-
sponsored by Senators INHOFE, VITTER,
B00ZMAN, ROBERTS, COATS, McCON-
NELL, and COLLINS.

Within the last few days, we have had
the Director of ICE, Mr. Morton, tes-
tify—well, it was just yesterday in the
House. Chairman GOODLATTE said his
testimony raised more questions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
press release that expresses the testi-
mony of Director Morton.

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

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2013.
DIRECTOR MORTON’S TESTIMONY DOESN’T ADD
Up

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Today, U.S. Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Direc-
tor John Morton testified before the House
Judiciary Committee regarding criminal and
illegal immigrants who are priorities for re-
moval but were released by the agency,
which claimed release was necessary due to
sequestration. However, several of the claims
made by Director Morton do not match the
facts and here’s why:

At today’s hearing, Director Morton
blamed the release of criminal and illegal
immigrants on the lack of funding in the
Continuing Resolution (CR) and the seques-
ter. But the CR funded ICE above their budg-
etary request and provided the required
funding to maintain detention beds at their
average daily requirement of 34,000 through
the end of March. Meanwhile, an internal
ICE document shows that the agency began
releasing detainees on February 15 and had
already released thousands of criminal and
illegal immigrants ahead of sequestration.

In addition, while the sequester cuts the
agency’s funding by 5%, the savings result-
ing from the decision to mass release crimi-
nal and illegal immigrants into the popu-
lation goes well above 5%. A 5% reduction of
34,000 detention beds is about 1,700, but ICE
has already released over 2,200 criminal and
illegal immigrants and the plan was to re-
duce the daily population by 5,000.

Furthermore, Director Morton today ac-
knowledged that he could have made a re-
programming request to Congress or could
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have used other funds to keep criminals off
of our streets. However, he did not provide
any reasoning as to why he did not make
such a request.

House Judiciary Committee Chairman Bob
Goodlatte (R-Va.) released the statement
below regarding these inconsistencies.

Chairman Goodlatte: ‘“‘Director Morton’s
testimony given to the House Judiciary
Committee today doesn’t add up. U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement had more
than enough money to continue detaining
criminal and illegal immigrants that are pri-
orities for removal and could have made a re-
programming request to Congress if the
money ran out. But Director Morton never
made such a request nor provided any ration-
ale as to what is more important than keep-
ing criminal immigrants off of our streets.

“In addition, the sequester mandated a 5%
cut at ICE but the agency released more
than 5% of detained criminal and illegal im-
migrants. These facts make it appear that
the decision to release more than 600 con-
victed criminals and others facing charges
into our communities was more of a political
calculation than a budgetary necessity. This
decision not only undermines ICE’s credi-
bility but also undercuts the American peo-
ple’s trust in this Administration’s ability to
enforce our immigration laws.”

Mr. GRASSLEY. Last week Mr. Mor-
ton said they released 10 level 1 offend-
ers. These are people convicted of vio-
lent crimes. They are repeat drunk
drivers, as an example. Yesterday he
said they only released eight, but he
also said they were trying to relocate
them and bring them back in. Well, if
you have these dangerous people out on
the streets, the public ought to know
about it.

So I suspect that when I ask unani-
mous consent now, the other side will
object to my amendment. And I don’t
know why they want to go to such
lengths to protect this administration
when all we want is simple informa-
tion—just simple information. We
aren’t saying that the decisions made—
even though we disagree with them—
ought to be changed. We are just say-
ing that the public ought to know when
we put violent people out on the
streets, and when we put people out on
the streets who shouldn’t be out on the
streets, we ought to know where they
are, why they were put out there, and
what it is all about.

I think the objection to allowing this
amendment to have a vote—as I pre-
sume it will be objected to—is indefen-
sible, but at this point I call up for con-
sideration my amendment No. 76, and I
ask for just 10 minutes of debate and a
vote on my amendment. I ask unani-
mous consent to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I understand how the Senator
feels. Over the years I have served with
him, he has always made his opinions
very clear. We had his amendment in
the list of amendments we were going
to do before, with some modifications
that my friend wouldn’t agree to. So I
understand his feelings about this, but
the good news is that within the very
near, foreseeable future—hopefully, I
can start it in the next work period—
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we are going to start immigration leg-
islation here on the floor. We are fi-
nally going to be able to move to some-
thing that will include issues people
have wanted to deal with for a long
time.

So I say to my friend, I object, but I
understand how he feels about the
issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that notwithstanding
cloture having been invoked, the fol-
lowing amendments be in order to the
Mikulski-Shelby substitute: Coburn
No. 69; Coburn No. 93; Coburn No. 65, as
modified; Coburn No. 70, as modified;
Inhofe-Hagan No. 72, as modified; Mi-
kulski-Shelby No. 98, as modified with
changes that are at the desk; Leahy
No. 129, as modified with changes that
are at the desk; and Pryor-Blunt No.
82; that no other first-degree amend-
ments to the substitute or the under-
lying bill be in order; that no second-
degree amendments be in order to any
of the amendments listed above prior
to the votes; that the time until 2:15
p.m. be equally divided between the
two leaders or their designees, with 30
minutes of Republican time under the
control of Senator MORAN prior to
votes in relation to the amendments in
the order listed; that upon disposition
of the Pryor-Blunt amendment No. 82,
the Durbin second-degree amendment
to the Toomey amendment No. 115 be
withdrawn; that it be in order for the
Toomey amendment to be modified
with the changes that are at the desk;
that the Senate proceed to vote in rela-
tion to the Toomey amendment No.
115, as modified; that upon disposition
of the Toomey amendment, the Senate
proceed to vote on the Mikulski-Shelby
substitute amendment, as amended;
that all amendments, with the excep-
tion of the Mikulski-Shelby substitute,
be subject to a 60-affirmative-vote
threshold; that upon disposition of the
substitute amendment, as amended,
the Senate proceed to vote on the mo-
tion to invoke cloture on the under-
lying bill; that if cloture is invoked on
H.R. 933, as amended, all postcloture
time be yielded back and the Senate
proceed to vote on passage of H.R. 933,
as amended; and, finally, that all votes
after the first vote be 10-minute votes
and there be 2 minutes equally divided
in the usual form between the votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
everyone’s understanding on both
sides. This is going to allow us to get
to the issue at hand very soon, and
that is the budget, with Senators MUR-
RAY and SESSIONS leading us on that
issue.

Also, we were able to get a number of
these amendments that people have
been wanting very badly to get. So I
appreciate everything people have done
to this point.
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AMENDMENT NO. 72

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to support
an amendment to H.R. 933 requiring
the military services to resume their
tuition assistance programs, which are
so vital to our military’s professional
and educational development.

On March 5, 2013, the Department of
Defense Comptroller Robert Hale sent
a letter to the services to provide ‘‘ad-
ditional guidance for handling budg-
etary uncertainty in fiscal year 2013.”
In his letter, Secretary Hale said that
“all services should consider signifi-
cant reductions in funding new tuition
assistance applications.”

Three days later, on March 8, the
Army suspended tuition assistance for
all its soldiers—Guard and Reserve—
and as a result, more than one million
Army soldiers immediately lost this
important education benefit. There was
not a single exception, not one, not
even for troops wounded in combat.

The Air Force, Coast Guard, and Ma-
rines also suspended their tuition as-
sistance programs.

This matter concerns me greatly, and
I hope it does my colleagues as well. 1
understand the difficult fiscal decisions
facing our military as a result of the
sequester, but I object to the way they
are handling tuition assistance with
what amounts to blunt force policy
making.

I want to reexamine the exact word-
ing of Secretary Hale’s letter. He stat-
ed that the military services ‘‘should
consider significant reductions in the
tuition program.” I want to repeat, he
said to ‘‘consider significant reduc-
tions.” Although his guidance was non-
specific in terms of what amounts to
“‘significant,” four of our five military
services followed with the most ex-
treme reduction possible—they sus-
pended all tuition assistance, indefi-
nitely.

This decision affects lives, real lives
of one of our nation’s greatest treas-
ures—the less than 1 percent of our fel-
low citizens who are willing to volun-
teer and serve in our Armed Forces, re-
gardless of the dangers they are likely
to face in the defense of freedom.

I want to highlight one example of
the thousands of lives now affected—a
young soldier who recently enlisted in
the National Guard. His personal story
reflects the negative impact the tui-
tion assistance cuts are going to have
on our Armed Forces.

I saw him interviewed by a news sta-
tion. He is 19, but with his new buzz
cut, he looked much younger. His mili-
tary mannerisms were unmistakable he
gave short responses, always beginning
with a “‘Sir”’ or ‘“Ma’am.”

When asked how the decision to sus-
pend tuition assistance affected him,
he said, politely, ‘I was really count-
ing”’ on tuition assistance for college.

You see, this young man does not
have any comparable education bene-
fits to fall back on. He is only 19, as I
said, and just back from training. As a
Guardsman, he would need to deploy at
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least once to receive some of the new
GI Bill benefits.

What do you think he will tell his
friends about the military as a result
of this experience? What will his fam-
ily say? And how much warning did we
give this young man that he could no
longer count on $4,500 per year in tui-
tion assistance?

As I said, this young man was 19
years old. Last month the veterans’ un-
employment rate for those ages 18 to 24
rose again. It is now a very troubling
36.2 percent. We are in the midst of a
grave unemployment crisis and now is
the time to invest—mot divest—in con-
tinuing education for our military.

This is not the way we should treat
our service men and women. We should
keep our commitments, especially
those we have made to those who are
willing to sacrifice everything for their
fellow Americans and the Nation.

I urge my friends and colleagues to
support our amendment to require the
services to resume tuition assistance
the minute this bill passes. It is spon-
sored by Senators INHOFE and HAGAN,
and it is a necessary response to an un-
necessarily harsh and short-sighted
policy decision.

The sequester is not a thoughtful or
balanced approach to cutting spending,
and we should find an alternative. But,
until that moment occurs, everyone,
especially the military services, must
reject the impulse to ‘‘grab low hang-
ing fruit,” and cut it down, in its en-
tirety, simply because it is more con-
venient.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
commend the chairwoman and vice
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senators MIKULSKI and SHELBY,
on crafting a strong bill to close out
the remaining 6 months of the fiscal
year. This bill was developed under dif-
ficult circumstances and time con-
straints, and I really feel they have
done a good job of returning some sem-
blance of regular order to this process.
I am hopeful this progress will con-
tinue in the coming fiscal year.

One of my disappointments with this
legislation, however, is that we are not
able to fund any new Army Corps of
Engineers projects.

The lack of new starts in the Corps is
of particular concern to my State, as it
impedes progress on the flood control
project in Hamilton City, CA. It is a
project that could potentially serve as
a model for Corp projects throughout
the Nation. More importantly, the con-
struction of a new levee is critical for
the protection of Hamilton City and
Glenn County from catastrophic flood-
ing. The project has been ready for con-
struction for several years now but has
been entangled in the new starts prohi-
bition.

It is my hope and intention that for
fiscal year 2014 we will have regular
order in appropriations, and I will work
to support this project moving forward.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I met
with FAA Administrator Michael
Huerta last week to discuss sequestra-
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tion and how it will affect our national
aviation network. Sequestration will
reduce the FAA’s budget by approxi-
mately $600 million in the middle of
this fiscal year. The Administrator
told me this swift and sudden reduction
in funding will have serious con-
sequences to the efficiency of our na-
tional aviation system, especially in II-
linois. Airport managers throughout
the State of Illinois have also reg-
istered their serious concerns about
the sequestration impact on commer-
cial and general aviation.

The FAA will have to severely reduce
service or completely close approxi-
mately 180 air traffic control towers
across the country. Nine air traffic
control towers in Illinois will have
their service either eliminated or se-
verely reduced: Alton, Aurora, Bloom-
ington-Normal, Decatur, DuPage,
Carbondale, Marion, Springfield and
Waukegan. The FAA has also said that
overnight air traffic control service at
Peoria and Midway airports could be
eliminated. These are serious steps
that will increase delays, reduce capac-
ity and potentially compromise the
safety of the airspace in the areas sur-
rounding these airports.

I will continue to monitor this situa-
tion and will work with the FAA and
airport managers throughout the State
of Illinois to address aviation safety
and air traffic delays.

However, the aviation system is not
the only harm sequestration will have
on this country. The White House esti-
mates sequestration will reduce the
readiness of our troops; put up to 10,000
veterans at substantial risk of becom-
ing homeless; drop 70,000 children from
Head Start, including 2,700 from Illi-
nois; take nutritional assistance away
from 600,000 families because of cuts to
WIC; and reduce foreclosure prevention
and other counseling to 75,000 fewer
households.

Many Republicans have said they are
comfortable with allowing sequestra-
tion to continue. They think no one
will notice what sequestration does to
the country. I disagree. These seques-
tration cuts will have real impact on
real people in Illinois. We need to stop
sequestration with a balanced solution
of budget cuts and revenue. I am
pleased we will soon start debating the
budget resolution. Budget Chairwoman
PATTY MURRAY has produced a budget
that will stop sequestration and the
negative impacts it will have on our
economy, our troops and working fami-
lies across America.

———

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION AND VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS, AND FULL-
YEAR CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2013

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will vote
for the bill before us because it ensures
the continued operation of govern-
ment. The overall spending in the bill
conforms to the Budget Control Act
yvet provides needed flexibility for
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agencies to operate as best they can
while under sequestration.

I will continue to seek a comprehen-
sive, bipartisan approach to avoid the
harmful effects of sequestration. Any
compromise to do so will require both
prudent spending cuts and additional
revenues. Considering that revenues
are necessary as part of the way to al-
leviate the negative effects of the se-
quester, this bill is not the appropriate
vehicle to address our current budg-
etary situation. I am hopeful that by
passing this bill and ensuring no gov-
ernment shutdown occurs, we can work
in a bipartisan and responsible manner
to undo sequestration.

This bill does contain important
funding for Michigan, including $210.5
million for Army research on combat
vehicle and automotive technologies
through the Army Tank and Auto-
motive Research, Development and En-
gineering Center, TARDEC, in Warren.
TARDEC is the Department of De-
fense’s leading laboratory for research
and development of advanced military
vehicle technologies, including efforts
to protect Army vehicles against rock-
et propelled grenades, improvised ex-
plosive devices and explosively formed
projectiles; advanced materials for tac-
tical vehicle armor; more efficient en-
gines; fuel cell and hybrid electric ve-
hicles; unmanned ground vehicles;
computer simulations for vehicle de-
sign and training of Army personnel;
and technology partnerships with the
automotive industry.

The bill also includes funding for the
programs of the Army’s TACOM Life
Cycle Management Command, LCMC,
in Warren. TACOM LCMC is the
Army’s lead organization for the devel-
opment and acquisition of ground vehi-
cle combat, automotive and arma-
ments technologies and systems.
TACOM LCMC-managed systems in-
clude the Abrams main battle tank,
Bradley Fighting Vehicle, Stryker Ar-
mored Vehicle, Mine Resistant Ambush
Protected vehicle, and all Army tac-
tical vehicles, such as the HMMWYV and
Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles.

The bill provides full funding for
transportation programs authorized
under MAP-21, the 2-year transpor-
tation bill signed into law in July that
provides critically needed funding for
our Nation’s roads and bridges. This is
a victory because the CR for the first
half of the year, and the House-passed
CR, do not include the full funding lev-
els authorized in MAP 21.

The bill also provides needed support
for American manufacturing. The Hol-
lings Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership Program, MEP, receives level
funding at $128.5 million. It is the only
Federal program dedicated to pro-
viding technical support and services
to small and medium-sized manufac-
turers. MEP is a nationwide network of
proven resources that enables manufac-
turers to compete globally, supports
greater supply chain integration, and
provides access to information, train-
ing and technologies that improve effi-
ciency, productivity, and profitability.
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This program has been used exten-
sively in my home State by the Michi-
gan Manufacturing Technology Center,
which operates the Michigan’s Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram. MMTC works with manufactur-
ers around the State of Michigan to in-
novate so they can become more effi-
cient and profitable in order to grow
and create jobs.

The bill protects the life and safety
of boaters on the Great Lakes by in-
cluding a provision that denies the ad-
ministration request to close the U.S.
Coast Guard Seasonal Air Facilities in
Muskegon. Closing the station would
put at risk the large number of boaters
on Lake Michigan during the summer.
The Muskegon facility has been in
place since 1997 and provides an impor-
tant safety presence during the boating
season on Lake Michigan.

During the course of consideration of
the Continuing Resolution, the Senate
adopted by voice vote an amendment
offered by Senators COBURN and
McCAIN that will limit the use of funds
of the National Science Foundation for
political science research. The amend-
ment was modified before it was adopt-
ed under an agreement between the
sponsors and Chairman MIKULSKI and
represented a significant improvement
over the original amendment. The
amendment as modified allows for po-
litical science research projects to be
conducted when the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation -certifies
those projects as promoting the eco-
nomic interests or national security of
the United States. I am concerned that
this amendment will restrict high qual-
ity research in critical areas beyond
our national security and economic in-
terests and creates a threshold for cer-
tifying eligible political science re-
search projects that could eliminate
very worthy projects, if it is not ap-
plied wisely and thoughtfully. I hope
that a broad interpretation will avoid
unnecessary restrictions of legitimate
research.

I am disappointed that the con-
tinuing resolution does not provide for
adequate funding for our financial mar-
kets regulators, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission and the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission. I
worked with a number of my col-
leagues on an amendment to improve
their funding to ensure they have the
resources they need to police the mar-
kets. Unfortunately that was not
adopted.

On balance, while the bill does not
contain sufficient funding for many
programs, it also contains funding im-
portant to Michigan and ensures the
continued operation of government.
For this reason, I will vote for it.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and ask the
time be equally divided.

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

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 69 TO AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside and amend-
ment No. 69 be called up.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN],
for himself and Mr. MCcCCAIN, proposes an

amendment numbered 69 to amendment No.
26.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To prohibit Urban Area Security
Initiative grant recipients from funding
projects that do not improve homeland se-
curity)

On page 392, line 25, strike ‘‘training.’”’ and
insert the following: ‘‘training: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds made available
under paragraph (2) may be used for em-
ployee overtime or backfill pay, for security
measures at sports facilities used for Major
League Baseball spring training, to pay for
attendance at conferences, or to purchase
computers or televisions.”

AMENDMENT NO. 93 TO AMENDMENT 26

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside and amendment No.
93 be called up.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposes an amendment numbered 93 to
amendment No. 26.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To transfer appropriations from
the National Heritage Partnership Pro-
gram to fund the resumption of public
tours of the White House and visitor serv-
ices and maintenance at national parks
and monuments)

On page 542, strike lines 3 through 21 and
insert the following:

REOPENING THE WHITE HOUSE FOR PUBLIC
TOURS AND PRESERVING OUR NATIONAL
TREASURES

SEC. 1404. Notwithstanding section 1101—

(1) the amount appropriated for the Na-
tional Recreation and Preservation account
shall be reduced by $8,100,000, which shall be
taken from the National Heritage Partner-
ship Program; and

(2) the amount appropriated under section
1401(e) for ‘“National Park Service, Operation
of the National Park System’ shall be in-
creased by $6,000,000, which shall be used for
expenses related to visitor services and
maintenance of national parks, monuments,
sites, national memorials, and battlefields,
including the White House, Grand Canyon
National Park, the Washington Monument,
Yellowstone National Park, and the Flight
93 National Memorial.
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AMENDMENT NO. 65, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside and amendment No.
65, with modifications, at the desk be
called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN],
for himself and Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 65, as modified, to
amendment No. 26.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to
carry out the functions of the Political
Science Program in the Division of Social
and Economic Sciences of the Directorate
for Social, Behavioral, and Economic
Sciences of the National Science Founda-
tion, except for research projects that the
Director of the National Science Founda-
tion certifies as promoting national secu-
rity or the economic interests of the
United States)

On page 193, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

SEC. . (a) None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to carry out the
functions of the Political Science Program
in the Division of Social and Economic
Sciences of the Directorate for Social, Be-
havioral, and Economic Sciences of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, except for re-
search projects that the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation certifies as pro-
moting national security or the economic in-
terests of the United States.

(b) The Director of the National Science
Foundation shall publish a statement of the
reason for each certification made pursuant
to subsection (a) on the public website of the
National Science Foundation.

(c) Any unobligated balances for the Polit-
ical Science Program described in subsection
(a) may be provided for other scientific re-
search and studies that do not duplicate
those being funded by other Federal agen-
cies.

AMENDMENT NO. 70, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside, and amendment No.
70, as modified, be called up.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN],
for himself and Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 70, as modified, to
amendment No. 26.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.

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

The amendment is as follows:

After section 573 of title V of division D,
insert the following:

SEC. 574. Fourteen days after the Secretary
of Homeland Security submits a report re-
quired under this division to the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, the Secretary
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shall submit a copy of that report to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate and the
Committee on Homeland Security of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want
to comment a minute, before I talk
about the individual amendments, on
the process we have seen.

We are going to have several amend-
ments, and this is well in excess of $1
trillion in spending. We have had four
amendments voted on, and I think
unanimous consent will give us seven
or eight more. So we are going to have
a total of 12 amendments. All but the
first one were not tabled, but we are at
60-vote margins, which is fine. But for
a bill that spends $1 trillion, to choke
down the Senate in a way that does not
allow either side the appropriate oppor-
tunity to impact $1 trillion worth of
spending doesn’t fit with either the
culture or the history of the Senate,
and certainly doesn’t fit with the
agreement going forward and the rules
changes we had this year.

On a bill that has $1 trillion worth of
spending, in past history—if you look
at the 104th, the 105th, the 103rd Con-
gress—bills of that size would have 70
or 80 amendments, and we are going to
choke down to 11 or 12 amendments on
this. The question is, Why would we do
that? Why would we limit the discus-
sion and the division of thought, mani-
fested through votes, for the American
people to actually see what we are
doing? There are only two reasons why
this is happening. One is—and from a
phone call with the President, in his
own words, he wants sequester to hurt.

Now, think about that for a minute.
And he is my friend. I challenged him
on that when he said it to me. But
there is a philosophical divide in this
country. The Federal Government over
the last 10 years has grown 89 percent,
while the average median income has
declined 5 percent. The reason my col-
leagues want sequester to hurt and be
painful is they want to rationalize that
bigger government is better, that we
cannot afford to cut a penny out of the
Federal budget. So what we do is the
Federal Government is doing less with
more money while every American is
doing more with less money. That goes
against the greatest tradition of our
country. It is also a prescription for
failure for our country when we are
willing to sacrifice, in the short term,
direct benefits to major segments of
our population for a political point.

Nobody has done more oversight on
the Federal Government than I have in
the last 8 years, and I will tell you,
conservatively, out of the discre-
tionary budget, $250 billion a year is
spent that does not positively impact
this country in any way. Yet we cannot
get up amendments to demonstrate
that.

Not only can we not have an amend-
ment up, we cannot even spend the
time on it to have a real debate about
it. That is because they really do not
want to debate these issues of waste,
duplication, fraud, and inefficiency.
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Then the second reason we are not
having amendments, or we are having
amendments at 60 votes, is to provide
the political cover. Our country is in so
much trouble it should not matter
what party you are in. What should
matter is if we are fixing the long-term
problems of our country in such a way
as to secure the future of our country.

What we have seen through this proc-
ess last week and this week is a focus
on the short term, a focus on the po-
litically expedient, a focus on the paro-
chial—and from both sides of the aisle.
This is not just Democrats, this is Re-
publicans too. Senator AYOTTE can’t
even get an amendment to eliminate
spending for a missile program that is
never going to be built. It is never
going to be built, but we are going to
spend $360 million on it next year be-
cause it is a parochial prize to a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee.

Washington is not sick because it is
partisan. Washington is sick because it
is political, and it is short term in its
thinking. Nobody in their right mind,
no matter how much it benefits their
State, would say they want to spend
$380 million or $360 million—I am not
sure of the exact amount of money—on
a program that is never going to come
into fruition unless they are thinking
about them and not our country and
not the families of our country and not
the programs that have to be reformed
to save them. Nobody would do that.
Yet we have 60 votes on all these
amendments we are going to offer be-
cause they are going to offer protection
for people to vote on them to know
that they will not even pass, but they
can still get the cover for a vote. They
can say: I voted for it but it didn’t pass
because it has to have 60 votes.

That is the smallest part of the prob-
lem. To have to go through what we
have gone through over the last 5 or 6
days and only have had four votes says
something about this place. I would
just proffer that I bet had we had an
open amendment process we would
have been finished with this bill yester-
day.

When I came here, for the first 2
years you could offer an amendment
for anything at any time at a 5l-vote
threshold. So all this time we have
wasted in quorum calls or on speaking
on issues that have nothing to do with
the bill in front of us is because we
really do not want to govern. What we
want is we do not want the body to do
its work and have the input of both
sides into a bill—other than in the
committee. What we want is a fixed
outcome that will allow the adminis-
tration to make sequester as painful as
it can be.

So when you shut down packing
plants, when the USDA says they can-
not have food inspectors there at the
same time the USDA is advertising for
social service workers and event plan-
ners—which, if you did not hire them,
could at least give you 52 people not
being furloughed for a week. What is
happening to America today is we are
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focused inward on the politics rather
than our country. We are focused on
gaming the system rather than gov-
erning. We are focused on all the wrong
things because it is all about the next
election.

We have our eyes so far off the ball
that now every bill that comes to the
floor has to have essentially a rules
committee of one, which is the major-
ity leader, deciding whether he wants
his members to vote on a bill. That
doesn’t have anything to connect with
the history of the Senate. This is no
longer the greatest deliberative body in
the world because we do not deliberate;
we do not have an open amendment
process; we are too afraid of our own
shadows to cast a vote and think we
might have to defend it.

If you cannot defend any and every
vote in this body, you do not have any
business being here. To stifle debate
and to limit amendments in the way
this bill has done certainly will not
breed any goodwill going forward and
certainly does not do service that the
American citizens are due.

Mr. President, I will now take some
time to talk about the various amend-
ments I have called up. Amendment
No. 69 is the first amendment I called
up. As the ranking member on Home-
land Security and the ranking member
on the Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations, what we know is Home-
land Security, in its grants program,
through what is called the Urban Area
Security Initiative, is out of control.
They have not prioritized their fund-
ing. They have not put metrics on their
funding. They have not controlled their
funding.

We put out a report in December 2012
called Safety At Any Price, and we
highlighted the problems with this par-
ticular grant program. No clear goals,
DHS has not established any clear
goals for how the funds should be used
to improve national security. The 9/11
Commission warned against DHS
spending becoming pork spending.
UASI, this Urban Area Security Initia-
tive, has become another porkbarrel
program providing public safety sub-
sidies to cities such as in my home
State, Tulsa.

No. 3, what we found is a tremendous
amount of waste in these grants. The
lack of clear goals has led States and
cities to use this funding on wasteful
projects, including paying for overtime
for employees; purchasing computers,
printers, televisions, underwater ro-
bots, bearcats—all the things that do
not really connect to national security
and the prevention of terrorism.

This amendment prohibits $500 mil-
lion allocated for the UASI grant pro-
gram that has been wasted on items
that do not relate to homeland secu-
rity. It prohibits the use of funds on
overtime, backpay—backfill pay, secu-
rity at Major League baseball parks,
spring training camps, attendance at
conferences, and the purchase of flat-
screen TVs.

The other thing we found in our re-
port is the Department of Homeland
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Security doesn’t know what this
money was spent on. Not only do they
not have goals and metrics for what
the money is supposed to be spent on,
they cannot tell us what the money
was spent on because they don’t actu-
ally have any record of it. We have
spent $35 billion in total on all DH
grant programs since 2003. We have
spent $7.1 billion on this program.

What I can tell you is it has helped
some communities, I don’t doubt that,
especially during our tough times. It
has filled in. But if we are ever going to
get out of the problem we are in as a
country in terms of our debt and defi-
cits, we have to have programs that
have metrics on them that have to be
followed up. The grants have to be fol-
lowed, and they need to be held to ac-
count.

My colleagues, I have no hopes of
this passing because most of my col-
leagues will not look at the research
done on this, will not look at the inef-
fectiveness of it, will not look at the
waste, and will vote a party-line vote
to defeat this amendment. We will get
45 or 50 votes or 51 or 52, but it will go
down. So, consequently, real problems
that have been oversighted by the Per-
manent Committee on Investigations—
really oversighted by the Department
of Homeland Security—the real solu-
tions to problems will not happen be-
cause of the way this place is being
run.

Next, I would like to talk about
amendment No. 93. Amendment No. 93
follows a recommendation of the Presi-
dent. It is not my recommendation, it
is the President’s recommendation.
What this amendment would do is ac-
tually take money that has been di-
rected for expired heritage area author-
izations that were not any rec-
ommendations of the President—actu-
ally the President’s recommendation
was to cut this money in half—and we
are going to do exactly that with this
amendment. We are going to cut it by
$8.1 million.

What heritage areas are, when we
started them—the 12 heritage areas
this is about are at least 16 years old.
One of them is 25 years old. The whole
idea behind heritage areas was to fund
them with a grant program to get them
started and then let them run on their
own with State and local funds. They
have become a dependency program.

The OMB and the President’s budget
said we ought to eliminate the depend-
ency of these by trimming back the
amount of money. Instead of becoming
temporary programs directed toward
self-sufficiency as originally intended,
these national heritage areas have
turned into permanent entities that
continue to grow in number and fund-
ing amount—totally opposite the origi-
nal authorization intent. In other
words, they are parochial based.

As a matter of fact, one of them, the
John Chaffee Blackstone River Na-
tional Heritage, has existed for more
than 25 years. They actually thought
the funding might get cut, so they cre-
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ated another way to pay for it, just as
the government had intended for them
to do, and they raised the money for it
this year. But we are going to fund
them anyway in this appropriations
package, this Omnibus appropriations
package. It is not really a CR, it is an
Omnibus appropriations. Of these, 12
have already received $112 million,
more than half the total ever spent on
national heritage areas.

So they have been in existence at
least 16 years. They should have be-
come self-sufficient. They need to be-
come self-sufficient, and we should not
be spending the money. What will we
do with the money that will amount to
about $16 million? We will turn that
money into opening the tours at the
White House, opening Yellowstone Na-
tional Park and the rest of the parks.
In terms of the way that money is
spent out, we will be able to take $6
million or $7 million of that money and
the national parks will open on time.

Most of you haven’t heard about this,
but in Jackson Hole, WY, and Cody,
WY, the citizens of that State are rais-
ing private money to plow the snow so
Yellowstone National Park can open on
time. I want you to see the contrast be-
cause it is important to their liveli-
hood and their commerce. They are
going to sacrifice personally to get
that park open on time. At the same
time we are going to send money to 12
national heritage areas that have been
dependent on the Federal Government
for 16 years.

Tell me what is wrong with that pic-
ture. We are going to create a depend-
ency, and then we are going to indi-
rectly tax the people of Wyoming—one
of their great areas of commerce, a
place where visitors come to Wyoming
to see Yellowstone Park—and have
them use their own post-tax money to
pay for that. That cannot fit with the
vision of America that almost every-
body else in this country believes in. It
doesn’t fit.

Other national parks have reported
campgrounds that are going to be
closed to reduce maintenance. So we
are going to take this $6 million, and
we are going to use it to help open
these parks and allow the Park Service
to have the parks open on time. In the
original authorization, it was not sup-
posed to get any money. They should
not have been getting money for the
last 10 years. Instead of creating a de-
pendency in the program, we are going
to take that money and do something
for the American people.

The next amendment is amendment
No. 65, as modified. And this is one that
really gets my goat. The National
Science Foundation funds lots of great
scientific endeavors in this country. As
a matter of fact, they have about four
times as many applications for grants
as they have money to give out. But
they spend a considerable amount of
money doing such things as funding
“research in political science.’”” In 2008
they spent $8.6 million funding re-
search in political science, $10.9 million
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in 2009, $11 million in 2010, $10.8 million
in 2011, and $10.1 million in 2012. What
this amendment does is prohibit the
National Science Foundation from
wasting Federal resources on political
science projects and redirects that to
other areas within NSF that are going
to give the American people a much
greater return on their investment.

Let me give some examples of what
they fund: campaigns and elections,
citizen support, and emerging and es-
tablished democracies, bargaining
processes, electoral choice, democra-
tization, political change in regimes,
transitions. Those are all important
things if we were not in a budget and
spending crisis. Tell me whether it
would be better to have the next new
computer chip generation developed
through a grant at the National
Science Foundation or if the actions of
a filibuster in the Senate are more im-
portant to the American people. Which
one is a greater priority? Which one is
more important to the further ad-
vancement of this country? I guarantee
it is the former and not the latter.

In the years hence, we are going to be
making a lot of choices about prior-
ities, and every amendment I am put-
ting out here today is about priorities.
Do we fund things that do not ade-
quately or accurately help us in the
short term in creating jobs, in being
wise and prudent spenders of tax-
payers’ money, or do we fund things
that are a low priority and let things
that are high priority suffer? That is
basically what this amendment does. It
says: Until we get out of this pinch, we
should not be spending money to—for
example, the $251,000 used to study
Americans’ attitudes toward the Sen-
ate. We spent a quarter of a million
dollars last year studying Americans’
attitude toward the Senate; $106,000
was spent to study the rise of can-
didate-centered elections over those
dominated by political parties; $47,000
was spent to study the President’s
level of cooperation with Congress
when they utilize Executive orders;
$28,000 was spent to examine the prohi-
bition movement. It has been a long
time since we had prohibition in this
country. That has to be a priority for
us. How about a quarter of a million
dollars to investigate how people per-
ceive the political attitudes of others?
That has to be important right now. It
has to be a priority right now for our
country. We spent $144,000 to track how
politicians change their Web sites over
time. Who cares? That money—
$144,000—will keep a whole bunch of
meat inspectors at meat plants. There
will not be any furloughs if we get rid
of this kind of stuff. I could go on.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD
what I consider nonpriority studies
that the NFS has funded.

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

Taxpayers would have realized a better re-
turn on their investment in biomedical re-
search than in political science.
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While political sciences studies may be in-
teresting to the investigators, as investment
in this studies will not yield the same return
on investment or benefit to Americans as
biomedical research.

Consider what grants NIH may have been
able to award in lieu of these ongoing polit-
ical science investigations:

$251,525 used to study Americans’ attitudes
towards the U.S. Senate filibuster from sur-
vey results

$106,868 to study the rise of candidate-cen-
tered elections over those dominated by po-
litical parties

$47,783 to study American Presidents’ level
of cooperation with Congress when they uti-
lize executive orders

$28,356 to examine the Prohibition move-
ment, in part to help lobbying organizations
better understand how to influence policy
debates

$250,000 to investigate how people perceive
the political attitudes of others and operate
with group-centered mentalities

$144,609 to track how politicians change
their websites over time

$20,862 to answer the question, ‘“What
makes politics interesting?”’ and to analyze
how individuals process messages distributed
by mass media

$259,231 to execute a national survey on
‘““the role of optimism and pessimism in
shaping the political beliefs and behavior of
Americans”

$91,016 to study which legislation gets roll
call votes and to guess the outcome when
bills do

$23,233 to administer an Internet survey of
1000 people about ‘‘how citizens react to pub-
lic political disagreements”

$236,422 to study how lobbying campaigns,
logrolling and other trades affect bill devel-
opment over time

These surveys and models are receiving
millions of NSF dollars every year, while
groundbreaking biomedical science falls to
the ground. Why should taxpayers have to
contribute to studies of questionable value
when so many worthwhile biomedical re-
search projects go unfunded? NCI received
4,143 applications in 2012 for major RO01
grants, and only funded 618 of them, leaving
thousands of promising ideas unfunded.

Much of political science’s studies have
not even generated useful data. Political
science often involves finding a situation for
which researchers can develop a clean model
to predict future outcomes. However, yet one
Northwestern University political scientist
famously noted in the New York Times these
models are typically inaccurate.

“It’s an open secret in my discipline,”
wrote Jacqueline Stevens, ‘‘in terms of accu-
rate political predictions (the field’s bench-
mark for what counts as science), my col-
leagues have failed spectacularly and waste
colossal amounts of time and money.”’

Increasing funding for the National
Science Foundation has been promoted as a
way to bolster our economy, preserve na-
tional security, protect the environment,
and educate our youth. As a result, the agen-
cy has enjoyed strong bipartisan support.

By no longer funding political science and
increasing NCI’'s budget, Congress has an op-
portunity to continue improving the nation’s
health and to steward more wisely federal re-
sources.

Mr. COBURN. This is where we
should be doing our work. We should be
making choices for the American peo-
ple. We should be making the hard
choices that say this is more important
than this. We don’t have enough
money. We are borrowing $40 million a
second, and we are going to fund these
kinds of political studies that have no
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benefit except to the politicians and
the political science professors because
they are the ones who will read them.
The average American doesn’t care.
But they do care whether their meat is
going to be safe and whether they are
going to get meat.

Mark my words, this amendment will
go down. It won’t be passed because we
don’t have the courage to make pri-
ority choices in the Senate. We don’t
have the courage to allow the number
of amendments, such as this—there
should have been 30 or 40 such as this—
on the floor to make those choices.

Finally, I will talk about amendment
No. 70. This amendment has been modi-
fied. The appropriators have requested
that Homeland Security-related re-
ports—which are demanded in this
bill—come to them. They do appro-
priate for Homeland Security, but
there is an authorizing committee. It
happens to be the Homeland Security
and Government Affairs Committee.
What this amendment says is: If you
are going to give information from the
administration to appropriations, you
might want to think about giving it to
the actual committee that has the au-
thority to authorize and change the
program.

I hope this will be accepted. We are
going to get it 14 days after the appro-
priators. I don’t know what that is all
about, but I am willing to concede. I
think Senator CARPER and myself
ought to see what the administration
is saying to the appropriators about
programs that are run through the De-
partment of Homeland Security. So of
all the amendments we have, I think
this is the only one that has any possi-
bility.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for up to 20 minutes.

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, when I
was on the floor this morning, I out-
lined the merits of an amendment I
tried to have to this continuing resolu-
tion. It is amendment No. 55. It is an
amendment that deals with the air
traffic Control Tower Program that the
Obama administration has indicated
will be terminated on April 7. I don’t
want to go over all the things I talked
about this morning, but I do want to
talk about how we got to the point we
are today in which apparently this
amendment is not going to be consid-
ered by the Senate.

This morning I indicated how, in my
view, important this amendment is. I
read from an AP story from Chicago
about how air safety was in jeopardy.
There were indications that a plane
crash which occurred previously would
not have occurred if there had been an
air traffic control tower present. The
complaint by Americans is that our
aviation sector is so frustrated by the
political brinkmanship which goes on
in Washington, DC.
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Again, this is an important amend-
ment that is about the safety and secu-
rity of the American people—particu-
larly those who fly. It is amazing to me
that despite the continued efforts to
bring this amendment to the floor for
consideration—not that I expect any
guarantee. There is no such thing as a
guarantee that this amendment would
pass. But the inability to have it even
considered is very troubling and sur-
prising to me.

Last week when we started on the
continuing resolution, I was pleased to
hear what the majority leader said
about the process on the CR. This was
not stated years ago or months ago, it
was just last week. The majority leader
said, when he was talking about the
continuing resolution: There will be
amendments offered. We are working
on a process to consider those amend-
ments. This week we will be off to an-
other opportunity for the Senate to re-
turn to regular order, an opportunity
for this body to legislate through co-
operation, through compromise, as we
used to do. This legislation will be a
test of the Senate’s goodwill. We are
anxious to move forward and start
doing some legislating. We are going to
take all amendments and try to work
through them as quickly as we can. I
hope we can move forward and set up
votes on every one of them.

That is the announcement that was
made as we started the continuing res-
olution. As the majority leader indi-
cated, this legislation will be a test of
the Senate’s goodwill. I think the Sen-
ate has clearly failed the test of good-
will. But more than goodwill, we are
failing the American people in taking
the steps necessary to secure their
safety.

This is not an amendment about me
or an amendment about Kansas. Cer-
tainly, I am talking about my home
State. There is nothing wrong with
representing our home State which is
affected by the loss of these control
towers. There are 43 States—almost all
of us—that have control towers. On
April 7, they no longer will be oper-
ating.

I indicated this previously, that one
of the reasons why I thought this
amendment, perhaps above others,
should be considered is because the
Control Tower Program will be elimi-
nated April 7. I am a member of the
Appropriations Committee. I am a
member of the Subcommittee on
Transportation. I will work to see that
these programs are continued once we
get to the regular appropriation proc-
ess when the CR is behind us. My col-
leagues and I will never have the
chance to do that because in a matter
of just a few short days the control
towers will be gone. They will be
closed. The lights will be turned off.

So my role as an appropriator and as
a Member of the Senate—which I share
with 99 other Senators—and the idea
that we would then come back and re-
start a program that has disappeared is
not going to happen. In the absence of
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this amendment passing—in the ab-
sence of this amendment being consid-
ered and passing—the ability for me to
do my job on behalf of a program that
I think matters to the American people
disappears.

I have never tried to be a difficult
Member. I believe in collegiality. I be-
lieve in the goodwill the majority lead-
er talks about. But I cannot imagine
what I was supposed to have done. It is
an amendment that is germane. I am
not here trying to offer an amendment
that doesn’t matter to the bill at hand.
I am not trying to score political
points, I am not trying to put Demo-
crats on the line for casting a vote that
the voters might object to. There is
nothing here that is political or par-
tisan in nature. I did what I thought I
was supposed to do.

There are 26 cosponsors of this
amendment. More than half are Demo-
crats. The Senators include INHOFE,
ROBERTS, BLUMENTHAL, BLUNT,
JOHANNS, KIRK, MANCHIN, HAGAN, KLO-
BUCHAR, BAUCUS, TESTER, ENZI, VITTER,
B0O0ZMAN, PRYOR, MERKLEY, WYDEN,
KAINE, WARNER, AYOTTE, SHAHEEN,
RISCH, CRAPO, MURPHY, ROCKEFELLER,
and WICKER. If 26 of us in that group
can agree upon the value of an amend-
ment, why is it the Senate cannot even
take a vote on a germane amendment
that is broadly supported? It is broadly
supported outside the Chamber of this
Senate. The Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association, the National Business
Aviation Association, National Air
Transport Association, Association of
Air Medical Services—they believe this
is important for the ability of
LifeWatch patients—NATCA, the Na-
tional Air Traffic Controllers Associa-
tion, and the American Association of
Airport Executives.

This is not a provincial issue that
MORAN is all about trying to take care
of something for himself, nor is it
about trying to create political dif-
ficulties for anybody. We broadly agree
on a bipartisan basis that this amend-
ment should be made in order.

I have been in the Senate for a little
more than 2 years. I served for a num-
ber of years in the House of Represent-
atives. One of the things I thought was
true and why I sought the opportunity
to serve in the Senate is that it would
be different from the House. Any Mem-
ber of the Senate ought to be here—
whether Republican or Democrat—on
behalf of their ability to offer amend-
ments.

We had a debate about changing the
rules and the proffer was made that if
we would agree to change the rules,
amendments would be made in order. I
thought that was a positive develop-
ment.

Now, it seems to me, while I left the
House in hopes of having the oppor-
tunity to represent my constituents as
best as I know how and to represent
America as best I know how, somebody
stands in my way. I can’t find out who
that is. I have not talked to a Senator
who is not supportive of my amend-
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ment. Every conversation I have is,
well, I think it is a good idea. I don’t
know why it is not being made in
order. There is no good explanation.

Who sits down and develops the list
and decides which amendment is im-
portant and which one isn’t? This
ought to be something that is not
turned over to a one-person Rules Com-
mittee.

Again, the House and Senate are
structured differently. This is a his-
toric body with a legacy of allowing de-
bate, discussion, and amendment. And,
again, not for purposes outside even
the nature of the bill we are talking
about, how can it be controversial to
transfer $60 million in a bill that has
more than $1 trillion of funding, of
spending? How can it be so difficult to
transfer $50 million from two ac-
counts—unencumbered balances and a
research account—to save air traffic
control towers, leave them in place
until I at least get the opportunity to
work with my colleagues to extend
their life through the appropriations
and legislative process into the future.

So for a Senator such as myself—I
lay awake last night from, I don’t
know, 3:15 to 4:30 trying to figure out
what I could say that would convince
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment or to allow whoever is making
the decision that it can’t even be de-
bated and heard and voted on—I don’t
know that there are any magic words.
It does concern me. It bothers me
greatly.

We ought to all be here protecting
the rights of each and every other Sen-
ator. This is important to us as a legis-
lative body, not to us and our egos as
Senators. It is not the sense that we
have the right to say everything—we
are Senators, we are important and
powerful people—it is that on behalf of
the American people, a person such as
myself who represents 2% million Kan-
sans ought to have the ability to bring
a germane amendment to a bill on the
Senate floor.

Had we brought these amendments
forward, had we agreed to debate and
pass my amendment, we wouldn’t be
here today still stalled on moving for-
ward to conclude this business and
move to the budget. We could have de-
bated the amendments and voted on
the germane amendments days ago.
But for some reason we once again get
bogged down in somebody deciding that
this amendment qualifies to be consid-
ered and this one doesn’t.

So this is another example of where—
again, I guess if we were to tell the
story to the American people, it would
be that today we are going to pass a
bill that spends $1.1 trillion, and we
have had four or five amendments of-
fered and perhaps approved, maybe a
couple more today.

This bill has not worked its way
through the Appropriations Com-
mittee. It comes from the House. We
take it up immediately. It is written so
perfectly that only three or four indi-
vidual Senators have the opportunity
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to alter the bill—mot the guarantee to
change the bill but the opportunity to
suggest to our colleagues whether it
makes sense and then cast a vote, yes
or no, based upon whether what I am
saying has merit. We can’t get to the
point at which I am given the oppor-
tunity to explain on the Senate floor
why this amendment is something that
is important.

I came to the Senate from the U.S.
House of Representatives in hopes that
the Senate was different, where indi-
vidual Members have value unrelated
to their relationship with the Speaker
or the minority leader of the House,
unrelated to my relationship with the
members of the Rules Committee. I
have not always been the most perfect
follower of my political party. I have
tried to do what I think is right, and
therefore I have not always developed
the relationship I needed in the House
to be able to get my amendments con-
sidered on the House floor.

The Rules Committee is there for a
purpose. It is a very unwieldy body, the
U.S. House of Representatives, of 435
Members. Here we have 100. Surely,
based upon the history, the legacy, the
rules of the Senate, we have the ability
as Senators, whether we are in favor or
disfavor and whether our amendment
meets with a person’s satisfaction on
behalf of the American people, we have
the right to represent their interests
and have votes taken.

The majority leader said the other
day that I am an obstructionist. I lay
awake last night thinking, I am not an
obstructionist. I am following the
rules. The majority leader said this
morning that we need to show that se-
questration is damaging to the coun-
try. I didn’t even vote for sequestra-
tion, and yet I can’t fix a problem that
is caused by somebody else’s vote.
Again, it is so baffling to me how this
works.

I finally found somebody who would
tell me they oppose my amendment.
Today I talked to the Secretary of
Transportation, who said: The adminis-
tration opposes your amendment. So
maybe that is the explanation. I have
asked my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle why I can’t—a person who fol-
lowed the rules, who did what one
would think one should do to get an
amendment made in order—why can’t
this amendment be heard?

The only explanation that I guess
makes sense is that there are those in
Washington, DC, who want to prove we
cannot cut spending without con-
sequences that are dramatic. OK, prove
that point. Come to the floor. Have the
debate about spending, about budgets,
about taxes. Have this conversation
about whether we can afford to cut
spending. Prove it to us. Take the
votes. Demonstrate that it can’t be
done. But to use sequestration as the
example for why we can never cut any
money from any program, particularly
on the amendment I am offering, is
dangerous. What it says is, we want to
make a political point, as compared to
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worrying about the lives of the Amer-
ican people who fly.

So this circumstance in which I find
myself—again this morning I lay in bed
realizing that the radicalization of
Senator MORAN is occurring. The only
way, apparently, to get an amendment
heard is to be difficult. It is not my
personality. It is not my nature. But
on behalf of Kansans and Americans, if
what it takes is for me to become more
difficult to deal with so my amend-
ments are considered—it is not about
me personally—so amendments that
matter to my constituents and, at
least in my view, to America can be
heard—you have to make yourself a
pain around here if that is what is re-
quired in the Senate. I hope that is not
the case.

I hope the majority leader is right
that this is the path by which we are
going to get back to regular order. I
want to be a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee that works, debates,
and discusses, we listen to witnesses
and figure out that we can spend more
here, but we have to spend less money
here; this program matters, and this
one is inefficient.

I voted against sequestration because
I don’t believe across-the-board cuts
are responsible. What that means is
that everything deserves the same re-
duction. There are things that we do
well and that are appropriate for the
government to be involved in, and
there are things that we do poorly and
that the government shouldn’t be in-
volved in. Yet we treat them all the
same. I want to be a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee that says: We
are going to evaluate each one of these
programs and make decisions about
spending, and we are going to choose to
spend money here and not here, or the
decision will be made by the Senate
and the House and the President that
we are going to raise revenues so we
can spend more money.

But that is not a reason to block this
amendment. It is not a reason to say
that those people who are going to be
traveling out of 179 airports that have
control towers—that their lives are
going to be less safe and secure and run
the potential of loss of life and injury
as a result of us trying to prove the
point that we apparently can’t cut
budgets around here because we want
to show there is damage to be done
when that occurs. That is a very dan-
gerous political point.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORAN. I yield.

Mr. INHOFE. First of all, as a co-
sponsor of the amendment, I am glad
the Senator is getting around to the
merits. Yes, it is a great injustice the
Senator is going through right now,
not getting his amendment heard. I
have to say, though, as probably the
only active commercial pilot in here, I
jumped on this bill because a lot of
people don’t realize that the contract
towers are just as in need of control as
the noncontract towers.

The Senator is aware that the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma in northern OKkla-
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homa is contracted out. I have gone in
there before where they are using all
three runways at the same time. It is a
huge issue.

But what I want to ask the Senator
is, why is it that when the bureaucracy
is opposed to something they, No. 1,
won’t tell you about it; No. 2, they go
whispering to the President; No. 3, they
go whispering to other people around
here?

I went through this same thing, I
suggest to my friend from Kansas,
when I passed the Pilot’s Bill of Rights.
I had 67 cosponsors in the Senate, and
they wouldn’t bring it up. For an entire
year they never would bring it up, and
we had to rule XIV it on the floor. That
is what is wrong. When we have some-
thing everybody is for, it is a good
thing, but somehow—in this case, I
know what it is: the same thing that
happened to me. I got mine passed. It
took me a year to do it.

Best of luck to the Senator from
Kansas. I would only say to him that
this is a time to stay in there and fight
for this because this is a great example
to use. Everything that is being cut in
government right now—all of these
people who had to wait in line to get in
here, there is no reason to do that. Ev-
erything people really want and the
things that are popular, this is what
they cut. So the Senator from Kansas
is a victim of that. Just hang in there
and try to make it happen.

Mr. MORAN. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma. I know he has great
expertise on the topic of aviation and
airports and airplanes.

Again, I am here to decry a system
that is failing. And while it is person-
ally troublesome to me—it bothers
me—it is embarrassing not to be able
to accomplish what seems so straight-
forward and simple. We all like to have
victories, but it is not really about me.
Every Member of the Senate ought to
have the opportunity to present ger-
mane amendments and let the will of
the Senate—let those 99 other people,
as well as me, make a decision based
upon the merits, however we all make
decisions around here or whether we
vote for or against something. This is
not about my right as an individual
Senator as much as it is about the
rights of all of us on behalf of the
American people, on behalf of our home
State and constituencies, to be able to
do our jobs.

If there is a political game afloat
that is preventing this amendment
from being considered, then I would
suggest we have transversed that plane
in which we no longer are caring for
Americans but we are caring about our
own political skills, our own political
reelection as compared to what we are
here to do.

This place is way too political. This
is not a political amendment. It ought
to be made in order. Yet, despite all
the efforts, it has not occurred.

I hope, in the few minutes that re-
mains, there is still a chance that my
unanimous consent request will be
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agreed to. I appreciate that others were
able—a handful of folks were able to
offer their amendments. I think we
ought to have more of that, not less. It
is about the Senate doing its job; it is
not just about Senator MORAN not
being able to accomplish his on this
particular day.

I appreciate the indulgence of my
colleagues.

I yield for the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 115

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss briefly an amendment I have
that is going to be voted on later
today, but I wish to begin by com-
pletely agreeing with the Senator from
Kansas. It is extremely unfortunate, to
say the very least, that the majority
party is so afraid of casting votes, they
are now disallowing the most ordinary,
sensible, germane amendments that
transfer modest sums of money from
one account to another account. I am
not suggesting that everybody needs to
agree with it. I am not sure I agree
with the amendment of the Senator
from Kansas. But the idea that an
amendment such as that shouldn’t
even have an opportunity to be debated
on the Senate floor is amazing.

Let me address the amendment I
have introduced. I will start by observ-
ing that the bill under consideration
today significantly underfunds the De-
fense Department’s operations and
maintenance accounts. The Army’s
subset of this category of funding is
underfunded by $2 billion. That is just
the Army alone. This has implications
for the safety and readiness of our
troops. I am not suggesting that my
amendment solves that whole prob-
lem—it doesn’t, but it makes a modest
step in the right direction.

Just quickly, some of the things the
operations and maintenance account
funds—it is a lot. It is maintenance of
ships and tanks and aircrafts. It is avi-
onics and engines and navigation sys-
tems. It is artillery. It is all kinds of
things our service men and women use
to fight and to win and to protect
themselves. It gets funded through the
operations and maintenance account,
and it is not only maintenance of this
important equipment, it is also train-
ing—training such as unit training
when an Army battalion, for instance,
trains in an exercise against an opposi-
tion force that is modeled after a real-
world potential enemy. That kind of
training is very important. It gets
funded out of this account, the oper-
ations and maintenance account, and
that account is underfunded. So I
would suggest that this is a very im-
portant account, and I think there is
almost universal acknowledgment that
it is being underfunded.

Meanwhile, in the same bill, while we
are underfunding our operations and
maintenance account, we have a bill
that would spend $60 million forcing
the Defense Department to build
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biofuels refineries. This forces our De-
fense Department to build these expen-
sive refineries to make very expensive
fuel. How do we know it will be very
expensive fuel? How many of us fill up
our gas tanks with biofuels? The com-
ponent we are forced to buy—the eth-
anol—is part of what drives up the cost
of gasoline. The fact is that conven-
tional fuel is much cheaper than these
biofuels, but we are going to force the
Defense Department to spend a whole
lot of money building a refinery, the
purpose of which is to produce ex-
tremely expensive and inefficient fuel.
I would suggest that is a waste of pre-
cious resources we can’t afford to
waste.

Now, the House Defense appropria-
tions bill did not include this, and the
Senate Armed Services Committee—
these are our experts who analyze
this—opposed wasting money this way
when they reported the bill out of com-
mittee. Unfortunately, when it got to
the floor, it got put in, and this is our
opportunity to correct it.

Now, some have suggested these
biofuel refineries are somehow a solu-
tion to the expensive cost of moving
fuel to combat zones. The only problem
is this item is going to fund the con-
struction of refineries in the United
States. They are not going to be in
combat zones. So that is just not true.

I would suggest if anyone thinks this
is a good idea—to force taxpayers to
build expensive, inefficient refineries
to produce very expensive fuel—
shouldn’t it at least happen through
the Department of Energy or some
other experimental research-oriented
institution?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOOMEY. I will be happy to
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I know something
about this being the ranking member
of the Armed Services Committee. We
went through this.

Is the Senator aware that in one pur-
chase the administration—now, I am
talking about the White House—forced
the Navy to buy 450,000 gallons of fuel
at $29 a gallon? You can buy it on the
open market for $3 a gallon.

Secondly, I think the Senator does
know this because I heard him mention
the Department of Emnergy, when we
formed the Department of Energy, they
were supposed to do all this stuff.

But I would have to make one obser-
vation. We have a President, an admin-
istration, that has been cutting dra-
matically, and we are all concerned
about what has happened to our mili-
tary, our ability to defend ourselves.
They do it in three ways. No. 1, they
cut; No. 2, they delay; but, No. 3—and
this is what we are getting to now—
they take the agenda, and in this case
this green agenda, and put it not where
it should be but under the defense
budget. So for every dollar that goes to
the green energy programs, the Sen-
ator and I would like—since I am co-
sponsoring the Senator’s amendment—
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every dollar is something we cannot
spend for our fighters in the field.

Mr. TOOMEY. Well, reclaiming my
time, I completely agree with the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. We already force
our Defense Department to waste enor-
mous amounts of money purchasing
fuel that is much more expensive than
readily available alternatives. I think
that is a very bad idea. And I think it
is a bad idea to do even more of that in
the form of building these biofuel refin-
ery plants that would further propa-
gate this ill-conceived process.

If you think it is somehow a good
idea to do this then, as the Senator
from OKklahoma suggests, wouldn’t it
make sense to at least do this in the
Department of Energy rather than
wasting precious Defense Department
resources at a time when we know we
are underfunding the operations and
maintenance account? This is the rea-
son for my amendment.

My amendment transfers $60 million
out of the biofuel refinery account in
the Defense Department appropriations
bill and moves money—the amount
permissible under the budget rules—
into the operations and maintenance
account. This is not a complete solu-
tion, I understand that, but it is a mod-
est step in the right direction of pro-
viding a little bit more resources to an
area that is badly underfunded.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. 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. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I just
would briefly say that I believe Sen-
ator MORAN, Senator AYOTTE, and
maybe others have good amendments
on which they are seeking to vote. I am
aware that Senator MORAN’s amend-
ment, I believe, has 28 cosponsors—a
large number of Democratic cospon-
sors. Virtually no one seems to be op-
posed to it, but somehow a decision has
been made by the majority leader to
not let him have a vote.

I believe we need to understand
something very fundamental in the
Senate, and we are heading to a crisis
on this issue; that is, a duly elected
Senator who serves in this body should
be able to bring up an amendment that
is reasonable, that is germane, and get
a vote on it. It is amazing to me that
it seems to be now accepted that the
majority leader picks and chooses the
people who get their amendments.

I think the Moran amendment, from
what I have seen and heard about it,
would pass. So it is not going to pass.
It is going to fail because someone, pre-
sumably the leader, has decided they
will not get a vote, and it has been
killed in that fashion. That is not the
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tradition of the Senate. I am worried

about that. We cannot continue that

way.

To our new Senators—Republicans
and Democrats—you need to under-
stand that as a Senator, you have a
right to have votes that are legitimate
on bills that are legitimately amended.
That is where we are, and I am dis-
appointed those votes have not been al-
lowed.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold his suggestion?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
withhold my suggestion of the absence
of a quorum.

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

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
rise today in vigorous opposition, and
with very deep concern, to an amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma that would prohibit Urban
Areas Security Initiative, or UASI,
funds from being used to be able to pay
local public safety employees overtime
and backfill pay.

I share the Senator’s commitment to
ensuring that homeland security funds
are spent wisely. I believe his efforts
are in good faith, and I am eager to
work with him toward this goal. How-
ever, as the threat from al-Qaida has
metastasized to the Arabian Peninsula
and elsewhere, there are still terrorists
whose objective is to inflict wide-scale
harm to Americans on our homeland.

New York City remains the No. 1 tar-
get for terrorists around the world who
want to do us harm. Therefore, we
must remain vigilant and continue to
provide local law enforcement with all
the tools necessary to keep us safe. So
as well-intentioned as this amendment
may be, law enforcement organizations
across the country have been loud and
clear: This is simply the wrong pre-
scription at the wrong time.

This amendment is opposed by a
range of law enforcement and first re-
sponder organizations, including the
International Association of Fire
Chiefs, the International Association of
Firefighters, Major Cities Chiefs Asso-
ciation, Major County Sheriffs’ Asso-
ciation, the National Fusion Center As-
sociation, the National Homeland Se-
curity Coalition, and the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors.

In fact, I have a letter from our Com-
missioner Kelly that I ask unanimous
consent be printed in the RECORD,
along with another letter.

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

THE POLICE COMMISSIONER,
New York, NY, March 15, 2013.

Hon. THOMAS COBURN,

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR COBURN: I am writing to ex-
press my concern about an element of your
proposed amendment, Number 69, to the Con-
solidated and Further Continuing Appropria-
tions Act for FY 2013. This amendment would
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prohibit Urban Areas Security Initiative

(UASI) grant funds from being used to pay

local public safety employees overtime and

backfill. Such a restriction would jeopardize
our collective efforts to safeguard New York

City, which has been the target of 16 pub-

licized terrorist plots since September 11,

2001.

The New York City Police Department
(NYPD) uses UASI funding to pay for, among
other things: overtime expenses associated
with members of the Joint Terrorist Task
Force working on major terrorism investiga-
tions with the FBI; and backfill expenses in-
curred by sending members of the service to
critical counterterrorism training courses,
including a course on active shooter re-
sponse, which they cannot attend during
their normal shifts because of regular job re-
sponsibilities.

At times of fiscal constraint, it is essential
to direct the limited homeland security
grant funds available to the programs that
are most effective. Without a doubt, the
overtime and backfill funding that the
NYPD uses to support investigations, train-
ing, and deployments are essential to the
NYPD’s layered approach to security. I ap-
preciate your attention to this matter and
the Homeland Security Committee’s ongoing
efforts to ensure that New York City will
continue to benefit from the most robust
counterterrorism program possible.

Sincerely,
RAYMOND W. KELLY,
Police Commissioner.
MARCH 14, 2013.

Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI,

Chairwoman,

Hon. RICHARD SHELBY,

Ranking Member, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,

Chairwoman,

Hon. DAN COATS,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Homeland
Security, Committee on Appropriations, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS MIKULSKI, SHELBY, LAN-
DRIEU, AND COATS: We are writing on behalf
of local elected officials, major city police
chiefs, sheriffs, intelligence professionals,
and major fire service organizations to ex-
press our strong opposition to the Coburn
amendment to the Consolidated and Further
Continuing Appropriations Act for FY 2013.
This amendment would prohibit, among
other things, Urban Areas Security Initia-
tive (UASI) grant funds from being used to
pay local public safety employee overtime or
backfill. Such a restriction would overturn
over a decade’s worth of policy and inhibit
local security operations at high risk crit-
ical infrastructure sites, major events, and
along the border. The amendment would also
prevent first responders from training and
exercising to prevent or respond to terrorist
attacks and other major disasters.

Urban areas use UASI grants to pay over-
time to local personnel to be operationally
ready to respond to a potential terrorist in-
cident and to provide extra security in a
heightened threat environment, often based
on federal intelligence and at the request of
federal officials. This includes protecting
critical infrastructure such as nuclear power
plants, chemical facilities, public arenas,
and water treatment plants during high
threat periods.

In addition to protecting critical infra-
structure, UASI funded overtime is often
used to help pay local responders to secure
major events, including National Special Se-
curity Events such as the G-8 summit, as
well as border security operations at both
the northern and southern border. In these
high threat environments, additional local
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responders coordinate with and support the
Department of Homeland Security, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, and other fed-
eral agency officials. This amendment would
hamper this federal, state and local coordi-
nation that is vitally important to pro-
tecting our homeland.

Prohibiting the use of UASI funds for em-
ployee overtime or backfill pay would elimi-
nate critical training and exercises for many
urban area first responders. The UASI grants
enable first responders, intelligence ana-
lysts, and emergency managers to receive
the latest training and test their capabilities
in exercises by paying for overtime and
backfill costs associated with attending the
training and exercises. Personnel who would
be negatively impacted by a change to this
policy include fire fighters, public safety
bomb squad members, urban search and res-
cue team members, intelligence analysts,
special weapons and tactics (SWAT) team
members, and hazardous materials response
team members, among others. With so many
public safety agencies short staffed, sending
personnel to training and exercises during
overtime is often the only option. Ending
this ability will directly undermine the Na-
tion’s readiness to prevent and respond to
the next major terrorist attack, hurricane,
or cyber attack.

If we can provide any further information,
please contact us through the National
Homeland Security Coalition Chair Bob Na-

tions at (901) 222-6702 or
bob.nations@shelbycountytn.gov.
Sincerely,

Congressional Fire Services Institute;
International Association of Fire
Chiefs; International Association of
Fire Fighters; Major Cities Chiefs As-
sociation; Major County Sheriffs’ Asso-
ciation; National Fusion Center Asso-
ciation; National Homeland Security
Coalition; The United States Con-
ference of Mayors.

AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Under the leader-
ship of New York City Police Commis-
sioner Raymond Kelly, 16 publicly
known terrorist attacks on our city
have been thwarted since 9/11. Our local
law enforcement must continue to have
every tool available to them to remain
one step ahead of terrorists at every
single turn. Even at a time of fiscal re-
straint in Washington, protecting our
families from the unimaginable should
not be a place where we make cuts.

According to Police Commissioner
Kelly, this amendment would ‘‘jeop-
ardize our collective efforts to safe-
guard New York City ... ” and that
“without a doubt, the overtime and
backfill funding that the NYPD uses to
support investigations, training and
deployments is essential to the NYPD’s
layered approach to security.”

I ask my colleagues to stand with
local law enforcement officials, to
stand with the American public who
have given us the duty to protect
them. I urge a ‘“no” vote on this
amendment because, if passed, this
amendment will put the training and
security deployments needed to keep
us safe in jeopardy. These are not eso-
teric programs. We are talking about
programs that include counterterror-
ism training, region-wide planning ex-
ercises designed to prepare emergency
responses to large and catastrophic
events, and boots-on-the-ground secu-
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rity measures, including heavy weap-
ons training and intelligence sharing.

These overtime funds actually reduce
costs. If the NYPD needed to hire full-
time officers or assign current full-
time efforts to the specialized patrol
and intelligence duties described, they
could not afford to do so.

So while I commend my colleagues
for attempting to be good stewards of
the taxpayers’ money, these are cuts
that our families cannot afford. We
have a solemn duty to protect the
American people. That should be our
first priority in this body. I ask each
and every Member of this body to ask
themselves how history will judge
them if we fail to live up to that duty.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to Coburn amendment
No. 26 which deals——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is expired.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 2
minutes to address this amendment.

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to Coburn amendment
No. 26. What it does is prevent certain
types of funding to be given to UASI,
which is the lifeblood of New York’s
antiterror programs. It has gotten rave
reviews from people. The person in
charge is Ray Kelly, who is very much
in the mainstream, right in the center
of our fight against terrorism, not only
in New York but in the country.

As you know, New York City has
more than 100 police officers devoted
exclusively to antiterrorism. They
work very closely with FBI taskforces
and others. Some of this amendment is
befuddling. To say that UASI, our
antiterror division of the New York
City Police Department, could not buy
computers, flat screens makes no
sense.

The Lower Manhattan Security Ini-
tiative is an antiterrorism computer
system. It is one of the mainstays of
preventing terror. How do we fight
modern 21st century terrorism and say
they cannot use computers. That
makes no since whatsoever. Make no
mistake, if this amendment passes,
New York City training and security
deployments would be in jeopardy.

Another aspect is we often need to
use overtime in our antiterrorism
units. For instance, we have to guard
bridges and tunnels, particularly when
there are threats against them. To
have officers constantly changing be-
cause of time commitments and time
limitations makes no sense whatso-
ever.
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The bottom line is simply New York
had a terrible tragedy on 9/11/2001.
America rallied to New York’s side, of
which we are very appreciative. One of
the ways, one of the most material and
important ways was this U.S. grant. It
has been used well. It has received
plaudits from around the country. To
tie the hands of the very people who
are leading the fight on terror and say-
ing they can do this but not this, they
can do this but not this, this is the
kind of micromanaging for which I
think most people in America resent
Washington.

I urge that this amendment be round-
ly defeated.

I yield the floor.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 69

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to Amendment No.
69 offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa, Mr. COBURN.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 39 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Alexander Enzi McCain
Ayotte Feinstein McConnell
Barrasso Fischer Moran
Baucus Flake Murkowski
Blunt Graham Paul
Boozman Grassley Portman
Burr Harkin Risch
Chambliss Hatch Roberts
Coats Heller Rubio
Coburn Hoeven Scott
Cochran Inhofe Sessions
Corker Isakson Shelby
Cornyn Johanns Thune
Crapo Johnson (WI) Toomey
Cruz Lee Vitter
Donnelly Manchin Wicker
NAYS—51
Baldwin Heinrich Nelson
Begich Heitkamp Pryor
Bennet Hirono Reed
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Reid
Boxer Kaine Rockefeller
Brown King Sanders
Cantwell Kirk Schatz
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Landrieu Shaheen
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Collins Levin Tester
Coons McCaskill Udall (CO)
Cowan Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Warner
Franken Mikulski Warren
Gillibrand Murphy Whitehouse
Hagan Murray Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Lautenberg

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 51.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this amend-
ment, the amendment is rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 93

minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote in relation to amendment No.
93 offered by the Senator from OKkla-
homa, Mr. COBURN.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I would
like to speak on the amendment, but I
see the sponsor is here. If he has no ob-
jection, I will speak, then ask for a
vote.

The Coburn amendment proposes to
reduce funding for 49 national heritage
areas by $8 million and redirect $6 mil-
lion to park operations. It also strikes
the reauthorization of 12 areas located
across the country, including one in
my State of Rhode Island but also in
Tennessee, South Carolina, and Geor-
gia, among other States.

The amendment doesn’t provide a
real fix for the problems with respect
to national park funding. Moving $6
million is not going to make up for the
$134 million cut we have had to impose
upon the Park Service.

In addition, there has been some sug-
gestion this would help restore White
House tours. Those tours are governed
by the Secret Service budget, which is
not part of this amendment. So that
would not be affected.

These heritage areas are private-pub-
lic partnerships. They are not national
parks. They provide huge economic de-
velopment. They are located across the
country. It is something we should re-
store, maintain, and not cut.

With that, I would simply add the
National Park Conservation Associa-
tion opposes the amendment, and I ask
my colleagues to oppose the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the av-
erage age of the heritage areas in this
bill is 16 years. If you look at the origi-
nal authorization, none of them was
supposed to get any Federal money
now. As a matter of fact, the Senator’s
heritage area has planned and raised
the money for his area and had an al-
ternative plan to do it.

The fact is, the national parks will
open with this amount of money on
time this year, so it will make a big
difference in Yellowstone and all the
rest of the national parks. The Na-
tional Park Service does have some-
thing to do with the White House tours
because they can take this money and
allocate that. It is not a Secret Service
problem, it is a national park problem.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The Acting PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 45,
Under the previous order, there is 2 nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 40 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Alexander Cruz McCain
Ayotte Enzi McConnell
Barrasso Fischer Moran
Baucus Flake Paul
Blunt Graham Portman
Boozman Hatch Risch
Burr Heller Roberts
Chambliss Hoeven Rubio
Coats Inhofe Scott
Coburn Isakson Sessions
Cochran Johanns Shelby
Collins Johnson (WI) Thune
Corker King Toomey
Cornyn Kirk Vitter
Crapo Lee Wicker

NAYS—54
Baldwin Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson
Bennet Heinrich Pryor
Blumenthal Heitkamp Reed
Boxer Hirono Reid
Brown Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Cantwell Kaine Sanders
Cardin Klobuchar Schatz
Carper Landrieu Schumer
Casey Leahy Shaheen
Coons Levin Stabenow
Cowan Manchin Tester
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (CO)
Durbin Menendez Udall (NM)
Feinstein Merkley Warner
Franken Mikulski Warren
Gillibrand Murkowski Whitehouse
Grassley Murphy Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Lautenberg

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. On this vote, the yeas are 45 the
nays are 54. Under the previous order
requiring 60 votes for the adoption of
this amendment, the amendment is re-
jected.

The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, what
is the next regular order?

AMENDMENT NO. 65 TO AMENDMENT NO. 26

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The next amendment is Coburn
amendment No. 65.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we
have some good news. The good news is
that the Senator and I have reached an
agreement.

There is an acceptable modification.
I didn’t know if the Senator wanted to
speak on this amendment. May I con-
tinue.

This amendment ensures that the
NSF funding for political science re-
search is widely used focusing on na-
tional security and economic interests.
I, therefore, believe we can agree to
this amendment with a voice vote.

I ask unanimous consent that the 60-
vote threshold be waived for this
amendment.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Is there further debate?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I re-
quest a voice vote.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 65) was agreed
to.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider that vote.
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Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 70, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The next amendment is Coburn
amendment No. 70, as modified.

The Senator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I am
happy to tell our colleagues we have
also worked this out and can take this
by voice vote.

I appreciate the cooperation of the
Senator from Oklahoma. We have no
objection to providing the reports to
the committee which he has requested,
reports to Homeland Security. How-
ever, many of these reports are expend-
iture plans, and all we ask is that the
Appropriations Committee receive
them 2 weeks in advance. The Senator
has agreed to that, and we have no ob-
jection to taking this by voice vote.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe we can
agree to this amendment with a voice
vote, so I ask unanimous consent that
the 60-vote threshold be waived for the
amendment.

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

Is there further debate?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 70) was agreed
to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 72, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 72 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE],
for himself and Mrs. HAGAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 72, as modified, to
amendment No. 26.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to waive the read-
ing of the amendment.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the continuation of tui-

tion assistance programs for members of

the Armed Forces for the remainder of fis-

cal year 2013)

At the end of title VIII of division C, add
the following:

SEC. 8131. (a) REQUIREMENT TO CONTINUE
PROVISION OF TUITION ASSISTANCE FOR MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES.—The Secre-
taries of the military departments shall
carry out tuition assistance programs for
members of the Armed Forces during the re-
mainder of fiscal year 2013 using amounts
specified in subsection (b).

(b) AMOUNTS.—The minimum amount used
by the Secretary of a military department
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for tuition assistance for members of an
Armed Force under the jurisdiction of that
Secretary pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
not less than—

(1) the amount appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act for tuition assist-
ance programs for members of that Armed
Force, minus

(2) an amount that is not more than the
percentage of the reduction required to the
Operation and Maintenance account for that
Armed Force for fiscal year 2013 by the budg-
et sequester required by section 251A of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
perfectly willing and I know some of
the Democratic sponsors of the bill,
Senator HAGAN and others, would be in
agreement to go ahead and accept this
by voice vote.

What this does is reverse the decision
from the Department of Defense that
took away some of the abilities our
troops, when they are brought into
service, have in terms of subsidizing
their tuition. So this would return it to
the way it was before.

I have to say quickly and briefly, this
is something I have talked about to our
troops in the field. Many of them were
so alarmed that it was even suggested
they would take away the very thing
that caused them to enlist in the first
place.

I think this is one that is going to
enjoy wide bipartisan support for a
voice vote, and I ask for its adoption.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Carolina.

Mrs. HAGAN. I would like to speak
on this amendment. I think it is a very
good amendment. We have 100,000 serv-
icemembers in our Active-Duty mili-
tary who actually utilized this last
year, and 50,000 of them received diplo-
mas, certificates, and licenses. It truly
does help prepare our servicemembers
for a successful transition into the ci-
vilian workforce when they choose to
leave the military.

This is good news for a recruitment
tool and it is good news as a retention
tool and I think it is imperative that
we continue to offer this tuition assist-
ance benefit to our members.

I certainly want to thank Senator
INHOFE for working with me on this
issue. I think it is a very good amend-
ment. I also want to thank Senators
MIKULSKI, SHELBY, DURBIN, and COCH-
RAN for helping us reach an agreement
and move this amendment forward.

I yield the floor.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President,
thanks to the excellent work of both
Senators INHOFE and HAGAN, who
reached an agreement on this, I believe
we can agree to this amendment with
another voice vote.

I ask unanimous consent that all
time be yielded back and that a 60-vote
threshold be waived for this amend-
ment.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.
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The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 72), as modified
was agreed to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 98, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I now
call up the Mikulski-Shelby amend-
ment No. 98, as modified.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL-
SKI1], for herself and Mr. SHELBY, proposes an
amendment numbered 98, as modified, to
amendment No. 26.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 378, line 3, strike ‘‘a grant for’’.

On page 580, line 22, strike ‘‘0.092 percent”
and insert ‘0.1 percent’’.

On page 585, line 11, strike ‘‘through C”’
and insert ‘“‘through F”’.

On page 586, line 16, strike ‘“‘division C”’ and
insert “‘division F”’.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this
amendment makes technical changes
to citations, bill language related to
the Department of Homeland Security
and an adjustment resulting from a
CBO scoring.

I believe we can agree to this amend-
ment with a voice vote, so I ask unani-
mous consent that the 60-vote thresh-
old be waived for the amendment. I
want to thank Senator SHELBY for the
excellent work he and his staff have
done in cleaning up this bill for the
technical aspects.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 98), as modified,
was agreed to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 129, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 129, as modified.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY],
for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI and Mr. SHELBY,
proposes an amendment numbered 129, as
modified.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing be dispensed with.

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

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘“Notwithstanding section 1101, sec-
tion 7054(b) in division I of Public Law 112-74
shall be applied for purposes of this division
by inserting before the period in paragraph
(2) ‘; or (3) such assistance, license, sale, or
transfer is for the purpose of demilitarizing
or disposing of such cluster munitions’.”.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is a
technical correction amendment. Cur-
rent law prohibits transfers of U.S.
cluster munitions that do not meet
certain reliability requirements.

Years ago Japan purchased U.S. clus-
ter munitions that do not meet such
requirements, and that Japan now
wants to dispose of. Japan has con-
tracted with a company in Germany to
do this. But transferring the cluster
munitions to Germany violates the
law.

Section 1706(c) of the continuing res-
olution provides an exception to the
prohibition on transfers if the purpose
is to dispose of the cluster munitions.

The Leahy amendment #129, which is
supported by Senator GRAHAM, fixes a
minor drafting error. It is a purely
technical amendment which does not
affect the substance of section 1706(c).

Mr. President, I suggest we dispose of
this amendment by voice vote. It
should not be controversial.

I yield back all time.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this
too is an amendment I believe we can
agree to with a voice vote. Again, I
wish to thank Senator LEAHY for the
excellent job he did.

I ask unanimous consent that all
time be yielded back and the 60-vote
threshold be waived for this amend-
ment.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified.

The amendment (No. 129), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore.

The Senator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 82 TO AMENDMENT NO. 26

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 82.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR]
proposes an amendment numbered 82 to
amendment No. 26.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 84, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

SEC. T4 . Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act—

(1) the amount made available for build-
ings operations and maintenance expenses in
the matter before the first proviso under the
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heading ‘‘AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FA-

CILITIES AND RENTAL PAYMENTS” under the

heading ‘“AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS” in

title I shall be $52,169,000;

(2) the amount made available for nec-
essary expenses to carry out services author-
ized by the Federal Meat Inspection Act, the
Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the
Egg Products Inspection Act in the matter
before the first proviso under the heading
“FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE”
under the heading ‘“‘AGRICULTURAL PRO-
GRAMS” in title I shall be $1,056,427,000; and

(3) the amount made available to provide
competitive grants to State agencies in the
second proviso under the heading ‘‘CHILD NU-
TRITION PROGRAMS’’ under the heading ‘‘FooD
AND NUTRITION SERVICE” under the heading
“DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS” in title IV
shall be $10,000,000.

Mr. PRYOR. I believe this has been
basically agreed to by both sides. I do
not think we will require a rollcall
vote. I believe we can go by voice vote.
I thank my cosponsors. We have had
several Senators working on this: Sen-
ator COONS, Senator CARPER, Senator
HOEVEN—I appreciate his great leader-
ship—Senator MORAN, who relented
earlier and said he would not object to
this, and also Senator BLUNT. He has
done a fantastic job of moving this
through.

This is about the Food Safety Inspec-
tion Service. Basically this has a very
direct impact on the private sector.
When these Food Safety Inspection
Service employees are furloughed, that
means basically the processing plant is
furloughed. They have to close for the
day because they have to have a food
safety inspector there when they are
producing.

I think it is agreeable, and I ask
unanimous consent, that we do it by
voice vote. I thank all of my cospon-
sSors.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 82) was agreed
to.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 115, AS MODIFIED, WITHDRAWN
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the

Durbin second-degree amendment to

the Toomey amendment is withdrawn.

There will be 2 minutes of debate on
the Toomey amendment, as modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

(Purpose: To increase by $25,000,000 the
amount appropriated for Operation and
Maintenance for the Department of De-
fense for programs, projects, and activities
in the continental United States, and to
provide an offset)

At the end of title VIII of division C, insert
the following:

SEC. 8131. (a) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR O&M
FOR ACTIVITIES IN CONUS.—The aggregate
amount appropriated by title II of this divi-
sion for operation and maintenance is hereby
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increased by $25,000,000, with the amount to
be available, as determined by the Secretary
of Defense, for operation and maintenance
expenses of the Department of Defense in
connection with programs, projects, and ac-
tivities in the continental United States.

(b) OFFSET.—The amount appropriated by
title IIT of this division under the heading
“DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES” is
hereby decreased by $60,000,000, with the
amount of the reduction to be allocated to
amounts available under that heading for
Advanced Drop in Biofuel Production.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to
make the case for this amendment. I
think we all know that this bill funds
the Defense Operations and Mainte-
nance Account to a very large degree.
This is a very important account from
which we fund the maintenance of all
kinds of military equipment, from
trains to tanks to avionics—you name
it, it gets funded from this account. So
too does a whole lot of training come
from this account.

Meanwhile, we have $60 million going
to build a biorefinery that would force
the Defense Department to pay too
much for fuel. This is about priorities,
and it is my suggestion and my amend-
ment to take $60 million out of this ac-
count that would force us to build an
inefficient, expensive refinery to make
too-expensive fuel and transfer it into
this Operations and Maintenance Ac-
count that we need.

I appreciate the support of the rank-
ing member of the Armed Services
Committee for this amendment, Sen-
ator INHOFE, and I urge my colleagues
to vote in its favor.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I know Senator
UpALL wanted to speak against the
Toomey amendment. In his absence, 1
will comment on the Toomey amend-
ment. I believe the Senator proposes to
cut $60 million from the Advanced
Drop-In Biofuels Production Program.
He would move $25 million from these
funds to the Operations and Mainte-
nance Account. The Department of De-
fense recognizes that its dependence on
foreign oil supplies presents a real risk
to its ability to operate around the
world. I agree. As the largest single
customer of oil in the world, DOD
spent $17 billion in fiscal 2011 on oil.
DOD estimates that for every 25-cent
increase in the price of a gallon of oil
we incur over $1 billion in fuel costs.
Every time oil prices go up, so does the
cost of running the Department of De-
fense. Imagine if our military were cut
off from these supplies.

The Senate has made it clear that
there is support for biofuels. The Sen-
ate has voted twice in support of the
Department of Defense biofuels pro-
gram during floor consideration of the
Armed Services Committee Defense
bill. The funds appropriated for this
project are available until expended.
When the Departments of Energy and
Agriculture are able to meet their obli-
gations to fund this program, as re-
quired by the National Defense Act,
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the Department of Defense will have
their funds ready. The Toomey amend-
ment would cut a modest investment
to provide security alternatives to pe-
troleum dependence.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this amend-
ment could have a profound impact on
our Nation’s energy security by reduc-
ing funding for efforts that support
finding clean energy replacements for
oil.

High oil prices and tensions in the
Middle East could not present a better
national security case for moving
quickly away from our military’s over-
whelming dependence on o0il, especially
as currently supplied to critical oper-
ations and facilities in the Middle
East, the Pacific, the Indian Ocean,
and elsewhere. The military’s depend-
ence on oil is one of its most signifi-
cant vulnerabilities; as a recent Army
release noted, our Nation loses one sol-
dier for every 20 convoys transiting
through Afghanistan; fuel comprises 50
percent of the load carried by these
convoys.

Last year, the Department of Defense
used 4.3 billion gallons of petroleum,
and spent about $20 billion on fuel. I
encourage the Department of Defense
to continue to support efforts that will
lower the risks and future costs to our
armed forces by supporting tech-
nologies like solar energy at forward
operating bases, the production and
procurement of advanced biofuels and
other clean alternative fuels, and im-
proved energy performance of mate-
rials to lighten and improve the capa-
bility, load, and endurance of our
troops.

I will continue to do everything that
I can to help move the Nation toward a
safer, cleaner, and more secure energy
future.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 115, as modified.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG), is necessarily absent.

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

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 41 Leg.]

YEAS—40

Alexander Enzi Paul
Ayotte Flake Portman
Barrasso Graham Risch
Boozman Hatch Roberts
Burr Heller Rubio
Casey Hoeven Scott
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions
Coats Isakson
Coburn Johnson (WI) ’?‘Iﬁelby

X une
Cochran Kirk Toomey
Corker Lee :
Cornyn McCain Vl,tter
Crapo McConnell Wicker
Cruz Moran
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NAYS—59
Baldwin Grassley Murphy
Baucus Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson
Bennet Heinrich Pryor
Blumenthal Heitkamp Reed
Blunt Hirono Reid
goxer 3oﬁanns D) Rockefeller
rown ohnson

Cantwell Kaine ganders

X . chatz
Cardin King
Carper Klobuchar Schumer
Collins Landrieu Shaheen
Coons Leahy Stabenow
Cowan Levin Tester
Donnelly Manchin Udall (CO)
Durbin McCaskill Udall (NM)
Feinstein Menendez Warner
Fischer Merkley Warren
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Lautenberg

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order requir-
ing 60 votes for the adoption of this
amendment, the amendment is re-
jected.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 26

Under the previous order, there will
be 2 minutes of debate prior to a vote
on the Mikulski-Shelby substitute
amendment.

The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, before
I speak and have time counted against
me, the Senate is not in order.

We are now coming to the last three
votes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we
have three more votes. The first vote is
on the Mikulski-Shelby substitute
amendment. This is the bill we have
been working on now for 8 days. After
that, we will have a vote on cloture,
and then we will go to final passage. If
we could just have the Senators’ atten-
tion and if they could stay nearby, we
can finish this expeditiously.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I now
speak on the Mikulski-Shelby sub-
stitute amendment, which is pending.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bipartisan continuing resolution. It ac-
complishes many things. First, when
we pass this, we will avoid a govern-
ment shutdown, but we do better than
that—we will protect our national se-
curity needs, meet compelling human
needs, and lay the groundwork for in-
vesting in science and technology. Sec-
ond, we complied with the Budget Con-
trol Act—costing no more than $1 tril-
lion—and it is bipartisan.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 29, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 42 Leg.]

YEAS—T0

Alexander Franken Murkowski
Baldwin Gillibrand Murphy
Baucus Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson
Bennet Hatch Portman
Blumenthal Heinrich Pryor
Blunt Heitkamp Reed
Boozman Hirono Reid
Boxer Hoeven Rockefeller
Brown Isakson

Sanders
Cantwell Johanns
Cardin Johnson (SD) Schatz
Carper Kaine Schumer
Casey King Shaheen
Chambliss Klobuchar Shelby
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow
Collins Leahy Thune
Coons Levin Udall (CO)
Corker Manchin Udall (NM)
Cornyn McCaskill Warner
Cowan McConnell Warren
Donnelly Menendez Whitehouse
Durbin Merkley Wyden
Feinstein Mikulski

NAYS—29
Ayotte Graham Risch
Barrasso Grassley Roberts
Burr Heller Rubio
Coats Inhofe Scott
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sessions
Crapo Kirk Tester
Cruz Lee Toomey
Enzi McCain Vitter
Fischer Moran Wicker
Flake Paul
NOT VOTING—1
Lautenberg

The amendment (No. 26), as modified,

as amended, was agreed to.
CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the
motion to invoke cloture on H.R. 933.

The senior Senator from Alabama is
recognized.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, we have
just voted, as everybody knows, on the
Mikulski-Shelby substitute. Our next
vote is a cloture vote. Then, assuming
cloture is invoked, we will have final
passage. It is my understanding that
the House is waiting on this bill. I hope
we can get it to them as quickly as we
can.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Maryland is recog-
nized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I just
want to echo the comments by my vice
chairman, Senator SHELBY. It is time
to bring this bill to closure, and I
would hope we could pass it. I really
want to thank Senator SHELBY for the
bipartisan tradition in which we have
been able to operate, and I hope we get
a 60-vote majority and move this bill
and this country forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
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Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on H.R. 933 a bill
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and other departments and agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2013, and
for other purposes.

Harry Reid, Barbara A. Mikulski,
Sherrod Brown, Barbara Boxer, Robert
Menendez, Patty Murray, Amy Klo-
buchar, Debbie Stabenow, Max Baucus,
Tim Johnson, Benjamin L. Cardin,
Johb D. Rockefeller IV, Charles E.
Schumer, Carl Levin, Thomas R. Car-
per, Richard J. Durbin, Maria Cant-
well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on H.R. 933, making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense, the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and other departments and
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2013, and for other purposes,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 63,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 43 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Alexander Franken Mikulski
Baldwin Gillibrand Murkowski
Baucus Hagan Murphy
Begich Harkin Murray
Bennet Heinrich Nelson
Blumenthal Heitkamp Pryor
Blunt Hirono Reed
Boozman Hoeven Reid
Boxer Isakson Rockefeller
Brown Johanns Sanders
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Schatz
Cardin Kaine Schumer
Carper King Shaheen
Casey Klobuchar Shelby
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow
Collins Leahy Udall (CO)
Coons Levin Udall (NM)
Cowan Manchin Warner
Donnelly McCaskill Warren
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse
Feinstein Merkley Wyden
NAYS—36
Ayotte Flake Paul
Barrasso Graham Portman
Burr Grassley Risch
Chambliss Hatch Roberts
Coats Heller Rubio
Coburn Inhofe Scott
Corker Johnson (WI) Sessions
Cornyn Kirk Tester
Crapo Lee Thune
Cruz McCain Toomey
Enzi McConnell Vitter
Fischer Moran Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Lautenberg

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 63, the nays are 36.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Under the ©previous order, all
postcloture time is yielded back. Under
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the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on pas-
sage of H.R. 933, as amended.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Following the statements
of Senator MIKULSKI and Senator
SHELBY, I would ask to be recognized.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we
are now coming to a vote on final pas-
sage of the bill. I am going to thank all
of our colleagues who supported clo-
ture to bring the debate to an end. This
is indeed a very important moment, be-
cause as we moved the bill, we have
shown that we have done something
pretty terrific in that we have contin-
ued a bipartisan tradition of the Appro-
priations Committee.

I cannot thank my vice chairman,
Senator SHELBY, and his staff enough
for their cooperation, as well as the Re-
publican leader and the Democratic
leader, often giving very wise counsel.
We had three principles in this Senate
continuing resolution: The House sent
us a bill which we felt was skimpy and
spartan. We wanted to not only avoid a
government shutdown—remember, the
full funding of the U.S. Government ex-
pires on March 27; we did not want
brinkmanship politics; we did not want
ultimatum politics. We wanted to be
able to move our bill forward pro-
tecting national security needs and
meeting compelling human needs and
complying with the Budget Control
Act. This bill will cost no more than 1.3
trillion, the same as the House con-
tinuing resolution. It does meet the
needs of our constituents.

This bill is co-sponsored by my Vice
Chairman, Senator SHELBY, and I am
so glad he is my partner. We have
worked across the aisle and across the
dome to improve the House bill, while
at the same time we have kept poison
pills out of the bill, in order to prevent
a government shutdown.

When we began this process, I had
three principles for the Senate CR.
First, avoid a government shutdown,
while protecting national security
needs and also meeting compelling
human needs, such as investing in
human infrastructure like early child-
hood education and in research and in-
novation, so that we can create jobs
today and jobs tomorrow. Not shutting
down the government allows us to pro-
tect the middle class and our fragile
economic recovery. Second, comply
with the Budget Control Act. The Sen-
ate CR provides $1.043 trillion, the
same as the House CR. Third, establish
a path to return to regular order for
our fiscal year 2014 bills.

This bill meets all three of these
principles. We will avoid a shutdown.
We are at $1.043 trillion in total budget
authority, as required by the Budget
Control Act. We have shown that we
can work in a bipartisan manner, to
move this bill to final passage.

The bill we will vote on today is five
full appropriations bills: Agriculture;
Commerce, Justice, Science; Homeland
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Security; Defense; and Military Con-
struction and Veterans Affairs.

The remaining seven bills are in the
CR: Energy and Water; Financial Serv-
ices; Interior and Environment; Labor-
HHS; State-Foreign Operations; Trans-
portation-HUD; and the Legislative
Branch. This means they are provided
current funding levels and policies,
with some limited changes to fix press-
ing problems.

This bill has been on the Senate floor
for a week. The Senate has debated and
voted on amendments to eliminate
funding for the Affordable Care Act,
cut defense funding for projects in
Guam, and cut funding for defense
biofuels programs, among others. This
afternoon, we accepted a number of
amendments by voice vote, again, in a
very bipartisan fashion.

I will be the first to admit that this
bill is not perfect, but it is the bill that
we need right now. I wanted an omni-
bus to provide complete bills for all the
departments and agencies of the gov-
ernment, and not just some. I regret
that the bill could not include a %2 per-
cent pay raise for Federal workers, who
now face a third year without a pay in-
crease.

This bipartisan bill keeps Americans
safe in their communities. The Senate
bill provides more than the House CR
for State and local first responder
grants, providing a $208 million in-
crease above the House CR, and for fire
grants, providing a $33 million increase
above the House CR. The Senate pro-
vides more for COPS grants, an $18 mil-
lion increase above the House CR, to
put a total of 1,400 new police officers
on the beat.

When it comes to infrastructure, this
bipartisan bill fully funds highways,
transit, and road safety programs at
the authorized levels, a difference of al-
most $700 million above the House CR.

This bipartisan bill also supports the
innovation needed to grow the econ-
omy and to create jobs today and to-
morrow. The Senate bill includes $174
million more than the House CR for
National Science Foundation basic re-
search. That means 400 more grants
supporting 5,000 scientists, teachers,
students, all of them focused on mak-
ing new discoveries leading to new
products, new companies, and new jobs.
For the National Institutes of Health,
the Senate contains $75 million more
than the House CR for research on can-
cer, Alzheimer’s, diabetes, and other
devastating diseases

The Senate bill meets compelling
human needs. It includes $33.5 million
more than the House CR for Head
Start, to help them to implement re-
forms and improve quality. The Senate
bill includes $250 million more than the
House CR for the Women, Infants and
Children, a program that provides basic
nutrition support for low-income moth-
ers and their children. For homeless as-
sistance grants, the Senate bill con-
tains $147 million more than the House
CR for shelter and housing support for
28,000 more homeless people.
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This legislation will put us on the
road to a return to regular order for
our appropriations bills. I am so proud
that we have reached across the aisle
and across the dome to come to a bi-
partisan solution to funding the gov-
ernment for the next 6 months. I thank
my Vice Chairman, Senator SHELBY,
for his support, in making this pos-
sible.

As we start our work on fiscal year
2014 bills, this process should serve as a
model, showing that the Congress can
get its work done, and can exercise the
power of the purse in a bipartisan way.

My vice chairman and I have worked
very hard to get to this point to pro-
vide a bill that Democrats and Repub-
licans can support. I hope they will
join with us to vote for final passage of
the Senate CR, and return it to the
House, so it can be considered and sent
to the President for his signature.

I urge adoption of this bill and thank
everyone for their cooperation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SHELBY. We know we are ready
to vote. I urge everyone to support this
bill. It needs to go to the House. The
House, I think, is ready to act on it.
This will fund the government through
September 30. It is the first big step to-
ward regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the week
before last, the House of Representa-
tives sent us this important bill to pre-
vent a government shutdown, to fund
the government for the next 6 months.
I have said it before, I say it again: I
commend Speaker BOEHNER for giving
this bill to us at a time where we could
do some constructive work on it. The
House did their work on time. We are
going to do our work on time.

I applaud and commend my counter-
part, Senator MCCONNELL. When that
bill came from the House, he sat down
with me and the two managers of this
bill. He said: The House did their work,
now we need to do ours. We could not
do all the remaining 10 appropriations
bills, but we added three. That was
good. It would not have happened but
for Senator MCCONNELL acknowledging
that we needed to get some of this
work done. It could not have happened
even though Senator MCCONNELL and I
thought it was a good idea but for the
work of Senator MIKULSKI and Senator
SHELBY. They are veteran legislators.
They are people who believe in this in-
stitution. They know this institution
needs to get back where we are doing
things the way we used to. The way we
used to do things was fund the govern-
ment in a timely fashion. We have the
opportunity to do that now. We are
taking care of the next 6 months.

During this 6 months, the govern-
ment will be functioning because of
what we have done here. They will
work on having 12 appropriations bills
that we will bring to the floor. Every-
one should know we are not going to be
able to spend a week on every appro-
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priations bill, but we need to do all 12
appropriations bills. That is our goal.
It is the goal of the two managers of
this bill, it is the goal of the Repub-
lican leader, and it is my goal. We need
to do this.

I so appreciate—I say it again—the
work done by the two managers of this
bill. They worked in good faith. They
both gave up things they believed in
for the greater good. They produced a
substitute amendment. We had added a
few things to it. I know people are dis-
appointed because they wanted to rear-
range things differently. I would like
to have rearranged things differently.
There are things that are happening in
Nevada because of the sequester that I
would like to have taken out of this
bill. They are not good things that are
happening either.

I hope this practical, commonsense
leadership will be a good sign for our
regular appropriations bills and other
work in the future. The work done by
these two managers should be and is
exemplary for what needs to follow.
And what is going to follow imme-
diately is our budget. We are going to
have a budget debate. It is going to be
a good debate.

We have two differently opposed
views as to what should happen to this
country economically. But that is what
the Senate is all about, to allow us to
do that. So I say to Senator MURRAY—
everyone has heard me talk about how
good she is, and I really do believe
that—I hope she and Senator SESSIONS
are looking at what was done by these
two Senators. Senator MIKULSKI and
Senator SHELBY have totally different
views about how government should
operate, but they also have views as to
how the legislative process should op-
erate. Legislation is the art of com-
promise. Everybody here has to under-
stand, you are not going to get every-
thing you want. You cannot throw a
monkey wrench into everything just
because you do not get what you want
on one issue.

We are going to move to the budget.
There will be no votes tonight. We have
a lot of debate time on this bill, and
the two managers are going to deter-
mine when the votes will start.

Again, this is a very good day for the
Senate. I am very happy we reached
this point.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the bill having been
read the third time, the question is,
Shall the bill pass?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 26, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.]

YEAS—T3
Alexander Feinstein Murkowski
Baldwin Franken Murphy
Barrasso Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson
Begich Harkin Pryor
Bennet Hatch Reed
Blumenthal Heinrich Reid
Blunt Heitkamp Rockefeller
Boozman Hirono Sanders
Boxer Hoeven Schatz
Brown Isakson
Cantwell Johanns Schulmer
Cardin Johnson (SD) Sessions
Carper Kaine Shaheen
Casey King Shelby
Chambliss Klobuchar Stabenow
Coats Landrieu Thune
Cochran Leahy Udall (CO)
Collins Levin Udall (NM)
Coons Manchin Warner
Corker McCaskill Warren
Cornyn McConnell Whitehouse
Cowan Menendez Wicker
Donnelly Merkley Wyden
Durbin Mikulski
NAYS—26
Ayotte Grassley Portman
Burr Heller Risch
Coburn Inhofe Roberts
Crapo Johnson (WI) Rubio
Cruz Kirk Scott
Enzi Lee Tester
gisiher ﬁcCam Toomey
ake oran ;
Graham Paul Vitter
NOT VOTING—1
Lautenberg

The bill (H.R. 933), as amended, was
passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD).

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. SHELBY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this is
an enormous victory—that we just
passed this bill and are now sending it
to the House. Again, I wish to thank
everyone.

I also wish to say that today is ex-
actly 90 days since I took over the full
Committee on Appropriations. During
these 90 days, with Senator SHELBY and
his staff and the help and support of
many people on both sides of the aisle,
we were able to pass the Sandy urgent
supplemental and we were able to pass
the continuing funding resolution. This
is pretty good. It shows we can work on
a bipartisan basis; that we can actually
govern and that we can conduct our-
selves with decorum.

I think for all, as they watched the
debate that occurred during this last
week, they saw civility, they saw sensi-
bility, they saw, yes, differing ideas,
but at the end of the day, I think we all
agreed on our goal—we want to keep
America moving. So I am glad we have
moved this bill to the House and we are
going to keep our government func-
tioning and keep America moving for-
ward.
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Again, I wish to thank everyone for
what they have done, and I look for-
ward to moving the other 12 appropria-
tions bills on a regular basis, working,
again, on a bipartisan basis across the
aisle and across the dome.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

———

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FISCAL YEAR 2014

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 28, S. Con. Res. 8.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the concurrent
resolution by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 8)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2014.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that any time
spent in quorum calls during consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 8 be equally di-
vided.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that no amend-
ments be in order for the remainder of
today’s consideration of S. Con. Res. 8.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that staff be per-
mitted to make technical and con-
forming changes to the resolution, if
necessary, consistent with amend-
ments adopted during Senate consider-
ation, including calculating the associ-
ated change in the net interest func-
tion under section 104, and incor-
porating the effect of such adopted
amendments on the budgetary aggre-
gates under section 101 for Federal rev-
enues, the amount by which Federal
revenues should be changed, new budg-
et authority, budget outlays, deficits,
public debt, and debt held by the pub-
lic.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent the pe-
riod of debate for economic goals and
policy under section 305(b) of the Con-
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gressional Budget Act occur on Thurs-
day, March 21, at a time to be deter-
mined by the two managers.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are
now on the floor of the Senate with the
budget, and I wish to start by thanking
my counterpart, Senator SESSIONS, for
all his work and his staff’s work—and
all our staff—to get us to this point
this evening that we are debating this
bill and this amendment. Senator SES-
SIONS has been very gracious in work-
ing with us. We have gotten to this. We
obviously have differences of opinion,
but I wish to commend him for the tre-
mendous amount of work he has put
into this. It is going to be great to be
working with him on the floor.

When I go back home to Washington
State, my constituents tell me they
are sick and tired of the gridlock and
dysfunction in Washington, DC. They
can see that our economy is slowly get-
ting back on its feet and businesses are
beginning to hire more workers, but
my constituents—and people across the
country—are very frustrated that the
constant political crises are holding
our recovery back right when we need
to be doing everything possible to sup-
port it.

After 2 years of debate about fiscal
and economic policy and an election in
which voters spoke loudly and clearly,
the American people want their elected
representatives to stop arguing and
reach some solutions. I come to the
floor to discuss a budget plan that
meets this challenge.

The Senate budget that passed
through the Budget Committee last
week, with the strong support of all 10
Democrats and 2 Independents, is a re-
sponsible and balanced plan that puts
the economy first and tackles our def-
icit and debt responsibly and credibly.
I am hopeful that after it passes the
Senate, the House of Representatives
stands ready to compromise as well,
and we can come together around a
balanced and bipartisan deal that the
American people expect and deserve.

The budget debate is too often dis-
cussed in terms of abstract numbers
and political winners and losers. But
the truth is that budgets are about far
more than that. They are about our
values and our priorities. They are
about our visions for how government
should be serving its citizens today and
for generations to come, and, most of
all, they are about the people across
the country whose lives are impacted
by the decisions we make.

The budget we will be debating on
the floor this week puts those people
first. It reflects the progrowth, pro-
middle-class agenda that the American
people went to the polls in support of
last election. I believe it is a strong
and responsible vision for building a
foundation for growth and restoring
the promise of American opportunity.

Our budget is built on three prin-
ciples. No. 1, we need to protect our
fragile economic recovery. We need to
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create jobs and invest in long-term
growth. No. 2, we need to tackle our
deficit and our debt fairly and respon-
sibly. No. 3, we need to keep the prom-
ises we have made as a nation to our
seniors and our families and our com-
munities.

The highest priority of our budget is
to create the conditions for job cre-
ation, economic growth, and prosperity
built from the middle out, not the top
down. We believe that with the unem-
ployment rate that remains stubbornly
high and a middle class that has seen
their wages stagnate for far too long,
we simply cannot afford any threats to
our fragile recovery. So this budget
fully replaces the cuts from sequestra-
tion that threatens 750,000 jobs this
year alone and economic growth for
years to come, as well as our national
security, and the programs families
and communities depend on. It replaces
those automatic cuts in a fair and re-
sponsible way following the precedent
that was set in the year-end deal.

Half of the new deficit reduction to
replace sequestration comes from re-
sponsible spending cuts across the Fed-
eral budget and half comes from new
savings found through closing loop-
holes and cutting wasteful spending in
the Tax Code that benefits the wealthi-
est Americans and biggest corpora-
tions.

In addition to replacing sequestra-
tion with deficit reduction that is far
more responsible, our budget follows
the advice of experts and economists
across the political spectrum who say
it makes sense to invest in job creation
in the short term while putting our-
selves on a strong path to responsible
and sustainable deficit and debt reduc-
tion over the medium and long term.

We believe that in order to truly
tackle our economic and fiscal chal-
lenges in the real world and not just
make them disappear on paper, we need
a strong foundation for growth built
from the middle out. So this budget in-
vests in a $100 billion economic recov-
ery protection plan to put workers
back on the job repairing our Nation’s
highest priority deteriorating infra-
structure and fixing our crumbling
schools and installing critical edu-
cational technology such as broadband
that our students need to succeed.

This plan creates an infrastructure
bank to leverage public funds with pri-
vate investment. It invests in our
workers by making sure they have the
skills and training they need to move
into the 3.6 million jobs businesses
across the country are trying to fill,
and it is fully paid for by closing loop-
holes and cutting unfair spending in
the Tax Code that mainly benefit the
well-off and well-connected.

Our budget also makes sure we are
not reducing our fiscal deficit while in-
creasing our deficits in education and
skills and infrastructure and innova-
tion. While cutting spending respon-
sibly overall, it protects our invest-
ments in national, middle-class, and
economic priorities, such as our
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schools and our roads and bridges and
our clean energy and manufacturing
industries.

This budget puts jobs first and our
economy first and foremost, but it also
builds on the work we have done over
the last 2 years to tackle our deficit
and debt responsibly.

In 2010, President Obama established
the National Commission on Fiscal Re-
sponsibility and Reform—commonly
referred to as Simpson-Bowles. That bi-
partisan group came back with a report
recommending approximately $4 tril-
lion in deficit reduction over 10 years
from a balanced combination of spend-
ing cuts and new revenue. The report
pointed out that this level of deficit re-
duction is more than any effort in our
Nation’s history. Other bipartisan
groups, including Domenici-Rivlin and
the Senate’s Gang of 6, as well as
economists across the political spec-
trum, agreed that $4 trillion over 10
years was a reasonable and responsible
goal. Since that time, Congress and the
administration have worked together
to reduce the deficit by $2.4 trillion—
$1.8 trillion coming from spending cuts,
$600 billion from allowing tax rates to
rise on the wealthiest Americans in the
year-end deal.

The Senate budget takes us the rest
of the way to the $4 trillion goal and
beyond. It builds on that $2.4 trillion in
deficit reduction already done with an
additional $1.85 trillion in new deficit
reduction, for a total of $4.25 trillion in
deficit reduction since the Simpson-
Bowles report. It reduces the deficit to
below 3 percent of GDP by 2015 and
keeps it well below that level for the
rest of the 10-year window in a respon-
sible way and it pushes our debt as a
percentage of the economy down, mov-
ing it in the right direction.

Our budget tackles this issue the way
the American people have consistently
said they want it done—with an equal
mix of responsible spending cuts made
across the Federal budget and new rev-
enue raised by closing loopholes and
cutting wasteful breaks that primarily
benefit the rich.

This budget cuts spending respon-
sibly by $975 billion, and we make some
tough choices to get there. We think
every program—including the ones we
know are important—need to be wring-
ing out waste, trimming fat, and reduc-
ing costs to taxpayers. So $500 billion
of our deficit reduction comes from re-
sponsible savings on the domestic
spending side, including $275 billion in
health care savings made in a way that
doesn’t harm our seniors or our fami-
lies. We believe everything should be
put on the table, but we do it in a re-
sponsible way that preserves, protects,
and strengthens programs such as
Medicare and Medicaid that the Amer-
ican people strongly support.

This budget saves $240 billion by
carefully and responsibly reducing de-
fense spending while giving the Pen-
tagon enough time to plan and align
those savings. We all know this in-
volves some tough decisions, but it is a
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responsible path that is nothing like
the across-the-board cuts from seques-
tration which would be devastating to
defense programs and jobs if they
weren’t replaced.

This budget takes a balanced ap-
proach to deficit reduction, and it
matches the responsible cuts with $975
billion in new revenue which is raised
by closing loopholes and cutting waste-
ful spending in the Tax Code for those
who need it the least, while locking in
tax cuts for the middle class and low-
income working families and pro-
tecting them from paying a penny
more.

This shouldn’t be controversial.
There is bipartisan support for making
the Tax Code more fair and more effi-
cient. We just think that instead of
that savings going toward more tax
cuts for the rich, that savings ought to
be used to reduce the deficit and invest
in our middle class.

If this budget were to be enacted, the
total deficit reduction since the Simp-
son-Bowles report would consist of 64
percent spending cuts, 14 percent tax
rate increases on the rich, and 22 per-
cent new revenue raised by closing
loopholes and cutting wasteful spend-
ing in the Tax Code for the wealthiest
Americans and biggest corporations.
That is a responsible approach. It is a
balanced and fair approach. It is the
one that is endorsed by bipartisan
groups and experts, and it is the one
supported by the vast majority of the
American people.

In addition to investing in jobs and
economic growth and tackling our def-
icit and debt responsibly, this budget
also keeps the promises we have made
to our seniors, to our families, to our
veterans, and to our communities. We
think Medicare should be protected and
preserved for our children and our
grandchildren, and we absolutely reject
calls to dismantle or privatize Medi-
care by voucherizing it.

The House Republican budget being
considered this week could also repeal
the health care law and increase the
cost of care to our seniors, throw stu-
dents off their parents’ plans, cause
tens of millions more Americans to be
uninsured, and put the insurance com-
panies back in charge of patients’ care.
Our budget rejects that approach, and
it builds on the health care law to con-
tinue reducing costs responsibly, in-
creasing efficiencies, and improving
care.

Our budget also maintains the key
principle that every other bipartisan
group has maintained but that has
been rejected by the House Repub-
licans. We don’t think the burden of
deficit reduction should be unfairly
borne by the most vulnerable children
and families who have already sac-
rificed so much. Everyone in America
needs to be a part of this solution, but
the House Republican approach would
shred the safety net that has offered a
hand up to millions of families across
America, including my own when we
needed it, and we reject that approach.
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The budget we are considering this
week also makes the investments we
need to keep our military strong, to
protect our communities and environ-
ment, and uphold the sacred commit-
ment we have made to our veterans. I
believe our budget reflects the values
and priorities of the vast majority of
families across our country. It is a re-
sponsible and credible approach, and it
offers a clear path to a balanced and bi-
partisan deal.

House Republicans are debating a
very different approach this week. The
proposal that passed through their
Budget Committee would be dev-
astating for our economic recovery and
threaten millions of jobs. It would
make extreme cuts to the investments
in infrastructure and education and in-
novation that we need right now to lay
down a strong foundation for broad-
based economic growth. It would dis-
mantle Medicare and would cut off pro-
grams that support the middle class
and the most vulnerable families. It
would do all that while refusing to ask
the wealthiest Americans and biggest
corporations to even contribute their
fair share.

The American people are going to
have an opportunity to examine these
budgets side by side over the coming
weeks. They are going to be able to de-
cide which approach is best for our
economy, best for jobs, and best for the
middle class. They are also going to
have a chance to weigh in.

After the Senate passes our budget
and the House passes theirs, I am hope-
ful we can work together, listen to the
American people, and come to the bal-
anced and bipartisan deal this country
desperately needs.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank Chairman MURRAY for her good
work. It has been 4 years since we have
had a budget in the Senate. This is her
first year as chair of the committee,
and we have gotten a budget moved
forward to the Senate floor. I congratu-
late her on that.

I note Senator Conrad, her prede-
cessor, would have loved to have moved
a budget forward, but the leadership
somehow decided that was not the
right thing to do. Indeed, they said it
would be foolish to have a budget. So
this is progress, and although we would
have liked to have had more time in
committee, Chairman MURRAY set up
this system in a way that she was clear
about, and gave us full time all day
Thursday of last week to debate and
make the points we believed were im-
portant, and so did our Democratic col-
leagues. They got to speak out. I thank
her for having an open hearing and
being respectful of those of us who had
different views and were anxious to
share them.

My colleague uses the phrase ‘‘re-
sponsible and balanced.” But what you
have to know, I say to colleagues and
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friends and Americans, is that this
budget is anything but balanced. It
never comes close to balancing. It
never balances over the entire lifetime.
It does not put us on a trajectory that
would ever balance. It is not a budget
that in any sense balances the amount
of money coming in with the amount of
money going out. It just does not. And
we need to talk about that.

I think the American people want a
balanced budget. I believe they asked
for that. I think they expect that of us,
and will be disappointed to find out
that the leadership in the Senate, un-
like the leadership in the House, does
not produce a budget that is balanced.

Today we begin debate on the budget
resolution. This is the first budget res-
olution on the Senate floor in 4 years,
crafted by our Democratic majority.
We are required to produce a budget,
but over the last 4 years, in violation
of plain statutory law in the United
States Code that requires the passage
of a budget by April 15—by April 1 it
should be produced in committee, we
have not acted. It has been dis-
appointing. I have had many of my
constituents say: How can they not
produce a budget when the law says
you should have one?

Senator REID said it would be foolish
to have a budget. That was his excuse
or reason for not bringing up one—fool-
ish to have a budget when we have the
largest deficit this Nation has ever
seen, and we face the greatest systemic
debt threat we have ever seen.

I do not think we can have a greater
symbol of an arrogance of power than
the refusal to produce a budget resolu-
tion over the last 4 years. It was a deci-
sion to place—as I have said before, and
I have been clear on this—political
ideas and values over the American in-
terests.

Our friends in the majority speak of
their deep concern for struggling
Americans. Yet year after year there
has been no plan produced that will ac-
tually help them. America has never
been in a more perilous fiscal condi-
tion, never needed a sound budget plan
more than today. So what has
changed? Why are we moving forward?
The answer is a simple one. The House
of Representatives passed legislation.
It said: No budget, no pay. So now we
have a budget. Hopefully, we would
have had one anyway, but I am glad
that one is moving. Our colleagues
probably like to get paid.

Today we know the Senate majority
resisted offering a plan for these years.
The budget before us today is a bank-
rupt vision that will bankrupt the
country. It is a jaded tax-and-spend
budget that surges the Nation’s debt
and achieves no reduction in our an-
nual deficits. It is a budget that never
balances—never.

I think this quote sums it up well:

In short, this document gives the voters no
reason to believe that the Democrats have a
viable plan for or even a responsible public
assessment of the country’s long-term fiscal
predicament.
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That is not my analysis but I agree
with it. That comes from an editorial
of the Washington Post after this budg-
et was produced.

Senate Democrats have made no at-
tempt to make the government leaner
or more productive. Their proposal
goes to extraordinary lengths to shield
failing government programs from re-
form. Just add more money. It grows
the government at the expense of grow-
ing the economy. It enriches the bu-
reaucracy at the expense of the people.
It has no plan to help discouraged
workers move from dependency on the
government to independence. Its surg-
ing debt and taxes will crush American
workers, close American factories, and
depress American wages.

I ask the American people to answer
this question: Do you believe the gov-
ernment is wasteful; that it needs to do
a better job of saving your money? If
your answer to that question is yes,
then consider this: The Democratic
budget does not achieve a single penny
in net savings. After 4 years they have
failed to identify any way to save
money through real reform of govern-
ment spending, not a solitary cent.

So any Senator who votes for this
budget apparently believes the budget
is perfect and needs no reform. Any
Senator who votes for this budget is
saying to the American people: Wash-
ington is not the problem, you are the
problem. They are saying: We have
managed your money well, we have
done it all right, we did nothing wrong.
The problem, see, is you. You have not
sent us enough money. In fact, this
budget says: Send us another $1.5 tril-
lion in more taxes. Send more money.

They also say: But don’t worry, you
will not have to pay those taxes. We
are just closing loopholes. But closing
loopholes does not come close to get-
ting this many taxpayer dollars—it
just does not. When they talk about
the closing of loopholes, what that
really means is it is slashing popular
deductions to pay for more Washington
spending——charitable deductions, home
mortgage, or other exemptions. That is
where the money is in the deductions.
You will not raise much money with
loopholes.

Let’s take a moment to look at the
numbers in this budget and what it
claims to do. First, I would like to ex-
amine the claim that this budget re-
duces the deficit by $1.85 trillion. That
is a significant sum of money. It is not
nearly enough to balance our budget,
but it is a significant sum of money—
over 10 years, the claim is. When many
Americans hear this they might think
it means the budget authors are pro-
posing to reduce America’s debt by
$1.85 trillion. Not so.

According to their own budget tables
our Nation’s debt will climb another
$7.3 trillion over 10 years, passing the
$24 trillion in total Federal gross debt
that our Nation has accumulated. It
does not reduce the debt, not even
close. The Nation’s debt grows by $7.3
trillion.
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Their promotional materials, how-
ever, claim $1.85 trillion in deficit re-
duction—they claim that. This claim
refers to an alleged reduction in the
size of the projected debt increase. So
the debt is going to increase, but we
are going to reduce the increased rate
of the debt—that is what we are going
to do—by almost $2 trillion. But even
that $1.85 trillion claim is totally false.
It just is. It is a fabrication. It is not
s0. Several accounting tricks are used
to create this number.

The biggest of these tricks is that
their budget completely eliminates the
savings that have been placed in law by
the sequester, but it fails to count the
elimination of the reduction in spend-
ing in the sequester as a spending in-
crease. We voted 20 months ago—Con-
gress did, August 2011—to reduce the
growth of spending $2.1 trillion in order
to obtain a raising of the debt limit by
$2.1 trillion over 10 years. That is what
it would be. And 60 percent of that $2.1
trillion—$1.2 trillion—is the sequester.
They would eliminate the sequester
but not count the fact that they have
increased spending of the current law
that is in place, and it is not going to
be changed except to be modified so it
is more rational in where the cuts fall.
But they would wipe it out and not
count that as increasing spending.

This is how the country goes broke.
This is how America confuses what it
is doing—I would say deliberately—to
try to convince the American people
they are acting responsibly when we
are acting irresponsibly.

I asked Chairman MURRAY'’s fine staff
about this at the hearing. They didn’t
want to talk about it, I have to say.
But when pressed, like good staff peo-
ple do, and the question was put to
them plainly, they gave an answer—the
correct answer, I think.

Sessions: Relative to current law, under
your plan if it is enacted, how much deficit
reduction will occur?

The staff answer:

Again, if you want to go straight to CBO
baseline that we started when I was talking
to Mr. Johnson it would be about $1.75 tril-
lion. If you want to make the adjustments
and take out the sequester—

And of course we should—and the dis-
aster, yes, obviously it’s much less. I
think the total deficit reduction is
about $700 billion in the plan.

Mr. President, $1.85 trillion claimed
in reduction. If you count the sequester
you are at $700 billion. $1.2 from $1.9
leaves $700 billion. But there are more
gimmicks than that which take us
down to zero deficit reduction, really.

So I asked this question again to the
staff of the majority in the committee:

Can you honestly say that under this budg-
et you can achieve $1.85 trillion in deficit re-
duction and eliminate the sequester with
only $975 billion [you claim] in new taxes?

And the answer was, ‘‘No.”

Of course you cannot, but that is ba-
sically what they were saying. That is
what they said in their promotion of
this budget, that it achieves $1.85 tril-
lion in deficit reduction. Any American
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who heard that would assume it means
we are going to reduce the amount of
deficit being added by $1.85 trillion, rel-
ative to current law.

Once again, we have this obsession, it
seems, in Congress. We are trying to
maneuver numbers around so we can
spend more money while claiming we
are not. They claim they are reducing
the growth in our debt by almost $2
trillion, but it is not so. It does not
happen under this budget. If anyone
wishes to know more details, we will
share those as time goes by.

There are other gimmicks in this
budget too. The budget fails to account
for the cost of continuing the stimulus
tax credits and fails to offset the doc
fix, as well as the physician payment
fix, which we have to do just like we do
every year. It should be scored. We
know we are going to have to make
that expenditure.

Chairman MURRAY’s budget, which
the committee voted on and passed,
only includes $75 billion to fund the
war on terror for 10 years. How much
did President Obama say the War on
Terror, when he submitted his last
budget, would cost over 10 years? He
said it would cost $494 billion. So they
just waltz in and say: We will spend $75
billion in the first 2 years and zero on
the War on Terror over the next 10
years.

The Ambassador was in my office
this week. He negotiated an agreement
for a reduction of forces in Afghani-
stan. We are planning to be there for
years. We have drone attacks going on.
We have special forces around the
world fighting al-Qaida, with whom we
are at war, and that is what has been
funding that—this account—and they
assume it is going to end. It is not
going to end. But if we assume it is
going to end, we save, according to the
President’s projection, some $400 bil-
lion. They can claim to save $400 bil-
lion by assuming we are not going to
spend money that we are going to
spend.

So if we add up all of these items—
not scoring the sequester, the doc fix,
the new stimulus money, the manipu-
lation of the war costs—then there is
zero deficit reduction. We raise $1.5
trillion in new taxes, and there is a
zero-deficit reduction because spending
has increased. So this budget also
means there is a net spending increase
above the projected growth of spend-
ing. We are on track to increase spend-
ing every year even with the Budget
Control Act and the sequester—that is
going up every year—but they want to
spend even more than that. They want
to increase the unsustainable debt
course we are on now more than the
current law calls for.

This budget breaks the spending lim-
its we just signed into law with the
Budget Control Act. We told the Amer-
ican people, who were reluctant to
raise the debt ceiling—and a lot of
Members of Congress were reluctant to
raise the debt ceiling—because we were
so irresponsible around this place. But
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an agreement was reached recognizing
that it would be disruptive, to a signifi-
cant degree, to raise the debt ceiling
$2.1 trillion, that we would reduce
spending over 10 years by $2.1 trillion.

We have already run up another $2.1
trillion in debt. We already hit that. In
his budget last January, the Presi-
dent—less than 6 months after he
signed the Budget Control Act and
eliminated a little bit of the growth in
spending—is proposing to eliminate the
sequester part of it, which is $1.2 tril-
lion, or 60 percent.

Here are some other figures the
American people should know about
this budget. It has a 60-percent spend-
ing increase over 10 years, which would
increase spending by over 60 percent. It
has over a $162 billion increase in
spending next year—another stimulus
bill. There will be $7.3 trillion in new
Federal debt that will be added under
this budget over the next 10 years; a
$1.5 trillion tax increase; an 80-percent
increase in Federal welfare and means-
tested poverty spending. All the pov-
erty programs—means-tested pro-
grams—would increase 80 percent.
There is no reform for those programs,
but a big increase.

So the question of whether to bal-
ance the budget is one of the central
features of this debate that we are hav-
ing now. If the American people take
nothing else away from this debate, it
should be that the party running the
Senate—the Democratic Party—is
spending taxpayers’ dollars and refus-
ing to ever balance the Federal budget.

By contrast, the Republican-led
House, with Senator PAUL RYAN and
his team, has a plan that they will vote
on today which will balance the budg-
et. They have passed a budget every
year. Our colleagues in the Senate,
while refusing to pass a budget, have
delighted in complaining about the
leadership and the responsible action of
the House by blaming everything they
can think of, and more, on unkind
PAUL RYAN who wants to push the old
folks off the cliff, and that is not true.
He has good plans; he has growth plans.
What I would say to everyone is: This
Senate has done nothing by being crit-
ical of everyone else. We have had sev-
eral budgets come up, and I voted for
several of them. My Democratic col-
leagues have voted for not one. They
voted against the Ryan budget, they
voted against the President’s budget,
they voted against the Toomey budget,
and they voted against the RAND PAUL
budget. They voted against them all.
Yet, they don’t seem to be the least bit
hesitant to attack everybody else.

I think we have a moral duty to bal-
ance the budget. It is not right to con-
tinue to spend and enjoy borrowed
money today that someone else will
have to repay tomorrow. We also have
an economic duty to balance the budg-
et, and I wish to talk about that. We
need to balance the budget to prevent a
future financial crisis, as Erskine
Bowles and Alan Simpson told the
Budget Committee a couple of years
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ago. We are facing the most predictable
financial crisis in our Nation’s history
if we don’t get off this debt path. We
need to act now to deal with the
present danger that is occurring to our
economy.

Our massive public gross debt is
hurting growth today. Our economy
today is being damaged by it. It is de-
stroying jobs today. Massive Federal
debt is creating poverty and jobless-
ness right now. The debt is pulling
down economic growth right now—not
tomorrow, now. People are not getting
jobs today because of this debt. People
are not getting promotions, bonuses,
and wage increases as a result of this
debt that is hanging over the country.

Well, some might say: How do you
prove that? The famed economists
Rogoff and Reinhart testified before
the Budget Committee a year or two
ago. They released a paper last April
that concludes when gross debt—not
public debt, which is somewhat less—
the $16-plus trillion that we see on the
debt clock in public—reaches 90 per-
cent of GDP, then the economy slows
between 1 percent and 2 percent. The
economy begins to slow. Our gross debt
is now 103 percent of GDP. Some may
not be aware—and my colleagues need
to know this—that the International
Monetary Fund, the Bank for Inter-
national Settlements, and the Euro-
pean Central Bank have all independ-
ently done studies of this kind and
reached very similar conclusions.

The other studies with different ap-
proaches all find that our current debt
load in the United States—which is
now almost $17 trillion—is causing a
drag on our economy. A 1l-percent de-
cline in growth costs 1 million jobs, ac-
cording to Christina Romer, who
worked in the Obama White House as a
top economic adviser.

We know that for the past 3 years,
growth in America has fallen well
below what our experts, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, have predicted.
These studies show our debt is hurting
the economy now and that increased
spending and more debt must end now.
It cannot be contended any longer that
it is good for America to borrow more
and spend more. We cannot borrow
more to spend more. Somebody com-
pared that to taking a bucket in the
deep end of the swimming pool, filling
it up, and going to the shallow end and
pouring it in. If truth be known, when
you borrow to spend, you drop some
along the way. We must grow the econ-
omy, not keep growing the govern-
ment, and certainly not keep growing
the debt.

I believe we all know this. I think the
American people know it, and we in
Congress have a responsibility to hon-
estly confront this challenge and put
our country on the right path. As we
learned, we actually don’t have to cut
spending. All we really need to do is
allow the spending to increase, but
allow it to increase each year at 3.4
percent and not 5.4 percent. If we in-
crease it at 3.4 percent, as Congress-
man RYAN has done in his budget, the
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budget balances in 10 years. We don’t
have to slash spending. We can even
allow spending to increase, but we have
to manage the growth of it. We can do
this.

The recovery we are seeing from the
2007 recession is the slowest since the
end of World War II and slow growth is
expected to continue. The Commerce
Department reported last month that
the economy barely grew in the fourth
quarter of 2012. We had virtually zero
growth in the fourth quarter. That was
a surprise. CBO expects the U.S. econ-
omy to limp along in 2013 at about 1.4
percent after inflation is taken out.
That is a muddled, slow-growth, econ-
omy well below what they were pre-
dicting 2 years ago, which was a growth
of about 4.6 percent, as I recall, for
2013. So no one disputes that this is the
slowest recovery since 1945.

Why is it so slow? It certainly is not
because the government has spent too
little of the taxpayers’ money. It is
certainly not because we borrowed too
little and spent too little. Total Fed-
eral spending has gone up 30 percent
since 2007, and our annual deficit today
is 7 times greater than the annual def-
icit was just 5 years ago. So as a con-
sequence of huge annual deficits, our
debt has grown by 73 percent since the
beginning of the recession, over which
time we added $6.6 trillion in new debt.

It seems quite clear that a substan-
tial reason our recovery is slow is be-
cause of the depressing effect of high
debt, big spending, a burdensome tax
code, and regulations that are unneces-
sary. But every time Republicans have
tried to reform the government, they
meet the same response from our
Democratic leaders—from the Presi-
dent to Senator REID to Chairman
MURRAY—attack the reformers.

Majority Leader REID said of one Re-
publican reform effort that it was “‘a
mean-spirited bill that would cut the
heart out of the recovery we have in
America today . . . it goes after little
children, poor little boys and girls.”

I think that is an unkind thing to
say. I don’t think anybody proposed
any legislation that would have that
effect or ability or intent to do any-
thing like that.

Chairman MURRAY said:

I will not agree to a deal that throws mid-
dle-class families under the bus . . .

Well, we are not throwing middle-
class families under the bus. We want
economic growth. We want prosperity.
The real truth is that the debt in-
creases borrowing, and spending has
not worked. The debt is already so high
and we have irresponsibly run up so
much that it is pulling down the econ-
omy because it is over 100 percent of
GDP. We don’t need to be attacking
people who disagree over solutions in
harsh personal terms, but we do need
people to focus honestly on the dis-
agreements and the challenges we face.

The real victims we are seeing here
today are the millions of people
trapped in poverty by failed govern-
ment programs. The real victims are
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Americans who are being denied help
by those who would defend the Wash-
ington establishment at all costs and
won’t reform. The real victims of the
left’s rhetorical assaults are the com-
munities out there that are thirsting
for growth and opportunity but denied
any policies that would create more
jobs and actually create better and ris-
ing wages. The real victims are the
millions who lost or can’t get jobs, and
they are out there—we have fewer
working today than we had in 2000—or
those who didn’t get a pay raise be-
cause the debt has pulled down eco-
nomic growth.

So I think this budget shows no real-
ly effective concern for Americans liv-
ing in poverty, struggling to work,
trapped in a stale bureaucratic welfare
state. There is no reform that will ac-
tually work to help them. That is what
I am concerned about.

Look at a city such as Detroit, gov-
erned by liberal policies for decades—a
city once rich with business and com-
merce and opportunity. More than half
of all Detroit children now live in pov-
erty. Look at our Nation’s Capital, an-
other major city locally governed for
decades by very liberal policies, a city
filled with finance and deep-pocketed
businesses. Washington, DC, is flowing
with Federal funds. No city gets more
from the Federal Government than
Washington. Yet, despite this cash, one
in three youths in our Nation’s Capital
lives in poverty. Two in three live in
single-parent homes—two in three.

So this budget perpetuates the mis-
guided policies that are causing social
and economic harm in every State, in
every region, in every part of this
country. That is my view. Others may
disagree, but I am prepared to defend
it, and I think that empirical data and
observations show it is correct. Com-
passion, if we care about people who
are hurting, demands that we change,
does it not?

We need to grow the economy, not
the government, and do it for all Amer-
icans in every State and city.

We need to create rising wages and
better jobs without just borrowing
money and handing it out through
some government check. That is not
working. It is over. We need to under-
stand that. We need an economic policy
that provides our children with more
jobs, not more debt. We need jobs. We
don’t need to be burdening our children
for the rest of their lives with an un-
conscionable debt so we can live high
today.

We need to reform and improve inef-
fective government programs so they
help more Americans actually achieve
their financial goals. How can we do
this without running up the debt? Is
there something we can do? Don’t we
have to have government investments?
Don’t we have to borrow more money?
We don’t have any. Any new money we
spend is all borrowed. We are in debt.
Aren’t there some things we can do?
Absolutely there is, and they are
things that do not cost money. How
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about this: create a new tax reform
system that creates growth, revenue-
neutral but simpler, more pro growth-
oriented and fairer. Can we do that?
Yes.

What about more domestic American
energy production? Produce more en-
ergy here instead of sending our money
abroad, creating jobs here, creating tax
revenue for our States, cities, and
counties.

Let’s make the welfare office—which
gets from the Federal Government
today hundreds of billions of dollars in
spending—a place that restarts lives,
that helps people rejoin the workforce,
not trapping them in government ben-
efit programs year after year.

Let’s defend American workers from
unfair foreign trade practices—and
there are a lot of them. It is time we
stood up to it.

Let’s make government leaner and
more productive. A leaner government,
a more productive government is good
for America. I don’t see any reform ef-
fort there.

Let’s eliminate every burdensome
Federal regulation that isn’t needed.
Those are job-killers. If a regulation
promotes safety and is economically
viable, that is OK, but if it is not—and
many are not—let’s eliminate it. It is a
drag on growth and prosperity.

Let’s enforce Federal immigration
laws, and let’s protect American work-
ers and legal immigrants from those
who care only about importing more
and more cheap labor.

Let’s balance the Federal budget. As
I said, balancing the budget and reduc-
ing the debt of America over time will
get our debt down so it won’t be a drag
on the economy.

The American people have heard a
lot of rhetoric from their elected offi-
cials and a lot of buzzwords about fi-
nancial discipline this week. Rhetoric
will be matched against reality. Every
Senator will have to stand and be
counted. I encourage the American
people to tune in to C-SPAN and see
where their Senator stands on the
great issues of our time: Do we balance
the Federal budget? Do we reform the
bureaucracy or just Kkeep spending
more money? Do we keep sending even
more money to Washington through
more taxes? Do we embrace our great
constitutional inheritance of freedom
or do we let it slip away? These are
questions of our time.

The budgets reflect where we stand
on these issues. I would say the Demo-
cratic budget represents more govern-
ment and less commitment to effi-
ciency—not the kind of change and
progress we need. We need to have a
budget that balances, that is oriented
toward growth and prosperity.

I look forward to the debate today. It
will be an interesting challenge
throughout the next couple of days. I
have been very passionate here today,
very frank here today, but I know we
have great colleagues on both sides of
the aisle.

In our debate in the Budget Com-
mittee, we had some great Senators on
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both sides of the aisle who have dif-
ferent views and expressed them ably.
Chairman MURRAY is so articulate and
wonderful to work with, but we do dis-
agree.

It is time for change in this country.
It is time to understand that our goal
must be to promote prosperity and job
creation and higher wages, not more
government. That is what the debate is
about. I urge my colleagues to be en-
gaged in it, and let’s begin to change
the direction of our country and put it
on the road to prosperity.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator SESSIONS for his leadership.

I come here today as a new member
of the Budget Committee, fresh from
the committee process with some ob-
servations and some disappointments,
but principally today I come to the
floor to talk about the urgent need for
budget reform and a lasting budget
that will put us on a path to fiscal re-
sponsibility.

I suppose we should be delighted at
least to be on the floor with a budget.
After 4 years of trillion-dollar deficits
and after 4 years without a budget, at
least we have an opportunity as rep-
resentatives of the American people to
debate the financial future of this
country and an opportunity to discuss
putting our Nation on a trajectory
away from constant debt and uncer-
tainty and on a path toward security
and prosperity, on a path that is de-
signed to create better job opportuni-
ties for the people we represent.

Unfortunately, the budget our friends
on the other side of the aisle unveiled
last week ignores the spending problem
that continues to drive the Federal
debt skyward. Don’t take the word of
one Senator from Mississippi on that.
Let’s listen to the words of the Wash-
ington Post editorial board. Not ex-
actly what one would call a center-
right entity, they observed on March
14—and I quote the Washington Post:

This document gives voters no reason to
believe that Democrats have a viable plan
for—or even a responsible public assessment
of—the country’s long-term fiscal predica-
ment.

Those are the words of the Wash-
ington Post in utter disappointment
about the product we will be debating
on the floor for the next several days.

Being a member of the Budget Com-
mittee and being part of the budget
markup process has certainly been re-
vealing to me as a new member of the
committee. We were given an oppor-
tunity before amendments were offered
to ask technical questions—not really
to debate but just to ask technical
questions of the staff members about
exactly what this budget does. We
learned from these professionals—when
we just asked them the questions, we
learned these facts about the Demo-
cratic proposal for a budget for the
next 10 years: It does not balance at
any point during the next decade.
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Never in the next 10 years would this
document bring the Federal budget
into balance. Not only that, in pro-
pounding further technical questions
to the staff, we learned that this budg-
et puts our country on a spending path
that never comes into balance. There is
no plan for decades and decades to
come, as far as the eye can see, for this
budget ever to get the Federal Govern-
ment into balance. Yet it was sup-
ported by friends of mine on the other
side of the aisle who have certainly
given lipservice to the idea not only of
a balanced budget but of a balanced
budget constitutional amendment.

I am going to predict that Demo-
cratic Members of this body who come
in here and vote for this document will
have coauthored a balanced budget
constitutional amendment, who have
actually voted for or cosponsored a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. Yet they will be voting for a doc-
ument that not only doesn’t balance
within 10 years but that never, ever
comes into balance. Indeed, the docu-
ment that we will be asked to support
and that we are trying to amend grows
the Federal Government at 5 percent
each year for the entire decade. It
raises taxes to the tune of $1.5 trillion
over the decade. And this is important
for us to realize: It doesn’t raise taxes
on that rich guy behind the tree who
we think can afford it, it raises taxes
on the middle class. There is no ques-
tion about it. We can’t get $1.5 trillion
out of the American economy without
raising taxes on the middle class, and
that is exactly what this budget does.
So it never comes into balance, but it
does raise a ton of taxes right out of
the middle-class economy of this coun-
try.

Now, we will have an amendment
process, and there will be a number of
amendments, but it will, in essence,
give us an opportunity to slow the tra-
jectory of growth of Federal spending.

Members of the Senate will be offered
an amendment in this process to bal-
ance our Federal budget by the year
2023. We will be given an opportunity
to debate that and to visit on a plan
that would get us there. How does it
get us there? By slashing and burning?
By tough austerity in the budget? Ab-
solutely not. I think it would surprise
many people within the sound of my
voice in this city and elsewhere to
know that we can grow the size of Fed-
eral spending by 3.4 percent each year
over the next 10 years and still balance
the Federal budget by the year 2023.
Let me repeat that. Federal spending is
not going to be actually cut under the
Republican proposal we will present as
an alternative. Federal spending will
go up each year by an average of 3.4
percent per year, and still we will be
able to balance the budget by the year
2023. So we need not let anyone say
that we are having to slash and burn in
order to balance the budget.

There will be adequate funds to per-
form the functions of government and
still we will be able to balance the
budget.
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I say what so many of my colleagues
have said and what our distinguished
ranking member from Alabama has
said repeatedly: We are not in this
business simply to say we balanced the
budget. It is not some artificial goal
like winning a game. We are in this
process of trying to save our country
from a mountain of debt in order to
create jobs for the American people, in
order to grow the economy, rather
than growing the size of the Federal
Government. We have an opportunity
to avoid the fate that is occurring to
our allies in Western Europe, even as
we speak.

I have heard it said recently that:
Well, we don’t have a debt crisis yet.
There are some people who would dis-
pute that. But there are people in this
Federal Government, the President in-
cluded, who say: We don’t have a debt
crisis at this moment in the Federal
Government. I ask this in response:
Must we wait for an absolute crisis be-
fore we act? We see it coming. We see
what has happened to our friends who
have overspent in Greece, in Spain, in
Portugal, what is happening to our al-
lies, our NATO allies in France. We can
avoid this fate. Must we wait until the
absolute last moment when people are
losing their jobs and we are unable to
perform the necessary functions of gov-
ernment?

So I say this: We need to act now. We
need to act to avoid that crisis which is
not that far down the road, and we
want to act to grow the economy and
create jobs.

I wish to mention three issues brief-
ly, and then I notice there are other
people who want to speak on this im-
portant issue. There is hardly a more
important issue that we could be talk-
ing about, and thank goodness, for the
first time in 4 years, we are going to
get that opportunity. Let me mention
Social Security, let me mention Med-
icaid, and then Medicare.

Social Security is a wonderful pro-
gram. My dad relies on Social Security.
We are going to keep the commitment
that we have made to our senior citi-
zens in the form of Social Security.
But everyone agrees the numbers sim-
ply do not add up long term. They
agree with that much, as President
Ronald Reagan and Speaker Tip O’Neill
agreed to the very same notion back in
1982 and 1983. The numbers were not
adding up long term for Social Secu-
rity and something had to be done and
some painful decisions had to be made
in the early 1980s. To this day, we
thank God for President Ronald
Reagan and Speaker Tip O’Neill for
having the bipartisan courage to do the
tough things, to make the tough deci-
sions, and adjust an important pro-
gram so that Social Security has been
saved for the past three decades.

We need that kind of statesmanship
out of the White House today. Frankly,
we need that kind of leadership out of
the White House. We are calling for bi-
partisan action. I think it is worth not-
ing—and it pains me to say this—for
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the first time in 92 years, we are con-
sidering a budget without seeing a plan
from the President of the TUnited
States, and he announced just last
week that he was going to wait in send-
ing us his budget plan. It will be 2
months late by the time it arrives, ac-
cording to the President’s own time-
table. In fact, this is the fourth time in
5 years that our President, that my
President, has missed this deadline.
But we need the same leadership out of
this White House that we had out of
the Reagan White House three decades
ago. We can save Social Security, but
it will have to be a little different.

We can save Medicaid and make it
better. We are going to have an oppor-
tunity, as legislators, as policymakers,
to give the States an opportunity to
design their own Medicaid Program to
serve their individual States better.

Let’s give one State or let’s give five
volunteer States the opportunity to
take a Medicaid block grant and see if
they cannot provide better health care
to their underserved population with a
Medicaid block grant. Let’s give them
an opportunity to do that. The pro-
gram does not work very well now.

Then the statement was made—and
correctly—by some of my Democratic
colleagues in the Budget Committee
that Medicare is a promise we have
made and we ought to keep that prom-
ise. I could not agree more. There is
not a soul in this Senate who does not
want to keep the promise we have
made to American workers and to
American retired people with regard to
Medicare.

But the fact remains—and every Sen-
ator in this body understands this—
Medicare, as it is currently written,
cannot last for many more years. The
numbers simply do not add up. I am
glad the point is being made, and it is
being picked up by the mainstream
media now. An American worker pays
$1 into Medicare and gets $3 back in
benefits. A system like that simply
cannot be sustained long term. The
numbers do not add up. The math does
not. It is not that flexible.

So we need to—as Reagan and O’Neill
did—as responsible custodians of our
Federal Government, as responsible
trustees of the future of this country,
make changes to a program that has
served us well.

Americans are calling for leadership
and bipartisan action now. There are
hopeful signs: the National Commis-
sion on Social Security Reform, the
Gang of 6, the Simpson-Bowles Com-
mission, various bipartisan groups that
are trying to forge an honest long-term
deal to deal not only with our debt but
these three important entitlement pro-
grams.

I do not see that sort of realism in
the document the Democratic majority
has provided to us through the Budget
Committee. I hope we can amend it.
Perhaps we will not in the next few
days, but we are going to have to in
order to be the trustees of the future,
to be the responsible leaders that our
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voters demand and that the people who
come after us would hope we could be.

I look forward to the process. I look
forward, cheerfully and realistically, to
making the case for our position that
we could grow the government by just
a little less and balance the budget
within 10 years, and in so doing we can
make a better life, a better future, a
better ability for our people to earn a
living and support their families.

Thank you very much. I look forward
to the debate. At this point I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will be
brief because I know we have other
speakers on the floor.

This is all we need to know about the
budget that was voted out of the Budg-
et Committee, along party lines, with
Democrats carrying the day: It would
raise spending by about 60 percent, it
would raise taxes by $1.5 trillion, it
would increase our national debt by
$7.3 trillion, and—this is the most im-
portant part—it would never ever, ever
balance.

That is the exact opposite of what
America needs to get our economy
moving again and get a handle on our
long-term finances. We have already
reached a point where the Federal
spending levels are unsustainable. We
all know that. We have already reached
a point where our national debt is ex-
erting a drag on our economy.

I read the other day the President
said there is no risk of an immediate
debt crisis. We can debate that. But
what we cannot debate is that our na-
tional debt is so big that it is dragging
down economic growth, crushing job
creation, and resulting in a loss of hope
and certainly a loss of opportunity for
23 million Americans who are out of
work or who are working part time and
who want to get back to work and pro-
vide for their families.

We also know, according to the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, that an un-
precedented—or at least in the last 30
years—number of Americans have just
simply given up looking for work. They
have been so discouraged that the labor
participation rate is at a 32-year low.

When our colleagues across the aisle
say all we need is just a little bit more
revenue; in other words, more taxes, we
have already seen taxes go up by more
than $1.6 trillion since President
Obama became President.

Simply put, we cannot act as if the
laws of fiscal gravity do not apply to
the Congress or the Federal Govern-
ment. That is why every single Senator
on this side of the aisle has cospon-
sored a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution, which would require
the Federal Government to live within
its means and require a congressional
supermajority to raise taxes or raise
the debt ceiling.

I have heard colleagues across the
aisle say: We can’t pass a balanced
budget amendment. That would tie
Congress’s hands.
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That is the point. It would tie
Congress’s hands in spending money we
do not have, running up these dan-
gerous debts, and being a wet blanket
on economic growth and job creation.

How do we know that government
can live within its means? Virtually
every State has some type of balanced
budget requirement. Why should the
rules in Washington be any different?

Some across the aisle argue—I think
they actually believe this—that em-
bracing fiscal discipline will jeopardize
the safety net. In fact, the opposite is
true. If we do not embrace sensible fis-
cal discipline, our safety net programs
will eventually collapse because we
will not have the money to provide for
the national security and we will not
have the money to provide the safety
net programs we all agree are nec-
essary for the most vulnerable of our
citizens.

As I have said before, if we reform
some of these programs gradually—as
the Senator from Mississippi was refer-
ring to, Medicare and Social Security—
we could minimize the impact and pro-
tect our most vulnerable citizens. But
if we do nothing to reform and preserve
Social Security and Medicare and we
experience a Greek- or Spanish-style
debt crisis, these programs will be
slashed abruptly. The very people our
colleagues say they want to protect the
most will be hurt the most because the
cuts will be much harsher and they will
be disproportionately impacted.

One last point. By reducing the
growth of Federal spending—and that
is all we are talking about doing; we
are not talking about cuts in the sense
that anybody else in America talks
about cuts; we are talking about just
reducing the rate of increase in Federal
spending ever so slightly—but by re-
ducing the growth of Federal spending,
we would prevent the need for tax
hikes in the future. Indeed, that is
what I hear from so many people in the
private sector. When we ask them: Why
are you sitting on the sidelines with
cash in the bank, and why aren’t you
investing in either new physical struc-
ture or jobs, they say: Because the debt
is so high and Congress has shown a
lack of willingness to deal with it, all
we can do is expect that taxes are
going to be a whole lot higher and
greater burdens placed on job creators,
and so we think the more prudent
thing is to sit on it and not invest it in
new job creation.

But new tax hikes would increase
long-term economic uncertainty, and
they would discourage job creation.
Conversely, if we work hard to keep
taxes within reason and certainly not
raise them any more than have already
been raised, this would increase long-
term economic certainty and encour-
age job creation. After all, investors
and business owners and job creators
are not stupid. They understand that
without real spending restraint and
real entitlement reform, we are ulti-
mately headed for another massive tax
increase.
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Indeed, that is what this budget,
voted out by our Democratic col-
leagues along party lines, promises:
higher taxes and more spending. That
is exactly what this economy does not
need for us to get back on track, to
create the jobs and to create the oppor-
tunities for people to provide for their
families and live the American dream.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. State.

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
Michigan is here. I would like to ask
her how much time she would like me
to yield to her.

Ms. STABENOW. I believe we have
other colleagues coming as well. We
were hoping to have 30 minutes and
possibly more.

Mrs. MURRAY. I will yield to the
Senator from Michigan and her col-
leagues 30 minutes. I am happy to yield
more.

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

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I look forward to
colleagues who will be joining me to
express strong support for the budget
that has been reported out of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee. I first want to
thank our chair, who has done a yeo-
man’s job in putting this together. She
has had so many different assignments
dealing with the budget and efforts to
come to responsible reform and put our
country back on the right track in
order to bring down the deficit and
grow the economy. One more time she
has stepped up to the job. So I want to
thank our chair for all of her efforts.

Let me start, first of all, by saying
this is very simple when we look at
what we are talking about in this budg-
et. As I said also, I want to thank the
ranking member for his courtesy
throughout the budget process. While
we have very different views, this was
done in a very professional and cour-
teous way on all sides. I really appre-
ciate that.

But this is a very different view, both
in what we debate and how we view
this budget, which is a values docu-
ment for the country, and the budget
that is being debated in the House of
Representatives. It comes down to
something very simple. Our budget
strengthens the middle class. We be-
lieve it is critically important that we
grow the economy from the middle out.
That means making sure folks who are
struggling to stay in the middle class
have a fair shot, people trying to get in
the middle class have a fair shot, and
that we grow the economy by under-
standing the economic engine of Amer-
ica comes from having a strong middle
class.

On the other side, the Republican
budget just plain simply protects the
special interests, special interest deals
in the Tax Code and other special in-
terests in other kinds of policies. It is
just very different and does not grow or
support the middle class.

I also think it is very important that
we not just talk in theory but talk
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about what has happened in the past
and what has worked and what has not.
We should do more of what works and
less of what does not work. We need to
start by looking at what happened as
we came into 2001.

I was fortunate to be a new Member
of the House of Representatives in 1997
when, under President Clinton, we all
worked together and balanced the
budget for the first time in 30 years.

I came to the Senate in 2001. We were
debating the largest budget surplus
projected in the history of the country.
That is where we were. The question
was, What kind of economic policies,
what kinds of approaches will be put in
place to be able to manage that fact,
that we had the largest budget surplus
projected in the history of the country?

There were two proposals put forward
at that time. When you look at the
way the debt was going from 2001, it is
amazing. If we had only taken a dif-
ferent track than what happened. I re-
member as a new Member, a new Dem-
ocrat, that our leader on our side of the
aisle, Senator Conrad, came forward
with a proposal that I believed was
eminently reasonable. He said: Why do
we not take that budget surplus and di-
vide it into thirds: one-third of it for
strategic tax cuts to grow the econ-
omy; one-third of it for strategic in-
vestments in education, science, R&D,
moving the economy; and one-third to
prefund the liabilities for Social Secu-
rity for the next 75 years.

Imagine if we had done that. Instead,
what happened was the surplus was put
into a huge supply side tax cut, bene-
fiting, as we know now, the wealthiest
in the country, adding to a situation
where the wealthy have gotten
wealthier and wealthier in the last dec-
ade, the middle class has shrunk and
shrunk, and more and more people are
struggling today. So it was all put into
a large tax cut, and then we proceeded
to go into two wars that were not paid
for, a Medicare prescription drug plan
not paid for, and nothing else paid for
for a decade. We ended up with the
largest deficit in the history of the
country. That is what this President
walked into. That is what we have been
faced with.

Now, when we look at where the debt
has come from, and why it is important
that we focus on the economy, we
know the biggest piece of where the
debt came from was the tax cut geared
to the wealthiest Americans, which has
been famously called trickle down eco-
nomics. The folks in Michigan are still
waiting for it to trickle down.

Then we saw the wars in Afghanistan
and Iraq. We are so appreciative of the
President leading us out of the war in
Iraq. We are closing down the war in
Afghanistan. So that piece is being ad-
dressed. We have addressed the tax cuts
at the end of the year, to ask those at
the top to do more of their fair share.
So that is being addressed. We go on
down to the Recovery Act, which was
so important to be able to try to focus
on the middle class and get things
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going again. We did have some success
with this. Then the other piece, the 30
percent of what is happening right now
is the economic downturn.

So as we go forward today, even
though we have addressed the high-end
tax cuts, the wars ending, we no longer
see the rescue-and-recovery measures.
The economy is still 30 percent of our
deficit. Frankly, we will never get out
of debt with 12 million people out of
work, which is why we, as Democrats,
have made sure we are front and center
focused on jobs and the economy in
this budget.

We have to create opportunities for
jobs for small businesses, for manufac-
turers, for the private sector, for entre-
preneurs to be able to be successful so
we have strong economic growth while
we are putting forward a balanced
budget. That is what we are attempt-
ing to do. That impacts what we do in
this budget.

In fact, the efforts we put together—
we know what happened when the
President came in: 700,000 jobs a month
being lost, the banks and financial
markets in big trouble. We all know
the story of what happened and what
the President walked into on day one.
But we have been focused on sup-
porting an economic growth structure
that would create jobs, create jobs. We
are seeing that turnaround from the
lost decade of jobs. We saw certainly in
manufacturing huge job losses from
2001 on up to 2008. We know what hap-
pened with the automobile industry,
which, by the way, because of our res-
cue efforts and support for them, is
roaring back now and creating jobs. By
the way, tremendous private sector in-
vestment is coming into the city of De-
troit. The private sector is helping us
turn that around. We are very proud of
that. We are also seeing now jobs being
created. As fast as we want? No. But we
understand we have to focus on these
numbers, which is creating jobs, if we
are going to, in fact, get out of the def-
icit hole.

We have to reduce the deficit if our
country is going to be more competi-
tive, and we have to grow more jobs.
We have to create opportunities for
middle-class families. We know we
need progrowth policies such as the
ones in our budget that focus on inno-
vation, education, rebuilding America
through infrastructure, whether it is
our courts, whether it is our roads or
rails or water and sewer projects or
what we do on technology. To compete
we have to build, and we have to focus
on what will create jobs.

We are now at a spot where we know
if we focus, as we are in our budget, on
growing the economy from the middle
out rather than the top down, based on
what was done in the 1990s when we did
that, when we balanced the budget in
the right way by investing in the fu-
ture, investing in education, investing
in innovation, and then also making
smart cuts to balance that out, we bal-
anced the budget. We had 22 million
jobs that were created.
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That is what this budget does again.
It is focused on those policies that
worked, not just debate back and forth
in theory, but policies that actually
worked in the 1990s to balance the
budget, to grow the economy. We saw
the policies being advocated by our
friends on the other side. We did that
already. We did that 2001 to 2008.

I do not know about anybody else,
but I know people in Michigan do not
want to relive that. That was not our
idea of economic growth. It certainly
did not balance the budget. It put us in
the largest deficit in the history of the
country.

So the budget in the House says: Boy,
if you liked 2001 to 2008, you are going
to love this. Two million jobs next year
alone are lost in the Ryan Republican
budget. And similar policies are being
advocated by colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

Let me just take a moment; I see my
colleague, Senator REED from Rhode
Island, is here, who I know wants to be
a part of this and is such an important
voice. But let me just say a couple of
things. We understand we need to make
smart spending reductions in order to
balance the budget. In fact, we have al-
ready started doing that. One of the
things which is so frustrating to me is
to hear colleagues talk about spending
cuts without acknowledging what we
have done for the last 2 years. So we al-
ready know we have put ourselves on a
path for $2.4 trillion in deficit reduc-
tion. And 70 percent of that has come
out of services for the middle class, the
most vulnerable. It has been cuts in
spending for things that would actually
grow the economy, innovation and re-
search.

I am desperately concerned as chair
of the Agriculture Committee because
we have seen agricultural research
decimated around issues of food safety
and pest and disease management and
other critical things, on invasive spe-
cies, that we may not feel right away
but are things that will affect our fu-
ture. So we have already seen major
cuts.

At the end of the year a small
amount of money, 30 percent of the def-
icit reduction, was done. We have actu-
ally been asking those at the very top,
who have the most benefits from the
tax cuts, the most benefits from the ef-
forts to rescue Wall Street, the most
benefits in general, just to do a little
bit more—30 percent of what we have
already done. So what we have said is
that going forward, the final amount
we need to do, between the $2.4 and $4
trillion, we are insisting that be done
in a balanced way and not one more
time to come back on the middle class
who have already had the brunt of the
sacrifice, the brunt of the cuts. It is
not fair.

So we have replaced across-the-board
cuts. We have had colleagues in the
last few days complaining about the se-
quester cuts. Please vote for this budg-
et. It stops those across-the-board cuts
and puts something in that is much
more common sense.
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Those across-the-board cuts would
cut 750,000 jobs this year alone. When
you add what the Ryan Republican
budget would do in the House, that is
another 2 million jobs next year. It is a
jobs killer.

What we are saying is replace it with
a responsible, balanced approach. That
is what we need to do, but it does it in
a way that sets priorities.

The House says spending cuts again.
This is predominantly education, inno-
vation, construction. They also include
eliminating Medicare. There is no way
our majority will support this policy.

There is a whole range of things that
hit the middle class, seniors, veterans,
and vulnerable citizens. We say our
cuts will be different. We are willing to
make priorities and smart cuts on the
direct spending side, but there is a
whole range of things we can do in the
special interest deals and Tax Code for
the other half.

I totally reject the idea which has
been put forward here so far today that
our budget somehow raises taxes on
the middle class. That is absolutely
false. We have report after report after
report which indicate by closing loop-
holes which are sending jobs overseas,
cutting subsidies that aren’t needed
anymore, such as the top five wealthi-
est companies in the world, the top five
o0il companies—there are trillions of
dollars in savings. Do this by cutting
things that aren’t necessary and are
special deals in the Tax Code. We say
half of the amount needed, yes, should
come from there.

On the other side of the building,
what we see is a very different picture.
The Ryan Republican budget, when
they look at their tax cuts, 55 percent
of what we are doing in tax cuts goes
to the top 1 percent. I feel this is
Groundhog Day over and over. It is the
same thing we have heard over and
over. Give it to the top, it will trickle
down. We did that. It did not trickle
down. At least it didn’t hit Michigan.

This budget does it over and over.
Two-thirds of what they do in the
House goes to the top 5 percent of tax-
payers. What is left for middle-class
families? We say something very dif-
ferent to grow the economy. We say we
need in a global economy to
outeducate, outinnovate, and outbuild.
The President has said that over and
over and our budget invests in those
things that allow us to compete, grow
the middle class, and create jobs while
doing what we need to do to make
smart, commonsense decisions on
spending in the Federal Government.

Here is what I am worried about.
Right now, when we look at U.S. in-
vesting in research and development,
compared to what is happening around
the world, the greatest country in the
world, the United States of America, is
down. We are losing ground on invest-
ments while everybody else races to be
like America—everybody else. China
wants to be like us and have a middle
class. They are investing in innovation.
We see proposal after proposal after

March 20, 2013

proposal to cut our ability to compete
for the future. This is why the Senate
budget prioritizes research and devel-
opment by replacing the devastating
across-the-board cuts with a balanced
and responsible approach which pre-
serves $10 billion in R&D funding every
year and for the future.

We continue support for medical re-
search, one of the areas where we are
the leader. We strengthen the National
Institutes of Health. We have increased
investments in renewable energy tech-
nology. There are so many opportuni-
ties for us. I am very proud today
Michigan is No. 1 in new clean energy
patents, and new ideas are coming. It is
part of the economic engine which is
bringing jobs back to Michigan.

Investing in our 21st century manu-
facturing sector is also here. Senator
BALDWIN put forward a proposal on
manufacturing hubs which I strongly
support. Other colleagues, Senator
CoONS and others, have supported the
manufacturing extension partnership
to help small manufacturers as well.

We are also investing in exports and
opening markets abroad. We Kknow
when American companies are able to
increase their exports by $1 billion,
they create 5,000 new jobs.

In infrastructure, we need roads and
bridges. The chair of our committee is
a strong advocate for ports as well in
the global economy, being able to ex-
port and import. That investment in
rebuilding America is in this budget.
The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers just released their report card,
and they gave America a D-plus. We
are not going to outcompete the world
with a D-plus on infrastructure.

This budget makes historic invest-
ments in our workforce. We know from
hearing from CEOs that workforce de-
velopment education is absolutely key
to our future.

Before asking my colleague from
Rhode Island to join in this discussion
as well on jobs—I speak as the chair of
the Agriculture Committee—I thank
the chair for including in our efforts
creating a 5-year farm bill, which not
only participates in deficit reduction of
$23 billion but is twice what we would
be required to do under sequestration.

The farm bill is a jobs bill. I don’t
know of any other bill that has an im-
pact on 16 million jobs in this country.
The farm bill does. It supports agri-
culture and rural America. The farm
bill is a part of this effort.

My colleague from Rhode Island is
deeply involved in efforts to create
jobs, balance the budget, and reduce
the deficit. I ask unanimous consent I
be permitted to join in a colloquy with
Senator REED at this point. He has
been a champion in job creation, and I
am very grateful he came tonight to
join us.

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

Mr. REED. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from Michigan for allowing me to
participate in this colloquy. I also
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commend her for a thoughtful, insight-
ful, and extremely compelling argu-
ment about creating jobs as a way not
only to give people a chance to rise in
the middle class but also to accomplish
our other objective, which is ulti-
mately to reduce the deficit.

As the Senator pointed out, when I
was here with her in the late 1990s, we
reached the point where we had a pro-
jected surplus of perhaps $5 trillion
over 10 years. She has catalogued the
way in which that surplus has been
eroded. What we need to do is focus, as
she suggests, on the urgent need to cre-
ate jobs and ensure our Nation’s budget
makes investments in growing and
strengthening the middle class. We are
all here as beneficiaries of the pro-
grams and policies of the 1950s, 1960s,
and 1970s, which consciously built the
middle class and invested in us. Our
parents invested in us. We need to do
the same thing. She is absolutely cor-
rect, the investments we are proposing
in this Democratic budget will be crit-
ical not only to individual success but
to our success as an economy, and as a
global competitor. I thank her for her
words.

I am here to join her to address this
pressing need to create jobs, to
strengthen the economic recovery, and
to underscore the vast differences be-
tween the proposal we are making, and
the budget proposed by the House of
Representatives, by our Republican
colleagues.

Let me state what is a very dis-
turbing figure. There are 12 million un-
employed Americans, with 4.8 million
of these individuals unemployed for
more than 6 months. We are seeing un-
precedented levels of long-term unem-
ployment. Americans are struggling to
stay in their homes, put their children
through school and put food on their
table.

In my State we are unfortunately
among the top States in a category no
one wants to be leading, and that is un-
employment. The harsh reality of what
we are facing in Rhode Island was
brought home with a stunning article
in last Sunday’s Washington Post. It
noted some 180,000 Rhode Islanders,
over 15 percent of our population, re-
ceive SNAP benefits, supplemental nu-
trition assistance program benefits.
Some are receiving SNAP because they
don’t have jobs, although they have
looked from month to month to month.
Some have jobs, but the pay is so little
they qualify under the income limits of
the SNAP program.

I want to particularly thank the Sen-
ator from Michigan for her valiant ef-
forts to increase SNAP funding. Lit-
erally we are talking about putting
food on people’s tables. Fifteen percent
of my State of Rhode Island depends on
food support to have a healthy diet for
them and particularly for their chil-
dren.

When we talk about what we want to
do with the budget, it is about getting
people back to work. That is what they
want. They don’t want a SNAP benefit.
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They want good jobs. They want the
same opportunities, from which we
benefited, which helped build a strong
middle class. What is their greatest
fear? Not just falling out of the middle
class, but that their children won’t
even have a remote chance of middle-
class income or a middle-class life-
style, those opportunities which we in
our day took almost for granted. We
must turn things around.

As the Senator pointed out, the Re-
publican policy is focused on cutting
taxes for the very wealthy. This policy
has been demonstrated over the last
decade to not produce good-paying jobs
for middle-income Americans. How-
ever, it does produce very substantial
benefits for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans.

That is not the way to grow a country.
That is not what many people today and
through our history have sacrificed their
lives for. They are not out there serving in
Afghanistan and other places so those who
have much could have more. It is so those
who have very little would have a chance, at
least a chance. This is what we are talking
about behind all the numbers. We are talking
about investing in America. We need to
make that investment.

The other side of the aisle indulges in
what I believe is a fallacy: The only
way of fixing the economy is cutting
the deficit. But, instead of focusing ex-
clusively on deficit reduction in the
near term, we need to pass legislation
which will put people back to work,
give them a job, give them hope, and
give them an opportunity, give them a
sense they can make their lives and
their children’s lives much better.

The Democrats have proposed a se-
ries of initiatives over the last several
years to do just that, such as tax incen-
tives for small business to hire people,
repairing schools, roads, bridges, or tax
breaks for low- and middle-income
Americans so they may have a little
bit more in their paychecks. We have
tried to pass these measures but have
been frustrated consistently, even
though we have the majority, because
of filibusters and procedural delays.
The American people understand that
we need to create jobs. They want us to
act. They want us to act to their ben-
efit, not for the very few but for the
majority of Americans.

The other approach Republicans
espouse is hand-in-hand with this no-
tion of tax cuts for the wealthiest
Americans is that austerity through
spending cuts can grow the economy.
That you can cut programs, cut every-
thing, and that will grow the economy.

That is not reality. What we see and
what history suggests, when you are
cutting during an economic recovery,
you are basically counteracting the re-
covery. You are contracting economic
expansion. You are not adding to the
momentum of growth, you are sub-
tracting from the growth.

If you want a current example, look
across the ocean to Europe and Great
Britain. They embarked upon an aus-
terity program several years ago. Most
commentators suggest they are in
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worse shape today than they were 3 or
4 years ago when they started this aus-
terity program. This is the result of
cutting, cutting, cutting. If we proceed
down that pathway, we will be in worse
shape several years from now than we
are today. We can be in better shape by
investing in our future and by creating
jobs.

Another aspect of this too is it is not
only the question of filibustering our
proposals to create jobs—but that we
know in August 2011 there was a real
threat to undermine the full faith and
credit of the United States, to refuse
for the first time in modern history to
increase the debt ceiling, to pay the
debts which we owed. And the majority
of those debts, at least the much of the
recent ones, resulted from the previous
administration. And so the debt ceiling
crisis triggered the whole process
which has led us today to sequestra-
tion. Now Americans will have to suf-
fer through sequestration. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has already
said if we don’t reverse sequestration,
we will lose 750,000 jobs. Those are the
jobs middle-income Americans are ex-
pecting and hoping for. We are losing
about .6 percent of growth. We will be
headed where our friends across the
ocean are headed, not expanding but
contracting; not increasing employ-
ment but decreasing employment. We
are worse off because of these austere
policies, not better off.

What the Democratic budget does—
and my colleague from Michigan has
outlined it very well and with great ar-
ticulation, that the way you should
deal with these issues is through a bal-
anced approach—a balance of revenue
and spending cuts which will not harm
our economy. That is what we did in
1993 and 1994 when I was a Member of
the House of Representatives. Presi-
dent Clinton came to us and said: Here
it is, we are going to cut spending and
we are going to raise revenue. And we
passed it by one vote in the House, one
vote in the Senate—not one Republican
vote, but still by one vote here and one
vote in the House of Representatives.
That set the stage for the later efforts
that finally led not only to a balanced
budget but to a surplus, and that is the
approach we have to adopt today. It’s
an approach that works.

The Republican budget calls for a
total of $4.6 trillion in cuts and would
leave the sequester in place. So it
would compound the damage of the se-
quester. The Republican budget has
also been estimated to provide million-
aires an average tax cut of $400,000.
Once again, the big winners in this pro-
posal are the wealthiest Americans,
not those who are struggling to put
food on the table, to get a job, to see
their children have a better future.
And, again, the Republican budget re-
fuses to responsibly address the $1 tril-
lion sequester. They provide nearly $6
trillion in tax cuts that, again, over-
whelmingly benefit the wealthiest
Americans, but don’t address the $1
trillion sequester. So essentially their
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budget is compounding the difficulties
we have in growing this economy and
creating jobs.

Ms. STABENOW. I wonder if my col-
league would allow me to ask a ques-
tion.

Mr. REED. I will be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Did I hear correctly
that the Republican budget would give
an average of $400,000 in additional tax
cuts?

Mr. REED. Those are the estimates I
have received, and I believe they are
reliable. Many commentators have
looked at the budget and concluded
that this represents a remarkable re-
duction in taxes for the wealthiest
Americans.

And once again, it shouldn’t come as
a surprise because, as we recall—and I
was here in 2001, when I voted against
the Bush tax cuts—the mantra back
then was that they are the job cre-
ators; just cut those taxes and those
jobs will grow. But we saw during the
Bush administration one of the poorest
private job creation records of any
President since World War II. And here
Republicans are repeating the same
line, as they say, deja vu all over
again: Cut the taxes, and magically the
jobs will grow. But, you grow jobs by
having a Dbalanced approach and
through investment in human capital
and physical capital, such as roads and
bridges, and also by having the revenue
to be responsible so you pay your way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my col-
league, the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island. When I think of him, I
think of his advocacy for our men and
women who make up our troops—and I
know our budget chair as well—and his
strong leadership on veterans issues.

I think about $400,000 being an aver-
age tax cut for a multimillionaire
under this budget versus what will hap-
pen to our veterans or folks coming
home from the war and now trying to
get a job, trying to do what they need
to do to get back into the community
and society and so on, and I wonder—
the Senator has been such a leader on
this and, of course, has experience with
his own distinguished career in the
military—if he might speak about
those issues, his own experience with
people coming home. Are they getting
the $400,000 tax cut?

Mr. REED. Well, no. In fact, there
was a front page story today, I believe,
in one of the major newspapers declar-
ing the fact that they are home from
the battlefront and are now in the un-
employment line. So we are seeing a
remarkable number of veterans who
are unemployed. And these are men
and women in their twenties. They cer-
tainly want to work. They worked very
hard defending this country, yet now
they are coming home and have signifi-
cant levels of unemployment.

That is one of the real problems, as
well as our need and our obligation to
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support veterans health care, particu-
larly mental health care, to support
the Veterans’ Administration.

The irony, of course, is that we are
seeing even higher levels of unemploy-
ment, in some cases, among young vet-
erans than we are in the population at
large. That is particularly bitter and
ironic for those people who have served
and sacrificed and are continuing to
serve and sacrifice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan should be aware
that her time has expired.

Ms. STABENOW. Might I ask
through the Chair if we could have a
few more moments.

Mrs. MURRAY. I am happy to yield
more time, and I really appreciate both
Senators talking about one of the real-
ly important aspects of our budget;
that is, how critical it is to invest in
jobs and the economy, which the Amer-
ican public knows and understands are
the biggest challenges facing all of us
today. And you don’t do that with the
promise of just tax cuts for the
wealthy.

We know trickle-down doesn’t work.
We all saw what happened from 2001 to
2008 when we gave away the tax cuts.
Here we are today, now having to deal
with the deficit. We all remember what
happened during the Clinton adminis-
tration when we had a balanced pack-
age that had both investments and re-
sponsible revenue and what happened
in that decade when our economy re-
bounded and we got to a surplus and
people felt strong again.

So that is what our budget is based
upon, and I would be happy to yield ad-
ditional time to both Senators to talk
about this critical aspect of our budg-
et.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ators from Michigan and Rhode Island
are recognized.

Mr. REED. Senator.

Ms. STABENOW. I would simply,
first of all, again thank our chair, who
understands and gets this, not only
about how to grow the economy and
the middle class and in a commonsense
way to balance the budget, but she has
been such a leader on veterans issues
and reminds us every day about those
coming home and what they need, as
does Senator REED as well, with his
own service as well as his efforts with
regard to our veterans.

I would be happy to defer to Senator
REED, if he has additional comments. I
didn’t mean to interrupt him before. If
he has additional comments to make, 1
would certainly allow for that, and
then I would be happy to wrap up at
some point.

Mr. REED. I would like to reempha-
size the point the Senator from Michi-
gan has made and Senator MURRAY has
made, which is that we have been down
this road before. We can’t simply cut
taxes for the wealthiest Americans to
magically create jobs. What it pro-
duced in reality was a huge deficit,
along with two unfunded wars. But
that seems to be the message again
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from the other side—let’s just cut
taxes and then, of course, cut spending
too. That is not the balanced approach
we need in the Nation. That is not the
balanced approach that in the 1990s, as
my colleague pointed out, got us to a
surplus, got us to a sense that we were
really moving forward and that the
middle class had a chance, that their
children would have a better life. And
that is what we have to do again.

When I look at my State of Rhode Is-
land, I can cite a myriad of examples of
the harm that would be caused by the
Republican budget. The budget they
are proposing, which leaves the seques-
ter in place would result in about a $4.5
million cut in Federal support for our
public schools. I can tell you that
every city and town in Rhode Island is
struggling just to keep the lights on. If
they lose $4.5 million of Federal aid,
that is going to make it even harder.
And do you know what happens? Well,
guess what happens to property taxes.
They go up. And not just Rhode Island,
all across the country because one of
the ironies here is that every mayor
understands that ultimately they have
to balance their budgets, and so they
will raise taxes and they will cut
spending. But they will do it, hope-
fully, in a balanced way, similar to
what we are espousing in our approach
to the budget.

Now, we also have a situation where,
if we look at the Republican budget,
there are all sorts of abstract cuts—
nondiscretionary domestic spending, et
cetera—that translates into real harm,
and that affects real lives. For exam-
ple, there is an estimated $3.3 trillion
in cuts to programs that benefit low-
and middle-income Americans. Of that
$3.3 trillion, $2.6 trillion are cuts to
Medicaid and subsidies that help mod-
est-income American families across
the country to get health insurance. As
I mentioned before, there is a projec-
tion—and the Senator is an authorizer
for this program—of $135 billion being
taken out of the SNAP program.

Again, let me go back to last Sun-
day’s Washington Post story. Fifteen
percent of the people in Rhode Island
depend on this to help them get just
adequate nutrition including children—
and we are going to cut $135 billion out
of this? And on the other side of the
spectrum, we are giving a $400,000 tax
cut or more to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans? That is not fair, and it is not
good economics. We can’t have a gen-
eration of children who have been de-
prived of good nutrition, who have been
deprived of good housing; if we do, we
are not going to have the productive
workers who will lead this Nation for-
ward in this century and beyond. These
spending cuts and tax breaks for the
wealthiest Americans just do not make
any sense. It doesn’t balance the books,
and it doesn’t keep our obligation to
the majority of Americans to give
them a fighting chance.

Our budget, in contrast, has $100 bil-
lion in projects to put Americans to
work and repair the worst of our crum-
bling bridges and roads. There is not
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one of our colleagues who can’t find
some 20 or even more bridges in their
State that require repair right away,
and that would put hundreds of people
to work productively and would in-
crease the economic efficiency of our
Nation.

Let me give an example. We had a
major portion of I-95, the north-south
road in Rhode Island—north-south
right past Providence-Pawtucket, RI.
for several years being rebuilt. The
good news is that it is being rebuilt,
but before we could rebuild, we had to
divert truck traffic, which meant they
couldn’t efficiently deliver their loads.
We had to station State police 24 hours
a day to prevent the trucks from going
there. So we had to engage all those in-
dividual law enforcement officers be-
cause the bridge couldn’t support basic
travel. We are now close to completing
the whole project so we should no
longer have to have State troopers out
there 24 hours a day, and truckers no
longer have to take a 20-mile detour to
deliver their loads. When we talk about
infrastructure, we are talking about
economic efficiency as well as putting
people to work. The Democratic budget
does this.

I think we have also made very dif-
ficult choices—tough choices—in mak-
ing sure that we are paying our way,
that we are paying down the deficit
and doing it in a way that doesn’t cost
us the recovery and creating the jobs
we need right away.

I commend Chairman MURRAY be-
cause she has done a remarkable job of
shepherding this bill through, of bal-
ancing so many complicated issues and
making sure we have kept faith with
the Americans who sent us here. They
just want a chance. They just want to
be able to think that their child is
going to have a better life than they
have had. I think this budget goes
much further than our colleagues’ to
give them that chance, to give them
that hope, and to give them that oppor-
tunity.

With that, I yield back to the Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island again for his com-
ments, his leadership, his advocacy for
our military men and women and our
veterans, and for the economy, for peo-
ple who need help. As he said, there are
a lot of people on the edge right now
trying to just hold on, to stay in the
middle class, or trying to get in the
middle class, and our budget is for
them. It is about growing the economy
from the middle out.

What makes us different from other
countries around the world is that we
don’t have just a few very rich people
and a lot of poor people. We have had a
robust middle class. People in Michi-
gan feel that eroding every day, so we
need to be laser-focused on making
sure we keep that strong middle class
that not only grows the economy but
creates opportunity for young people
to grow up and go to college, to dream
big dreams and know that in America
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they can succeed and be whatever they
want to be, that they have a shot. That
is the American dream, and that is
what we are fighting for.

Our budget, bottom line, strengthens
the middle class. It creates opportuni-
ties for people to work hard no matter
where they live, what their background
is, so they have a shot at making it.
We believe that to our core.

The Republican budget is represented
by the House budget, and the proposals
here on the floor on the Republican
side are geared to the wealthy and the
well-connected, the special interests of
this country, to keep their special
deals going. Let’s try trickle-down eco-
nomics one more time. It didn’t work
from 2001 to 2008. We lost 5 million
manufacturing jobs. But, hey, why not
try it again? Well, we say no, let’s use
something that has worked.

So let me in conclusion say again
that the Republican tax cuts rep-
resented by the Ryan budget—b55 per-
cent of the benefit goes to the top 1
percent. As my friend the Senator from
Rhode Island indicated, those at the
very, very top are getting $400,000 in a
tax cut, and $400,000 is more than the
vast majority of Americans and cer-
tainly the vast majority of people in
Michigan make in a year. Can we af-
ford to do that? Is that the right pri-
ority?

I find it so interesting that we had a
colleague speaking passionately for the
past couple of days now about his con-
cern about closing airports in rural
areas. I have those concerns about clos-
ing rural airports. Well, our budget
doesn’t do that. Our budget invests in
infrastructure and keeps those open, as
opposed to the across-the-board cuts
that have been objected to by the Sen-
ators trying to make changes in the
budget this year and the Ryan Repub-
lican budget in the House.

We believe strongly that we should
build a budget in the future on what
has worked in America, and what has
worked is strengthening America with
investments so we can out-educate,
out-innovate and out-build to win in a
global economy. That is what this is
about.

Our businesses tell us they are con-
cerned about getting the right workers
for the right jobs. It is a major issue
right now. That is something we have a
responsibility to be a part of.

The Democratic budget invests in
education, invests in innovation, and
invests in building for the future. I
worry every day about this kind of a
chart that shows that the United
States of America—not a third world
country—is investing less in research
and development than competitors
around the world. It makes no sense.
The innovations are here. The smart
scientists are here. The cutting-edge
technology is here. And we need to
keep it here. Our budget places a huge
value on it.

Then, finally, it is all about jobs and
making sure when we figure out and
when we look at how to balance a
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budget, that we understand we will
never balance a budget with more than
12 million people out of work. We have
to focus on jobs and growing the econ-
omy. We have to.

Thirty percent of our deficit right
now as we look at this going forward is
in the slow economic recovery. We
know it was bad prior to 2009 when
President Obama was elected. It has
gotten better, but it is not where it
needs to be. And it won’t be where it
needs to be unless we invest in innova-
tion, in education, and rebuilding
America’s infrastructure. That is what
we do. This budget makes sense. This
budget is for middle-class families all
across America.

I urge my colleagues to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HEINRICH). The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be with our
colleague, Senator STABENOW, who
serves on the Budget Committee.

Just briefly, and then I would yield
to Senator ROBERTS, President Obama,
on March 13 of this year, said:

And so—you know, my goal is not to chase
a balanced budget for the sake of balance.

Now, my colleagues—and we have
been counting—so far have used the
word ‘‘balanced” at least 14, maybe 15
times already. They use the word ‘‘bal-
ance,” but their budget comes nowhere
close to balancing. It never balances. It
has no potential to balance. It is fo-
cused on spending and more taxes, not
balancing the budget.

Senator REID said: We want to pay
down the debt. There is no plan what-
soever to get our deficit to zero so we
can begin to pay down debt.

I believe Senator STABENOW used the
phrase, ‘‘a commonsense way to bal-
ance a budget.”” There is no plan to bal-
ance the budget. Let’s be honest. Those
words can be said repeatedly, over and
over, but I really can’t hear them.
What I hear is the budget document
itself, and it says: I am not balanced, I
will never balance, and that is a fact.

It is great to have Senator ROBERTS
of Kansas here, and I yield to Senator
ROBERTS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague, the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, the fully declared champion of
fiscal responsibility, defender of hard-
pressed taxpayers all across the coun-
try, doing a splendid job here as a Sen-
ator who actually asked to be on the
Budget Committee to try to meet these
challenges, and I credit him for his
leadership and example.

I rise today to speak on my Demo-
cratic colleagues’ proposed budget res-
olution upon which they have just been
waxing poetic before the Senate. I have
mixed feelings about this budget. I
have mixed feelings even being here on
the Senate floor in that I am bereft of
charts. What on Earth am I going to do
making comments about this budget
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without the appropriate charts? Every-
body has charts. Look at these stands
around here.

My colleagues across the aisle—who
have now left the Chamber since I
began speaking—have displayed charts.
I wonder if the Parliamentarian could
inform this speaker if we could turn off
the lights and I have a PowerPoint and
a laser pointer?

I will not ask that.

But I don’t have a chart. I just have
some remarks that I would like to put
together about the challenge we all
face. I am pleased, everybody is
pleased, finally, that the Senate has
again, finally, taken up its constitu-
tional responsibility to consider a
budget in regular order—or at least
some framework of regular order. How-
ever, I have the temerity to suggest
that after 4 years, this budget resolu-
tion does not cut the spending muster
and, from a constitutional responsi-
bility, I fear it has indeed been very ir-
responsible.

At the same time, I look at this
budget and I ask: Is this all we waited
for these past 4 years? In the words of
the famous song, ‘“‘Is That All There
Is?”’ Or better put, is this more than all
there is? And it certainly is more.

There is an old saying that if you
want to be remembered by your chil-
dren, leave a lot of debt. Well, if this
budget is passed and it sticks, then
there are going to be a whole lot of
people who vote yes who will certainly
be remembered.

The solution was, indeed, to return to
regular order, return to the regular
process: Examine the President’s budg-
et, pass a budget resolution, and pro-
vide clear directives to the authorizing
and appropriations committees to de-
velop legislation to reflect the tough
decisions made in the budget. A lot of
words. None of it is very easy, but that
is called regular order. That is what we
should have been doing the last 4 years.
We have not been doing that. We
haven’t been doing that at all.

Everybody knows the process around
here. What happens is we have a major
bill to do, we have our obligations to
do, we have our constitutional respon-
sibilities to do. We try that. We ask for
amendments; we don’t get amend-
ments. We file cloture, they don’t get
60 votes, and the bill fails. Or we have
a continuing resolution, some giant
body of legislation that is the worst
way to do business—or a sequester, the
same kind of thing. And people back
home scratch their heads. People on
that side of the aisle perhaps have an
issue—not a bill, but they might have
an issue. Then the blame game starts.
I think the American people are tired
of it.

None of it is easy. I understand that.
But it works much better, much better
than lurching from crisis to crisis as
we have done and experienced in the
last 4 years.

So I am pleased that we are slowly
returning to some aspects of regular
order, but I remain deeply concerned
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about the daunting fiscal challenges we
face and the fact that we are not an-
swering these challenges. The Federal
balance sheet is now truly frightening.

Today, almost 1,500 days since we
last considered a budget resolution on
this Senate floor, we are fast approach-
ing $17 trillion in debt—and beyond. It
is climbing. Our per-person share of
that debt is now more than $53,000.
This is why I am so frustrated, and
many of our colleagues are frustrated
and disappointed by the budget resolu-
tion we are about to consider.

Yes, again, we have brought this res-
olution through regular order. I appre-
ciate that. But the recommendations
fail. They fail to begin to meaningfully
address the key fiscal issues that we
are all generally agreed are sustain-
able.

I don’t have a chart, but I think peo-
ple can understand this. The numbers
are startling.

Since 2009 we have added nearly $6
trillion to the national debt. Under the
proposed budget resolution, despite a
massive new tax hike proposal, new
debt will rise—since I don’t have a
chart, just sort of imagine it here—$7
trillion over 10 years. I hasten to add,
that is on a projection by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, and I think it is
probably low.

Spending will increase another $645
billion above the projected growth over
10 years, including $162 billion in the
next year alone.

The deficit will increase in the next
fiscal year by $95 billion above current
forecasts.

I could have a chart with a big zero
on it. It is not a soft drink. This is
something pretty serious. Zero. That is
right, zero—zero real deficit reduction
through spending reductions. It would
never and doesn’t pretend to try to bal-
ance the budget—precisely what the
Senator from Alabama has been point-
ing out. In my view, this resolution
would further damage our fiscal condi-
tion over the long haul, exactly what
we don’t want to do.

We do not want to kick the can down
the road any further. We can’t do it.
We have reached that point of no re-
turn. And here is the kicker for me.
The budget resolution includes a pro-
posed $1.5 trillion in new taxes. That is
on top of the $600 billion tax hike that
was just enacted in January. This
would include a $923 billion reconcili-
ation instruction to the Finance Com-
mittee. I am a member of that very
prestigious committee. I look forward
to trying to achieve tax reform, but I
worry about a $923 billion reconcili-
ation despite the negative impact this
would have on critically needed
progrowth tax reform.

The budget also includes about $500
billion in unspecified loophole closers
to increase spending on infrastructure
and to replace the current sequester.

Loopholes. Lioophole closures. Boy, is
that in the eyes of the beholder. I am
concerned about it. No doubt the Gat-
ling gun Kkind of criticisms we heard in
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the past campaign, singling out tax re-
form targets—and I always want to
add, you always want to worry about
what lurks under the banner of reform
of whatever banner someone is waving.

Time after time I heard the President
talk about fat cat corporate jets. Boy,
am I tired of hearing about that. That
is business aviation. That is 1 million
jobs. That is a great number of aircraft
that is adding to our exports. The
President has said: Let’s double our ex-
ports, and still we hear this pejorative
of fat cat corporate jets. Also, oil and
gas subsidies, two major industries of
Kansas, even those are critical, suc-
cessful industries with all the hall-
marks we should want in an industry—
good, high-tech paying jobs.

Sure I am for tax reform, and sure 1
want to reach the specified numbers
that we could all agree on—if we could
all agree on a specified number. But
policy counts, and you don’t want to do
anything terribly counterproductive.
The call for a gigantic tax hike to pay
for more spending is misguided and will
harm our chances for tax reform. It
will do little to place our budget on
any sustainable path. Not only that,
this budget is a job killer.

The Tax Foundation analysis I just
read today indicates the legislation in
its current form will result in the loss
of 800,000 jobs over 10 years. It is a job
killer.

Why on Earth would we be consid-
ering a budget resolution that will re-
sult in the loss of 800,000 jobs? In Kan-
sas, that hit would be about 10,000 jobs.
That is low. I have no doubt this num-
ber understates that problem.

We all know the time is long past for
us to reform our overly complex, cost-
ly, anticompetitive tax system. That is
a given. We know that. I might add
that the Finance Committee, under the
chairmanship of MAX BAUCUS and the
ranking member’s leadership, ORRIN
HATCH—all of us on the Finance Com-
mittee have been meeting as Repub-
licans and Democrats together. We can
do this job. Give us 6 months to do it
right. Give us a flashing light at the
end of the room saying ‘Do No Harm,”’
and we can get this done.

The current system is a drain on in-
dividual and business resources. It is
one of the main causes of our sluggish
economic growth.

We need to put in place a Tax Code
for the 21st century, one that recog-
nizes the nature of the international
trade system in which we compete—
and there is competition—and one that
recognizes the changes to our domestic
business environment. We also need to
lower corporate rates so the United
States no longer has the highest rate
in the developed world.

It is critical that Congress encourage
economic growth and private sector job
creation by putting in place a tax sys-
tem that is simpler and fairer to all
taxpayers, a tax system that doesn’t
change every year or two, one that pro-
vides certainty. We need to provide
certainty by establishing a permanent
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Tax Code that will allow families to
plan for their future and give busi-
nesses the confidence to expand and
create jobs.

Adopting a fair and simple tax sys-
tem that lowers marginal rates, en-
courages economic growth, promotes
our competitiveness, and eases compli-
ance—read regulatory reform, read a
Katrina of regulations that now affects
virtually every business endeavor in
the country, read all that—that is the
most powerful step we can take to im-
prove our economy.

While I support considering a budget
through regular order—thank goodness
we are finally achieving that—we are
presented with a profoundly dis-
appointing document, a budget that in-
cludes a massive job-killing tax in-
crease, increases spending, raises the
deficit and debt, and all but Kkills pros-
pects for tax reform—just what the
doctor did not order.

After 4 years of deliberate inaction,
my colleagues and I had hoped for bet-
ter.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
from Kansas. He is an excellent mem-
ber of the Finance Committee and he is
experienced on these issues. I appre-
ciate his insight. I would like to ask
him a question.

He has noted this budget never ever
balances. It doesn’t come close to bal-
ancing. It has no intention of bal-
ancing. But we have been counting, I
say to Senator ROBERTS, and our
Democratic colleagues who have been
promoting this budget have, I said ear-
lier, about 14 times used the word ‘‘bal-
anced.” Actually, already tonight they
have used the word ‘‘balanced” 23
times in reference to a budget that
never balances and never intends to
balance.

I wonder if you thought that might
reflect a guilty conscience on the part
of those promoting this budget?

I am glad you will not be arrested for
that device on the floor.

But I think it is pretty sad that we
have such a use of that word.

Mr. ROBERTS. Let me say, if I
might, and I appreciate the question
and I have talked to the Parliamen-
tarian, when people inadvertently
leave their cell phones on, but the call
is from their wife, that is all right.

At any rate, balance? If I heard it
once, I heard it at least 10 or 15 times
since I have been here and the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama has
been here. Balance—it never balances
in regard to the goal of actually bal-
ance the budget. We are talking about
balance. But we are actually talking
about redistribution. We are talking
about balance, but what we are actu-
ally talking about is a certain kind of
class warfare. When we are talking
about balance, we are talking about
means testing. We are talking about
somebody in Washington on this floor
defining who is rich or who is not or
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who is just a little better off—maybe
$250,000, maybe $200,000. Guess what.
These taxes are going to hit the middle
class, and they do not think it is bal-
anced. I don’t think it is balanced, and
I think it is out of whack.

If you are going to get something in
balance, you ought to take a look to
see can we get the budget of the United
States headed toward balance and not
use ‘‘balance’ as a synonym for the
proposed goals of social reform or
whatever it is that you would like to
accomplish under the banner of tax re-
form.

We should use tax reform for taxes,
not for any political purpose or favor-
ing one particular segment of the in-
dustry over another or, for that mat-
ter, Medicaid, Medicare, Social Secu-
rity, food stamps, et cetera. Every-
thing has to be considered, but every-
thing has to be considered under the
auspices of when are we going to live
within our means? When are we going
to achieve spending reductions, quit
overtaxing people, try to spur job
growth? That budget resolution they
are talking about on that side of the
aisle—and I know they are very sin-
cere, apparently, in their belief—
doesn’t feed the bulldog. It doesn’t an-
swer the problem.

I got a little excited about that, but
I think I am due that in regard to all
the rhetoric we have heard from the
other side. I appreciate the Senator’s
question.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator.
I note again the President said to
George Stephanopoulos, live, on March
13, ‘“‘And, so—you know, my goal is not
to chase—a balanced budget just for
the sake of balance.”

I am also pleased the distinguished
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee, senior, actually, member of the
Budget Committee on the Republican
side, Senator CHUCK GRASSLEY, who
has been involved in these issues for
many years and been a leader for many
years, is with us.

I yield to Senator GRASSLEY of Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I say
to Senator SESSIONS, the distinguished
ranking member, I am going to try to
show him and other Members of the
Senate that the numbers that they
think they can raise revenue from, to
$1 trillion, are not going to work. We
can take different taxes and add them
up and up and it will come out to $1
trillion. But I am going to show him,
based upon votes that have been taken
on the other side of the aisle, that it is
not politically possible for them to do
it unless they are willing to vote dif-
ferently than they have ever voted be-
fore because they have to take on some
of the most popular tax credits that
are in the Tax Code. That is what I am
going to do in the few minutes the Sen-
ator has devoted to me.

MR. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
and ask him to take as much time as
he chooses. But I note, as ranking
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member on the Finance Committee and
having been on it and having dealt
with these issues for many years, the
Senator knows what the political situ-
ation is and he has the staff to help
him ascertain the correct numbers. I
think this will be an important bit of
information to share with us, and I
look forward to it.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, over
the 10 years that I was chairman or
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee, I worked with several Budget
Committee chairmen. They were Sen-
ator Domenici, Senator Nickles, Sen-
ator Gregg, Senator Conrad. We did not
always agree on every issue, but by and
large there was coordination between
the Budget Committee and the Finance
Committee. Basically, I had past chair-
men, Republican or Democratic, come
to me and say: Tell us what you can do
or not do within the Finance Com-
mittee so we do not give you an impos-
sible task when a budget resolution is
adopted by the Senate. It worked very
well because they respected the insti-
tutionalized knowledge within the staff
of the Senate Finance Committee, both
Republican and Democratic staffs, as
well as the more important institu-
tionalized information that comes
from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation.

As I said, we did not always agree on
every issue, but by and large there was
that coordination. Unfortunately, the
coordination receded somewhat, start-
ing somewhat in the year 2007. Since
2010, we fell into this 4-year pattern of
not even having a budget debate in the
Senate, even though the law requires
that the Senate adopt a budget every
year.

Finally, getting back to abiding by
the law—coordination provided the
means then between the budget and Fi-
nance Committee that allowed the Fi-
nance Committee to realistically ad-
dress the demands of the tax, trade,
health and welfare policies that were
intended by a budget resolution. This
usually happened in a bipartisan way,
but this year is different. This budget
resolution does not realistically ad-
dress the needs or the capabilities of
the Finance Committee. By capabili-
ties, I don’t mean it is not there to get
it done and people are willing to do it,
but the possibility of doing it is very
remote based upon the unrealistic as-
sumptions in this document.

Despite claims to the contrary, this
budget is not balanced unless one be-
lieves balance is more of the same fis-
cal behavior of the last 4 years of the
Senate Democratic leadership fiscal
policy. That policy has resulted in
higher taxes, higher spending, and yet
higher debt. Where there is fiscal pres-
sure, it is placed on the Finance Com-
mittee by this document now before
the Senate. The Finance Committee is
called upon to do all the heavy lifting.

The principal lift is in the heavy tax
increases. The Finance Committee has
reconciled under this document with
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an almost $1 trillion tax increase. Re-
serve funds, in addition to that $1 tril-
lion, reserve funds anticipate another
$500 billion in tax hikes to pay for even
more spending.

The task put on the Finance Com-
mittee is described as curtailing or
eliminating what is called ‘‘spending
through the Tax Code,” and ‘loop-
holes.” But if we look at the document,
and particularly if we look at recent
history, we will find a different story
that says what they assume is not very
realistic.

We will find tax increases. I wish to
explain that. But first I will account
for revenue raisers the majority party
has specified and supported with votes
in this Congress and the last one. What
those votes show, unless there is a big
change of heart on the other side of the
aisle, is there is not going to be that
revenue ever raised. So that makes the
document on the other side, if it is not
possible, blue smoke and great hope
and good luck.

What this is going to tell us is that
the unspecified and undefined tax in-
creases the budget resolution is seek-
ing, once we have the undefined tax in-
creases—I am going to then define
that. I will define it by taking the uni-
verse of tax base broadeners and work-
ing through the list to explain to all
the unreality. I will be able to show
one of two conclusions. The first con-
clusion I can show, the math doesn’t
work and there are not sufficient rev-
enue raisers to fill the revenue goal of
my friends on the other side of the
aisle or, No. 2, the budget resolution
would need to go much further down
the income scale and do what we just
heard Senator ROBERTS say, start tax-
ing middle-income taxpayers. But it is
going to be hard to get them to admit
that on the other side because all we
have to do is tax the wealthy 1 percent
and we can solve all our problems.

But we cannot only tax that 1 per-
cent. We could confiscate—not tax but
confiscate the income over $200,000 and
we are going to run the Government
for just a very few months. But people
tend to believe that. It is very difficult
to preach the other side, how unreal-
istic it is, but that is a fact.

All of us should take a careful look
at the claims of the Democratic leader-
ship and see how the claims stack up to
the cold, hard numbers that I will give
you and the analysis by the tax-writing
committee staff. So let’s turn to those
numbers. Over the 10-year budget win-
dow going out to the year 2023, the
budget resolution demands revenue and
related outlay savings of $975 billion.
There are two reserve funds, as I al-
ready said, that total up to about $580
billion in tax increases if that is taxed.
And around here, with the ability—the
willingness—to spend what they want
to spend, they wouldn’t mind tapping
it, but I think that is unrealistic as
well.

I am going to show my colleagues
this chart. The first chart is a water
well. Here is the top of the well, and we
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can see it is a long well to the bottom,
and there is a little bit of water in the
bottom. But most of the well from this
point to the top is dry right now, and
that is what they have to fill by their
budget resolution.

At the top of the well we will see this
number, $1.503 trillion, plus money to
raise money for the reserve fund. That
is what it takes to go from here to here
to fill it.

If we want to put this another way,
this budget puts the burden on the Fi-
nance Committee to come up with $1.5
trillion in offsets over the next 10
years. This budget assumes the well of
revenue raisers is full to the brim, but
they are starting out at this point.

My colleagues know I am a farmer. I
should say my son is a farmer; I am
kind of like a hired man now. I think
that gives me something to Kknow
about wells and the predictability of
well water. We on the farm always
hope we will get rain, and particularly
now, as it is dry in the middle west. So
now we get a decent level of water so
we can fill up the well to the top so we
have plenty of reserve.

As a former chairman and ranking
member of the Finance Committee, I
think I can tell my colleagues some-
thing about revenue raisers. In the po-
sitions I held on the Finance Com-
mittee, I led efforts to identify and
enact sensible revenue raisers aimed at
closing the tax gap and shutting down
tax shelters. And as a senior tax-writ-
ing committee member, I continued to
look for ways to shut off the unin-
tended tax benefits.

Given this experience, I know what is
realistic when it comes to revenue rais-
ers. From 2001 through 2006, Congress
enacted over 100 offsets with a com-
bined total of not necessarily a lot of
money but still a lot of money com-
pared to this stuff we are talking about
here, but it still scored for $1.7 billion
over 1 year; over 5 years, $561.5 billion;
and over 10 years, $157.9 billion. That is
from about 100 offsets.

What other revenue raisers have been
identified and scored? The President’s
last budget, the one we got in February
of 2012—and they are supposed to be
out every February and we are not
going to get it until April 8 now; why
I don’t know—but the President’s
budget in 2012 contained a package of a
lot of revenue that the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation said would raise
$1.4 trillion over 10 years.

The majority party has largely left
these revenue-raising proposals un-
touched over the last 4 years. So if we
have a Democratic President of the
United States suggesting $1.4 trillion of
revenue in his budget, as the sugges-
tion from the White House, and the
other side here in the Senate wants to
raise a tremendous amount of revenue
and they haven’t touched it in the last
4 years, what makes us think they are
going to touch it now? Is it realistic to
think all of these taxes will be raised if
even the Democratic President asks for
it and his friends on the other side of
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the aisle—our friends as well—ignored
it?

The majority party has, however,
identified and specified and voted for
tax hikes that amount to $108.3 billion.
That is $108.3 billion of identified and
scored revenue raisers. That is only
about 7.8 percent of the amount that is
needed to make this budget work. So
we see how unrealistic this budget res-
olution is.

Based on these facts, what is the
likelihood the Finance Committee will
be able to come up with revenue raisers
of this magnitude? In my view, from
my 10 years as chairman and ranking
member, that chance is not very high.
If that is the case, then what will hap-
pen? The revenue side of the budget
will be ignored, but the spending side
will be followed. The net effect will be
a massive tax increase, a bigger deficit,
or both.

Now back to the chart. So the rev-
enue-raising well is about 7.8 percent
full. We have heard a lot about tax ex-
penditures. As I have said before, the
people have been told there are tril-
lions of dollars of spending through the
Tax Code. I am going to look at the in-
dividual income tax expenditures be-
cause the administration and the
Democratic leadership have said they
want to leave the corporate tax ex-
penditures for lowering rates.

Here is a little irony. The Congres-
sional Budget Act defines refundable
tax credits as spending. It makes all
the sense in the world because the tax
benefits go to individuals who don’t
pay income tax. These credits are actu-
ally paid out in the form of a check in
excess of any income tax liability of
that individual. However, we won’t
hear the majority advocate reducing,
let alone eliminating, any of those re-
fundable tax credits. In fact, the major-
ity’s budget would increase them fur-
ther. They represent even more signifi-
cant tax expenditures.

I have another chart here based on
the nonpartisan Joint Committee on
Taxation data. Here are 10 tax expendi-
tures. The chart shows the top 10 indi-
vidual income tax expenditures from
this year, 2013, through the year 2017.
These top 10 expenditures represent 70
percent of the total individual tax ex-
penditures.

No. 7 is the earned income tax credit.
That is a refundable tax credit de-
signed for low-income taxpayers.

No. 8 on the list—I won’t bother to
point to it—is the premium tax credit
enacted by ObamaCare. By 2017, this
credit will actually make its way into
the top five. Like the earned income
tax credit, the premium credit is fully
refundable.

No. 9 on the chart is the child tax
credit which is partially refundable.

For each of these credits, more than
half of the value of the benefit is paid
out in the form of a government check
exceeding tax liabilities. That is direct
spending through the Tax Code. Yet
these credits are considered off limits
by the majority.
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So let’s take a look at the tax ex-
penditure No. 1. That is the tax-free
treatment of employer-provided health
care. Americans can look forward to $1
trillion of health care-related taxes
coming due over the next 10 years. All
of this tax increase is thanks to 21 tax
increases contained in ObamaCare. My
guess is the majority doesn’t want to
take on that group.

So No. 2 is tax-deferred retirement
savings plans. It is defined benefit
plans and section 401(k)-type plans. To
be sure, some higher income taxpayers
benefit. Defined benefit plans tend to
dominate in the unionized world. Sec-
tion 401(k)-type plans are more com-
mon now. Some high-income taxpayers
do, in fact, benefit because they are
owners of a business and we want them
to set up and maintain the plans.
About 4 percent of this tax expenditure
goes to taxpayers at $1 million or more
of income.

No. 3 on the list is the preferential
rate for capital gains and dividends. It
is true that higher income taxpayers
tend to have more capital gains. But a
few months ago the rate rose 59 percent
with the ObamaCare and fiscal cliff
deal tax hikes kicking in. Do we want
to choke off more savings and invest-
ment?

No. 4 is the deduction for State and
local income and real property taxes.
The New York Times editorial page is
usually very in tune with the majority.
An editorial on December 6, 2012, has a
title that says it all: “Keep The State
Tax Deduction.” My guess is that with
the heavy hit on heavily taxed blue
State taxpayers, the majority will not
want to visit that deduction.

No. 5 concerns the American dream
of home ownership. It is the home
mortgage interest deduction. It dis-
proportionately goes to the middle-in-
come taxpayer. Do we really want to
tank the tepid housing recovery now
underway?

So look at No. 6. It is the tax benefit
from the Medicare benefits the Federal
Government pays. We have heard a lot
about the Medicare reforms contained
in the Ryan budget from the majority.
Does the majority want to cut the
value of Medicare benefits by taxing
them?

I have already discussed Nos. 7, 8, and
9 on the chart which are all refundable
credits. They are the earned income
tax credit, the premium tax credit, and
the child tax credit. Significantly, the
premium tax credit makes the list
while only being in effect 4 out of the
5 years we have examined.

So how about the last one then, No.
10? It refers to the step-up in basis that
occurs on death time transfers. Higher
end taxpayers tend to pay the estate
tax when they die. This policy ensures
they don’t pay a double tax on the
transfer. Does the majority really want
to reopen the estate tax debate that we
all thought just ended on January 1?

If we were to expand on this list and
look at the top 20 expenditures instead
of just the top 10, we would account for
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90 percent of the individual tax expend-
itures. They include such things as
charitable deductions, tax incentives
for college, and the exclusion of capital
gains from the sale of a home. Does the
majority want to raise taxes on the
backs of college students or cause
heartburn for middle-income home-
owners when they sell their home?

Well, let’s take a step back for a
minute. Where does the budget take
us? The terms of the budget documents
tell us the majority Members say they
want to eliminate or curtail spending
through the Tax Code—$1 trillion plus
another $500 billion if they decide how
to spend it. Yet they themselves would
vehemently oppose eliminating or re-
ducing tax expenditures that are de-
fined by our budget laws as spending.

I challenge the budget authors to tell
me which tax benefits they want to
curtail. Do they want to cut back the
tax treatment of employer-provided
health insurance? Do they want to cut
back defined benefit plans or 401(k)
plans? Do they want to increase capital
gains and dividend rates even further
than the 59 percent? Do they want to
cut back on the State and local tax de-
duction? Do they want to cut back on
the mortgage interest deduction? Do
they want to tax Medicare benefits? Do
they want to raise the tax level on
death time transfers?

Well, I conclude: This budget rep-
resents a dramatic step backward for
the American taxpayer. For the first
time in 4 years, thank God, we are de-
bating a budget. Yet it repeats the
same fiscal pattern of the first term of
this Presidency. It spends too much, it
taxes too much, and it results in too
much new debt.

As former chairman and ranking
member—and I suppose this is the
fourth or fifth time I have said this, so
people get tired of me saying it—but in
that former position, I am sorry to say
the experience I have had is that this
budget doesn’t even attempt to match
the demands of the Finance Committee
with the numbers in this budget.

I hope deficit hawks on both sides of
the aisle pay close attention. The only
thing certain here is that new spending
will occur.

The deficit impact of not realisti-
cally dealing with the tax, trade, and
health policy spending priorities of the
Finance Committee disguises the def-
icit built into this budget.

I have many other concerns about
the budget proposed by the majority.
Simply, today, I wanted to let the Sen-
ate know how the numbers on the rev-
enue side do not work from the stand-
point of the usual stands that people
take on closing loopholes and not clos-
ing loopholes and based upon what is
politically feasible out of the Finance
Committee.

As we take up amendments, I am
hopeful we can make the budget mesh
with the Finance Committee’s policy
demands.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Finance Committee. That
was a very fine presentation. I believe
he is absolutely accurate. It is easy to
say we are going to close loopholes and
we are going to raise a trillion dollars-
plus from closing loopholes. But the
Senator just showed, based on the
votes of our Democratic colleagues,
and others too that it is much harder
to harvest money from legitimate tax
deductions and credits than a lot of
people think.

Would that be fair to say?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Absolutely. And
based upon the experience we have had
of actually voting on those issues in
the past—or the fact that I stated how
the President put certain things in his
budget of February 2012, and none of
those ideas have ever been brought up
by the majority party in the period of
time they have been before them. So if
their own President—when I say their
own President, the President of their
party—our President proposes that
they raise revenue from those places,
and they do not do it, it signals to me
it is a pretty difficult job to do, and it
is not going to be any easier this year
than in past years.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator
GRASSLEY so much for his insight on
that.

We also have Senator ENZI here, who
is a member of the Finance Committee,
and is a senior member of the Budget
Committee also. He understands these
issues deeply.

I yield to Senator ENZI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise today
to share with the American public ex-
actly what they are getting with the
majority’s budget for the coming year.
I will be blunt. It is not good news. In
fact, after 4 years of not bringing up a
budget for consideration by the Senate,
what the majority has offered is a se-
vere disappointment. We have to grow
the economy, not the government. But,
unfortunately, the majority’s budget
focuses on growing the government—
more taxing, more spending, more gov-
ernment.

During our last break, I had an op-
portunity to travel around Wyoming. I
did about 2,000 miles, and I did a bunch
of listening sessions. That is where I
just take notes while people tell me
what is on their mind. They are not
going to be pleased with this budget. In
fact, they think the best way to grow
jobs is to cut government. And they
were very adamant on making sure the
sequester happened, which would be
the first real cut in government we
have had in forever. They recognize
that what we usually call a cut is when
an agency asks for a billion dollars,
and they only get a half a billion dol-
lars in new money. They call that a
half billion dollar cut. It is not a cut,
it is an increase of half a billion dol-
lars. But around here that would be a
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cut. So we do not really do cuts. Some-
times we slow the growth of govern-
ment, but we do not do cuts.

They actually want to see some ac-
tion to cut, to balance the budget, and
eventually to pay down the debt. They
recognize that if interest rates go up,
$16 trillion is going to be tough to pay
the interest on, let alone pay back any
principal, let alone do any other func-
tion of government.

So this is a budget that looks out
over the next 10 years. It provides for
significant tax increases, upwards of
$1.5 trillion. But it also provides for
significant spending increases. It is not
as though we are increasing the rev-
enue so that we could decrease the def-
icit and eventually decrease the debt.
It is so we can add to spending—$162
billion next year alone. It provides for
spending increases of 62 percent from
today’s budget levels.

Any savings are being claimed after
the first year—after the first year. We
never get to the second year, so the
savings never make it—never pan out.
It reminds me of a sign I saw on a res-
taurant. It said: Free drinks tomorrow.
Of course, if you came in tomorrow,
they said: No, no. Read the sign. It
says: Free drinks tomorrow. That is
the way we budget around here. We are
always promising these things, but the
real things do not happen.

Our problem is not that we tax too
little but that we spend too much. A
budget should serve as the blueprint to
get the revenues and the spending
aligned. Individuals have budgets. That
is what they do. They see how much
revenue they have coming in, and they
see how much they can spend. They do
not see how much they can spend and
then see what the revenue is going to
be. You cannot live in that kind of a
world, but we do here.

Unfortunately, the majority’s budget
fails miserably in that respect. In fact,
it does not balance the budget in any
year over the next 10 years. The budget
that was offered by the House Repub-
licans, on the other hand, balances the
budget in 2023. And, of course, the
other side of the aisle talks about what
a terrible budget that is. But they got
it to balance. They have even intro-
duced and passed budgets in the House
for the last several years, and that
takes a lot of courage when you know
all that is going to happen over in this
body is for it to get shot down by the
majority. But those budgets have got-
ten some votes in favor of them.

The President has presented some
budgets. The last 2 years, he has not
gotten a single vote for his budget. I
mean, he was not able to talk a single
Democrat into voting for his budget—
not one—let alone a Republican.

So the budget that was offered by the
House Republicans balances in 2023. I
have introduced a bill. It is called the
Penny Plan. That cuts spending by 1
percent from every dollar for each of
the next 3 years. If we could do that—
true cuts—1 percent for each of the
next 3 years, the budget would balance
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in 2016. I really think that is where we
need to be—not 2023—2016. And, hope-
fully, we would not stop the cuts of 1
cent for every dollar. Families across
America are having to cut more than
that.

When I present this in Wyoming and
other places, they say: Well, my wife
just got laid off. We had to do a 20-per-
cent cut, so why can’t the Federal Gov-
ernment do a 1-penny-out-of-every-dol-
lar cut? That would balance it by 2016.
If we kept it going a little more, we
would actually be paying down the
debt—not just reducing the deficit but
paying down the debt.

Our Nation owes $16 trillion, and no
one is talking about reducing it. We
have to get to balance—the sooner the
better—and start paying down the
debt. And do not get confused by the
language the majority will use. They
will say that their budget takes a ‘‘bal-
anced approach.” But it does not bal-
ance. There is a big difference. ‘‘Bal-
anced approach” to them means ‘‘fair”
tax increases. I am not sure what that
means, but that is what they mean by
“‘balance.” And it is tax and spend, it is
increasing deficits, and increasing debt
as far as the eye can see. This is not
the plan America needs to get its fiscal
house in order. Next year alone, the
majority wants to increase spending by
nearly $162 billion, and the deficit next
yvear is anticipated to be $152 billion
above current projections. Over the
next 10 years, deficits are expected to
total $5.2 trillion. If we adopt the ma-
jority’s budget, that is $5.2 trillion in
addition to the $16 trillion we already
owe. That is not balancing the budget.
That is not a balanced approach.

None of this spending is associated
with any kind of reforms to the drivers
of our out-of-control deficits and debt
that will bankrupt—bankrupt—Social
Security and Medicare. The majority’s
budget provides no path to save Social
Security and Medicare. They are hop-
ing the Republicans will do that and
take all the flak that is involved for it.
Well, if we do it soon enough, there is
not as much flak as if we do it later.

It has been a shame that we have
been years without a budget, and when
the majority finally gets around to
doing it they do not even address the
biggest driver.

Earlier this evening, the majority
leader commented that we can learn
from the bipartisanship shown by Sen-
ators MIKULSKI and SHELBY on their
work on the bill that will fund the gov-
ernment for the rest of the year. I
think it was a massive opportunity and
expenditure of effort that they did. But
what I want to point out is that they
had the opportunity to work things out
together—together. That is bipartisan.
That means sitting down together and
figuring out what both sides think are
the priorities, and seeing if there is not
some way to put those into a single
budget. I know it has not been done in
years, but it is something I imagine
America dreams about. I wish the ma-
jority would have provided that same
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opportunity in the Budget Committee.
Maybe then the majority would have
brought a bipartisan budget to the Sen-
ate floor. This does not have to be a
shooting match. It can be a realization
of a way to match spending with the
revenues we have.

I was disheartened last week when I
finally received the majority’s budget
to see that it simply continues the
mantra of ‘‘tax and spend.” We cannot
tax the American people every time
Congress screws up, every time we
overspend. And there are a lot of ways
we do overspend.

One of the favorite things around
here is to propose a grand new idea,
and since that grand new idea would
have a huge pricetag on it, we reduce it
by saying: We will just make it a dem-
onstration project. We will just do it in
five States to start with, with a very
minimal budget, and that will prove
the value of this project. And prac-
tically every one shows they are a val-
uable project.

Well, at that point the local govern-
ments or the States are supposed to
take them over and sell it to the rest of
the country so that everybody winds up
with this tremendous project. That is
not what happens. They come back the
next year and they say: This worked
phenomenally, so we need to expand it
to all 50 States because everybody de-
serves a great program such as this.

Well, we increased it from 5 to 50, so
we increased it tenfold, at least. And
chances are pretty good that some of
those projects are done in small States.
So when you put them into big States,
they are an even bigger blowup of the
budget. That is the way we bust the
budget around here—just one of many
ways.

Rather than looking for waste and
abuse and duplication in government
spending—and we know there is some—
the majority simply decided to ask the
hard-working American public to send
in more of their hard-earned dollars to
Washington to pay for more spending.
These tax increases the majority calls
for will hit the middle class. They say
it will not hit the middle class. But we
did some of the rich, and I noticed, in
the alternative minimum tax—that is a
great phrase. That sounds like every-
body ought to be paying tax, and that
is kind of an American principle, but it
is not something that happens around
here. Over 50 percent of the people do
not pay any tax now. But we had this
alternative minimum tax so that the
rich would pay more. Well, inflation
changed it so that 34 million Ameri-
cans are being hit by that in the mid-
dle class. Consequently, we changed it.
That is what we do when we try and
mess around with classes of people.

To my constituents back home in
Wyoming and fellow citizens across the
country, let me be clear: It is your
money, not the government’s money.
That is what they were telling me as I
traveled around Wyoming for 2,000
miles and did my listening sessions.
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They say it is our money. As legisla-
tors, we have to do a better job of tak-
ing care of the funds they provide us
and ensuring that it is spent wisely.

The majority thinks it knows best
how to spend the money the American
people work hard to make. The budget
they have offered seeks more than $1
trillion—let me repeat that: more than
$1 trillion—in new taxes over the next
10 years. And debt will still grow by $7
trillion. That would be $23 trillion.
That is a lot to pay interest on. Take
and figure that out, if you can, with all
those zeros that are out there, how
much money that amounts to—at some
moderate rate, say, b percent, because
that is what it is anticipated to grow
to in that same amount of time. And I
think it could go well higher than that.
Because if the rest of the world that is
loaning us 40 percent of our money de-
cides we are not the best place to put
that money, the interest rates will
have to go up dramatically in order to
encourage the kind of money to keep
borrowing $23 trillion—or $16 trillion;
that is, if we can balance the budget
quickly. In fact, the majority wants to
set up a fast-track legislative process
to get $975 billion from you as quickly
as possible.

Now, we had the discussion earlier
about taxes. We thought we had
worked the tax problem for everybody
and preserved people’s taxes for 99 per-
cent of the people. We thought there
were going to be some spending cuts
coming. Somebody sent me this little
chart that I have to share.

This says ‘“‘Republican” on it: OK. I
will raise taxes if you promise to cut
spending.

Well, Lucy says: It is a deal.

But we have been watching this car-
toon for years and years. We know
what happens. When we go to pick up
the spending cuts, the football sud-
denly gets lifted out of the way and we
end up on our back, the American pub-
lic winds up on its back. Those are not
the kinds of spending cuts we are look-
ing for. We are looking for some real
spending cuts, not just a decrease in
the growth but some real spending
cuts. There is a way to do those.

Wyoming has been faced with prob-
ably an 8-percent reduction in its in-
come. How did they handle it? The
Governor saw that coming, got a hold
of every department and program and
said: I need a plan from you for how
you would cut 2 percent, how you
would cut 4 percent, how you would cut
6 percent, and how you would cut 8 per-
cent. When he got the four plans from
every department, he took a look at
them to see if they were cutting the
worst first—you know, reducing the
pain as much as possible. It worked
that way. There was hardly a whimper
and hardly anything noticeable to the
customer; that is, the people who live
in Wyoming. That is good manage-
ment, not an e-mail that goes out that
says: Make the cut as painful as pos-
sible. That is the sequester we are
going through now. That should never
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happen in any kind of a managed busi-
ness or a managed government. I guess
that would be saying it is not a man-
aged government.

When we took up the budget in com-
mittee last week, I offered an amend-
ment to strike the language that pro-
vided for the fast-track tax increase
process. My amendment was meant to
ensure that the tax reform would be
conducted in a bipartisan manner, to
generate a more efficient, fairer, and
simpler Tax Code and spur economic
growth rather than raise revenues
through legislation that can be passed
with a simple majority here in the Sen-
ate.

A simple-majority vote would ensure
that the minority party’s views would
receive little, if any, consideration. We
would have no input. Debate time and
the number of amendments that could
be offered to improve the legislation
would also be limited. We need to have
an open process where all Members can
have their voices heard. We simply
need to stop dealmaking and start leg-
islating.

We have had the system around here
for a while where we work from con-
trived crises that have very specific
dates at which the sky falls and the
United States is demolished. Of course,
that does generate a lot of publicity
and all the media and everything lead-
ing up to that crunch. A group goes off
and makes a deal. We find out about
that deal in the last hour. Our choice
at that point is take it or leave it.
Well, if the sky is going to fall and
America is going to be destroyed, what
is the choice?

That is not the way to do it. We have
to quit dealmaking and start legis-
lating. The way you legislate is to have
the chairman and the ranking member
and other interested people on the
committee who have a very specific in-
terest in an issue sit down together and
see if they cannot work out a basic
package. It only has to be a basic pack-
age. It does not have to be a com-
prehensive package. This basic package
would then go to committee. That is
where the people can turn in amend-
ments and improve it from their view-
point.

The reason we have so many peobple
in the Senate and in the House is so
that we can see as many unintended
consequences as possible. But if it does
not go through committee, we have
turned those people off. We have said:
Your views do not count; your amend-
ments do not count. Consequently, we
do not end up with a good piece of leg-
islation coming out of committee. If
you get it out of committee in good
shape, you can get it to the floor in
good shape. If you get it to the floor in
good shape, you can take additional
amendments and improve it maybe
more. That has been my experience
with this. Yes, there have to be some
tough votes with that. That is what we
do. That is what we get paid for—legis-
lating, voting.

We have spent the last week working
on a continuing resolution. We got to
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vote three times. There were only re-
quests for 11 more votes. We did not get
to vote on those until tonight. So they
had it arranged in a very fast process.
Some of the people did not actually get
their say.

We have to stop dealmaking and
start legislating, particularly on big
and important issues such as tax re-
form. We have to get back to a regular
process so all Members can give input
and improve the legislation.

Senator Gregg and Senator WYDEN
worked on income taxes for a long
time. Then Senator COATS and Senator
WYDEN worked on income taxes for a
long time. Now I am working with Sen-
ator WYDEN and Senator COATS on in-
come taxes. I think we can come up
with something that will work. We can
do both the individual and the cor-
porate tax rates at the same time be-
cause they are very interrelated. We
would not have that big of a tax code if
it were not for all of the interrelation-
ships. It is time that we made it sim-
pler and fairer. It can be done, but it is
not going to be done on a partisan
basis in a very short period of time and
get it right. So we have to get back to
that regular process so all Members
can give input and improve the legisla-
tion.

Unfortunately, my amendment was
defeated. Every Member of the major-
ity voted against it. But I will try here
again on the Senate floor. Senator
GRASSLEY, who was a former chairman
of the Finance Committee, and I have
come together. We will offer an amend-
ment to get rid of the fast-track proc-
ess and provide for progrowth, revenue-
neutral tax reform for corporate, busi-
ness, and individual taxes.

I have a few other amendments I plan
on filing as well to improve this budg-
et. One would provide for a phase-in or
transition for any changes to the Tax
Code so that people and businesses can
plan accordingly and we do not inad-
vertently put companies out of busi-
ness or add people to the unemploy-
ment rolls.

Another amendment would require
that each Federal agency identify and
prioritize its programs, its projects, its
activities so that they can cut the
worst first, as I mentioned in the Wyo-
ming example. That way we get what is
the least harmful and least painful.
There would be spending reductions.
We might even get into duplication be-
tween agencies.

Senator COBURN and I did a little
study of the health, education, labor,
and pension programs. We found there
was $9 billion—$9 billion of duplication.
You cannot get rid of all of that, but
you ought to be able to get rid of half
of it. Well, Senator COBURN got so en-
thused by it that he went and took a
look at the rest of government. He
found $900 billion a year in duplication.
Now, how is that possible? Well, my ju-
risdiction was rather limited, but what
I have jurisdiction over is duplicated in
almost every way. Almost every de-
partment, agency, and program has
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something to do with financial 1lit-
eracy. Based on our budget process, I
would say that is probably failing.
Maybe we ought to get rid of all dupli-
cation.

I will also file an amendment that
would provide for protecting and re-
storing monies in dedicated funds, such
as the trust funds, so we will not steal
money from other areas to make up for
shortfalls, as the majority did with the
abandoned mine land money for 10
years that was owed to Wyoming but
instead was used to pay for a 2-year
highway bill.

Finally, I will file an amendment re-
flecting the goals of the Marketplace
Fairness Act so that we put all busi-
nesses, whether brick-and-mortar, on-
line, or catalog, on a level playing field
with respect to the collection of sales
and use taxes.

The majority’s budget would severely
harm my home State of Wyoming. The
more than $1 trillion in tax increases
would mean losses in personal income,
household disposable income, and job
opportunities. Over the next 10 years,
the tax increases would cut personal
income in Wyoming over $4 billion.
You have to remember, we are a small
State. We finally got past the half-mil-
lion mark in people. So $4 billion is a
lot. It would cut household disposable
income on an average of $26,000 per
household. There would be an average
of nearly 1,900 job losses. You have to
remember, we only have half a million
people. These tax increases clearly are
not the recipe for fixing our ailing
economy and certainly not the answer
for the hard-working folks back home
in Wyoming.

When you start with one party doing
the drafting—and those who wrote the
budget hold the majority on the Budg-
et Committee—you can expect the bill
to be one-sided. If you keep on doing
what you have been doing, you can ex-
pect to get the same result. Unfortu-
nately, I believe that is what we will
see this week as we debate the budget
on the Senate floor.

The majority kept us in the dark on
the last budget until last Wednesday
evening. We had to present our opening
statements in the Budget Committee
before we even saw the budget the ma-
jority would offer.

Now, I do have to say in the defense
of the majority that is the way it has
been for several years, both when the
Republicans were in charge and when
Democrats were in charge. That does
not mean it is right. If you want a good
budget, you have to share the informa-
tion, and share it before people have to
comment if you really want good com-
ments.

Then we had to turn around and start
voting on the amendments the next
morning in the Budget Committee. We
were not part of that process. It was on
a partisan line.

I was particularly disheartened by
one amendment that failed on a party-
line vote that was offered by Senator
PORTMAN from Ohio. His amendment
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was simply asking the Congressional
Budget Office to provide additional in-
formation with the cost estimates it
provides on legislation affecting reve-
nues. That is right—he was just asking
for additional information. Every
Member of the majority voted against
it. How could a request for additional
information be so partisan? We can and
must do better for our constituents and
our country.

Several weeks from now, we may see
the President’s budget proposal. Of
course, he will be late to the game
since the House and Senate will have
already acted on the budget. That
would be the first time in over 90 years
that would be the case. By the way, his
budget was due nearly 2 months ago. I
anticipate it will include many of the
same things we have here in the Senate
majority’s budget—more taxes, more
spending, more government.

As we are learning all too well with
the majority’s drive to repeal the re-
cent spending cuts called sequestra-
tion, taxes generally go on forever, but
spending cuts seldom make it through
the year. We were promised spending
cuts, but the football is about to be
jerked out. We have to grow the econ-
omy, not the government. Unfortu-
nately, the majority’s budget has it
backward: It grows the government at
the expense of the economy.

I look forward to the debate on this
budget and filing amendments to im-
prove it both for my constituents in
Wyoming and my fellow citizens across
the country. I know the debate around
here has delayed the beginning of the
budget process so that we are going to
be under a crunch. Perhaps it will go
into the weekend and give us an oppor-
tunity to do all of the amendments
rather than just trying to fatigue us on
Friday.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator
ENZI. Senator ENZI is an accountant, a
businessman. I do not believe any
Member of this body has traveled his
State more on the ground than he in
the last number of years. As a matter
of fact, I will say with certainty that is
so. He travels constantly, talks to peo-
ple all over the State.

I just have one question of the Sen-
ator. When you talk to people in Wyo-
ming, real people in gas stations——

Mrs. MURRAY. Would the Senator
yield for a second on a unanimous con-
sent?

Mr. SESSIONS. I would be pleased to
yield.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—H.R. 933

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the title amendment for H.R.
933 which is at the desk be agreed to.

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

The amendment (No. 176) was agreed
to, as follows:

Amend the title to read: ‘“An Act making
consolidated appropriations and further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2013, and for other pur-
poses.”
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Mr. SESSIONS. So I guess the Presi-
dent here has said: Well, so you know
my goal is not to chase a balanced
budget just for the sake of balance. But
when our colleagues talk about a bal-
anced approach and they have a budget
that does not actually balance—I guess
what I am saying is that the Senator
talks to his constituents more than
any Senator here, I am sure. Does the
Senator think they really believe we
should have a balanced budget, revenue
equaling outgo? I ask an accountant
that question.

Mr. ENZI. The Wyoming people abso-
lutely think there should be a balanced
budget. They do not think it ought to
take 10 years to get there. They know
how they have to operate. These are
just hard-working, ordinary people
with big hearts and an interest in jobs
and their families. They are not seeing
jobs happening. They are not seeing
the economy improving. They are see-
ing taxes rising and people just talking
about raising taxes. That is not where
they expect us to go. All of them can
suggest someplace within their realm
of work that there ought to be a
change.

Most of them say the best way to im-
prove the economy, the best way to do
jobs is just to get the government out
of our way. These are people sitting on
a tractor, even working in government
during the day, thinking of ways their
job could be reinvented to maybe be a
little bit better. That is how govern-
ments can improve. They come up with
some commonsense suggestions. I haul
it back here, but commonsense doesn’t
go very far around here. I will keep
hauling it, continue talking to people
and continue to see what their expecta-
tions are, and hopefully we can meet
those expectations. It doesn’t take an
accountant to know we are over-
spending.

Mr. SESSIONS. The Senator men-
tioned—which it does seem to me we
are doing here by this budget—if it
were to pass, we don’t have any plans
to change what we are doing. The prob-
lem is that you haven’t sent us enough
money. As the Senator indicated, send
us more money, and we will all be
happy in Washington. That is not what
my constituents are telling me they
think we should do. What are yours
saying?

Mr. ENZI. They are saying there
should be quite a changeover back here
until we have people who understand
that you are not supposed to spend
more than you take in. The answer is
not charging them more in taxes every
time we can’t meet that expectation.
They already think there are enough
programs out here. Sometimes I have
to agree with them.

When I started as the chairman of
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions—HELP—Committee, within my
jurisdiction was preschool programs.
There were 119 preschool programs. We
spent more on preschool than we did on
K-12. Senator Kennedy and I were able
to get those down to 69 programs. Peo-
ple wonder why we can’t get it below 69
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programs. Most of them aren’t handled
by the departments we work with.
They are handled by Agriculture, Com-
merce, and other agencies. We don’t
get to dabble in those. There are ways
we can eliminate duplication and save
a little money, but we are not looking
for that.

Mr. SESSIONS. Here is the GAO re-
port I think the Senator referred to,
the 2012 annual report: ‘“‘Opportunities
to Reduce Duplication, Overlap and
Fragmentation, Achieve Savings, and
Enhance Revenue.” I think my con-
stituents would say this is exactly
what you should do. Do yours?

Mr. ENZI. Absolutely. It looks like a
tremendous manual. We have a thing
called the Government Performance
and Results Act, which is where every
agency is supposed to list what they do
and how we will know they completed
it. At the end of the year, they are sup-
posed to evaluate themselves to see if
they did what they said they were
going to do. Most of them don’t report,
and those that usually do fail, and that
is a lot of what is in that report. The
agency is saying: No, we didn’t do what
we are supposed to do.

Mr. SESSIONS. It is. It lists here on
page 51 specific examples. The Senator
mentioned duplication. This one is em-
ployment of people with disabilities—a
very good goal. This is something we
would like to see if we can facilitate
and help them work. It states: ‘“‘Better
coordination among 50 programs in
nine Federal agencies that support em-
ployment of people with disabilities.”
There are 50 programs in 9 agencies.
Does the Senator believe we could get
more help for the disabled if those pro-
grams were consolidated and brought
together in a single or a few programs?

Mr. ENZI. One of the things that hap-
pen with the programs is they usually
get named after some Senator and he is
very protective of his particular pro-
gram. This is one of the things that
make it very difficult to eliminate pro-
grams. Yes, if the duplication is elimi-
nated, you may put the emphasis on
the programs that are really working
and that should succeed. That should
make a bigger difference to everybody.

Mr. SESSIONS. That is common
sense. I thank the Senator so much for
his contributions. I do believe the
American people have a right to say to
us: You fix the duplication. You fix
some of this waste. You quit throwing
money at Solyndras and hot tubs in
Las Vegas before you ask us for any
more money.

We haven’t done it.

I know fundamentally it is fair to say
the Chief Executive of the United
States is the person responsible for
managing this bureaucracy. We are
sort of like an active board of directors
that monitors this.

Would the Senator not expect that a
really committed President, Chief Ex-
ecutive of the United States, should be
sending to us proposals on a regular
basis that are based on reports of his
Cabinet and sub-Cabinet people to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse?
Wouldn’t that help us if we had more
support from the President’s side?

Mr. ENZI. That is probably the only
way it can be done, is to have the
President suggest this is leadership,
this is management, this is what the
White House is supposed to be in
charge of and could do.

I also know that even if the Presi-
dent talks about eliminating a pro-
gram, there will be the 10 good exam-
ples from across the United States that
actually work that will come in and
flood us with comments about how
that program cannot be eliminated.
This is why I have the penny plan—one
cent of every dollar across the board.
Then you don’t run into that problem.
As I said, that would balance in 3
years, not 10 years.

Mr. SESSIONS. If we reduce by 1 per-
cent, one penny out of every dollar of
spending for 3 years, the budget would
balance in 3 years, 4 years?

Mr. ENZI. Yes. These are the latest
figures. After the sequestration and
after the fiscal cliff, it came down to
that. Before that, it would have taken
us b years.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
for sharing that and thank him for
sharing his thoughts with us tonight.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the ranking mem-
ber for the tremendous job he has done
and the hours he and his staff have put
into reviewing these things. This is not
an easy thing to follow. The book we
have is an actual manual. The bill we
receive to work from is just a bunch of
numbers. It is hard to put that all to-
gether, and I thank the Senator for the
information he has provided.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we do
have some serious differences of opin-
ions between the two parties when it
comes to our values and our priorities.
We believe our budget should reflect
this, and we are having a good debate.
Those differences will be difficult
enough to bridge, and we should be able
to at least agree on what the facts are.

I wish to take a moment tonight to
correct an inaccuracy I have heard a
lot in the last few days, including on
the floor tonight. We are hearing some
Republicans say that the Senate budg-
et includes a $1.5 trillion tax hike. This
simply is not true. Here are the facts.

Of the $975 billion in new revenue,
which comes from those who can afford
it the most, $480 billion is matched
with responsible spending cuts to fully
replace the sequestration, $100 billion
goes toward targeted high-priority in-
frastructure repair and job training to
help restore the recovery, put Ameri-
cans back to work, and the rest goes to
help reduce the deficit.

Unfortunately, rather than seriously
considering the credible path we have
presented in our budget plan, some Re-
publicans have decided to play games
with the numbers, and they are not
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telling the truth. Instead of sub-
tracting the sequestration replacement
portion and the investment package
from the $975 billion in total revenue,
they are trying to say you should
somehow add them all together. They
are taking one side of the ledger, com-
bining it with the other side of the
ledger, and coming to some conclusion
that makes absolutely no sense to us.
It would be like handing over $2 to buy
a cup of coffee and having someone say:
Well, the price was actually $2 plus the
value of that coffee. It doesn’t make
any sense.

You don’t have to take my word for
it. Fact checkers and reporters have
called this claim false and a step too
far. The Washington Post Fact Checker
even gave it two Pinocchios.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
story from the Washington Post on this
inaccurate claim.

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

MITCH MCCONNELL’S CLAIM THAT THE
DEMOCRATS PLAN A $1.5 TRILLION TAX HIKE
(By Glenn Kessler)

“Their budget will do more to harm the
economy than to help it, and it will let Medi-
care and Social Security drift closer to
bankruptcy. And then there’s the Demo-
crats’ $1.5 trillion tax hike. Trillion with a
T. Let me just repeat that: Any senator who
votes for that budget is voting for a $1.5 tril-
lion tax hike, the largest in the history of
our country.”

—Senate Minority Leader Mitch McCon-
nell, speech on the Senate floor, March 14,
2013

Shortly after McConnell (R-Ky.) made
these comments, Democrats cried foul. The
budget plan, they said, has $975 billion in
higher taxes, not $1.5 trillion. They point to
the summary tables of the budget resolution
unveiled by Sen. Patty Murray (D-Wash.),
who chairs the Budget Committee. Sure
enough, there’s a line showing $975 billion in
new revenue.

But nothing’s ever easy with the budget
process in Washington. In fact, it’s a morass,
with many things open to interpretation, as
we discovered as we went back and forth be-
tween the Democrats and Republicans—and
then consulted with various budget experts.

Let’s take a tour through the numbers.

THE FACTS

There are two key parts to this discus-
sion—the actual text of the legislation and
what in effect is a glossy marketing docu-
ment (‘‘Restoring the Promise of American
Opportunity’’). The legislation does not have
many numbers, whereas the marketing docu-
ment does.

In the marketing document, Murray de-
scribes how she will use $480 billion of the
tax revenues to reverse part of the auto-
matic spending cuts in the sequester, and an-
other $100 billion for new spending on infra-
structure.

The text of the legislation, meanwhile, es-
tablishes a bunch of ‘‘deficit neutral reserve
funds,” including one labeled as ‘‘to replace
sequestration’” and the other ‘‘to promote
employment and job growth.”” But there are
no numbers attached to those funds. Mean-
while, the legislation also includes instruc-
tions (known as ‘‘reconciliation’’) to the Fi-
nance Committee to boost revenues by $975
billion.

Deficit neutral means you need a mix of
taxes and spending cuts to fulfill your goals.
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Republicans assumed that since Murray in
her marketing document had said she would
boost revenues by $480 billion to pay for the
sequester and $100 billion to spend on infra-
structure, the language meant that those
funds would come from additional taxes. (De-
pending how you read the document, the $975
billion in new revenues is also slated for
““deficit reduction,” and the same money in
theory can’t be used twice.)

Thus $975 billion plus $580 billion equals
more than $1.5 trillion.

Democrats say this is ridiculous. They
argue that they will apply the $975 billion in
new tax revenue to the goals outlined in the
document, including applying $480 billion to
replace the sequestration cuts. (Another $480
billion to alter the sequester would come
from spending cuts.) They cast the reserve
funds more as a device to avoid legislative
points of order, which would require a 60-
vote threshold to overcome, rather than just
the 50 votes generally required for a budget
resolution.

The whole discussion reminded The Fact
Checker of the budget headaches frequently
experienced when he covered the budget
process many years ago. Fierce battles are
often waged over highly arcane matters.

We consulted with a variety of budget ex-
perts, and things became even more murky.
The consensus was that Republicans have a
point—that this was a theoretical possi-
bility—but it was not likely.

G. William Hoagland, senior vice president
of the Bipartisan Policy Center and long-
time budget sage for Senate Republicans,
said the GOP scenario was possible but ‘‘un-
likely,” as the Democrats have ‘‘a clear in-
tention to raise $975 billion in revenues.” He
said that such reserve funds are more to send
messages to fellow party members—in other
words, to garner votes—as opposed to being
substantive items. ‘“‘It’s grease to make the
wheels go around,” he said.

In sum, he said, he viewed the legislation’s
reserve-fund language as ‘‘a clumsy way to
avoid directly addressing offsetting the se-
quester.”’

Jason Delisle, another former GOP staff
member on the Budget Committee now at
the New America Foundation, said that ‘‘Re-
publicans are right to say that the wiggle
room means the official number is not the
official number—that it could be higher if
the reserve funds are used. Fair point.”

But Delisle added: ‘“The Republican argu-
ment rests on the assumption that the
Democrats bring up a tax-and-spend bill in
addition to a reconciliation bill for each and
every reserve fund in the budget resolution;
thus there are more tax increases in the
budget resolution than what they say. I
think the Republicans are overstating the
likelihood of that scenario.”

Ed Lorenzen, who was a budget policy ad-
viser for House Democrats and is now at the
Committee for a Responsible Federal Budg-
et, agreed with Delisle and added that he
viewed the reserve funds as ‘‘primarily for
procedural accounting purposes to adjust in-
ternal budget allocations for points of
order.” He said that ‘‘the reserve fund
doesn’t require an additional $100 billion in
revenues to pay for the $100 billion in stim-
ulus spending; rather it allows the budget
committee chairman to adjust the alloca-
tions to accommodate $100 billion for stim-
ulus spending in the resolution if the reve-
nues already assumed in the resolution to
offset it have been adopted.”

Keith Hennessey, another former GOP
budget expert who now teaches at Stanford
University, took a darker view.

Democrats, he said, ‘“‘want to say the budg-
et [plan] includes $100 billion in new spend-
ing for jobs and infrastructure by pointing to
the assumption in the non-legislative docu-
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ment, but then say that nothing in the legis-
lative text of the budget resolution requires
$100 billion in extra taxes.” He was espe-
cially suspicious of the fact that reserve
funds do not have limits—as is sometimes
the case in budget resolutions—and said it
was perfectly acceptable to argue that the
budget ‘‘also allows for another $580 billion
in tax increases to offset additional spending
increases she [Murray] assumes and pro-
motes aggressively.”’

He added: “‘If anything I'd argue that even
the $1.5 trillion number understates the tax
increases allowed by the Murray budget reso-
lution. She’s requiring $975 billion in tax in-
creases to reduce future deficits, and allow-
ing for unlimited amounts more to pay for
new spending. I find that terrifying.”

THE PINOCCHIO TEST

Clearly, we're in a bit of an expert muddle
here, with even Republican-leaning budget
wonks lacking a consensus. But let’s step
back a moment and look at the big picture.

Democrats have repeatedly said they plan
to seek $975 billion in additional revenue and
would task the Finance Committee to come
up with the precise closing of loopholes and
such. There may be something vague and
suspicious about the reserve funds, but under
the GOP scenario, Democrats would also
have to vote for even more taxes—which
isn’t very likely.

Budget resolutions, after all, are basically
like a blueprint for a house, with the details
filled in later. Both sides try to score polit-
ical points with the votes that are cast on
such documents, but in sum, many of these
votes are relatively meaningless.

McConnell could have raised serious ques-
tions about what Democrats intended to do
with these reserve funds and how they in-
tended to fund them. But instead he has
taken a theoretical possibility and turned it
into a hard fact: ‘““Any senator who votes for
that budget is voting for a $1.5 trillion tax
hike, the largest in the history of our coun-
try.”

That’s going a step too far.

Mrs. MURRAY. We are having an im-
portant conversation about the direc-
tion of our country, what kind of Na-
tion we want to leave to our children
and grandchildren. It will not be easy
to reach a deal. We are working very
hard to get a budget passed out of the
Senate and to move forward from
there. This is what the American peo-
ple expect. It is what they deserve.

I hope our colleagues will stick to
the facts and not try to muddy the
water and help us focus on the urgent
task at hand.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, an-
other thing that I think is important
and that we do agree on is the concept
that our plan should be to create
growth, jobs, and prosperity. A budget-
balancing exercise must be a part of
that whole vision of how we make
America a better, more prosperous
place. What we are learning is that we
can’t borrow our way to prosperity.

I will never forget being in Ever-
green, AL, a few years ago at a town-
hall meeting when a nice African-
American gentleman stood up. He said,
“My daddy always told me you can’t
borrow your way out of debt.”

If you think about it, that is basi-
cally what we are saying we are going
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to do. We are saying it is not a spend-
ing problem. This is not the problem
we have. The problem we have is that
we don’t have enough money.

We have two solutions: One is to bor-
row more money, and the other is to
tax more, taking money from people
who otherwise would use it in the econ-
omy to invest, expand businesses and
the like, or raise—increase spending or
borrow the money, adding to our debt.

Debt accumulates over time. Each
billion dollars, trillion dollars that is
added to the debt, we pay interest on.
People lend us that money. A lot of
people haven’t thought about it much,
but we have to pay interest on it. It is
projected by the budget before us today
that in 10 years we will be paying $800
billion—virtually $800 billion a year in
interest. Think about this. Interest on
our debt will be almost $800 billion a
year. Under the CBO current baseline
it is a similar number. The Defense De-
partment budget, which is actually
being reduced—one of our largest—is
$5600 billion, Social Security is about
$750 billion, and Medicare is about the
same or a little smaller. It would ex-
ceed every other budget item in our
budget—interest on the debt—every
year.

We have been wrestling, nickeling
and diming, cobbling together money
for a budget for our highways—$40 bil-
lion or so we could put together and
have a program that doesn’t cut our
highway funding. We have more effi-
cient cars, people are not buying as
much gas, and taxes aren’t as much as
we projected they would be a number of
years ago. It is getting to be a tight
budget. We spend about $40 billion—
maybe a little more now—on the high-
way budget every year. This is maybe
1.1 percent of the total Federal Govern-
ment budget.

We will be spending $800 billion on in-
terest each year. The money we spend
on interest produces us nothing. All it
does is help remind us of the good old
high time we had back in 2008, 2009,
2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, when we were
spending and borrowing. We can think
back: Wasn’t that a great time when
interest rates were unbelievably, artifi-
cially low. They will not stay at that
rate; they are going up. We have had a
great time, but the piper is going to de-
mand his due as the years go by. It is
just a fact.

This is how countries get in trouble.
Greece and all of those countries in
trouble in Europe, their debt became so
high, their interest rates started going
up. People were afraid to lend them
money, and they wouldn’t lend them
more money unless there was more in-
terest. All of a sudden, their interest
payments were so large that their
whole economy and governments were
threatened. I think this is a big deal.

We keep hearing that spending is not
the problem. I would like to talk about
this a little bit because it is very im-
portant.

NANCY PELOSI, minority leader in the
House, said this earlier this year: ‘“So
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it is almost a false argument to say we
have a spending problem.”’

We don’t have a spending problem.
The American people need to send us
more money, I guess is what she would
say. No, don’t look at these duplicative
programs; don’t look where we are
wasting money. It is important. You
can’t have austerity and actually can-
cel a worthless government program.
They somehow might lose their job and
the country will sink into the ocean.
America will be better, our economy
will be stronger, if we are leaner and
more productive as a government.
Surely, we can agree on that. Surely,
we can’t maintain, as Paul Krugman
did the other day—unless he is advising
the Democratic majority in the Sen-
ate—that even wasteful Defense De-
partment spending shouldn’t be cut be-
cause we want to stimulate the econ-
omy with borrowed money, throwing
money at programs that are no good.
That is no way to do business.

STENY HOYER, one of the Democratic
leaders in the House, says: Does the
country have a spending problem? The
country has a paying-for problem. We
don’t pay enough, Mr. HOYER says. Mr.
HOYER says we need to pay more to
Washington so Washington can Kkeep
spending.

We are not changing. It is the Amer-
ican people’s fault. Don’t you know, we
are investing for you. Give us more
money so we can invest. Don’t you
think all these programs work? Aren’t
they doing great? No, we are not going
to reform them. We can’t cut a single
one—children will be thrown into the
streets; old people won’t have drugs for
their health care. And all of this be-
cause of a modest reduction in the
growth of spending?

Congressman RYAN has dem-
onstrated, and the numbers are abso-
lutely clear, that we can increase
spending by 3.4 percent a year, and the
budget will balance in 10 years. We
don’t even have to cut spending. We
have to reduce the rate of growth in
spending from around 5.4 percent to 3.4
percent and the budget balances. But
President Obama says he is not inter-
ested in balancing the budget. My goal
is not to chase a balanced budget, he
says.

I know my colleagues have used the
word ‘‘balanced.” I said earlier they
used the word ‘‘balanced’” tonight 14
times, but I have been corrected. It is
24 times already tonight that my col-
leagues have used the word ‘‘balanced”
in relation to this budget that never
balances and never will balance be-
cause they are not concerned about
balancing the budget. That is not what
it is about with them. They think
bringing the budget into balance, as
most States have to do, as all cities
and counties have to do, is austerity.
Oh, we can’t have austerity. That
might hurt the government. Somebody
might lose their job. They no longer
would be paid to do some worthless job
that doesn’t produce anything. We
have to keep paying them anyway be-
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cause it would be austere to cut that
out.

Senator HARKIN said in February: We
have the richest Nation in the world. If
we are so rich, why are we so broke? Is
it a spending problem? No, it’s because
we have a misallocation of capital, a
misallocation of wealth. If we are so
rich, why are we broke, he says. Is it a
spending problem? No, it is because we
have a misallocation of capital, a
misallocation of wealth.

What he means is the government
hasn’t taken enough wealth from the
American people who worked hard and
earned it, so they can distribute it
around. That is what he means; that we
are entitled to more of it from the
economy, and we can extract more of it
and then we can pass it out and we can
tell all the people who get our checks
how much we did for them. By the way,
we ask them to vote for us while we are
at it. See what I sent you? I need your
vote now. By the way, these awful Re-
publicans, they are talking about tak-
ing those checks away. You might not
get all that money now, or you might
get $98 instead of $100, and I am going
to protect you.

So this is the politics of this thing. It
is clear we have a mentality around
here that is not healthy, and the men-
tality is that it is not a spending prob-
lem and we don’t have to cut spending
and the Democratic budget increases
spending over the baseline we are on. It
raises taxes. We will submit a docu-
ment for the record that we think
shows we have $1.5 trillion in tax in-
creases in this bill. But whether it is
$1.5 trillion or $1 trillion, the deal is
that spending goes up, and there is vir-
tually no alteration in the debt course
of America over the next 10 years.

So why is it that it is a spending
problem? Let me explain it. It actually
came to me more clearly during a hear-
ing recently where Mr. Elmendorf, who
is the Director of CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office—and a very smart
man and a decent individual—was talk-
ing about the growth in spending and
taxes and the tax increases that just
occurred and that sort of thing. This is
the story.

I asked him this: If we raised enough
taxes to balance the budget today, and
if the economy is growing at 2 percent,
would the taxes grow at about 2 per-
cent a year?

He said: Yes. They work hard to fig-
ure out what kind of tax growth it is,
but taxes basically grow with the econ-
omy. As more people are working, the
economy grows, and they pay more
taxes. If they grow at 4 percent, the
government takes in more money than
if it grows at 2 percent.

But the question was, What if spend-
ing is growing at 5 percent? Even if we
raise enough money today to close the
$1.2 billion deficit we had last year to
zero, and the economy is growing at 2
percent, and spending is growing at 5
percent, we will immediately start off
on an unsustainable debt course.

So I asked him: Well, then, that is
the definition of an unsustainable
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course, isn’t it; that you are on a path
to raise spending more than you are on
a path to have revenue come up?

And that is where we are. We can’t
keep raising taxes and keep allowing
our spending rate to increase beyond
what the economy will sustain. This
economy, this government, this Amer-
ica that has produced the greatest
wealth, the greatest freedom, the
greatest prosperity, the greatest
growth, the greatest innovation the
world has ever known was not built on
a state-dominated economy. It is not a
socialist government state; it is not a
European economy. It is a growth
economy. We will make a mistake that
we will regret, and it will be a colossal
error for the future of this country if
we alter that great characteristic of
this fabulous country of which we are a
part.

We are a government of limited pow-
ers, a constitutionally controlled gov-
ernment. It does not dominate our
economy. It does not dominate the peo-
ple’s lives. People are free, and they
should be encouraged to be independent
and resourceful and to take care of
themselves and their families. When
they have a hard time, we need to help
them. We have programs that spend
$750 billion a year. I kid you not.

If you cobble together all the means-
tested welfare programs that go to
some—well, Medicaid. Medicaid is a
free program for people whose income
is below a certain level. Medicaid is a
means-tested welfare social program,
and there are a lot of them. It is the
biggest. But you put all those together
and it amounts to $750 billion a year in
expenses or outflow. There are at least
83 of these programs, which are not
brought together. They have independ-
ence, an independent management, dif-
ferent and independent departments of
our government. They are not coordi-
nated.

What we need to do when a person is
hurting and they have lost their job
and they need food stamps and TANF
and unemployment compensation and
other benefits that they are entitled
to, and will get—and will continue to
get, at least that kind of compensa-
tion—we need to be producing a system
where these programs are brought to-
gether. We need to meet with that per-
son—perhaps a single mom who has
lost her job, maybe a young person who
hasn’t been able to find work—and we
need to use some of those monies in-
stead of just sending aid out and a per-
son comes in every month and signs up
and gets a benefit to help that person.
What kind of skills do they need? Do
they need an automobile to go to
work? How can we help them move
from dependency to independence? How
can we help them create a healthy life
for themselves, their family and their
future? That is where we need to focus,
and we are not doing that. We are not
even close to that.

The 1996 welfare reform accomplished
a lot of that. The number of children in
poverty dropped dramatically. They
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did a lot of reform. The welfare office
became an employment office in many
areas of the country. It helped people
move into an advanced lifestyle and
away from dependency. But we have
gradually drifted through the Bush
years and into the Obama years to
where those qualities of that program
have been undermined, and President
Obama is overtly advocating relaxing
some of the rules that mandate work
requirements for some of the people in-
volved. He is retreating, too, and that
is the wrong way to go.

We have a group of our excellent Sen-
ators—fine people—meeting in secret.
Maybe they are down the hall now. I
don’t know where they are, but they
are plotting right now on how to pass
an immigration plan. We just can’t
wait to see what it is so we can just
vote for whatever they decide we ought
to have. You know what they tell us?
We can’t get workers. We have to have
foreign workers. Yet we have never had
more people on welfare, never had more
people on food stamps.

In 2001 we spent $20 billion on food
stamps. Last year we spent $80 billion
on food stamps. It has gone up fourfold,
but we are told there are not enough
Americans to do work. Somehow this
welfare office needs to be dealing with
this problem, and we need to have a
consolidated program. But there is no
plan in this budget, and no plan that
has been offered on the floor.

Any time anybody makes a sugges-
tion that we make reform, they get at-
tacked. I have been attacked. I offered
an amendment when the Agriculture
bill was moving last year and we were
on track to spend $800 billion over 10
years on food stamps. We found there
was a categorical eligibility provision
that was being abused substantially,
allowing people who basically did not
qualify for food stamps under the pro-
gram to get the food stamps. So I pro-
posed to close it. It would have saved
$10 billion. We would spend $790 billion
over 10 years rather than $800 billion.
And I was attacked. I was kind of
shocked, really. It was said that I was
trying to balance the budget on the
backs of hungry people. I wasn’t trying
to balance the budget on hungry peo-
ple, I was trying to close an abuse of
the program and, actually, thankfully,
would have saved $10 billion—$1 billion
a year over 10 years.

So this is where we are. We have a
firm resistance to reform throughout
the system, and it is not a little bit of
money. These 80-some-odd welfare pro-
grams—hold your hat—over the next 10
years are supposed to grow, as pre-
dicted by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, by 80 percent—=80 percent.

My fine budget staff has looked at
those numbers and they have con-
cluded if we could improve those 83
programs and let them grow at 60 per-
cent instead of 80 percent, we could
save the taxpayers $1 trillion over 10
years.

I kid you not, $1 trillion. This goes a
long way toward balancing our budget
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and helps us in a lot of different ways.
If it is done right, it will be better for
the people who need help than the
present 83 disjointed programs that
have no coherence and no focus on
helping poor people actually improve
their lives.

I grew up in the country. I grew up
with poor people. I was poor. We didn’t
have central heating. I have no doubt
our income was below the poverty line
most of the time I was growing up. We
had a garden. My daddy had a country
store. We got by. But we didn’t have
any money. I remember when we got
our first air conditioner—and it gets
hot in Alabama. We moved from one
room to the other when you turned it
off. You didn’t want to pay for elec-
tricity you didn’t need. We had a fire-
place in the living room. That was the
only heat we had. The fireplace burned
in the winter all the time. We cut our
own wood. I worked construction in the
summers both summers I was going to
college, saving a few bucks being a car-
penter’s helper and working out in the
Alabama heat. It didn’t hurt me. And
this idea that people aren’t willing to
work and we have to import foreign
labor and we have to give people wel-
fare because we can’t find them a job,
while businesses say we don’t have
enough workers, is somehow a messed-
up idea. This is not helping. We have
got to confront this problem. There is
no plan to confront this problem or
talk about it in any realistic way. It is
time for us to be honest about this
country’s problems.

We do have a spending problem.
Spending is going up faster than the
economy is growing, and it will always
create a deficit. You can’t create some-
thing out of nothing. Julie Andrews
sang, ‘‘Nothing comes from nothing.
Nothing ever could.” That is so true.
So we need to have a government that
is leaner, that is more productive, that
does more for the American people
than it is doing now for less money.

My office has been spending less than
we are allocated every year. I believe
this year the Senate has reduced its
budget about 10 percent over the last
couple of years. I am down about 20
percent. This idea that you can’t cut
spending throughout this government
is one of the most ridiculous ideas that
has ever been raised.

I was a U.S. Attorney. I managed an
office of lawyers and staff. When Ron-
ald Reagan came in and we didn’t have
any money, we watched every dime we
spent. The former Deputy Attorney
General of the United States, Larry
Thompson, was from Atlanta and I was
U.S. Attorney in Alabama. We were
such dyed-in-the-wool frugal Reagan
hawks, when we were made U.S. Attor-
ney we came to a conference and we
roomed together, in separate beds, but
we thought it was cheaper and saved
money for the taxpayers. This is the
kind of mentality that needs to get
back into what we are doing, and I
would say that it is time for us to con-
front this.
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The vision of the Members of this
side, and I think a lot of Members of
that side, is not that far apart. But I
want to be clear about a couple things.
This budget needs to be put on a path
to balance. It can be done without cut-
ting spending in any dramatic way. All
you have to do is reduce the rate of
growth in spending. The budget will
balance in 10 years. We need to do that.
We need to plan to do that. As I ex-
plained before, the debt is already pull-
ing down economic growth in America.
It is pulling down the growth we have.
The debt has reached such a level, 104
percent of GDP, that it is above the
limit and the level that the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the Bank for
International Settlements, the Euro-
pean Central Bank, and the Rogoff-
Reinhart study say begins to pull down
growth. We are losing jobs, we are los-
ing promotions, we are losing pay
raises as a result of this debt right
now.

We share the view on both sides of
the aisle that we need to be looking to
create growth. Our colleagues say,
Let’s keep doing what we have been
doing the last number of years. We
have another stimulus package, we
have another $100 billion, and we are
going to borrow this money because we
are already in debt, and to spend an ad-
ditional $100 billion requires borrowing
an additional $100 billion, so we are
going to borrow $100 billion and we are
going to spend it, and this is going to
make the economy stronger. Sorry. We
have been there, done that. We say no.
We have got to end this mentality. We
need to make this government leaner
and more productive. We need to have
this government do things that create
growth and jobs that do not add to the
debt.

What are some of those things? Sim-
plified taxes, eliminate unnecessary
regulations, more American energy.
Those are the kinds of things we can do
that don’t cost money that create jobs.
Complete the Keystone Pipeline. Don’t
keep sending money to Venezuela or
Saudi Arabia. Create jobs in America.
Ask the people in North Dakota; they
have got growth and prosperity as a re-
sult of energy production. These are
the kinds of things we can do and we
believe in and will continue to work
for.

I would say that maybe, even though
we have a big difference—and this
budget will be quite different from the
House budget—I don’t say it is impos-
sible that in conference some sort of
more global agreement could be
reached to put America on a sound
path. We will have to deal with the en-
titlements. Entitlements represent
half of the spending—and, with inter-
est, more than half of the spending.
Medicare, Social Security, those are
growing well above the inflation rate
and their growth level needs to be con-
tained a little bit. We can make them
sound, and people can retire and know
that Medicare will be there for them, it
won’t fail, and that Social Security
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will be there for them, it won’t fail.
And we are going to stop adding to our
debt until it reaches such a level that
it could not only slow growth but could
cause a financial crisis, as we had in
2007, and as they are having now in
some of the European countries and
that so many countries have had over
the years.

We are excited to have a budget on
the floor for the first time in 4 years. It
does provide an opportunity for the
American people—as our chair, Senator
MURRAY, said—to compare the visions
for America. It also provides an oppor-
tunity for our Members to learn about
what things cost, how much you can
get through tax increases, what kind of
spending cuts are required, whether we
have to cut or how much we can grow
spending and still balance the budget.
These kinds of things are learned when
a bill actually goes to the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Obama, being interviewed on ABC
by George Stephanopoulos, not only
said ‘“‘my goal is not to chase—a bal-
anced budget’” but he also said, ‘‘we
don’t have an immediate crisis in
terms of debt,” and ‘‘in fact, for the
next 10 years, it’s gonna be in a sus-
tainable place.”

I would say two things about that. He
appointed Mr. Erskine Bowles to be
chairman of the fiscal commission.
They spent quite a lot of time working
on this debt question. They took testi-
mony from experts, they examined doc-
uments, and they did what a good, pub-
lic, spirited group would do. Mr. Bowles
was Chief of Staff for President Clinton
and a very successful businessman.
Alan Simpson, his Cochair, was a
former Republican Senator from Wyo-
ming.

That is not what they told us. In the
committee, 2 years ago, in the Budget
Committee—maybe a little over 2
years now—they gave a joint state-
ment in which they said this Nation
has never faced a more predictable fi-
nancial crisis.

What they were saying was the level
of debt we are operating on, the
unsustainability of the debt path, was
so great that we will have some sort of
fiscal crisis.

I remember about that same time,
the Chairman of the Fed, Mr.
Bernanke, testified that we have all
these outyears and we talk about the
debt numbers and all that, but we don’t
have to worry about them. I am para-
phrasing, but this was pretty close to
what he said. I think these were his
exact words: But it will never happen.
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What he basically told us was there
would be a fiscal crisis before we get
this far down the road—the demo-
graphics, the aging population, fewer
workers, greater debt every year—
mushrooming in the outyears.

I am troubled the President thinks
that as a matter of fact, the next 10
years is going to be in a sustainable
place. I don’t believe he knows that. I
will tell my colleagues a couple rea-
sons why. Senator STABENOW had a
chart about how great the economy or
the fiscal situation of the country
looked about the time President Bush
took office. The last month of Presi-
dent Clinton’s term in office was nega-
tive growth. I think that was the first
month of negative growth in maybe 8
years. In fact, when President Clinton
took office, he didn’t inherit a reces-
sion, regardless of what the myth is
around here. Former President Bush
did have a recession in his second year
or so of his term and he took action
and the economy bounced back. About
the time President Clinton took office,
the economy was growing and it con-
tinued to grow through the decade. We
don’t know all the forces. We talk
about it. We play politics about it. But
nobody knows precisely what moves an
economy, whether it was something 10
years ago or something 10 months ago
that caused the difficulty. We make
guesses and we do our best judgment.

So here we go. In early 2000, I am on
the Budget Committee and Mr. Green-
span testified—the maestro, the guru,
the Federal Reserve Chairman, the
greatest we had ever had; the economy
had long years of growth. He told the
committee we are going to have sur-
pluses as far as the eye can see. He dis-
cussed with the Budget Committee
what would happen when we had all
these surpluses and we would pay down
the entire debt of the United States of
America. Then he asked us what we
would do. What is the Federal Govern-
ment going to do with the extra
money? Are they going to buy the
bonds of Venezuela? Does it buy British
bonds? What does it do with its money?
Does it buy property? This was the
mindset in early 2000, and he was the
Federal Reserve Chairman. Didn’t he
see the demographics? Didn’t he recog-
nize—there was a little caution in his
statement, but he was very positive.

I went back and read it again re-
cently, because it teaches me that this
man, at the peak of his powers—one of
the greatest economic minds in his-
tory; at least it was so felt at that
time—completely missed it, I have to
tell my colleagues. He didn’t think we
had a problem in the future with debt.
He didn’t say by 2009 we are going to be
running trillion-dollar deficits, right?
So this makes me a bit humble about
our ability to predict.

Mr. Bowles said we are on a path to
a debt crisis. That is what he told us in
the committee. I believe Chairman
Conrad or ranking member Judd Gregg
asked him: When?

He said: I think about 2 years.
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Two years came and we didn’t have a
debt crisis. So now the President of the
United States is saying we can con-
tinue for 10 years, no problem, no wor-
ries. I am happy. You are happy. We
don’t have to cut spending. We need to
keep borrowing. We need to keep run-
ning up debt because we absolutely
don’t want to have austerity. We don’t
want to have austerity. We want to be
happy and spend. So that is the deal.

I am telling my colleagues, nobody
knows. It can happen just that quick.
Kent Conrad told me—we were stand-
ing right over there—he said the rate
we are heading is coming off that wall
like a rubber ball at warp speed. He
was on the debt commission, the fiscal
commission. He was worried about the
fact of our unsustainability on the debt
course.

Things look good. The Sun is shining
out there today. We don’t want to talk
about that. Who wants to be negative?
Who wants to be Dr. Doom? Do my col-
leagues remember Dr. Doom or Nouriel
Roubini, who said: We were going to
have a debt crisis in 2005 or 2006. I am
not sure when he predicted that. He
said: The banks are borrowing too
much money. It is unsustainable. We
are going to have a crisis.

Months went by and we didn’t have a
crisis. One year went by, we didn’t
have a crisis. They mocked him. They
called him Dr. Gloom. After 2007, when
the bottom fell out and we had the
worst recession since World War II, the
reasons it happened were just what Mr.
Roubini said. People said: Dr. Gloom
wasn’t so wrong after all. Maybe we
should have listened to him.

I am just telling my colleagues, I be-
lieve we have a responsibility as men
and women of public service, managing
the finances of the United States of
America, and we have a President who
is in denial.

I think it is time for this Congress to
assert itself and say we are not going
to risk this country. I believe our debt
is already too high. I believe it without
a doubt. It is a fact. The Rogoff and
Reinhart study was based on public
debt, and our public debt is now over
100 percent of GDP. It is greater than
the entire economy. That means we
pull down and we place our country at
risk because we are slowing growth, as
I indicated earlier.

But this is what Secretary Geithner
said in 2011 before the Budget Com-
mittee. I asked him what did he think
about the Rogoff and Reinhart study,
because it was troubling to the com-
mittee. Everybody on the committee
knew about it. The fiscal commission
people had consulted about it. We had
Carmen Reinhart testify before the
committee and then again a little
later. So I asked him about it. This was
his answer to my question to him, as I
recall:

It’s an excellent study. And you could say
in some ways what you summarize from it,
understates the risks, because it’s not just
that governments or countries that live with
very high debt-to-GDP ratios are consigned
to weaker growth.
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As I have been contending through-
out the day—

They’re consigned to the damage that
comes from periodic financial crises as well.

February 17, 2011, Secretary
Geithner, President Obama’s own Sec-
retary.

So he was warning us that when the
debt gets this high, we are in a danger
zone.

We know there are some countries
that have more difficult problems than
we. There was an article recently from
the CATO Institute talking about some
of the countries in the world. Japan is
one of the most dangerous. What if the
third, fourth largest economy in the
world, Japan—one of our key trading
partners—was to have an economic col-
lapse such as Greece? Do my colleagues
think it can’t happen? I don’t think it
can’t happen. I don’t know. They are
running way too high a debt-to-GDP
ratio. Their population is aging even
more quickly than ours.

Then we have France and Spain and
Italy. Any one of those countries had
an economy so large they can’t be
bailed out like Greece. What would
happen if Europe were to go into tur-
moil? I am not predicting that to hap-
pen, but I am telling my colleagues we
are on a path where I don’t believe any
responsible person can say it couldn’t
happen to us, and we could be em-
broiled in this too. The worst thing
that could happen to us is we have to
face a fiscal crisis where we get our
debt under control at a time when the
country is in a recession as a result of
financial mismanagement. It would
make it be an utter nightmare. As
many experts have said, we have shift-
ed a lot of debt from the private sector
to the government. The government
picked up liabilities it had no business
picking up and the result is it has in-
creased its debt substantially.

I am very concerned that we not
treat this lightly. I am very unhappy
the President of the United States who,
to my knowledge, never had an eco-
nomics course in his entire life—a com-
munity organizer—is going on national
television when the needle of our debt
is in the red zone, by any estimation,
and he blithely says: We don’t have an
immediate crisis in terms of debt. In
fact, for the next 10 years, it is going to
be in a sustainable place.

I don’t believe he is correct to say
that. I have not heard any economists
say that with full authority, certainly
not a lot of them, and I am worried
about where we are.

There is another chart I wanted to
show about the question of taxes. This
is a chart that I saw in Barron’s maga-
zine just a few weeks ago. Gene Epstein
did this chart. On the cover of Barron’s
was a picture of the President, having
made his State of the Union Address,
and the caption on the front of the
newspaper was ‘‘The way to Greece’’ or
something like that, and it was a very
serious analysis of the deep, systemic
debt problems this Nation has, and a
plea for us to act, to move forward and
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avoid the risks we are now under-
taking.

One part of what they did was to ac-
tually analyze what we could do with
more taxes, particularly taxes on upper
income people, and they ran the num-
bers. I believe this is an accurate run of
the numbers. On the left side, it has
the public debt as a percentage of the
GDP and on the right at the bottom
are the years over time. Mr. Epstein
ran it based on increasing taxes and in-
creasing taxes a lot.

His first run was the purple line, how
much the debt would go up; how much
the debt would go up if the current tax
rate stayed in effect. This is the purple
line. It grows a little faster than the
green line and the red line. It grows a
little faster because the taxes are a lit-
tle lower than his next two estimates.

Then he estimated for the wealthy
people who were raised from 35 to 40
percent, what if they were raised to 50
percent? In Alabama, it is about aver-
age. We have a 5-percent income tax in
our State. So for the wealthy, making
it 50 percent, plus paying 5 percent to
the State, he is paying a pretty big
chunk of his money right off the top.
But let’s assume it went up there. It
has almost no impact on the debt
course of America according to the
Barron’s analysis.

The third one, the red one is based on
raising the tax rate of upper income
people to 50 percent and then rolling
back all the tax cuts President Bush
had for the lower income people, the
middle-class people who got substan-
tial reductions in their rates and we
have been operating that for about 13
yvears now and we made those perma-
nent.

President Bush was attacked for hav-
ing tax cuts, but I am pleased to see
my Democratic colleagues are joining
with the Republicans to make 99 per-
cent of those tax rates permanent. It
must not have been so evil if everybody
overwhelmingly voted to make them
permanent. So if we raised all those
rates and had a 50-percent tax increase
on the wealthy, we still hadn’t changed
the debt course of America.

What does that say? It says the debt
problem in America is a spending prob-
lem, and a big part of that spending
problem is the huge mandatory pro-
grams we have.

I am a lawyer. What is a mandatory
program? It means when you reach 66,
67, you walk in and ask for your Social
Security check and they have to pay
you whether there is any money in the
bank or not, whether the government
has any money or not. The government
has to borrow the money and pay your
check because you are entitled to it as
a matter of law at a certain age you
qualify. Many of our entitlement pro-
grams are based on income. If your in-
come is below a certain level, you are
entitled to the money whether Uncle
Sam has it or not, and that is based on
law. That is based on legislation Con-
gress passed that entitled people under
certain circumstances to obtain Fed-
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eral money and get it as a matter of
entitlement.

When those programs are surging at 6
percent a year—Medicaid, the poor per-
son’s insurance program is projected to
grow 8 percent a year over the next
decade, 117 percent over the next 10
years—when those programs are grow-
ing at that rate and the economy is
growing at 2 percent, you have a prob-
lem. You do not have to go to the Har-
vard Business School to know that.
You really do not have to go to Har-
vard to know that.

When I talk to the American people,
they understand it fully. They expect
that we are going to have to make
tough choices in this country to get
the country on the right path, and they
are girding themselves to support such
tough choices, but they want them
fair. They are willing to tighten their
belt, but they do not want somebody
who never works and lays around and
watches TV all day, the soap operas, to
have an advantage over people who are
out working hard every day. But, any-
way, people are prepared for that. The
good news is, that as the economy
grows, we do not have to cut spending,
we just have to reduce the rate of
growth in spending. This is not a myth
I am talking about. This is absolute
fact. You can spend more. This govern-
ment can spend more every year. We
can spend more at the rate of 3.4 per-
cent, instead of increasing it at 5.4 per-
cent, and the budget balances over 10
years. How much better is that? Most
people think we have to have cuts
across the board.

Now some programs are going to
have to be cut. And let’s be frank.
What is the real challenge for us? So-
cial Security and Medicare are great
programs that our seniors depend on,
and can grow steadily, can grow more
than 3.4 percent, really. But those pro-
grams have a double problem. Not only
do we want to see a cost of living occur
for our seniors, but we have more sen-
iors on the program every year. So this
makes the numbers harder to deal
with.

So you can say: Well, Social Security
is just going to grow 4 percent instead
of 5.5 percent and people will not lose
much money. They will get a $4 in-
crease instead of a $5.5 increase. No,
no, it is more complicated than that
because since you have more people on
Social Security and Medicare, because
of the age of the population that we
have, it will be a larger impact than
that—not disastrous, sustainable.

And we can do other things. We can
say: Well, we want to work a little
longer. We want to change the rate of
the increase, the inflation index that
most experts tell us should be altered
under a new system that would save
some money on the inflation index. So
that is the kind of thing people have
been talking about. The Gang of 6
talked about it. The President talked
about it. Vice President BIDEN talked
about it. The debt commission talked
about it. The gang, the 12 people, in the
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Budget Control Act, tried to talk about
a serious alteration of our spending
path in which we fix Social Security
and put it on a sound path, we fix
Medicare and put it on a sound path,
and we fix the entire budget of the
United States in a way that is sustain-
able.

I would say people I talk to in the
business community, people I talk to
who testify before the committee, ex-
perts and just common people, tell me
repeatedly: If you guys put this coun-
try on a sound path, so we knew we
could see what the future is, we could
plan for the future, and we would know
our finances are getting better and
moving to a balanced budget instead of
getting worse. We believe people would
not lose money, they would spend more
money. We would have more growth.
More people would be working and not
drawing welfare and unemployment in-
surance, and the budget of the United
States would start improving right
there because more people would pay
taxes and fewer people would need help
from the government.

That is the spiral we need to be on.
We are now still muddling through
with exceedingly low growth, and they
are still predicting low inflation. So
you consider Social Security, maybe
increasing it 6 percent a year, and in-
flation is just 2 percent. The Congres-
sional Budget Office is predicting that
inflation will be 2.2 percent, I think, a
year, equaling almost 25 percent over
10 years. That is how much inflation
will add over 10 years. Who knows? But
we have kept low rates longer than
anybody thought. The economy is not
moving. If the economy actually
jumped 4 percent or 5 percent growth
for 2 or 3 years, you probably would
have a jump in inflation. Obviously,
CBO is not expecting that. They are ex-
pecting only slow growth over the next
10 years, and I think that is consistent
with the consensus of independent ana-
lysts. So I wanted to share that
thought.

The question before the House is—
and all our colleagues need to confront
it honestly—is this budget the kind of
budget that puts America on a sound
path? Is it what we need to do at this
moment in history to change the debt
course of America, to create con-
fidence, to create the kind of growth
that will increase that 2-percent
growth, to get it to 3, 3.5, 4 percent?

Just 2 years ago, the Congressional
Budget Office projected growth for
2013—the year we are in—would be 4.6
percent. The year before that, they pre-
dicted, last year, 2012, that we would
have over 3 percent, 3.6 percent, some-
thing like that, growth. We have fallen
way below that both years. I think the
reason is the debt is pulling down
growth, at least that is part of the rea-
son. But regardless, the truth is, we are
having to adjust ourselves to what Bill
Gross at PIMCO, the largest bond
group in the world, would call a new
normal. The new normal is, we are not
likely to see b, 6-percent growth even
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in really great times in the next 10 or
15 years—maybe the next 20 or 30 years.
We are just not likely to, for a lot of
reasons. Of course, nobody knows. Mr.
Greenspan thought we were going to
have surpluses, and we did not. And we
could have growth we are not expect-
ing. Nobody knows. But we just have to
make the best judgment we have, and
the best judgment we have is that we
are not on a sound path.

So we are responsible leaders, and we
have to ask ourselves, is the budget
here going to do the right thing? We
must remember and can never forget
who will suffer the most if we have a
fiscal crisis. Won’t it be the poor?
Won’t it be the people in the most frag-
ile working environments? Won’t it be
the people with less skills? Won’t they
be the ones who would suffer the most?
Don’t we have an obligation as a Sen-
ate to reach out to the House and say:
We get it. This is dangerous. We do not
know for sure where we are going. But
we know. Shame on us if we allow de-
cent, hard-working people—struggling
to get by right now—to get hammered
by another fiscal crisis that Erskine
Bowles and Alan Simpson virtually
guaranteed was on the way?

I think we have a duty. I think we
have a responsibility. I think when the
American people find out it is not
going to take massive slashing of
spending, as our colleagues say—a lot
of the programs can be more efficient
than they have ever been, and we get
just as much benefit, even if they do
not get as much money. There has not
been any reform, any management im-
provements in this government in dec-
ades.

I will just say politically, I thought
that was the greatest offer Governor
Romney had. He was a very good man-
ager. In my opinion, we have had
enough speechmakers, we have had
enough war Presidents, we have had
enough grand and glorious stuff. We
need somebody to run this government,
like the Presiding Officer ran the State
of Virginia. It takes hard work, and
you have to stay on top of it. It would
have been great for us to have had a
real top management, so that every
Cabinet person, when they are hired,
understands they have a duty to
produce more for less for the American
people, and every subcabinet and sub-
cabinet and subcabinet person, and
every department head gets the mes-
sage, from top leadership on down: You
are expected—as Larry Thompson and I
did—to share a hotel room if need be to
save running up debt in the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

This budget does not do it. I think we
quoted earlier what the Washington
Post said on March 15:

In short, this [budget] document gives vot-
ers no reason to believe that Democrats have
a viable plan for—or even a responsible pub-
lic assessment of—the country’s long-term
fiscal predicament.

That is a serious condemnation.

What about USA Today, I guess
maybe the widest read publication of
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its kind in the country? A USA Today
editorial:

The plan produced by the Senate Budget
Committee Chairman Patty Murray . . . is a
disappointing document. It is a namby-
pamby plan that underwhelms at every turn.
The Murray budget neither balances the
budget nor reins in entitlements . . . the na-
tion would be helped if Democrats were to
embrace Ryan’s goal of a balanced budget.

That is USA Today. They are not a
rightwing publication, but they have
written some good material on the
budget. So has the Washington Post.
Both of those have covered the budget
situation more than most publica-
tions—both of them—and they have
been trying to say to the Congress and
to the President: You guys need to get
together and do something. So both
these editorials reflect a very informed
judgment by two independent publica-
tions of national repute that the Sen-
ate—which they have been watching—
has failed to produce a budget that
puts the country on a sound path. I
just have to tell you, I think they are
totally correct. I wish it were not so.

Investor’s Business Daily:

[An] IBD review of the budget data shows
that the Senate vastly overstates the size of
its spending cuts.

Boy, that is correct. They vastly
overstate how much spending is cut in
this bill. It goes on to say:

In fact, it could be that the Senate [budg-
et] would, if enacted, increase federal spend-
ing by hundreds of billions of dollars.

Was Investor’s Business Daily cor-
rect? Yes. Spending increases under
this budget. Spending is not decreased
at all under this budget, although we
are told that it does. And we are told
20-some-odd times it is a balanced plan.
They even go so far as to say it is a
balanced budget. They have said it is a
balanced plan so much, they started
saying it is a balanced budget. It is
nothing nowhere close to being a bal-
anced budget. What they mean by ‘‘bal-
anced’’ is, they promised that there
will be $1 trillion in tax increases and
$1 trillion in spending reductions. And
it increases spending. Give me a break.
There is not a one-to-one. It increases
spending. There is no cut in spending
off the current law we are now on.

They tried to claim credit for the
Budget Control Act almost 2 years ago.
President Obama resisted that. You re-
member how he just threatened the
whole government was going to sink
into the ocean? Why? Because we
would not raise the debt ceiling. The
Republicans said: We have to have
some cuts, Mr. President. We have to
do something about the debt course.
We cannot continue. We are not going
to allow you to continue running with
the credit card of the people of Amer-
ica if you do not show that you are
changing your habits and you are con-
taining some of your lust to spend.

So, finally, an agreement. He hated it
worse than anything. Finally, an
agreement was done. He signed it. I
agree if you will raise my debt ceiling
right now, for $2.1 trillion, I promise in
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the future that I will cut spending $2.1
trillion. Over 10 years. If you let me do
it over 10 years, OK, I will sign it. But
I have to have my debt ceiling now.

Less than 2 years later we have al-
ready increased the debt ceiling $2.1
trillion. We are right up there again
having to raise the debt ceiling again.
It will be a matter of weeks that this
has to be confronted again. Well, what
about the spending cuts?

Before the ink was dry on that agree-
ment signed by the President himself—
I have the document right here. In blue
ink, ‘“Barack Obama’ right there,
agree to cut $2.1 trillion in spending
over 10 years. This was not a big cut. If
spending were flat for 10 years, we
would have spent $37 trillion. As I re-
call, if under the baseline then in effect
we were expected to grow to $49 trillion
over 10 years—$49 trillion. This would
have reduced it to $47 trillion.

So we reduced the growth of spending
from $37 trillion to $47 trillion instead
of $49 trillion. You would have thought
we were throwing the sink in the coun-
try into the ocean. But in January, 6
months later, he proposes a budget
which wipes out 60 percent of that
agreement, those savings. So I am just
going to tell you the way I felt. I have
talked to my Republican colleagues.
You know, we all—none of us are per-
fect. Sometimes we make improvident
promises. We cannot just fulfill them.
We cannot honor them. I try not to do
that, but I have done it. Any person
who is honest knows they have had to
face those choices. But I am not voting
to change the sequester. I am prepared
to change it, and I support totally the
spreading out of the cuts. They are too
much on the Defense Department. I can
explain how much it hammers the De-
fense Department. It is not acceptable.

But I am going to tell you, I told the
American people that the Congress of
the United States agreed to cut $2.1
trillion in exchange for raising the debt
ceiling $2.1 trillion. And 6 months
later, I am not changing; 18 months
later, I am not changing. If we give up
on that, we have no credibility whatso-
ever. The American people should
never trust this Congress again. They
ought to vote all of us out of office.

That was a solemn promise made be-
fore the whole world that we would
sustain these cuts. President Obama
has not stopped trying to eliminate
them. This budget does just that. It
eliminates 60 percent of the Budget
Control Act cuts. It eliminates the se-
quester entirely. It is absolutely unac-
ceptable. It will not happen. I do not
know why anybody would want to vote
for the budget. A vote for this budget is
a vote to go back on a promise that
was made in August 2011 to act a little
bit responsibly when the debt ceiling of
the country was raised.

The Wall Street Journal, March 15,
right after the budget comes out. They
have been very critical. This is just one
of them. Well, first, Politico, March 17.
A Washington beltway publication, Po-
litico—they like to dig up stuff. This is
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what they said, ‘“To win over her cau-
cus, Murray begins from the left of
Obama himself.”

Apparently, Politico’s conclusion is
that the budget that came through
committee was driven by people to the
left of President Obama. I know this:
Last year the chairman of the Budget
Committee, Kent Conrad, was prepared
to bring a budget to the floor. My staff
and I spent weeks preparing for the
markup. They met in a Democratic
conference. Some of the more liberal
members hollered they could not ac-
cept Kent Conrad’s budget, the Demo-
cratic budget he was going to set forth.
So they, basically, refused to let him
mark up a budget in the Budget Com-
mittee and refused to bring it to the
floor of the Senate even though U.S.
law called for the Budget Committee to
have hearings and called for a bill to be
brought to the floor. They just refused
to do it in violation of plain law.

So the Wall Street Journal said: The
bill manages the unique achievement
of offering no net nondefense spending
cuts and no entitlement reform worth
the name, while proposing to raise $1.5
trillion in new tax revenue in such a
way that would ruin the prospects for
bipartisan tax reform.

Let me stop right there. Our col-
leagues keep saying we are going to
close loopholes and we are going to
raise revenue and nobody is going to
have to pay more. Well, these loop-
holes, as Senator GRASSLEY showed us
from the Finance Committee chart,
these are real serious deductions. They
are programs that are deeply en-
trenched, and many of them our Demo-
cratic colleagues have protected and
expanded with great tenacity. They
will never vote to give them up prob-
ably unless some epiphany occurs
around here. So how are we going to
get tax reform?

Last week at the Budget Committee
hearing the chief Democratic witness
testified that he believes the corporate
tax rate in America was unacceptably
high, that we now have the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the developed world,
and that 35 percent is not acceptable.
He said it needs to be the mid-twenties.
This is not the Republican witness, but
the Republican witness agreed with
him. Most Republicans agreed with
this approach. Many of the Democrats
did.

So he said: You close loopholes on
corporations, make the tax simpler,
more growth oriented, you can bring
the tax rate down to 25 percent without
in any way losing revenue. You can
make it revenue neutral. So that was
an interesting thing.

I asked him as a followup: But if you
close the loopholes on corporations, if
you close the loopholes on corporations
and raise revenue, do you not need that
money so you can reduce the rate from
35 to 257

He said: Yes. All of it should be dedi-
cated to rate reduction. We have Sen-
ator RON WYDEN, a Democratic Sen-
ator, Senator MAX BAUCUS, the chair-
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man of the Finance Committee, all be-
lieve this needs to be done.

A lot of work has been done on this
for several years. The President has
even indicated that this is the kind of
approach that is worthwhile. But our
colleagues, claiming they are going to
close loopholes, do not save the money
for tax reduction. They want to take
the new revenue raised from closing
loopholes and spend it. Then it is not
available for the bipartisan tax reform
to which the Wall Street Journal made
a reference.

That is when I asked the witness: Do
you not have to save this money to re-
duce rates at the end of the year?

He said: Yes, you have to save these
loopholes, these deductions—really
most of them are perfectly legitimate
deductions that businesses use. But
they are going to take them away from
them, in effect raising the amount of
taxes they pay. But they were going to
bring the rates down.

That is the bipartisan plan that was
in the works for a long time. Mr.
Kleinbard is our witness. This is what
he said: Corporate income tax statu-
tory rate of 35 percent is today far out-
side world norms. The rate needs to
come down. I, therefore, conceive of
corporate tax reform as a roughly rev-
enue-neutral undertaking in which the
corporate tax base will be broadened
through closing business tax expendi-
tures and loopholes and the resulting
revenues used to pay down the cor-
porate rate.

That was March 5 in our committee.
I know a lot of Senators, Democrats on
the committee, agreed with that. If we
look at the budget, the new revenue ob-
tained from closing loopholes, really
closing deductions and some tax ex-
penditures—Iliberals have started call-
ing deductions tax expenditures. So if
you have a charitable deduction or you
have an interest deduction or you have
some sort of depreciation as a business,
those are not deductions anymore.
They have become tax expenditures. So
it is like the United States Govern-
ment is mad at you because you did
not send enough money.

But the truth is, it is the corporate
person’s money or the corporation’s
money or the private individual’s
money. When you eliminate his deduc-
tions, you make him or her pay more
taxes. So Mr. Kleinbard was crystal
clear. This is what the bipartisan dis-
cussions have been. The Wall Street
Journal is exactly right. If you spend
that money that you raised from clos-
ing loopholes, expenditures, and deduc-
tions, you do not have it to reduce
rates. You cannot fix the tax reform.

The Wall Street Journal goes on to
say:

As a statement of governing principles, the
Senate Democratic budget shows that if they
get the chance, they would govern like they
did in 2009 and 2010. Much higher taxes to
fund much higher spending to finance a
much bigger government. It is the status quo
only more so.

I have to say, I think that is correct.
Hard for me to understand how any-
body can dispute that. Next. I have
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been saying—I have not heard much
pushback—that the sequester elimi-
nation which allows the expenditure of
$1.2 trillion more than we are presently
on a path to extend, that this elimi-
nation of the sequester was not scored
in the Democratic budget.

When I asked the staff members, he
said: Well, you know, we never did in-
tend to make that permanent. It was
always temporary. Then he said: Well,
we got billions of dollars in PAUL
RYAN’s budgets over here.

I said: No, no. I am talking about
this budget. You claim you are not
scoring, as an increase in spending, $1.2
trillion, which you allowed to occur by
eliminating the reduction in spending
required in current law that is part of
the law of the United States today and
will not be changed?

This is baloney. Surely, Congress will
never change this. Surely, we will not
g0 back on the promise we made in 2011
when we raised the debt ceiling. But,
anyway, this is what the Associated
Press said about it: Because the Demo-
crats want to restore $1.2 trillion in
automatic spending cuts over the same
period, cuts imposed by Washington’s
failure to reach a broader budget
pact—the committee did not reach an
agreement, so these automatic cuts oc-
curred—MURRAY’s blueprint increases
spending slightly when compared with
current policy.

So you take the $1.2 trillion there,
and you have tax increases over here,
but the increases in spending are great-
er than the taxes. They conclude that
it increases spending overall, increases
spending overall.

The chairman, and probably the
Budget Committee Members who sup-
port this, want to assert somehow this
is a omne-for-one budget, a balanced
plan, a balanced budget amendment.
You have $1 trillion in tax increases
and $1 trillion in spending cuts, but
they are not there.

This chart is a very important chart
on the subject I am talking about. It is,
I believe, pretty much not disputable. I
don’t like to raise this, but I am not
going to take it.

Mr. Lew came before our committee,
the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and he said our budg-
et will not add to the debt, spends only
money we have and puts us on a path
to pay down the deficit.

I asked Mr. Lew—he said it on na-
tional television, CNN with Candy
Crowley. He said it with other net-
works too when he announced his budg-
et. Three days later, he was at the
Budget Committee. I asked him was
that accurate. He said it was accurate.

It absolutely was not accurate. His
budget never produced a single year in
which the deficit fell below $600 billion.
Yet he told the American people
squarely in the eye his budget would
stop adding to the debt, spend only
money we have, and allow us to pay
down the debt.

This is one of the greatest misrepre-
sentations in history. We are never
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going to have bipartisan agreement in
this Congress until we learn to be hon-
est about numbers. This budget is not
honest about numbers, I need to tell
you.

They claim a big savings and big re-
duction in spending and totally over-
look this. Where is the deficit? They
claim they reduce the deficit by $ 1.85
trillion, $1.850 billion. Let’s look at
that number. What about the sequester
I have been talking about? They elimi-
nate sequester and spending goes up
$1.223 trillion.

Was this scored in their number? No.
They tell us we have 1.85, and we have
to take off 1.2 because they didn’t score
the obvious increase in spending that
their budget plan for the next 10 years
includes. Take that off. We have looked
at it more carefully. It took us a while
to find this and took a while to get
these in the budget numbers, but we
have a good staff.

They found out, unlike what we
thought at first, there was no pay-for
for the doctors. For the last number of
years, we found the payment schedule
for doctors is totally inadequate based
on a law passed in the nineties which
has cut their payment to a degree that
if we cut them another 20-some-odd
percent, they would quit taking pa-
tients. They couldn’t operate.

We put the money in every year be-
cause we need to put the money in or
else they will not treat our patients.
They can’t afford to. Everybody, Re-
publicans and Democrats, we hate it.
We wish it weren’t so, but it is every
year we need to confront this thing
which should have long been made a
permanent fix. Every year it hasn’t
been, so every year we need to find the
money.

We also found the 2009 stimulus ex-
tension in the bill which continued
more borrowing and spending for a
stimulus was not accounted for. You
add those, and there is another $348 bil-
lion which ought to be scored. It leaves
us with a subtotal of $279 billion. That
sounds nice, but that is not correct.

Where are we next? Is there anything
in this budget we have found that is
not sound, gimmicky, which misrepre-
sents the facts? Yes, there is, a big one.
That is the war spending.

President Obama has long been very
late in producing his budget. It should
have been here in the Senate February
4, and it still hasn’t been produced. It
is one of the oddest things I have ever
seen. He basically punted to the Con-
gress and refused to lay out the budget
the law requires him to submit. He vio-
lates it all the time.

People ask me all the time, why does
the President not follow the law? It is
a very bad thing. He should follow the
law. He sets a bad example. Children
around this country, adults around this
country, when they find out the Presi-
dent ignores law, the Senate ignores
law, it is not good for America. We are
a nation of laws.

The President, the last budget he
sent, last January of 1 year ago, he laid
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out what he projected the costs would
be for the war on terror. He is bringing
those costs down dramatically, some
say too fast, some say not fast enough,
but they are coming down dramati-
cally. He projects, however, we are still
going to have military efforts against
our enemy with whom we are at war,
al-Qaida, for the next 10 years.

That costs money. He projected the
cost over 10 years for the war on terror
would be $467 billion. I think that is
pretty close to accurate. You could
give or take a little bit, but apparently
we are not stopping drone attacks.

I just met with our Ambassador who
is negotiating an agreement with Af-
ghanistan. We are projecting to have
troops over there for a long time. More
and more are in the support role, but it
is an expense to maintain the war
against terror.

We are free to attack al-Qaida wher-
ever they are. We have people in Iraq,
Yemen, Mali, and different places
throughout the world where our inter-
ests have been threatened, and that
costs money.

What did our good friends on the Sen-
ate Budget Committee do? They needed
more money in savings. They wanted
to say they cut spending. They came
up with a clever idea; we will just cut
all the war spending and pretend we
will not spend it. That is it. OK. We
will just pretend we are not going to
spend that much.

One year from that, the total amount
they say we are going to spend over 10
years is not $467 billion, it is 75. The
last 8 years will be zero, so we spend 75
over 2 years, and we will not spend any
more money. There will be peace in the
world, we will not have to chase al-
Qaida, we will not need drones, troops,
and special forces operating around the
world. We will be completely out of
Iraq and Afghanistan. Won’t that be
great? Let’s just play it that way.

I have to tell you, they know that is
not going to happen. Even President
Obama is projecting substantial reduc-
tions.

If you take that down, what we find
is the budget doesn’t reduce the deficit
at all. The budget increases the deficit
based on the course we are on today,
apples to apples, oranges to oranges.

We are not playing around with dif-
ferent baselines to gimmick it up. This
is the right way to analyze the situa-
tion.

I just have to say, the American peo-
ple need to know the budget before us
does not do what it says it will do.
Even what it says it will do is insuffi-
cient, but it doesn’t come close to
doing what it says, and it is not close
to doing what is needed. It will never
balance the budget, not in 10 years, not
in any time. It makes no changes,
none, to the deeply troubling surging
growth of our entitlement programs,
welfare programs, of Medicaid; the 83
means-tested welfare programs which
are expected to grow 80 percent over
the next 10 years, there are no changes.

There is no reform there we believe
in. I am disappointed. Presumably, we
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may see it pass out of the Senate on a
party-line vote, go to the House, and
we will see what happens in conference.
Could anything come out of con-
ference? It is possible. I am not over-
confident, particularly if we can’t get
Members of the Senate to lay out good
numbers.

How can we negotiate with a person
such as PAUL RYAN, who absolutely
knows what is up and what is down?
There is not a person in America who
knows the numbers better than PAUL
RYAN.

He has integrity. He works hard. He
has dedicated himself to mastering this
subject. He has mastered it, and he has
laid out a plan. I am not saying I agree
with everything in his plan. It is not
before us. He has laid out a plan. He is
prepared to negotiate, to discuss with
people who are willing to discuss how
to reach some compromise and some
consensus on some of the things we
need to do. It is very hard to do that if
you are putting up bogus numbers such
as this.

What about The Hill, another one of
the inside Washington publications. On
March 13, The Hill reported:

Murray argues that her budget cuts $1.85
trillion from deficits over 10 years. But once
the sequester cuts are turned off, Murray’s
budget appears to reduce deficits by about
$800 billion, using the Congressional Budget
Office’s baseline. The Murray budget does
not contain net spending cuts with the se-
quester turned off.

We score here about 700 after you
take that—645. They estimated 8, but
essentially they are making the same
point. The budget the Democrats pro-
duced did not score the sequester.

As we wrestle with these issues, talk-
ing about spending and how we create
growth in our economy—and all of us
want growth—we just contend growth
is better achieved through progrowth
policies than by borrowing and spend-
ing.

I wish to say there is academic re-
search which validates that opinion.
Senator MURRAY’s budget, the Demo-
cratic budget, proposes yet more stim-
ulus and proposes a 60-percent increase
in spending over the next 10 years, a
$162 billion increase over next year
alone.

This is an increase in spending next
year, not a reduction, of 162 next year.
It is a fair criticism around here that
the only budget that counts is the next
year. It does tend to control next year,
but it often normally gets altered be-
fore the second, third, fourth, fifth,
sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, and
tenth, but it doesn’t tell us a plan.

I contend reducing excessive spend-
ing without increasing taxes makes the
economy stronger, not weaker. Let’s
look at this. Real evidence supports
this. It shows reducing spending can
help an economy which has too much
debt. A Harvard University study
which I think all of us have seen, the
OECD, developed nations, looked at 107
different periods of fiscal adjustments
in these nations.
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This is what they have found:

Spending cuts are much more effective
than tax increases in stabilizing the debt and
avoiding economic downturn.

I believe that is accurate. If it is,
that is very important for us to know.
Many countries have reduced spending
and had large increases in job growth
thereafter.

You would hear our Members say: Oh,
you can’t cut spending; it will hurt job
growth. You could have something in
the short term, but these countries
have had substantial increases in job
growth after cutting spending—Aus-
tria, Denmark, Finland, Estonia, Neth-
erlands, Norway, Sweden. This chart
gives some of that insight: ‘“Job Gains
b years After Successful Spending Re-
ductions.” Look at these again. Japan
in 1987 had an 8.6-percent growth; Can-
ada in 1997 had 11.1 percent; Nether-
lands in 1997, 9.5 percent; United States
in 1997, after spending reductions, 5.2
percent. That is when we were on the
path to balance the budget. That was
when Newt Gingrich and the House Re-
publicans met with President Clinton
and negotiated and fought and wrestled
and shut the government down and cut
spending and the economy grew. And
then Sweden, in 1998, had 6.5 percent
growth. The average job growth over
these five countries was 8 percent after
cutting spending.

One I noticed on here is really some-
thing we should consider; that is, the
small country of Estonia, which was
part of the Soviet Union, dominated by
Russia and the Communists. It is a
great little country in the Baltics. I
was there 2 years ago. Senator Jon Kyl
took us there. They had just suffered
through the same financial catastrophe
in 2007 to 2008 that we had, but it hit
them worse. They had a larger drop in
GDP than we did, and it was very dam-
aging. They had to decide what to do
about it, so they began to consider
what to do about it, and they didn’t go
for this idea that they had to borrow,
borrow, borrow so they could Kkeep
spending because the revenue had
dropped so much and they were going
to keep spending at the same level.
That isn’t what the Estonians decided
to do. This new democracy, this free
enterprise, this free country, so excited
about their future, do you know what
they did? They cut spending. They cut
spending big time—big time.

This is what a Cabinet member told
me. We had dinner, a group of us, and
he said Cabinet people had their pay
cut 40 percent. He said their pay was
cut 40 percent, and he said: But I can
tell you who is really mad and giving
me a hard time.

I said: Who is that?

He said: My wife. She is a doctor. We
hammered them too.

So Estonia hardly had a debt in-
crease at all. Now Estonia has been
showing some of the fastest growth of
any country in Europe, maybe any
country in the developed world. So cut-
ting spending, making their govern-
ment leaner, more productive, and peo-
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ple taking pay cuts did not destroy
their economy. It allowed them to
bounce back quite successfully. I am so
proud to see their numbers continue to
be great economically because they
were courageous. The first thing their
leaders did was take pay cuts them-
selves.

Other countries have not followed
this path. Other countries haven’t
tightened their belts or they have re-
lied too heavily on tax increases to re-
duce deficits. These countries have not
fared as well. Greece, Portugal, the
United Kingdom and Spain all have had
big tax increases as part of their deficit
reduction plans, and these results are
confirmed by studies at the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and the University of
California.

So we spent $830 billion on stimulus
in early 2009. That passed through here
without my vote, and I opposed it at
the time vigorously. But it was passed,
and every dime of it was borrowed. We
didn’t have the money. We were in
debt. But the geniuses said we have to
stimulate the economy. Oh, if we don’t
borrow money and spend it, we will
sink into oblivion. It wasn’t what Esto-
nia did, but we did that. We spent the
money, and we haven’t seen the growth
we needed. We helped surge our debt.

We continue to spend substantially.
We continue to run up debt the likes of
which we have never seen before. I be-
lieve that debt right now is slowing
economic growth and that debt right
now could be a threat to our financial
security in the future. It is sad to see
us go in that direction.

Spending reductions are doable. We
can do this. A lot of people think it is
not possible. They get depressed, and
every time someone talks about spend-
ing reductions, people start whining: It
can’t be done. It can’t be done. We will
hurt the Defense Department because
the cuts on the Defense Department
were too great.

But the Defense Department will still
be there if we don’t fix it the way these
cuts are imposed. It will still be there—
and who knows, it could be stronger.

I am worried about it. In fact, the
way the sequester was crafted, at the
request of the President, one-half of all
the cuts in the entire $1.2 trillion in
cuts fell on the Defense Department,
which makes up one-sixth of the Fed-
eral Government. So these cuts fell on
the Defense Department disproportion-
ately. Medicaid was increasing at 8 per-
cent a year, no cuts; food stamps had
gone up from $20 billion to $80 billion
in 11 years—fourfold—but got no cuts;
and, of course, Social Security had no
cuts. There was a 2-percent maximum
reduction trim on Medicare providers,
which are the doctors and hospitals.
They had a minor cut. So a huge por-
tion of the budget had none, but the
Defense Department took a huge, huge
cut. It was not smart the way we did it,
but the amount of cuts, if properly al-
located across the entire government’s
spending, would have little impact on
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reducing growth but would really begin
to solidify public confidence that we
have a smart plan to get out of this
debt.

If we just slow the spending growth
to 3.4 percent a year over the next 10
years, we could balance this budget
without raising taxes. You have heard
that said. It is true. This is true. We do
not have to have substantial spending
cuts; we can do it and still have
growth.

Some programs need to be cut. Some
programs have to be cut. Some pro-
grams are growing much faster than 3.4
percent. Medicaid is growing at 8 per-
cent. It needs to be reformed. We can’t
sustain that kind of increase year after
year after year.

Most Americans know the old story
about the rule of seven. If you increase
something at 7 percent a year on your
savings account, it doubles in 10 years.
So if you have 8 percent, you are seeing
a 117-percent increase in spending over
10 years.

So if we allow 3.4 percent a year in
spending growth, that means we would
spend $11,000 per person in 2022, 10 years
out—$11,000 per person by the Federal
Government. That is a higher rate of
spending per person than we had in
2007. Yet we are going broke.

We can reduce spending without af-
fecting services. We can. Federal pro-
grams—many of them—are very waste-
ful, very inefficient, duplicative, and
subject to fraud. I just held up the GAO
2012 report that listed a pile—page
after page—of programs that are waste-
ful, duplicative, and so forth. We have
social service, domestic disaster assist-
ance, Internal Revenue Service en-
forcement efforts that all have duplica-
tive gaps and are not properly man-
aged. They talk about how the pro-
grams are duplicative, how the pro-
grams are mismanaged, how they need
to be tightened up, and there is a whole
list of these things. There are about 50
different major programs—>51—that
need reform. We haven’t done any of
that.

What does Congress say to the Amer-
ican people? Well, we don’t have time
to execute, carry out, or study GAO’s
report. That is too much work. Just
send us more money. No, we don’t have
time to do this. You don’t understand—
these little programs, they do not save
much money. They do not make any
difference. We don’t have to focus on
them. Send us more money. You have
to send us more money.

I think the American people may be
getting tired of this.

Nine different agencies, according to
GAO, run over 50 job-training programs
for people with disabilities. This budg-
et proposes to create more. We had an
amendment offered at the Budget Com-
mittee that would create another job
program. I mean, we have them all
over the place. It sounded like a good
idea. Something good happened in
some State, so we have a plan to offer
Federal legislation to do it here or ex-
pand it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Last year alone, Washington paid out
$44 billion to people who, through de-
ceit or error, did not deserve Medicare
payments. Let me repeat. Forty-four
billion dollars was paid out to people
who, through deceit or error, did not
deserve Medicare payments. That is
more money than we spend running our
national parks, the FBI, the Federal
Aviation Administration, the Army
Corps of Engineers’ civil works
projects, and the Internal Revenue
Service combined. Forty-four billion is
a lot. That is just about what the Fed-
eral highway budget is—$44 billion.
Fraud, deceit, and error out the door in
Medicare alone.

Well, Mr. President, we have been at
it a long time. I am very unhappy that
the budget process has been shifted to
the end of the week. I am very unhappy
that we are at a point where we are not
going to have as full a debate because
people are going to be stressed, they
are going to be here at night and
maybe into the weekend. Somebody
may say: Well, SESSIONS, it is your
fault. Why don’t you just yield back
this time? But it would take every Sen-
ator here to yield back the time. And if
I did, I am sure somebody would object.
And I am not yielding back time now.

We have problems. We can yield, we
can work through the night, we can
compromise tonight and maybe save a
few hours, or we can work to be as ac-
commodating to our colleagues as we
can. I am willing to do that. But I just
have to say that this budget should
have been up earlier. We should have
reached an agreement with Senators
MORAN and AYOTTE and given them
amendments early in the week or last
week, and we could have had the budg-
et up Monday. We wouldn’t have had
all this fuss. We would have had Mon-
day, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,
and we would have had a full day, com-
pleted all amendments, and been out of
here. But, oh no, I think there is some-
thing to the fact that it was considered
to be a good idea just to carry this
budget over to the end of the week and
that Senators would want to leave and
we would just wrap it all up, do it in
the dead of night so the American peo-
ple wouldn’t see, perhaps, what is going
to be done, wouldn’t pay much atten-
tion to the votes, and we could get out
of here and do the least possible public
discussion of this bad budget that we
can.

Now, some might say: Well, that is
really not so.

I think it is so. We haven’t had a
budget on the floor for 4 years. Why?
Senator REID said publicly that it is
foolish to have a budget. Why did he
say that? He meant it was foolish po-
litically. I have said this before. He
knows how I feel about it.

He said it was foolish—politically,
basically—to have a budget. Why? Be-
cause writing a budget requires a party
to lay out their vision for the future,
to be prepared to defend it in public de-
bate, and to have amendments on it.
He has been controlling this Senate to
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a degree no majority leader has ever
controlled the Senate, and the one
thing he is not able to control is the
budget process: You have 50 hours and
virtually unlimited amendments. He
didn’t want to do that. So he was will-
ing to violate the law of the United
States and not bring up a budget so he
wouldn’t have to do this.

Finally, this year the House got fed
up. They have been passing an honest
budget that lays out a future plan for
America. They have defended it pub-
licly. They have taken unfair attacks
and abuse for doing their duty every
year—Ilike they are supposed to do.

So they sent over a bill this year. It
said: No budget, no pay, Congress. If
you don’t bring up your budget, you
don’t get paid. So now we have a budg-
et for the first time in 4 years. Maybe
the House should be given a medal for
that.

But I am not happy. I don’t believe
we are doing this right. I was dis-
appointed that for the first time in 3
years, when a budget was brought up in
the Senate committee, we had state-
ments made one afternoon for a few
hours before we even saw the chair-
man’s mark. It was produced after
that, and we had 1 day—the next day—
to offer amendments. That wasn’'t a
very good process, in my view.

If we really want to deal with the
debt—the greatest danger of our time—
and deal with it properly, why wouldn’t
we want to have an open public hear-
ing? Why wouldn’t we have had expert
witnesses all year to help talk to us?
We had a few hearings, but we could
have had a lot more because this has
complex questions for us to decide. We
should have had more time in com-
mittee, and we should have had full
time on the floor of the Senate. So I
don’t make any bones about it. I wish
we had done it differently.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mrs. MURRAY. 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.

————

PRESIDENT’S MIDDLE EAST TRIP

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, President
Obama arrived in the Middle East
today. It is his first visit as President
to Israel and the West Bank.

Some in the press have focused on
the fact that the White House has low-
ered expectations for what will be ac-
complished in the 3 days of the Presi-
dent’s visit. Others, including Members
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of Congress, have signed letters to the
President.

Rather than prejudge what can be
achieved by this trip or try to tie the
President’s hands concerning the Mid-
dle East, I want to simply make a few
straightforward points.

First, no one who knows the Middle
East can honestly expect momentous
accomplishments from a short visit
like this, especially when the new
Israeli Government is still in the proc-
ess of forming. But despite that, it is
very positive that the President is
traveling to the region, and this is as
good a time as any.

Second, the peace process, as we have
come to refer to it, between Israelis
and Palestinians has been stalled for a
dozen years. In many ways the pros-
pects for an end to the conflict are
worse today than in the mid-1990s, and
there is plenty of blame to go around.
Just traveling to Israel and the West
Bank reaffirms this administration’s
interest in helping the parties find
ways to make progress on the key
issues. Ultimately, however, it is up to
them, not the United States, to resolve
their differences.

Third, it reaffirms President Obama’s
longstanding support for Israel. While
during the Presidential campaign there
were shameful attempts to portray the
President as somehow not committed
enough or supportive enough of Israel,
that was pure politics. The record is
abundantly clear that he has been, is—
and, there is every reason to believe,
will continue to be—a strong supporter
of Israel. Top Israeli officials have ac-
knowledged this.

That is not to say that we and the
Israeli Government are going to agree
on every issue. Israel and the United
States share fundamental interests,
but we are different countries and
sometimes our interests diverge. That
is to be expected.

Fourth, the President’s visit is an op-
portunity for Israelis and Palestinians
to recognize that the status quo is
unsustainable. Maintaining this unten-
able limbo is neither in their interests
nor in the interests of our great Na-
tion. Unilateral actions by either side
are harmful to the peace process. Rhet-
oric that dehumanizes or demonizes
the other is harmful. Settlement con-
struction in disputed territory is harm-
ful. Incitement to violence is harmful.
Both sides need to demonstrate that
they want lasting peace through nego-
tiations.

The President will also visit Jordan,
which is facing increasing pressure
from the flood of Syrian refugees, an
issue that concerns us all. The fiscal
year 2013 continuing resolution that is
expected to pass the Senate this week
includes additional assistance for Jor-
dan and for Syria’s other neighbors to
help address these needs.

And, of course, there are growing
concerns about Iran’s nuclear program.
I believe the President has wisely pro-
ceeded with caution in the way his ad-
ministration has responded to this
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grave threat. While some have urged
the President to adopt a purely mili-
tary policy toward Iran, the advice of
our top military leaders is restraint.
We should exhaust other means at our
disposal to try to convince Iran to
abandon its nuclear ambitions and to
avoid another war in that part of the
world.

Mr. President, I commend President
Obama for traveling to the Middle
East. Real peace with enduring secu-
rity between Israelis and Palestinians
has long been and remains a key goal
of the United States. It is one toward
which the Congress and the adminis-
tration should work together.

———

FREE SPEECH IN THE AMERICAS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there is
much at the Organization of American
States that needs to be reformed, but
the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights, JACHR, is not among
them. Yet that is what the Government
of Ecuador and some other Latin
American governments purport to be
calling for when the OAS general as-
sembly meets this coming Friday.

In reality, it is not about reform at
all but a concerted effort to severely
weaken the IACHR, the one institution
in the Americas that has been a con-
sistent, strong defender of free expres-
sion and other fundamental human
rights that have been too often denied
by those same governments.

I have spoken previously about the
courageous work of Colombian lawyer
Dr. Catalina Botero, the special
rapporteur for freedom of expression. I
have also spoken about the efforts by
Ecuador’s President Rafael Correa to
intimidate and control what remains of
an independent press in his country. So
I will not repeat myself here.

But the United States is the largest
contributor to the OAS, and we have
provided additional funds in recent
years to support the critically impor-
tant work of the TJACHR. I want to be
sure Senators are aware of what is hap-
pening, as it could have serious con-
sequences for our future support for
the OAS. I ask unanimous consent that
an article in the Washington Post by
Cesar Gaviria Trujillo, former Presi-
dent of Colombia and Secretary Gen-
eral of the OAS, be 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. 19, 2013]

MUZZLING A FREE-SPEECH CHAMPION
(By César Gaviria Trujillo)

César Gaviria Trujillo is a former president
of Colombia and past secretary general of
the Organization of American States.

A historic showdown set to occur at Fri-
day’s meeting of the general assembly of the
Organization of American States could de-
termine the future of human rights protec-
tions throughout the Western Hemisphere.

A group of nations led by Ecuador is push-
ing to ‘‘reform’ the Inter-American Commis-
sion on Human Rights and its office on free-
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dom of expression. The purported aim of
these changes is to ‘‘strengthen’” human
rights protections. If implemented, however,
the reforms will severely weaken the com-
mission and make it easier for governments
to ignore basic rights and limit free speech.

When I served as president of Colombia
from 1990 to 1994, I saw how difficult it could
be for national institutions to evolve and
change without external pressure. As sec-
retary general of the OAS between 1994 and
2004, I saw firsthand how effective the Inter-
American Commission could be in providing
this pressure when nations needed help to
move forward on human rights.

The commission has played a crucial role,
particularly in defending the principles of
the Inter-American Democratic Charter. It
has pressed for transparency and fair elec-
tions, and, equally important, it has inter-
vened when governments sought to under-
mine judicial independence or free speech. A
genuine democracy requires checks and bal-
ances as well as freedom of the press.

The changes being promoted would dras-
tically curtail the autonomy that has been
critical to the Inter-American Commission’s
success. One proposal would prevent the
commission from obtaining funds from out-
side the region, effectively putting a finan-
cial stranglehold on the panel. As of this
year, about a third of the commission’s
budget comes from Europe.

This measure would have a devastating im-
pact, especially on the commission’s Special
Rapporteurship for Freedom of Expression,
which for many years has led the fight for
press freedoms throughout the region and
has served as a constant thorn in the side of
governments that do not believe in free
speech. The office stands to lose virtually all
of its budget, making it easier for govern-
ments to prosecute their critics, impose cen-
sorship and close independent media outlets.

Another reform under consideration would
prevent states that have not ratified the
American Convention on Human Rights from
nominating members to the commission.
This measure appears to be designed to limit
the involvement of the United States and
Canada, neither of which has ratified the
convention though they are nonetheless sub-
ject to its monitoring and, most important,
are major sources of financial and political
support for its work.

Our region has made important progress on
human rights since the dark days of the Cold
War. Nearly all of this hemisphere’s dicta-
torships have been replaced by democracies.
Yet these democracies have at times tram-
pled on free speech and other fundamental
rights. The Inter-American human rights
system is the best mechanism we have for
ensuring that governments in the Americas
do a better job of protecting these rights and
freedoms.

So far, only a handful of countries have
joined Ecuador in this determined effort to
weaken our regional human rights system.
Those governments that are truly com-
mitted to human rights and democracy must
stand up for the commission this week and
put an end to this ill-conceived campaign.

——————

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, during
the past 50 years there has been signifi-
cant progress in improving living
standards in developing countries.
Some of the successes have been par-
ticularly noteworthy: eradicating
smallpox and almost eradicating polio,
stabilizing population growth rates in
many areas, longer life spans, lower in-
fant mortality, fewer people living in
poverty, the expansion of democracy.
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Investments in international devel-
opment made by government agencies,
nonprofits, businesses, and philan-
thropic foundations in the TUnited
States and around the world have made
a difference. Our country is more se-
cure and our economy more resilient
than it would otherwise be, thanks to
these investments.

Yet there is plenty of room for im-
provement to get better value for our
overseas investments, particularly to
increase the sustainability of the as-
sistance we provide. Too often we set
unrealistic goals, do not hold govern-
ments accountable for corruption, ig-
nore local input, and channel our aid
through contractors that charge high
fees and put profit over results.

There are other critical areas that
have not received nearly the attention
they deserve, either by our government
or other donors, including the explo-
sive growth of cities and the world’s
changing climate.

The President mentioned the loom-
ing threat of climate change in his in-
auguration speech, and like many oth-
ers I am glad he did. To date, our ef-
forts to address this global challenge
have been painfully slow and woefully
inadequate. As anyone who works the
land will tell you, the world’s climate
is changing fast—spring is coming ear-
lier, polar ice and glaciers are melting,
and storms are more violent. Scientists
say these changes are potentially cata-
strophic, and that we will experience
even more frequent severe weather
events, shrinking water supplies, more
intense heat waves and droughts, the
spread of disease, and more and more
threats to food production.

It is the poorest people who are most
vulnerable to these phenomena, and
who are most likely to be uprooted
from their homes as a result. If the
international community does not mo-
bilize quickly to address this challenge
we risk the reversal of many or most of
the international development gains of
the last 50 years, leaving an unprece-
dented crisis for our children and fu-
ture generations.

Then there is the related challenge of
urbanization. I am proud to say that a
Vermont organization called the Insti-
tute for Sustainable Communities,
founded by former Vermont Governor
Madeleine Kunin, is leading an effort
to accelerate climate solutions among
more than 320 U.S. cities—and the list
is growing. The institute is focusing on
cities because it is in densely popu-
lated areas that the opportunity to
quickly strengthen climate resilience
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions is
greatest. This work should be expanded
on a global scale.

Currently, only a very small percent-
age of international development dol-
lars is spent to address problems in
urban areas, yet 70 percent of the
world’s population will live in cities by
2030. The number of people migrating
to New Delhi, Mumbai, Dhaka, Lagos,
Kinshasa, and Karachi each year is
greater than the entire population of
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Europe. Between now and 2030—only 17
years—the world will need to build a
city of 1 million people every 5 days to
keep up with the urbanization of the
developing world. That is a staggering
and frightening statistic.

Those cities are not remotely pre-
pared to handle this flood of desperate
people. These are not places like Bos-
ton or London, Washington or Paris
that expanded gradually over centuries
becoming stronger as they grew. Cities
in developing countries expand through
shantytowns, like the vast slums of
Nairobi and Lagos. And bit by bit, the
edges of the city creep out and sud-
denly the city’s size has doubled, or
quadrupled. Closer to home, Tijuana,
on the United States Mexican border,
is one of Mexico’s fastest growing cit-
ies. Tijuana adds about 80,000 people
each year, and is projected to be the
second largest city in Mexico by 2030.
Many of its inhabitants arrive with no
place to live and no job. The city’s in-
frastructure is utterly unprepared to
handle them. It is a recipe for crime
and misery.

Slums are not infrastructure, and in
general most infrastructure decisions
are not well planned. Most of the devel-
oping world does not have running
water or reliable electricity, and near-
ly 40 percent of the world’s population
does not have access to basic sanita-
tion, including 1 billion children. That
number is likely to rise as rapidly ex-
panding cities become even less able to
meet the demand for basic sanitation
and health care.

This immense growth in cities is a
cauldron for chaos and instability. Peo-
ple living in cities without safe water
or electricity, plagued by hunger, dis-
ease and unhealthy living conditions,
threatened by rising sea levels and vio-
lent storms—these desperate condi-
tions are likely to lead to violence, dis-
placement, and even the toppling of
governments.

Rapid urbanization is already putting
tremendous pressure on the environ-
ment and threatens productive farm-
land. What will happen when there is
not enough food or water for cities
filled with millions of people? What
will happen if the population of Ja-
karta doubles without an improvement
in living conditions?

Yet as cities grow we also have an
opportunity to prevent chaos. Growing
cities are going to be constructing new
buildings—let’s make sure they are en-
ergy efficient. They are going to be
creating new transport systems—Ilet’s
focus on low-carbon strategies that
move people, not just cars. They are
going to need to feed hundreds of mil-
lions of hungry people—let’s make sure
urban centers are connected to the
rural economy in a sustainable way.
And as they build new infrastructure,
let’s make sure that it is designed to
support livable communities and built
in ways that are more resilient to ex-
treme weather and sea level rise.

Investing in cities gives us economies
of scale. We can accomplish a great
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deal through investing in efficient in-
frastructure, and we can apply lessons
learned all across the developing world.
An estimated 60 percent of the infra-
structure needed to keep pace with the
growth in urban centers has not been
built yet, but it will be by 2030.

Let’s focus on helping cities build
smarter. It is a lot easier and cheaper
to build it right the first time, than to
go back and fix it later. And here in
the United States there are companies
that produce some of the world’s best
technology and some of the world’s
best thinking about creating smart cit-
ies. Together with our international
partners we can meet this challenge if
we share our expertise.

International donors, led by the U.S.
Agency for International Development,
should devote a larger portion of re-
sources and effort to addressing the ur-
gent problems of climate change and
rapid urbanization. It is a critical in-
vestment for the 21st century.

———

VERMONTERS MAKING A
DIFFERENCE

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
been privileged to serve Vermonters for
many years as a voice on foreign policy
matters, and I am always reminded
that my work is a reflection of the out-
ward looking posture of the people of
my State. Vermonters have a long his-
tory of defending human rights and so-
cial justice at home and abroad. The
longest functioning international ex-
change program is based in Vermont,
and there are over 3,600 nonprofits reg-
istered in Vermont that are carrying
out programs to protect the environ-
ment, support public health, and many
other activities here and abroad.

These small businesses help bring
Vermont values to such far off places
as Vietnam, central Africa, the Middle
East, and Central America. One exam-
ple of the far-reaching contributions
Vermont small businesses make every
day is the BOMA Project. Based in
Manchester, VT, Kathleen Colson
started the BOMA Project in the mid-
2000s as a way to help women in Kenya
escape extreme poverty. Kathleen’s
company replaces loans with grants
and creates opportunities for these
women to start small, sustainable in-
come-generating businesses. To date,
her company has launched over 1,100
micro-enterprises across northern
Kenya.

Other examples of Vermont organiza-
tions doing innovative work to improve
the lives of people overseas are the In-
stitute for Sustainable Communities,
Pure Water for the World, Clear Path
International, the ARAVA Institute for
Environmental Studies, and World
Learning. And there are many others.

A February 10, 2013, article by the As-
sociated Press quoted Peace Corps re-
cruiter Brian Melman as he spoke
about the people who work with these
Vermont organizations: ‘‘These are
people who are willing to think big
with small resources. They will go out
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of their way to make relationships
with anyone that they can and to make
believers out of all they come across
because the passion is so genuine.”
That article, entitled “Vt. home to
many worldwide development groups,”’
is notable because it points out the
many ways our small State has con-
tributed in a big way to those less for-
tunate all across the globe. I ask unan-
imous consent that a copy of the arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Associated Press, Feb. 10, 2013]
VT. HOME TO MANY WORLDWIDE
DEVELOPMENT GROUPS
(By Wilson Ring)

DORSET, VT. (AP).—From a converted ga-
rage in Dorset, James Hathaway helps rid
Afghanistan and Vietnam of land mines. A
few miles away in Manchester, Kathleen
Colson helps women in northern Kenya start
businesses.

They are just a few of the nonprofit, non-
governmental organizations that call
Vermont home while doing work worldwide
in fields as varied as promoting democracy
or clean water. Besides working on develop-
ment projects in some of the remotest and
neediest parts of the globe, the organizations
are also pumping millions of dollars and hun-
dreds of jobs into the Vermont economy.

‘““These are people who are willing to think
big with small resources. They will go out of
their way to make relationships with anyone
that they can and to make believers out of
all they come across because the passion is
so genuine,” said Peace Corps recruiter
Brian Melman, who earned a graduate degree
at the University of Vermont in Burlington
and has also lived in Montpelier.

‘“There are people in Vermont who accom-
plish amazing things with just about noth-
ing,” he said.

While many of the organizations are small,
taken as a whole, Vermont’s international
nonprofit sector appears to boost the state’s
economy.

Though precise figures for international
nonprofits are hard to come by, a 2011
Vermont Community Foundation report
found that 3,626 domestic and international
nonprofit organizations bring $2.5 billion to
the state, about 12 percent of the gross state
product.

Some groups do local fundraisers. Others
attract grant money from foundations while
the larger ones work on contracts with gov-
ernment agencies.

The Montpelier-based Institute for Sus-
tainable Communities, formed in 1991, does
environmental, health care and other
projects in Serbia, China, India and Ban-
gladesh. It’s working with Burlington’s
Champlain College to learn more about the
international organizations in Vermont.

‘“There’s a wealth of global experience hid-
den in our hills and valleys, and most people
don’t know it,” said vice president Barbara
McAndrew. ‘“‘Putting together a real picture
of Vermont’s international footprint helps us
build connections between people working in
the same regions. It can raise our profile
with national and international funders and
it helps us attract and retain talented peo-
ple.”

Melman said that the same sense of com-
munity and the desire to help that he sees in
Peace Corps volunteers is what led
Vermonters to form nonprofits, in many
cases based on work they did while overseas
in the Peace Corps or other service.
Vermont, per capita, produces more Peace
Corps volunteers than any other state.
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Burlington, he said, ‘‘was just absolutely
awash with nonprofits,” Melman said. ‘“We
used to joke that there were more nonprofits
than people.”

One of Vermont’s first international NGOs
was the Brattleboro-based organization now
known as World Learning. The organization
employs 185 people and does work with edu-
cation, exchange, and development programs
in more than 60 countries. It was founded in
1932.

‘“Even back then, Vermont was attracting
innovative, different thinking individuals,”
said Simon Norton of World Learning.

Norton, who lives in Nevada but travels to
Vermont frequently, said there are pockets
across the country that have ‘‘the same
vibe” as Vermont and have many groups
working across the globe. He mentioned the
San Francisco area; parts of Seattle; Flag-
staff, Ariz.; Boulder, Colo.; and Asheville,
N.C. In Vermont, it’s statewide.

‘‘People choose to either stay or move to
Vermont for those small-town community
values,” he said.

Colson fits the profile. She said she got her
first taste of Africa through a program of-
fered by her college and later spent 25 years
in Africa running safaris. In the mid-2000s
she branched out and started working on a
program that helps women start tiny in-
come-generating businesses in areas where
opportunities are otherwise unavailable.
Now her program, the BOMA Project, has a
staff of four.

A native of western New York, she and her
husband moved back to the U.S. to raise
their children in a small town similar to
where she grew up.

Colson now spends about three months a
year in Kenya where she travels with an
armed bodyguard.

‘“To be able to be in that place and then
come home to Vermont . . . all of a sudden
you are in one of the safest places on the
planet,” Colson said.

Many of the organizations are in
Vermont’s larger communities, but others
are on back roads. Hathaway helped found
Clear Path International in the converted
garage outside his Dorset home in 2000,
where he still works as its communications
director. The organization’s main office has
since moved to Bainbridge Island, Wash.

Rutland-based Pure Water for the World,
which helps provide clean water to commu-
nities in Honduras and Haiti, employs three
people in Vermont and about 25 overseas. It
has a budget this year of $1.2 million, much
of which comes from individual donations,
said the group’s executive director, Carolyn
Crowley Meub.

“I know individuals who have a small NGO
they run from their living room and are
doing all kinds of interesting work from
these seemingly small, sleepy towns that are
incredibly connected to the world,” said Nor-
ton.

———
BIG SKY CONFERENCE CHAMPIONS
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President,

Johnny Wooden, the 10-time national
championship winning coach of UCLA,
once said: ‘“The main ingredient of
stardom is the rest of the team.”

It takes a little star power and team-
work to win 10 championships, but it
takes something extra special to win
the Big Sky Coach of the Year Award
20 times. That is Lady Griz Coach
Robin Selvig.

Coach Selvig hails from Outlook, MT.
He has true grit. He grew up north of
the Hi-Line. I know the occupant of the
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chair knows where the Hi-Line is. That
is up in northern Montana. There is a
Hi-Line across Montana that even
stretches over Highway 2 over into
North Dakota.

Under Coach Selvig’s leadership, the
Lady Griz have made it to the Big
Dance 20 times in the NCAA’s 32-year
history. Selvig has 798 wins in 35 sea-
sons.

I also rise to honor Montana Grizzly
men’s basketball coach Ben Tinkle.
Coach Tinkle was also honored this
week as the Big Sky’s Coach of the
Year for the men’s basketball program.
Coach Tinkle is leading the team to
their second trip in a row to the NCAA
tournament, after winning a dramatic
Big Sky Conference championship
against Weber State. Jordan Gregory’s
free throws in the final seconds of the
game were icing on the cake that
pulled the Griz ahead to win the game.
The Griz basketball teams have had
many spectacular seasons. And the
Congress, I might add, could learn a
lesson or two from the Big Sky Con-
ference basketball champions. Both
programs join a long tradition of excel-
lence and a long tradition of teamwork
that makes Montana proud. That is
why they win games. These teams have
shown a dedication to their school,
their fans, their studies, and their com-
munity that is a reflection of our Mon-
tana values.

As both the Lady Griz and the Griz-
zly Men’s basketball teams head into
the NCAA tournament this week, I
take this opportunity to publicly con-
gratulate each player on the roster, the
coaching staff, and the entire Univer-
sity of Montana community for this
terrific season. I join Montanans in
celebrating their teamwork and wish-
ing them the best.

Go Griz.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the names of the players
and coaches be printed in the RECORD.

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

12-2013 UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA MEN’S
BASKETBALL TEAM
COACHES

Wayne Tinkle—Head Coach

Jonathan Metzger-Jones—Assistant Coach

Freddie Owens—Assistant Coach

Kerry Rupp—Assistant Coach

Matt Erickson—Director of Basketball Op-
erations

Joey Petschl—Manager

PLAYERS

Will Cherry

Spencer Coleman

Keron DeShields

Nick Emerson

Jordan Gregory

Kevin Henderson

Eric Hutchison

Kareem Jamar

Andy Martin

Mathias Ward

Michael Weisner

Jake Wiley

Morgan Young

2012-2013 UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA WOMEN’S
BASKETBALL TEAM

COACHES
Robin Selvig—Head Coach
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Annette Rocheleau—Assistant Coach
Shannon Schweyen—Assistant Coach
Trish Duce—Assistant Coach
PLAYERS
Katie Baker
Kellie Cole
Kenzie De Boer
Hannah Doran
McCalle Feller
Shanae Gilham
Torry Hill
Alexandra Hurley
Molly Klinker
DJ Reinhardt
Maggie Rickman
Carly Selvig
Alyssa Smith
Rachel Staudacher
Jordan Sullivan
Haley Vining
——

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

STAFF SERGEANT STEVEN BLASS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to pay tribute to the life of SSG Steven
Blass, who was killed in a helicopter
crash in Afghanistan while serving his
country. My thoughts and prayers are
with his wife Tricia, his young son
Hayden, his parents, Randy and Carol,
and all his family and friends. I know
they are feeling his loss very deeply
now, as is the entire community of
Estherville, TA, his hometown. I under-
stand that Steven Blass was patriotic
even as a child and that joining the
Army had been a dream of his. He was
doing what he loved when he gave the
ultimate sacrifice. His love of country
and zeal for freedom represent the very
best of America. Like all the patriots
before him, his sacrifice has helped
keep the torch of liberty burning
bright. The United States of America is
indeed fortunate to have a native son
like Steven Blass, eager to serve his
country and risk everything for his fel-
low citizens. We are forever in his debt.
Although it is a debt which we can
never repay, it is a debt we must honor
by remembering SSG Steven Blass and
what he did for all of us.

——————

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT
ANNIVERSARY

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
this Saturday marks the third anniver-
sary of the passage of the Affordable
Care Act. At age 3, the law is pro-
tecting consumers against abusive in-
surance practices, helping seniors by
lowering prescription drug costs, and
building the infrastructure to expand
health insurance coverage to millions
of Americans. For the first time, pa-
tients’ interests and needs are being
put ahead of those of the insurance and
drug companies.

The Obama administration has
worked tirelessly to implement the
law, in the face of constant opposition.
My Republican colleagues in Congress
have voted to repeal or defund the Af-
fordable Care Act well over 30 times. It
is a chilling, if useless, political refrain
from the tea party.

On this third anniversary, it is im-
portant not only to reflect on how far
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we have come but to continue pressing
forward on the Affordable Care Act’s
many improvements to our health care
system, particularly the delivery sys-
tem reforms.

The Council of Economic Advisers’
2013 ‘‘Economic Report of the Presi-
dent” identified a number of sources of
waste in our health care system, in-
cluding the fragmentation of the deliv-
ery system; duplicate care and over-
treatment; the failure of providers to
adopt best practices; and payment
fraud. The council notes:

Taken together, [these factors] have been
estimated to account for between 13 and 26
percent of national health expenditures in
2011. The magnitude of this waste offers an
equally large opportunity for spending re-
ductions and improvement in quality of care
an opportunity that underpins many of the
provisions of the Affordable Care Act.

Thankfully, we have the tools nec-
essary to seize the opportunity de-
scribed by the Council of Economic Ad-
visers to drive down costs and improve
the quality of patient care. The Afford-
able Care Act included 45 provisions
dedicated to improving the way we de-
liver health care in 5 priority areas:
payment reform, primary and preven-
tive care, measuring and reporting
quality, administrative simplification,
and health information technology.

The effort to extract from the waste-
ful swamp of our health care bureauc-
racy a lean, humane, patient-centered
system is vital. National health spend-
ing hit $2.7 trillion in 2011 or about 18
percent of GDP. The next least effi-
cient developed country—the Nether-
lands—spent 12 percent of its GDP on
health care in 2010. Germany and
France spent 11.6 percent of their GDP
on health care. If we were as efficient
as the Netherlands, if we merely moved
from last place to second-to-last place
in health care efficiency, we would
save over $800 billion per year.

For all of our excess spending, one
might expect that Americans live
longer, healthier lives. But that is not
the case. The Institute of Medicine re-
cently compared the United States to
17 peer countries. We were worst for
prevalence of diabetes among adults,
worst for obesity across all age groups,
and worst in infant mortality. We suf-
fer higher death rates and worse out-
comes for conditions such as heart dis-
ease and chronic lung disease.

According to the Week, avoidable in-
fections passed on due to poor hospital
hygiene Kkill as many people in the
United States—about 103,000 a year—as
AIDS, breast cancer, and auto acci-
dents combined. These deaths are trag-
ic because they are largely prevent-
able. As we have shown in Rhode Is-
land, when hospital staff follow a
checklist of basic instructions washing
their hands with soap, cleaning a pa-
tient’s skin with antiseptic, placing
sterile drapes over the patient, etc.—
rates of infection plummet, and the
costs of treating those infections dis-
appear. The costs of treating the 100,000
who die, as well as the hundreds of
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thousands who suffer nonlethal infec-
tions, disappear.

Delivery system reform has real
promise in improving the management
and prevention of chronic disease.
These diseases accounted for 7 out of 10
deaths in the United States in 2011 and
at least 75 percent of our health care
spending.

I am not alone in saying that a cor-
rect diagnosis of the problem will lead
us to delivery system reform. Gail
Wilensky, the former Administrator of
the Center for Medicare and Medicaid
Services under President George H.W.
Bush, said in 2011, ‘“‘If we don’t redesign
what we are doing, we can’t just cut
unit reimbursement and think we are
somehow getting a better system.”

In the private sector, George Halvor-
son, chairman and CEO of Kaiser
Permanente said, ‘‘There are people
right now who want to cut benefits and
ration care and have that be the ave-
nue to cost reduction in this country
and that’s wrong. It’s so wrong, it’s al-
most criminal. It’s an inept way of
thinking about health care.”

Saving money by reforming how we
deliver health care isn’t just possible,
it is happening. At a 2011 hearing 1
chaired of the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, Greg Poulsen of Intermountain
Healthcare said:

Intermountain and other organizations
have shown that improving quality is com-
patible with lowering costs and, indeed,
high-quality care is generally less expensive
than substandard care.

So when Republicans say we must
cut Medicare and Medicaid benefits to
fix our deficit, that assertion is flat-
out wrong.

Attacking Medicare and Medicaid is
consistent with a particular political
ideology, but it is not consistent with
the facts. It ignores the fact that we
operate a wildly inefficient health care
system and that our health care spend-
ing problem is systemwide, not unique
to Federal health programs. It is not
just Medicare and Medicaid; former
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said
of the Defense budget, ‘“We’re being
eaten alive by health care.”

The President’s Council of Economic
Advisers estimates that we could save
approximately $700 billion every year
in our health care system without com-
promising health outcomes. The Insti-
tute of Medicine recently put this num-
ber at $750 billion. Other groups are
even more optimistic: The New Eng-
land Healthcare Institute has reported
that $850 billion could be saved annu-
ally. The Lewin Group and former Bush
Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neill have
estimated annual savings of a stag-
gering $1 trillion. Most recently, the
Commonwealth Fund laid out a set of
policies that would accelerate health
care delivery system reform and slow
health spending by $2 trillion over the
next 10 years.

These savings will have a dramatic
impact on the Federal budget. The Fed-
eral Government spends 40 percent of
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America’s health care expenditures. If
the estimate by the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers is correct, we could re-
duce the Federal deficit by up to $280
billion per year. If we achieve only one-
quarter of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers’ estimate, the Federal savings
would be $70 billion annually. Over a
10-year budget period, that amounts to
$700 billion in Federal health care sav-
ings all without taking away any bene-
fits, all while likely improving quality
of care.

In a report I issued last year for the
Senate Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee, I found that the
administration has made considerable
progress on implementing the 45 deliv-
ery system reform provisions in the
law. But more can and must be done.
Specifically, I again urge the adminis-
tration to set a cost-savings target for
health care delivery system reform. A
cost-savings target will focus, guide,
and spur the administration’s efforts in
a manner that vague intentions to
“bend the health care cost curve’ will
not. As the Commonwealth Fund con-
cluded, ‘“The establishment of targets
can serve both as a metric to guide pol-
icy development and as an incentive
for all involved parties to act to make
them effective.”

In 1961, President Kennedy declared
that within 10 years the United States
would put a man on the Moon and re-
turn him safely. The message—and the
mission outlined—was clear. The result
was a vast mobilization of private and
public resources to achieve that pur-
pose.

This administration has a similar op-
portunity—particularly now, at the
height of the implementation of the
Affordable Care Act. We need to put
the full force of American innovation
and ingenuity into achieving a serious
cost-savings target for our Nation’s
health care system. But it is hard to do
that if they won’t set one.

I urge the administration to set a
cost-savings target, with a number and
a date. And then let’s get to work to
give American families the health care
system they deserve. Instead of waste
and inefficiency, poor outcomes and
missed opportunities, we would have a
health care system that is the envy of
the world.

———————

ADDITIONAL SATEMENTS

MUSIC EDUCATION

e Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise
with great pride that my home State of
West Virginia received special recogni-
tion today for its support of music edu-
cation in our public school system. The
recognition came from three organiza-
tions that are committed to music edu-
cation—the VH1 Save The Music Foun-
dation, the National Association of
Music Merchants—NAMM, and the Na-
tional Association for Music Edu-
cation—NAfME.

I want to extend my personal thanks
to the leaders of all three organizations
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for recognizing West Virginia, for their
support of our efforts to rebuild music
programs in our State and for making
a special day even more special—with
an award ceremony today that in-
cluded performances by singer-song-
writer Vanessa Carlton, jazz guitarist
and former New York Yankees cham-
pion Bernie Williams and Red Hot Chili
Peppers drummer Chad Smith.

I enjoyed their performances, but I
also was moved by their stories of per-
sonal and professional benefits from
their music education. Their stories
made clear how the opportunity to
learn about the arts and to perform as
an artist helps students’ ideas and re-
alities beyond words and numbers in
textbooks.

But even more special was the fact
that the Save The Music award cere-
mony included a performance from a
student jazz ensemble from
Shepherdstown Middle School, which
received a VH1 Save The Music grant
in 2012. I was so proud to listen to these
young musicians. They are a wonderful
example of the extraordinary way
music can impact the lives of students,
not just in West Virginia but all over
the country.

I would like to congratulate these
students on their performance today
and on their many accomplishments
leading up to this special day—and I
wish them many more successes in the
future. Also, I would like to especially
thank Shepherdstown Middle School
Principal Elizabeth Best and
Shepherdstown music teacher Mrs.
Chad Conant for their generous con-
tributions and assistance.

On behalf of the State of West Vir-
ginia, I was honored to accept, along
with fellow West Virginia Senator JAY
ROCKEFELLER and Randall Reid-Smith,
Commissioner of the West Virginia Di-
vision of Culture and History, a Sup-
port Music Award from NAMM, which
works in partnership with the VHI
Save The Music Foundation and
NAfME.

I deeply appreciate the acknowledge-
ment of our efforts to support music
education. And, of course, I deeply ap-
preciate the contributions to music
education that these organizations
make in West Virginia and throughout
the United States.

The VH1 Save the Music Foundation
is a nonprofit organization dedicated to
restoring instrumental music edu-
cation programs in America’s public
schools, and raising awareness about
the importance of music as part of each
child’s complete education. To date,
VH1 Save the Music has provided more
than $49.5 million in new musical in-
struments to 1,850 public schools in
more than 192 school districts around
the country, impacting the lives of
over 2.1 million children. Research
sponsored by NAMM shows clearly that
students participating in music edu-
cation do better in school and go on to
college.

Since 2009, the VH1 Save the Music
Foundation has given instrumental
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music education grants valued at $1.05
million to 35 schools in 30 counties
throughout West Virginia. And I am in-
formed that the Foundation is com-
mitted to funding music education in
all 55 counties of the Mountain State.
This initiative started when I was Gov-
ernor, and I am pleased to see it mov-
ing forward so positively.

This collaboration is a true example
of the huge benefits of public-private
partnerships. It is also a strong incen-
tive for all of us to work for more Fed-
eral and State funding to enhance
music education in our public schools.

In today’s global economy, creativity
is essential. Consequently, education in
the arts is more important than ever
because education in the arts helps stu-
dents be inventive, resourceful and
imaginative. Music education is not
just a privilege—it is essential.e®

——
REMEMBERING VIRGINIA “GINNY”
HILL WOOD
o Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,

today I wish to honor Virginia ‘“‘Ginny”’
Hill Wood. On March 8, 2013, Ginny
passed away at the young age of 95.
Alaska lost a true pioneer and advo-
cate for Alaska’s wilderness. The Alas-
kan outdoors was always at the center
of her life; she guided her last
backcountry trip at age 70, cross-coun-
try skied into her mid-80s, and gar-
dened into her early 90s.

Born Virginia Hill on October 24,
1917, Ginny grew up in Washington and
Oregon, where she fell in love with the
outdoors. She took her first plane ride
at the early age of 4 sitting in her fa-
ther’s lap as they flew with a barn-
storming pilot. Ginny attended Wash-
ington State University, and in 1938
she took a break when she biked
through Europe for a year before re-
suming her studies at the University of
Washington. She was eager to pursue
her passion for flying, and joined the
Civilian Pilot Training Service in col-
lege. During World War II, she enrolled
in the Women Airforce Service Pilots
corps, known as WASP, and ferried all
types of military planes throughout
the Lower 48.

Her flying and sense of adventure
brought her north to Alaska. Ginny
landed, literally, in Fairbanks, AK at
Weeks Field on a very cold New Year’s
Day in 1947—along with fellow pilot
and great friend Celia Hunter in a sec-
ond aircraft. Her arrival in Fairbanks
when the town was just barely out of
its rough mining camp days is illus-
trative of her pioneering spirit. People
were not flocking to Fairbanks in Jan-
uary of 1947, and it was especially rare
to find a female pilot. She soon began
flying tourists from Fairbanks to
Kotzebue. In the late 1940’s Ginny took
a bicycling tour throughout postwar
Europe with Celia Hunter, and when
asked where she was from, Ginny
would say ‘‘Alaska.”

In 1950, Ginny married Morton
“Woody’”’ Wood, a forest ranger at Mt.
McKinley National Park. On a rainy
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day in the summer of 1951, Ginny,
Woody, and Celia arrived near the
northern boundary of Mt. McKinley
National Park in search of some land
to homestead within view of Denali.
That fall, Celia Hunter homesteaded 67
acres. Together, the founders built
Camp Denali with locally-harvested
spruce logs and reclaimed materials
from the National Park Service, often
with the help of friends and visitors,
who would drop in just to look, but
would stay to help haul logs. Ginny and
Celia ran Camp Denali for 25 years, op-
erating the remote tourist resort, forg-
ing livelihoods out of ingenuity, hospi-
tality, and love of the land.

Ginny was a committed, persistent,
eloquent voice for conservation issues
in Alaska. She was not afraid to speak
on behalf of her values, and will be re-
membered in part as Alaska’s pioneer
conservationist. Her independent life-
style, from building cabins, flying in
the bush, and guiding in the Brooks
Range and ANWR has inspired and
served as an example for those around
her. Her service as a WASP earned her
a Congressional Gold Medal. She also
received the Alaska-Siberia Lend Lease
Award for her flying in 2002. I had the
honor of presenting Ginny her Congres-
sional Gold Medal at her cabin in Fair-
banks in 2010 as she was unable to at-
tend the ceremony in Washington, DC.
Pouring through her scrapbook and lis-
tening to her stories was a visit I will
always remember.

Though many have noted that she
served as a role model for other
women, Ginny stated that “I did what
I wanted to do and I happened to be a
woman.”’ I admired her strong commit-
ment to protecting the beauty of Alas-
ka and her zest for life.

I extend my sincerest condolences to
Ginny’s remaining family; her daugh-
ter Romany Wood and son-in-law Carl
Rosenberg of San Cristobal, NM. Alas-
ka has lost a friend and champion. May
she rest in peace.®

———————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-852. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Amitraz; Pesticide Tolerances” (FRL
No. 9381-1) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on March 19, 2013; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-853. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Revision to the California State Im-
plementation Plan, South Coast Air Quality
Management District” (FRL No. 9779-2) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on March 19, 2013; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-854. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; Region 4 States; Prong 3 of
Section 110(a)(2)(D)(i) Infrastructure Re-
quirement for the 1997 and 2006 Fine Particu-
late Matter National Ambient Air Quality
Standards’ (FRL No. 9792-2) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on
March 19, 2013; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-855. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; State of Washington; Re-
vised Format of 40 CFR Part 52 for Materials
Incorporated by Reference’” (FRL No. 9768-9)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on March 19, 2013; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-856. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Minnesota;
Flint Hills Resources Pine Bend” (FRL No.
9792-8) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on March 19, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-857. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Designation of Areas for Air Quality
Planning Purposes; State of California; Im-
perial Valley Planning Area for PM 10; Clari-
fication of Nonattainment Area Boundary’
(FRL No. 9791-6) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on March 19, 2013; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-858. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Phys-
ical Protection of Byproduct Material”
(RIN3150-AI12) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on March 19, 2013; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-859. A communication from the Pro-
gram Manager, Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services, Department of Health
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“Medi-
care and Medicaid Programs; Requirements
for Long-Term Care (L'TC) Facilities; Notice
of Facility Closure” (RIN0938-AQ09) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on March 19, 2013; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-860. A communication from the Chief of
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In-
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘“Update of Weighted
Average Interest Rates, Yield Curves, and
Segment Rates’” (Notice 2013-23) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
March 18, 2013; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-861. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to the United
States having provided limited technical
support to French forces that conducted an
operation in Somalia; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-862. A communication from the Deputy
Assistant to the President and Executive
Secretary and Chief of Staff of the National
Security Staff, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the War Powers Res-
olution (Public Law 93-148); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-863. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
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partment of State, transmitting, certifi-
cation of a proposed amendment of an export
license pursuant to section 36(c) of the Arms
Export Control Act (Transmittal No. DDTC
13-019); to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-864. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the effectiveness of
United Nations efforts to prevent sexual ex-
ploitation and abuse and trafficking in per-
sons in UN peacekeeping missions; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-865. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition to add workers from the Hanford site
in Hanford, Washington, to the Special Expo-
sure Cohort; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-866. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition to add workers from General Steel In-
dustries, Granite City, Illinois, to the Spe-
cial Exposure Cohort; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-867. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition to add workers who were employed at
the Baker Brothers site in Toledo, Ohio, to
the Special Exposure Cohort; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC-868. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition to add workers who were employed at
the Joslyn Manufacturing and Supply Co. at
the covered facility in Fort Wayne, Indiana,
to the Special Exposure Cohort; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC-869. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a pe-
tition to add workers who were employed at
the Battelle Laboratories King Avenue site
in Columbus, Ohio, to the Special Exposure
Cohort; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-870. A communication from the Inves-
tigative Specialist, Directorate of Whistle-
blower Protection Program, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Procedures for the Handling of Retal-
iation Complaints Under Section 1558 of the
Affordable Care Act” (RIN1218-ACT9) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on March 11, 2013; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-871. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“The Protection and Advocacy for Individ-
uals with Mental Illness (PAIMI) Program
Activities Report for Fiscal Years 2009 and
2010”; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HARKIN, from the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions,
without amendment:

S. 622. An original bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to reau-
thorize user fee programs relating to new
animal drugs and generic new animal drugs.
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. LEVIN for the Committee on
Armed Services.

*Frederick Vollrath, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Defense.

*Alan F. Estevez, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a Principal Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense.

*Eric K. Fanning, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Under Secretary of the Air Force.

*Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. John E.
Hyten, to be Lieutenant General.

Air Force nomination of Maj. Gen. Tod D.
Wolters, to be Lieutenant General.

Marine Corps nominations beginning with
Brigadier General John J. Broadmeadow and
ending with Brigadier General Vincent R.
Stewart, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on January 22, 2013.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Bruce E.
Grooms, to be Vice Admiral.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Armed Services I report
favorably the following nomination
lists which were printed in the
RECORDS on the dates indicated, and
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex-
pense of reprinting on the Executive
Calendar that these nominations lie at
the Secretary’s desk for the informa-
tion of Senators.

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

Air Force nominations beginning with
Alexander M. Archibald III and ending with
Timothy Y. Salam, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on February 27, 2013.

Army nomination of Michael J. Burke, to
be Major.

Army nomination of Charles A. Slaney, to
be Colonel.

Army nominations beginning with Sara L.
Carlson and ending with David R. Trainor,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on February 27, 2013.

Army nominations beginning with James
W. Ness and ending with Zachary T. Irvine,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on February 27, 2013.

Marine Corps nominations beginning with
James B. Thompson and ending with Jason
A. Woodworth, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on January 23, 2013.

Marine Corps nominations beginning with
Michael A. Brown and ending with Michael
E. Samples, Jr., which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on January 23, 2013.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———

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:
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By Mr. SCHATZ:

S. 618. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct certain special re-
source studies; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

By Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 619. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent unjust and irrational
criminal punishments; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CORNYN:

S. 620. A bill to withhold the salary of the
Director of OMB upon failure to submit the
President’s budget to Congress as required
by section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mr.

KIRK, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 621. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub-
stances Act to make any substance con-
taining hydrocodone a schedule II drug; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARKIN:

S. 622. An original bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to reau-
thorize user fee programs relating to new
animal drugs and generic new animal drugs;
from the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions; placed on the calendar.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Mr.
VITTER):

S. 623. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to ensure the continued
access of Medicare beneficiaries to diag-
nostic imaging services; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. HATCH, Mrs.
BOXER, and Mr. BENNET):

S. 624. A Dbill to amend the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 to re-
quire criminal background checks for child
care providers; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. CARPER):

S. 625. A bill to provide for a biennial ap-
propriations process with the exception of
defense spending and to enhance oversight
and the performance of the Federal Govern-
ment; to the Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. SANDERS:

S. 626. A bill to de-link research and devel-
opment incentives from drug prices for new
medicines to treat HIV/AIDS and to stimu-
late greater sharing of scientific knowledge;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SANDERS:

S. 627. A bill to provide incentives for in-
vestment in research and development for
new medicines, to enhance access to new
medicines, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. BAU-
cUs, Mr. BEGICH, and Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR):

S. 628. A Dbill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to extend the duration of the
Physical Disability Board of Review and to
the expand the authority of such Board to re-
view of the separation of members of the
Armed Forces on the basis of mental condi-
tion not amounting to disability, including
separation on the basis of a personality or
adjustment disorder; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. Booz-
MAN, Mr. TESTER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da-
kota, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr.
FRANKEN, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 629. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to recognize the service in the
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reserve components of the Armed Forces of
certain persons by honoring them with sta-
tus as veterans under law, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. BEGICH, and Ms.
HEITKAMP):

S. 630. A bill to establish a partnership be-
tween States that produce energy onshore
and offshore for our country with the Fed-
eral Government; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. CASEY, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Ms. WARREN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. BROWN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Ms.
HIrRONO, and Mr. COWAN):

S. 631. A bill to allow Americans to earn
paid sick time so that they can address their
own health needs and the health needs of
their families; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Ms. AYOTTE):

S. Res. 82. A resolution commemorating
the 30th anniversary of the proposal for the
Strategic Defense Initiative; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. BROWN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and
Mr. BLUMENTHAL):

S. Res. 83. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Aware-
ness Week; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
BARRASSO, Mr. CASEY, Mr. JOHNSON
of South Dakota, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. SHAHEEN,
Mr. REED, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
CARPER, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. BEGICH, Mr.
BROWN, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. RUBIO, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. NELSON,
Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. ENZI):

S. Res. 84. A resolution recognizing the
192nd anniversary of the independence of
Greece and celebrating democracy in Greece
and the United States; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

S. Res. 85. A resolution designating April
2013 as ‘‘National Congenital Diaphragmatic
Hernia Awareness Month’’; considered and

agreed to.
——
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
s. 17

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
17, a bill to stimulate the economy,
produce domestic energy, and create
jobs at no cost to the taxpayers, and
without borrowing money from foreign
governments for which our children
and grandchildren will be responsible,
and for other purposes.
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S. 169
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. MURPHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 169, a bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to authorize
additional visas for well-educated
aliens to live and work in the United
States, and for other purposes.
S. 288
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 288, a bill to increase the
participation of historically underrep-
resented demographic groups in
science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics education and industry.
S. 294
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. UDpALL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 294, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to improve the dis-
ability compensation evaluation proce-
dure of the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs for veterans with mental health
conditions related to military sexual
trauma, and for other purposes.
S. 309
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. TESTER) and the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 309, a bill to award
a Congressional Gold Medal to the
World War II members of the Civil Air
Patrol.
S. 316
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 316, a bill to recalculate and
restore retirement annuity obligations
of the United States Postal Service, to
eliminate the requirement that the
United States Postal Service prefund
the Postal Service Retiree Health Ben-
efits Fund, to place restrictions on the
closure of postal facilities, to create in-
centives for innovation for the United
States Postal Service, to maintain lev-
els of postal service, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 330
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
KIrRK) and the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 330, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to establish
safeguards and standards of quality for
research and transplantation of organs

infected with human immuno-
deficiency virus (HIV).
S. 350

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 350, a bill to provide for Fed-
eral agencies to develop public access
policies relating to research conducted
by employees of that agency or from
funds administered by that agency.

S. 392

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New

Mexico, the name of the Senator from
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South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 392, a bill to sup-
port and encourage the health and
well-being of elementary school and
secondary school students by enhanc-
ing school physical education and
health education.
S. 484
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOzZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 484, a bill to amend the Toxic
Substances Control Act relating to
lead-based paint renovation and remod-
eling activities.
S. 496
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
496, a bill to direct the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy to change the Spill Prevention, Con-
trol, and Countermeasure rule with re-
spect to certain farms.
S. 504
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 504, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to en-
sure that valid generic drugs may enter
the market.
S. 603
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RiscH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
603, a bill to repeal the annual fee on
health insurance providers enacted by
the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act.
S. 610
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RiscH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
610, a bill to amend the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act to repeal
certain limitations on health care ben-
efits.
S. 614
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. UpALL) and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were
added as cosponsors of S. 614, a bill to
require the continuation of tuition as-
sistance programs for members of the
Armed Forces for the remainder of fis-
cal year 2013.
S. 615
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 615, a bill to establish
Coltsville National Historical Park in
the State of Connecticut, and for other
purposes.
S. CON. RES. 6
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZzI) and the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) were added
as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 6, a con-

current resolution supporting the
Local Radio Freedom Act.
S. RES. 37

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
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(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 37, a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate in disapproving
the proposal of the International Olym-
pic Committee Executive Board to
eliminate wrestling from the Summer
Olympic Games beginning in 2020.
S. RES. 65
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 65, a resolution strongly sup-
porting the full implementation of
United States and international sanc-
tions on Iran and urging the President
to continue to strengthen enforcement
of sanctions legislation.
S. RES. 77
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 77, a resolution expressing
the sense of Congress relating to the
commemoration of the 180th anniver-
sary of diplomatic relations between
the United States and the Kingdom of
Thailand.
AMENDMENT NO. 65
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 65 proposed to H.R. 933,
amend the title to read: ‘““An Act mak-
ing consolidated appropriations and
further continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2013.”.
AMENDMENT NO. 67
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 67 intended
to be proposed to H.R. 933, amend the
title to read: ‘“‘An Act making consoli-
dated appropriations and further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2013.”".
AMENDMENT NO. 72
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL), the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. CoOONs), the Senator
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VIT-
TER), the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
JOHNSON), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. HELLER), the Senator from Alaska
(Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mrs. FISCHER), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. DONNELLY), the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. NELSON),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. BAU-
cUs) and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 72 pro-
posed to H.R. 933, amend the title to
read: ‘““An Act making consolidated ap-
propriations and further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2013.”.
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
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amendment No. 72 proposed to H.R. 933,
supra.
AMENDMENT NO. 126

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
his name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 126 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 933, amend the title to
read: ‘““An Act making consolidated ap-
propriations and further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2013.”".

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SCHATZ:

S. 618. A bill to require the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct certain spe-
cial resource studies; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 618

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 ‘‘Pacific Is-
lands Parks Act of 2013”.

SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’” means
the Secretary of the Interior.

SEC. 3. SPECIAL RESOURCE STUDIES.

(a) STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a special resource study of each of the
following sites:

(A) The Ka‘u Coast on the island of Hawaii,
Hawaii.

(B) The northern coast of Maui, Hawaii.

(C) The southeastern coast of Kauai, Ha-
wadii.

(D) Historic sites on Midway Atoll.

(E) On request of the Governor of the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
the island of Rota in the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands.

(2) CONTENTS.—In conducting each study
required under paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall—

(A) evaluate the national significance of
the site and the area surrounding the site;

(B) determine the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating the site as a unit of the
National Park System;

(C) consider other alternatives for preser-
vation, protection, and interpretation of the
site by Federal, State, or local governmental
entities or private and nonprofit organiza-
tions;

(D) consult with any interested Federal,
State, or local governmental entities, pri-
vate and nonprofit organizations, or individ-
uals; and

(E) identify cost estimates for any Federal
acquisition, development, interpretation, op-
eration, and maintenance associated with
the alternatives considered under the study.

(b) UPDATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall up-
date the study authorized by section
326(b)(3)(N) of the National Park Service
Studies Act of 1999 (as enacted in title III of
Appendix C of Public Law 106-113; 113 Stat.
1501A-195) relating to World War II sites in
the Republic of Palau.

(2) CONTENTS.—In updating the study de-
scribed in paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall—
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(A) determine whether conditions have
changed to justify designating the site as a
unit of the National Park System;

(B) consider other alternatives for preser-
vation, protection, and interpretation of the
site by Federal, State, or local governmental
entities or private and nonprofit organiza-
tions;

(C) consult with any interested Federal,
State, or local governmental entities, pri-
vate and nonprofit organizations, or individ-
uals; and

(D) identify cost estimates for any Federal
acquisition, development, interpretation, op-
eration, and maintenance associated with
the alternatives considered under the study.

(c) APPLICABLE LAW.—The studies and up-
dates to the study required under section
shall be conducted in accordance with sec-
tion 8 of the National Park System General
Authorities Act (16 U.S.C. 1a-5).

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after
the date on which funds are first made avail-
able for the studies and updates to the study
under this Act, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Natural Resources of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen-
ate a report that describes—

(1) the results of each study and updates to
the study; and

(2) any conclusions and recommendations
of the Secretary based on the results de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act such sums as are nec-
essary.

By Mr. PAUL (for himself and
Mr. LEAHY):

S. 619. A bill to amend title 18,
United States Code, to prevent unjust
and irrational criminal punishments;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I
join with Senator PAUL to introduce
the Justice Safety Valve Act of 2013,
which will start to take on the problem
of the ever-increasing Federal prison
population and spiraling costs that
spend more and more of our justice
budget on Kkeeping people in prison,
thereby reducing opportunities to do
more to keep our communities safe.
This bill will combat injustice in Fed-
eral sentencing and the waste of tax-
payer dollars by allowing judges appro-
priate discretion in sentencing.

As a former prosecutor, I understand
that criminals must be held account-
able and that long sentences are some-
times necessary to keep violent crimi-
nals off the street and deter those who
would commit violent crime. I have
come to believe, however, that manda-
tory minimum sentences do more harm
than good. As Justice Kennedy said,
“In too many cases, mandatory min-
imum sentences are unwise and un-
just.”

Currently a ‘‘safety valve’ provision
allows low-level drug offenders to avoid
mandatory minimum penalties if cer-
tain conditions are met. The bill we in-
troduce today would extend that safety
valve to all Federal crimes subject to
mandatory minimum penalties, allow-
ing a judge to impose a sentence other
than a statutorily designated manda-
tory sentence in cases in which key
factors are present. The judge would be
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required to provide notice to the par-
ties and to state in writing the reasons
justifying the alternative sentence.

The United States has a mass incar-
ceration problem. Between 1970 and
2010, the number of people incarcerated
grew by 700 percent. Although the
United States has only 5 percent of the
world’s population, we incarcerate al-
most a quarter of its prisoners. At the
end of 2011, 2.2 million people were in
jail or prison in the United States.
That means we incarcerate roughly 1
in every 100 adults.

As of last week, the Federal prison
population was over 217,000. Almost
half of those men and women are im-
prisoned on drug charges. Compare this
with 1980, when the Federal prison pop-
ulation was just 25,000. Since 2000
alone, the Federal prison population
has increased by 55 percent.

As more and more people are incar-
cerated for longer and longer, the re-
sulting costs have placed an enormous
strain on the Justice Department’s
budget and have at the same time se-
verely limited the ability to enact poli-
cies that prevent crimes effectively
and efficiently. At a time when our
economy has been struggling to re-
cover from the worst recession in the
last 75 years and our budget is limited,
we must look at the wasteful spending
that occurs with overincarceration.

At the federal level, over the last 5
years, our prison budget has grown by
nearly $2 billion. In 2007, we spent ap-
proximately $5.1 billion on Federal
prisons. Last year, the Federal Bureau
of Prisons requested more than $6.8 bil-
lion. That means less money for Fed-
eral law enforcement, less aid to State
and local law enforcement, and less
funding for crime prevention programs
and prisoner reentry programs. In
short, we have less to spend on the
kinds of programs that evidence has
shown work best to keep crime rates
down. Building more prisons and lock-
ing people up for longer and longer—es-
pecially nonviolent offenders—is not
the best use of taxpayer money and is,
in fact, an ineffective means of keeping
our communities safe.

The proliferation of Federal manda-
tory minimum sentences is not the
only factor driving the increase in in-
carceration rates, but it is an impor-
tant factor. The number of mandatory
minimum penalties in the Federal code
nearly doubled from 1991 to 2011. Even
those defendants not subject to manda-
tory minimums have seen their pen-
alties increase as a result of mandatory
penalties being incorporated into the
U.S. sentencing guidelines.

In addition to driving up our prison
population, mandatory minimum pen-
alties can lead to terribly unjust re-
sults in individual cases. This is why a
large majority of judges oppose manda-
tory minimum sentences. In a 2010 sur-
vey by the U.S. Sentencing Commis-
sion of more than 600 Federal district
court judges, nearly 70 percent agreed
that the existing safety valve provision
should be extended to all Federal of-
fenses. That is what our bill does.
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Judges, who hand down sentences and
can see close up when they are appro-
priate and just, overwhelmingly oppose
mandatory minimum sentences.

Congress has too often moved in the
wrong direction by imposing new man-
datory minimum sentences unsup-
ported by evidence while failing to re-
authorize crucial programs like the
Second Chance Act to rehabilitate pris-
oners who will be released to rejoin our
communities. Our reliance on manda-
tory minimums has been a great mis-
take. I am not convinced it has reduced
crime, but I am convinced it has im-
prisoned people, particularly non-
violent offenders, for far longer than is
just or beneficial. It is time for us to
let judges go back to acting as judges
and making decisions based on the in-
dividual facts before them. A one-size-
fits-all approach to sentencing does not
make us safer.

This is a bipartisan issue. Sentencing
reform works. States, including very
conservative States such as Texas, that
have implemented sentencing reform
have saved money and seen their crime
rates drop.

I thank Senator PAUL for his dedica-
tion to this cause and for working with
me on this legislation. I hope other
Senators will join us in advancing this
legislation and ensuring that taxpayer
dollars are used more efficiently to
better prevent crime rather than sim-
ply building more prisons.

By Mr. CORNYN:

S. 620. A bill to withhold the salary of
the Director of OMB upon failure to
submit the President’s budget to Con-
gress as required by section 1105 of title
31, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the No Budget No OMB Pay
Act of 2013.

The No Budget No OMB Pay Act of
2013 will prohibit paying the salaries of
the OMB Director, the Deputy Director
of OMB, and the Deputy Director for
Management of OMB for any period of
time that the President is late in meet-
ing his statutory requirement of sub-
mitting a budget by the first Monday
of February.

As many of my colleagues know, it
has been over 1,400 days since the Sen-
ate has passed a budget. It is certainly
progress that the Majority has decided
to finally put forward a budget and
that the Senate will be able to debate
and amend a budget—a budget that
raises taxes by $1.5 trillion, increases
Washington spending by 62 percent,
and fails to balance the budget any-
time in the next ten years.

Unfortunately, for the first time in
recent memory, Congress is acting be-
fore receiving the President’s budget.
According to a recent headline in the
March 11, 2013 edition of the National
Journal this is unprecedented and is a
break from a 92-year tradition of hav-
ing the President exercise leadership in
the budget process.
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Current law requires the President to
send his budget by the first Monday of
February. But President Obama has ig-
nored this requirement. In fact, he has
missed the statutory deadline four out
of five times. This year he was required
to issue his budget proposal on Feb-
ruary 4, 2013. But he missed this dead-
line. So while the Senate is finally act-
ing, it has been 44 days since the Presi-
dent has failed to live up to his com-
mitment.

We know that for Congress to get
paid, it must live up to its responsibil-
ities and pass a budget. The OMB Di-
rector and other high-level OMB offi-
cials also have obligations to meet.
After all, these officials are responsible
for putting together the President’s
budget. Both the executive and legisla-
tive branch share responsibility when
it comes to the federal budget. But
without Presidential leadership Wash-
ington spending will remain out of con-
trol. Taxpayers deserve better. They
deserve accountability.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 620

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 ‘‘“No Budget,
No OMB Pay Act of 2013,

SEC. 2. DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH

STATUTORY REQUIREMENT TO SUB-
MIT THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET.

Not later than 3 days after the President’s
budget is due, the Inspector General of the
Office of Personnel Management shall—

(1) make an annual determination of
whether the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB) and the Presi-
dent are in compliance with section 1105 of
title 31, United States Code; and

(2) provide a written notification of such
determination to the Chairpersons of the
Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate and
the Chairpersons of the Committee on the
Budget and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives.

SEC. 3. NO PAY UPON FAILURE TO TIMELY SUB-
MIT THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET TO
CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, no funds may be ap-
propriated or otherwise be made available
from the United States Treasury for the pay
of the Director of OMB, Deputy Director of
OMB, and the Deputy Director for Manage-
ment of OMB during any period of non-
compliance determined by the Inspector
General of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment under section 2.

(b) NO RETROACTIVE PAY.—The Director of
OMB, Deputy Director of OMB, and the Dep-
uty Director for Management of OMB may
not receive pay for any period of noncompli-
ance determined by the Inspector General of
the Office of Personnel Management under
section 2 at any time after the end of that
period.

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect upon the date of
enactment of this Act.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
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CASEY, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MURPHY, Ms.
WARREN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
MERKLEY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. HIRONO, and
Mr. COWAN):

S. 631. A bill to allow Americans to
earn paid sick time so that they can
address their own health needs and the
health needs of their families; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, 10 years
ago, Senator Ted Kennedy first intro-
duced the Healthy Families Act. This
landmark legislation addressed a prob-
lem that so many working families
struggle with each and every day—how
do I balance my job responsibilities
with my health and the health of my
family? The Healthy Families Act
sought to make that difficult juggling
act a little bit easier by ensuring that
hardworking people have access to paid
sick days. At the time, supporters of
the bill, myself included, argued that
families were under increasing strain,
with rising costs, stagnant wages, and
disappearing job security. We argued
that families were forced to make im-
possible choices between their jobs and
their families. We pledged that work-
ing families deserved better.

Today, a decade later, the cir-
cumstances facing working families
are even more challenging: Americans
are still struggling to get by. Wages
are still stagnant, job security is even
more tenuous, and too many workers
struggle with whether to give up a pay-
check or put their jobs at risk when-
ever a child has an asthma attack or
an elderly parent comes down with the
flu. Ten years later, working families
still deserve better.

Today, 10 years later, almost 40 per-
cent of American workers, including 24
of low-wage workers, don’t have the
ability to earn even a single paid sick
day. For these workers, missing work
due to an illness, injury, or doctor’s ap-
pointment can mean putting their job
and their family’s financial security in
jeopardy. As a consequence, many of
these workers have no choice but to re-
port to work sick or send their children
to school or day care sick—which puts
public health in jeopardy as well.

Health officials urge people with con-
tagious illnesses to stay home from
work to avoid spreading disease. But
workers in industries with the most in-
tensive contact with the public, such
as food service and hospitality, are the
least likely to have paid sick days. In
2010, three-quarters of food service
workers lacked paid sick days. So not
surprisingly, nearly two-thirds of res-
taurant workers have reported cooking
or serving food while sick. Similarly,
most personal care and service jobs,
like child care workers and elder care
workers, work with vulnerable popu-
lations but are unable to take a sick
day without risking their jobs or pay-
checks. This has clear implications for
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public health. In fact, a recent study
found that a lack of workplace policies
including paid sick days contributed to
an additional 5 million cases of influ-
enza-like illness during the HINI1 out-
break in 2009.

It doesn’t have to be this way. We
can give working people the tools they
need to protect their families’ health
and economic well-being while also
safeguarding the public health.

This is why Congresswoman ROSA
DELAURO and I are reintroducing the
Healthy Families Act, which would
allow U.S. workers to earn up to seven
paid sick days per year to recover from
short-term illness, care for a sick fam-
ily member, seek routine medical care,
or seek help if they are victims of do-
mestic violence. This important legis-
lation will provide much-needed secu-
rity for hardworking families strug-
gling to balance the obligations of
work and family. It will improve public
health and decrease health costs by
preventing the spread of disease and
giving employees better options for ob-
taining preventive care and treatment.
It will also help victims of domestic vi-
olence to protect their families and
their futures.

Providing paid sick days to workers
will be good for working people and
their families, and good for our busi-
nesses and our economy as well. Allow-
ing workers to attend to their own
health or their families’ health fosters
good will and loyalty toward employ-
ers, and boosts morale and produc-
tivity in the workplace. In fact, 70 per-
cent of lost productivity due to illness
is not attributed to absent workers but
rather to ‘‘presenteeism,’’ the practice
of employees working while sick, in-
fecting their colleagues, and being less
productive themselves. Businesses
whose workers have paid sick days will
also benefit from reduced turnover—
and its high associated costs—when
workers can hold on to their jobs. Paid
sick days can also help reduce occupa-
tional injuries. In fact, a recent study
found that workers with access to paid
sick leave were 28 percent less likely
than workers without paid sick leave
to suffer nonfatal occupational inju-
ries. Employers themselves are begin-
ning to recognize the positive effects of
paid sick days. Five years after paid
sick days were implemented in San
Francisco, %3 of employers surveyed
said they were ‘‘supportive” of paid
sick days, while one third said they
were ‘‘very supportive.”

Ensuring that workers have paid sick
days will also reduce health care costs,
by helping ensure that workers get
timely care including preventive care,
before medical issues become acute. A
2011 study shows that a universal paid
sick days policy would reduce prevent-
able visits to the emergency room and
result in cost savings of $1.1 billion per
year, including $500 million in savings
for public health insurance like Med-
icaid. And a 2012 study showed that
workers with paid sick leave were more
likely to get cancer screenings, includ-
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ing a mammogram, Pap test, or endos-
copy, and they were more likely to
have visited a doctor in the previous
year than workers without paid sick
leave.

One more very important benefit;
paid sick days will allow workers peace
of mind and financial security. They
won’t face a lost paycheck or a lengthy
job search each time they become ill.
They won’t face reduced income and
have to cut back on their spending on
food, medicine, and other necessities
bought in their local communities.
Working people will have the security
of knowing that if illness strikes, they
will be able to tend to their families
without losing their jobs or their pay-
checks.

I thank my colleagues who are join-
ing me today as original cosponsors of
this critically important legislation,
and I encourage all Senators to join us
in supporting the Healthy Families
Act. This bill is no less important
today than it was when it was first in-
troduced by my friend, the late Sen-
ator Ted Kennedy, a decade ago. Know-
ing that 10 years have gone by and
workers around the country have still
not secured paid sick days should not
discourage us. It should strengthen our
resolve to see this basic right afforded
to all working Americans and their
families.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 631

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 ‘‘Healthy
Families Act’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Working Americans need time to meet
their own health care needs and to care for
family members, including their children,
spouse, domestic partner, parents (including
parents-in-law), and other children and
adults for whom they are caregivers.

(2) Health care needs include preventive
health care, diagnostic procedures, medical
treatment, and recovery in response to
short- and long-term illnesses and injuries.

(3) Providing employees time off to meet
health care needs ensures that they will be
healthier in the long run. Preventive care
helps avoid illnesses and injuries and routine
medical care helps detect illnesses early and
shorten their duration. A 2012 study pub-
lished by BioMed Central Public Health of
results of the National Health Interview Sur-
vey found that lack of paid sick leave is a
barrier to receiving cancer screenings and
preventive care. Workers with paid sick
leave were more likely to have a mammo-
gram, Pap test, or endoscopy, and were more
likely to have visited a doctor in the pre-
vious year, than workers without paid sick
leave, even when the results were adjusted
for sociodemographic factors.

(4) When parents are available to care for
their children who become sick, children re-
cover faster, more serious illnesses are pre-
vented, and children’s overall mental and
physical health improve. In a 2009 study pub-
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lished in the American Journal of Public
Health, 81 percent of parents of a child with
special health care needs reported that tak-
ing leave from work to be with their child
had a ‘‘good” or ‘‘very good” effect on their
child’s physical health. Similarly, 85 percent
of parents of such a child found that taking
such leave had a ‘‘good” or ‘‘very good’ ef-
fect on their child’s emotional health.

(56) When parents cannot afford to miss
work and must send children with con-
tagious illnesses to child care centers or
schools, infection can spread rapidly through
child care centers and schools.

(6) Providing paid sick time improves pub-
lic health by reducing infectious disease.
Policies that make it easier for sick adults
and children to be isolated at home reduce
the spread of infectious disease. A 2012 study
published in the American Journal of Public
Health found that a lack of workplace poli-
cies like paid sick days contributed to an ad-
ditional 5,000,000 cases of influenza-like ill-
ness during the HIN1 pandemic of 2009.

(7) Routine medical care reduces medical
costs by detecting and treating illness and
injury early, decreasing the need for emer-
gency care. These savings benefit public and
private payers of health insurance, including
private businesses. A 2011 study by the Insti-
tute for Women’s Policy Research found that
a universal paid sick days policy would re-
duce preventable visits to the emergency
room and result in cost savings of
$1,100,000,000 per year, including $500,000,000
in savings for public health insurance like
Medicaid.

(8) The provision of individual and family
sick time by large and small businesses, both
here in the United States and elsewhere,
demonstrates that policy solutions are both
feasible and affordable in a competitive
economy. A 2009 study by the Center for Eco-
nomic and Policy Research found that, of 22
countries with comparable economies, the
United States was 1 of only 3 countries that
did not provide any paid time off for workers
with short-term illnesses.

(9) Measures that ensure that employees
are in good health and do not need to worry
about unmet family health problems help
businesses by promoting productivity and re-
ducing employee turnover.

(10) The American Productivity Audit com-
pleted in 2003 found that lost productivity
due to illness costs $226,000,000,000 annually,
and that 71 percent of that cost stems from
presenteeism, the practice of employees
coming to work despite illness. Studies in
the Journal of Occupational and Environ-
mental Medicine, the Employee Benefit
News, and the Harvard Business Review show
that presenteeism is a larger productivity
drain than either absenteeism or short-term
disability.

(11) Working while sick also increases a
worker’s probability of suffering an injury
on the job. A 2012 study published by the
American Journal of Public Health found
that workers with access to paid sick leave
were 28 percent less likely than workers
without paid sick leave to suffer nonfatal oc-
cupational injuries.

(12) The absence of paid sick time has
forced Americans to make untenable choices
between needed income and jobs on the one
hand and caring for their own and their fam-
ily’s health on the other.

(13) Nearly 40 percent of the private sector
workforce, and 25 percent of the public sec-
tor workforce, lacks paid sick time. Another
4,000,000 theoretically have access to sick
time, but have not been on the job long
enough to use it. Millions more lack sick
time they can use to care for a sick child or
ill family member.

(14)(A) Workers’ access to paid sick time
varies dramatically by wage level.
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(B) For private sector workers—

(i) for workers in the lowest quartile of
earners, 71 percent lack paid sick time;

(ii) for workers in the next 2 quartiles, 36
and 25 percent, respectively, lack paid sick
time; and

(iii) even for workers in the highest quar-
tile, 16 percent lack paid sick time.

(C) For public sector workers—

(i) for workers in the lowest quartile of
earners, 25 percent lack paid sick time;

(ii) for workers in the next 2 quartiles, 7
percent lack paid sick time; and

(iii) for workers in the highest quartile, 2
percent lack paid sick time.

(D) In addition, millions of workers cannot
use paid sick time to care for ill family
members.

(15) Due to the roles of men and women in
society, the primary responsibility for fam-
ily caregiving often falls on women, and such
responsibility affects the working lives of
women more than it affects the working
lives of men.

(16) An increasing number of men are also
taking on caregiving obligations, and men
who request paid time for caregiving pur-
poses are often denied accommodation or pe-
nalized because of stereotypes that
caregiving is only ‘‘women’s work”’.

(17) Employers’ reliance on persistent
stereotypes about the ‘‘proper’ roles of both
men and women in the workplace and in the
home continues a cycle of discrimination
and fosters stereotypical views about wom-
en’s commitment to work and their value as
employees.

(18) Employment standards that apply to
only one gender have serious potential for
encouraging employers to discriminate
against employees and applicants for em-
ployment who are of that gender.

(19) It is in the national interest to ensure
that all Americans can care for their own
health and the health of their families while
prospering at work.

(20) Nearly 1 in 3 American women report
physical or sexual abuse by a husband or
boyfriend at some point in their lives. Do-
mestic violence also affects men. Women ac-
count for about 85 percent of the victims of
domestic violence and men account for ap-
proximately 15 percent of the victims. There-
fore, women disproportionately need time off
to care for their health or to find solutions,
such as obtaining a restraining order or find-
ing housing, to avoid or prevent physical or
sexual abuse.

(21) One study showed that 85 percent of
domestic violence victims at a women’s shel-
ter who were employed missed work because
of abuse. The mean number of days of paid
work lost by a rape victim is 8.1 days, by a
victim of physical assault is 7.2 days, and by
a victim of stalking is 10.1 days. Nationwide,
domestic violence victims lose almost
8,000,000 days of paid work per year.

(22) Without paid sick days that can be
used to address the effects of domestic vio-
lence, these victims are in grave danger of
losing their jobs. One survey found that 96
percent of employed domestic violence vic-
tims experienced problems at work related
to the violence. The Government Account-
ability Office similarly found that 24 to 52
percent of victims report losing a job due, at
least in part, to domestic violence. The loss
of employment can be particularly dev-
astating for victims of domestic violence,
who often need economic security to ensure
safety.

(23) The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention has estimated that domestic vio-
lence costs over $700,000,000 annually due to
the victims’ lost productivity in employ-
ment.

(24) Efforts to assist abused employees re-
sult in positive outcomes for employers as
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well as employees because employers can re-
tain workers who might otherwise be com-
pelled to leave.

SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to ensure that all working Americans
can address their own health needs and the
health needs of their families by requiring
employers to permit employees to earn up to
56 hours of paid sick time including paid
time for family care;

(2) to diminish public and private health
care costs by enabling workers to seek early
and routine medical care for themselves and
their family members;

(3) to assist employees who are, or whose
family members are, victims of domestic vio-
lence, sexual assault, or stalking, by pro-
viding the employees with paid time away
from work to allow the victims to receive
treatment and to take the necessary steps to
ensure their protection;

(4) to address the historical and persistent
widespread pattern of employment discrimi-
nation on the basis of gender by both private
and public sector employers;

(5) to accomplish the purposes described in
paragraphs (1) through (4) in a manner that
is feasible for employers; and

(6) consistent with the provision of the 14th
Amendment to the Constitution relating to
equal protection of the laws, and pursuant to
Congress’ power to enforce that provision
under section 5 of that Amendment—

(A) to accomplish the purposes described in
paragraphs (1) through (4) in a manner that
minimizes the potential for employment dis-
crimination on the basis of sex by ensuring
generally that paid sick time is available for
eligible medical reasons on a gender-neutral
basis; and

(B) to promote the goal of equal employ-
ment opportunity for women and men.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) CHILD.—The term ‘‘child’” means a bio-
logical, foster, or adopted child, a stepchild,
a child of a domestic partner, a legal ward,
or a child of a person standing in loco
parentis, who is—

(A) under 18 years of age; or

(B) 18 years of age or older and incapable of
self-care because of a mental or physical dis-
ability.

(2) DOMESTIC PARTNER.—The term ‘‘domes-
tic partner” means the person recognized as
being in a relationship with an employee
under any domestic partnership, civil union,
or similar law of the State or political sub-
division of a State in which the employee re-
sides.

(3) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—The term ‘‘domes-
tic violence’ has the meaning given the term
in section 40002(a) of the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)), except
that the reference in such section to the
term ‘‘jurisdiction receiving grant monies”
shall be deemed to mean the jurisdiction in
which the victim lives or the jurisdiction in
which the employer involved is located.

(4) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’”’
means an individual who is—

(A)(1) an employee, as defined in section
3(e) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 203(e)), who is not covered under
subparagraph (E), including such an em-
ployee of the Library of Congress, except
that a reference in such section to an em-
ployer shall be considered to be a reference
to an employer described in clauses (i)(I) and
(ii) of paragraph (5)(A); or

(ii) an employee of the Government Ac-
countability Office;

(B) a State employee described in section
304(a) of the Government Employee Rights
Act of 1991 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-16c(a));

(C) a covered employee, as defined in sec-
tion 101 of the Congressional Accountability
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Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1301), other than an ap-
plicant for employment;

(D) a covered employee, as defined in sec-
tion 411(c) of title 3, United States Code; or

(E) a Federal officer or employee covered
under subchapter V of chapter 63 of title 5,
United States Code.

(6) EMPLOYER.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term
means a person who is—

(i)(I) a covered employer, as defined in sub-
paragraph (B), who is not covered under sub-
clause (V);

(IT) an entity employing a State employee
described in section 304(a) of the Government
Employee Rights Act of 1991;

(ITI) an employing office, as defined in sec-
tion 101 of the Congressional Accountability
Act of 1995;

(IV) an employing office, as defined in sec-
tion 411(c) of title 3, United States Code; or

(V) an employing agency covered under
subchapter V of chapter 63 of title 5, United
States Code; and

(ii) is engaged in commerce (including gov-
ernment), or an industry or activity affect-
ing commerce (including government), as de-
fined in subparagraph (B)(iii).

(B) COVERED EMPLOYER.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—In subparagraph (A)@A)(),
the term ‘‘covered employer’—

(I) means any person engaged in commerce
or in any industry or activity affecting com-
merce who employs 15 or more employees for
each working day during each of 20 or more
calendar workweeks in the current or pre-
ceding calendar year;

(IT) includes—

(aa) any person who acts, directly or indi-
rectly, in the interest of an employer to any
of the employees of such employer; and

(bb) any successor in interest of an em-
ployer;

(ITI) includes any ‘‘public agency’’, as de-
fined in section 3(x) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 203(x)); and

(IV) includes the Government Account-
ability Office and the Library of Congress.

(ii) PUBLIC AGENCY.—For purposes of clause
(i)(III), a public agency shall be considered to
be a person engaged in commerce or in an in-
dustry or activity affecting commerce.

(iii) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
paragraph:

(I) COMMERCE.—The terms ‘‘commerce’’
and ‘‘industry or activity affecting com-
merce”’ mean any activity, business, or in-
dustry in commerce or in which a labor dis-
pute would hinder or obstruct commerce or
the free flow of commerce, and include
“‘commerce’” and any ‘‘industry affecting
commerce’’, as defined in paragraphs (1) and
(3) of section 501 of the Labor Management
Relations Act, 1947 (29 U.S.C. 142 (1) and (3)).

(IT) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’ has
the same meaning given such term in section
3(e) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 203(e)).

(IIT) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’ has the
same meaning given such term in section
3(a) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
(29 U.S.C. 203(a)).

(C) PREDECESSORS.—Any reference in this
paragraph to an employer shall include a ref-
erence to any predecessor of such employer.

(6) EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS.—The term ‘‘em-
ployment benefits’” means all benefits pro-
vided or made available to employees by an
employer, including group life insurance,
health insurance, disability insurance, sick
leave, annual leave, educational benefits,
and pensions, regardless of whether such
benefits are provided by a practice or written
policy of an employer or through an ‘‘em-
ployee benefit plan’, as defined in section
3(3) of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(3)).

‘‘employer”’
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(7) HEALTH CARE PROVIDER.—The term
‘““health care provider” means a provider
who—

(A)(1) is a doctor of medicine or osteopathy
who is authorized to practice medicine or
surgery (as appropriate) by the State in
which the doctor practices; or

(ii) is any other person determined by the
Secretary to be capable of providing health
care services; and

(B) is not employed by an employer for
whom the provider issues certification under
this Act.

(8) PAID SICK TIME.—The term ‘‘paid sick
time” means an increment of compensated
leave that can be earned by an employee for
use during an absence from employment for
any of the reasons described in paragraphs
(1) through (4) of section 5(b).

(9) PARENT.—The term ‘‘parent’” means a
biological, foster, or adoptive parent of an
employee, a stepparent of an employee, par-
ent-in-law, parent of a domestic partner, or a
legal guardian or other person who stood in
loco parentis to an employee when the em-
ployee was a child.

(10) SECRETARY.—The term
means the Secretary of Labor.

(11) SEXUAL ASSAULT.—The term ‘‘sexual
assault’” has the meaning given the term in
section 40002(a) of the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)).

(12) SPOUSE.—The term ‘‘spouse’’, with re-
spect to an employee, has the meaning given
such term by the marriage laws of the State
in which the employee resides.

(13) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” has the
meaning given the term in section 3 of the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C.
203).

(14) STALKING.—The term ‘‘stalking’ has
the meaning given the term in section
40002(a) of the Violence Against Women Act
of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)).

(15) VICTIM SERVICES ORGANIZATION.—The
term ‘‘victim services organization’ means a
nonprofit, nongovernmental organization
that provides assistance to victims of domes-
tic violence, sexual assault, or stalking or
advocates for such victims, including a rape
crisis center, an organization carrying out a
domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalk-
ing prevention or treatment program, an or-
ganization operating a shelter or providing
counseling services, or a legal services orga-
nization or other organization providing as-
sistance through the legal process.

SEC. 5. PROVISION OF PAID SICK TIME.

(a) ACCRUAL OF PAID SICK TIME.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—AnN employer shall permit
each employee employed by the employer to
earn not less than 1 hour of paid sick time
for every 30 hours worked, to be used as de-
scribed in subsection (b). An employer shall
not be required to permit an employee to
earn, under this section, more than 56 hours
of paid sick time in a calendar year, unless
the employer chooses to set a higher limit.

(2) EXEMPT EMPLOYEES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (3), for purposes of this section, an
employee who is exempt from overtime re-
quirements under section 13(a)(1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C.
213(a)(1)) shall be assumed to work 40 hours
in each workweek.

(B) SHORTER NORMAL WORKWEEK.—If the
normal workweek of such an employee is less
than 40 hours, the employee shall earn paid
sick time based upon that normal work
week.

(3) DATES OF ACCRUAL AND USE.—Employees
shall begin to earn paid sick time under this
section at the commencement of their em-
ployment. An employee shall be entitled to
use the earned paid sick time beginning on
the 60th calendar day following commence-
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ment of the employee’s employment. After
that 60th calendar day, the employee may
use the paid sick time as the time is earned.
An employer may, at the discretion of the
employer, loan paid sick time to an em-
ployee in advance of the earning of such time
under this section by such employee.

(4) CARRYOVER.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), paid sick time earned
under this section shall carry over from 1
calendar year to the next.

(B) CONSTRUCTION.—This Act shall not be
construed to require an employer to permit
an employee to accrue more than 56 hours of
earned paid sick time at a given time.

(6) EMPLOYERS WITH EXISTING POLICIES.—
Any employer with a paid leave policy who
makes available an amount of paid leave
that is sufficient to meet the requirements
of this section and that may be used for the
same purposes and under the same condi-
tions as the purposes and conditions outlined
in subsection (b) shall not be required to per-
mit an employee to earn additional paid sick
time under this section.

(6) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed as requiring financial or
other reimbursement to an employee from
an employer upon the employee’s termi-
nation, resignation, retirement, or other sep-
aration from employment for earned paid
sick time that has not been used.

(7) REINSTATEMENT.—If an employee is sep-
arated from employment with an employer
and is rehired, within 12 months after that
separation, by the same employer, the em-
ployer shall reinstate the employee’s pre-
viously earned paid sick time. The employee
shall be entitled to use the earned paid sick
time and earn additional paid sick time at
the recommencement of employment with
the employer.

(8) PROHIBITION.—AN employer may not re-
quire, as a condition of providing paid sick
time under this Act, that the employee in-
volved search for or find a replacement
worker to cover the hours during which the
employee is using paid sick time.

(b) UsEs.—Paid sick time earned under this
section may be used by an employee for any
of the following:

(1) An absence resulting from a physical or
mental illness, injury, or medical condition
of the employee.

(2) An absence resulting from obtaining
professional medical diagnosis or care, or
preventive medical care, for the employee.

(3) An absence for the purpose of caring for
a child, a parent, a spouse, a domestic part-
ner, or any other individual related by blood
or affinity whose close association with the
employee is the equivalent of a family rela-
tionship, who—

(A) has any of the conditions or needs for
diagnosis or care described in paragraph (1)
or (2); and

(B) in the case of someone who is not a
child, is otherwise in need of care.

(4) An absence resulting from domestic vio-
lence, sexual assault, or stalking, if the time
is to—

(A) seek medical attention for the em-
ployee or the employee’s child, parent,
spouse, domestic partner, or an individual
related to the employee as described in para-
graph (3), to recover from physical or psy-
chological injury or disability caused by do-
mestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking;

(B) obtain or assist a related person de-
scribed in paragraph (3) in obtaining services
from a victim services organization;

(C) obtain or assist a related person de-
scribed in paragraph (3) in obtaining psycho-
logical or other counseling;

(D) seek relocation; or

(E) take legal action, including preparing
for or participating in any civil or criminal
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legal proceeding related to or resulting from
domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalk-
ing.

(c) SCHEDULING.—An employee shall make
a reasonable effort to schedule a period of
paid sick time under this Act in a manner
that does not unduly disrupt the operations
of the employer.

(d) PROCEDURES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paid sick time shall be
provided upon the oral or written request of
an employee. Such request shall—

(A) include the expected duration of the pe-
riod of such time;

(B) in a case in which the need for such pe-
riod of time is foreseeable at least 7 days in
advance of such period, be provided at least
7 days in advance of such period; and

(C) otherwise, be provided as soon as prac-
ticable after the employee is aware of the
need for such period.

(2) CERTIFICATION IN GENERAL.—

(A) PROVISION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(C), an employer may require that a request
for paid sick time under this section for a
purpose described in paragraph (1), (2), or (3)
of subsection (b) be supported by a certifi-
cation issued by the health care provider of
the eligible employee or of an individual de-
scribed in subsection (b)(3), as appropriate, if
the period of such time covers more than 3
consecutive workdays.

(ii) TIMELINESS.—The employee shall pro-
vide a copy of such certification to the em-
ployer in a timely manner, not later than 30
days after the first day of the period of time.
The employer shall not delay the commence-
ment of the period of time on the basis that
the employer has not yet received the cer-
tification.

(B) SUFFICIENT CERTIFICATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—A certification provided
under subparagraph (A) shall be sufficient if
it states—

(I) the date on which the period of time
will be needed;

(IT) the probable duration of the period of
time;

(IIT) the appropriate medical facts within
the knowledge of the health care provider re-
garding the condition involved, subject to
clause (ii); and

(IV)(aa) for purposes of paid sick time
under subsection (b)(1), a statement that ab-
sence from work is medically necessary;

(bb) for purposes of such time under sub-
section (b)(2), the dates on which testing for
a medical diagnosis or care is expected to be
given and the duration of such testing or
care; and

(cc) for purposes of such time under sub-
section (b)(3), in the case of time to care for
someone who is not a child, a statement that
care is needed for an individual described in
such subsection, and an estimate of the
amount of time that such care is needed for
such individual.

(ii) LIMITATION.—In issuing a certification
under subparagraph (A), a health care pro-
vider shall make reasonable efforts to limit
the medical facts described in clause (i)(III)
that are disclosed in the certification to the
minimum necessary to establish a need for
the employee to utilize paid sick time.

(C) REGULATIONS.—Regulations prescribed
under section 13 shall specify the manner in
which an employee who does not have health
insurance shall provide a certification for
purposes of this paragraph.

(D) CONFIDENTIALITY AND NONDISCLOSURE.—

(i) PROTECTED HEALTH INFORMATION.—Noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed to require
a health care provider to disclose informa-
tion in violation of section 1177 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320d-6) or the regu-
lations promulgated pursuant to section
264(c) of the Health Insurance Portability
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and Accountability Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C.
1320d-2 note).

(ii) HEALTH INFORMATION RECORDS.—If an
employer possesses health information about
an employee or an employee’s child, parent,
spouse, domestic partner, or an individual
related to the employee as described in sub-
section (b)(3), such information shall—

(I) be maintained on a separate form and in
a separate file from other personnel informa-
tion;

(IT) be treated as a confidential medical
record; and

(IIT) not be disclosed except to the affected
employee or with the permission of the af-
fected employee.

(3) CERTIFICATION IN THE CASE OF DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE, SEXUAL ASSAULT, OR STALKING.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—An employer may require
that a request for paid sick time under this
section for a purpose described in subsection
(b)(4) be supported by 1 of the following
forms of documentation:

(i) A police report indicating that the em-
ployee, or a member of the employee’s fam-
ily described in subsection (b)(4), was a vic-
tim of domestic violence, sexual assault, or
stalking.

(ii) A court order protecting or separating
the employee or a member of the employee’s
family described in subsection (b)(4) from the
perpetrator of an act of domestic violence,
sexual assault, or stalking, or other evidence
from the court or prosecuting attorney that
the employee or a member of the employee’s
family described in subsection (b)(4) has ap-
peared in court or is scheduled to appear in
court in a proceeding related to domestic vi-
olence, sexual assault, or stalking.

(iii) Other documentation signed by an em-
ployee or volunteer working for a victim
services organization, an attorney, a police
officer, a medical professional, a social work-
er, an antiviolence counselor, or a member of
the clergy, affirming that the employee or a
member of the employee’s family described
in subsection (b)(4) is a victim of domestic
violence, sexual assault, or stalking.

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of
paragraph (2) shall apply to certifications
under this paragraph, except that—

(i) subclauses (ITIT) and (IV) of subparagraph
(B)(i) and subparagraph (B)(ii) of such para-
graph shall not apply;

(ii) the certification shall state the reason
that the leave is required with the facts to
be disclosed limited to the minimum nec-
essary to establish a need for the employee
to be absent from work, and the employee
shall not be required to explain the details of
the domestic violence, sexual assault, or
stalking involved; and

(iii) with respect to confidentiality under
subparagraph (D) of such paragraph, any in-
formation provided to the employer under
this paragraph shall be confidential, except
to the extent that any disclosure of such in-
formation is—

(I) requested or consented to in writing by
the employee; or

(IT) otherwise required by applicable Fed-
eral or State law.

SEC. 6. POSTING REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each employer shall post
and keep posted a notice, to be prepared or
approved in accordance with procedures
specified in regulations prescribed under sec-
tion 13, setting forth excerpts from, or sum-
maries of, the pertinent provisions of this
Act including—

(1) information describing paid sick time
available to employees under this Act;

(2) information pertaining to the filing of
an action under this Act;

(3) the details of the notice requirement for
a foreseeable period of time under section
5(d)(1)(B); and
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(4) information that describes—

(A) the protections that an employee has
in exercising rights under this Act; and

(B) how the employee can contact the Sec-
retary (or other appropriate authority as de-
scribed in section 8) if any of the rights are
violated.

(b) LoCATION.—The notice described under
subsection (a) shall be posted—

(1) in conspicuous places on the premises of
the employer, where notices to employees
(including applicants) are customarily post-
ed; or

(2) in employee handbooks.

(c) VIOLATION; PENALTY.—Any employer
who willfully violates the posting require-
ments of this section shall be subject to a
civil fine in an amount not to exceed $100 for
each separate offense.

SEC. 7. PROHIBITED ACTS.

(a) INTERFERENCE WITH RIGHTS.—

(1) EXERCISE OF RIGHTS.—It shall be unlaw-
ful for any employer to interfere with, re-
strain, or deny the exercise of, or the at-
tempt to exercise, any right provided under
this Act, including—

(A) discharging or discriminating against
(including retaliating against) any indi-
vidual, including a job applicant, for exer-
cising, or attempting to exercise, any right
provided under this Act;

(B) using the taking of paid sick time
under this Act as a negative factor in an em-
ployment action, such as hiring, promotion,
or a disciplinary action; or

(C) counting the paid sick time under a no-
fault attendance policy or any other absence
control policy.

(2) DISCRIMINATION.—It shall be unlawful
for any employer to discharge or in any
other manner discriminate against (includ-
ing retaliating against) any individual, in-
cluding a job applicant, for opposing any
practice made unlawful by this Act.

(b) INTERFERENCE WITH PROCEEDINGS OR IN-
QUIRIES.—It shall be unlawful for any person
to discharge or in any other manner dis-
criminate against (including retaliating
against) any individual, including a job ap-
plicant, because such individual—

(1) has filed an action, or has instituted or
caused to be instituted any proceeding,
under or related to this Act;

(2) has given, or is about to give, any infor-
mation in connection with any inquiry or
proceeding relating to any right provided
under this Act; or

(3) has testified, or is about to testify, in
any inquiry or proceeding relating to any
right provided under this Act.

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to state or imply that the
scope of the activities prohibited by section
105 of the Family and Medical Leave Act of
1993 (29 U.S.C. 2615) is less than the scope of
the activities prohibited by this section.

SEC. 8. ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection:

(A) the term ‘‘employee’” means an em-
ployee described in subparagraph (A) or (B)
of section 4(4); and

(B) the term ‘‘employer’” means an em-
ployer described in subclause (I) or (II) of
section 4(5)(A)().

(2) INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—To ensure compliance
with the provisions of this Act, or any regu-
lation or order issued under this Act, the
Secretary shall have, subject to subpara-
graph (C), the investigative authority pro-
vided under section 11(a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 211(a)), with
respect to employers, employees, and other
individuals affected.

(B) OBLIGATION TO KEEP AND PRESERVE
RECORDS.—An employer shall make, Kkeep,
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and preserve records pertaining to compli-
ance with this Act in accordance with sec-
tion 11(c) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 (29 U.S.C. 211(c)) and in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

(C) REQUIRED SUBMISSIONS GENERALLY LIM-
ITED TO AN ANNUAL BASIS.—The Secretary
shall not require, under the authority of this
paragraph, an employer to submit to the
Secretary any books or records more than
once during any 12-month period, unless the
Secretary has reasonable cause to believe
there may exist a violation of this Act or
any regulation or order issued pursuant to
this Act, or is investigating a charge pursu-
ant to paragraph (4).

(D) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—For the pur-
poses of any investigation provided for in
this paragraph, the Secretary shall have the
subpoena authority provided for under sec-
tion 9 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 (29 U.S.C. 209).

(3) CIVIL ACTION BY EMPLOYEES OR INDIVID-
UALS.—

(A) RIGHT OF ACTION.—An action to recover
the damages or equitable relief prescribed in
subparagraph (B) may be maintained against
any employer in any Federal or State court
of competent jurisdiction by one or more
employees or individuals or their representa-
tive for and on behalf of—

(i) the employees or individuals; or

(ii) the employees or individuals and oth-
ers similarly situated.

(B) LIABILITY.—Any employer who violates
section 7 (including a violation relating to
rights provided under section 5) shall be lia-
ble to any employee or individual affected—

(i) for damages equal to—

(I) the amount of—

(aa) any wages, salary, employment bene-
fits, or other compensation denied or lost by
reason of the violation; or

(bb) in a case in which wages, salary, em-
ployment benefits, or other compensation
have not been denied or lost, any actual
monetary losses sustained as a direct result
of the violation up to a sum equal to 56 hours
of wages or salary for the employee or indi-
vidual;

(IT) the interest on the amount described in
subclause (I) calculated at the prevailing
rate; and

(IIT) an additional amount as liquidated
damages; and

(ii) for such equitable relief as may be ap-
propriate, including employment, reinstate-
ment, and promotion.

(C) FEES AND CcOSTS.—The court in an ac-
tion under this paragraph shall, in addition
to any judgment awarded to the plaintiff,
allow a reasonable attorney’s fee, reasonable
expert witness fees, and other costs of the
action to be paid by the defendant.

(4) ACTION BY THE SECRETARY.—

(A) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.—The Sec-
retary shall receive, investigate, and at-
tempt to resolve complaints of violations of
section 7 (including a violation relating to
rights provided under section 5) in the same
manner that the Secretary receives, inves-
tigates, and attempts to resolve complaints
of violations of sections 6 and 7 of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206
and 207).

(B) CIVIL ACTION.—The Secretary may
bring an action in any court of competent ju-
risdiction to recover the damages described
in paragraph (3)(B)(i).

(C) SUMS RECOVERED.—Any sums recovered
by the Secretary pursuant to subparagraph
(B) shall be held in a special deposit account
and shall be paid, on order of the Secretary,
directly to each employee or individual af-
fected. Any such sums not paid to an em-
ployee or individual affected because of in-
ability to do so within a period of 3 years
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shall be deposited into the Treasury of the
United States as miscellaneous receipts.

(5) LIMITATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), an action may be brought
under paragraph (3), (4), or (6) not later than
2 years after the date of the last event con-
stituting the alleged violation for which the
action is brought.

(B) WILLFUL VIOLATION.—In the case of an
action brought for a willful violation of sec-
tion 7 (including a willful violation relating
to rights provided under section 5), such ac-
tion may be brought within 3 years of the
date of the last event constituting the al-
leged violation for which such action is
brought.

(C) COMMENCEMENT.—In determining when
an action is commenced under paragraph (3),
(4), or (6) for the purposes of this paragraph,
it shall be considered to be commenced on
the date when the complaint is filed.

(6) ACTION FOR INJUNCTION BY SECRETARY.—
The district courts of the United States shall
have jurisdiction, for cause shown, in an ac-
tion brought by the Secretary—

(A) to restrain violations of section 7 (in-
cluding a violation relating to rights pro-
vided under section 5), including the re-
straint of any withholding of payment of
wages, salary, employment benefits, or other
compensation, plus interest, found by the
court to be due to employees or individuals
eligible under this Act; or

(B) to award such other equitable relief as
may be appropriate, including employment,
reinstatement, and promotion.

(7) SOLICITOR OF LABOR.—The Solicitor of
Labor may appear for and represent the Sec-
retary on any litigation brought under para-
graph (4) or (6).

(8) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE
AND LIBRARY OF CONGRESS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this subsection, in the
case of the Government Accountability Of-
fice and the Library of Congress, the author-
ity of the Secretary of Labor under this sub-
section shall be exercised respectively by the
Comptroller General of the United States
and the Librarian of Congress.

(b) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CONGRESSIONAL
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1995.—The powers,
remedies, and procedures provided in the
Congressional Accountability Act of 1995 (2
U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) to the Board (as defined
in section 101 of that Act (2 U.S.C. 1301)), or
any person, alleging a violation of section
202(a)(1) of that Act (2 U.S.C. 1312(a)(1)) shall
be the powers, remedies, and procedures this
Act provides to that Board, or any person,
alleging an unlawful employment practice in
violation of this Act against an employee de-
scribed in section 4(4)(C).

(¢c) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CHAPTER 5 OF
TITLE 3, UNITED STATES CODE.—The powers,
remedies, and procedures provided in chapter
5 of title 3, United States Code, to the Presi-
dent, the Merit Systems Protection Board,
or any person, alleging a violation of section
412(a)(1) of that title, shall be the powers,
remedies, and procedures this Act provides
to the President, that Board, or any person,
respectively, alleging an unlawful employ-
ment practice in violation of this Act
against an employee described in section
4(4)(D).

(d) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CHAPTER 63 OF
TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.—The powers,
remedies, and procedures provided in title 5,
United States Code, to an employing agency,
provided in chapter 12 of that title to the
Merit Systems Protection Board, or provided
in that title to any person, alleging a viola-
tion of chapter 63 of that title, shall be the
powers, remedies, and procedures this Act
provides to that agency, that Board, or any
person, respectively, alleging an unlawful
employment practice in violation of this Act
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against an employee described in section
4(H(E).

(e) REMEDIES FOR STATE EMPLOYEES.—

(1) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—A
State’s receipt or use of Federal financial as-
sistance for any program or activity of a
State shall constitute a waiver of sovereign
immunity, under the 11th Amendment to the
Constitution or otherwise, to a suit brought
by an employee of that program or activity
under this Act for equitable, legal, or other
relief authorized under this Act.

(2) OFFICIAL CAPACITY.—An official of a
State may be sued in the official capacity of
the official by any employee who has com-
plied with the procedures under subsection
(a)(3), for injunctive relief that is authorized
under this Act. In such a suit the court may
award to the prevailing party those costs au-
thorized by section 722 of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U.S.C. 1988).

(3) APPLICABILITY.—With respect to a par-
ticular program or activity, paragraph (1)
applies to conduct occurring on or after the
day, after the date of enactment of this Act,
on which a State first receives or uses Fed-
eral financial assistance for that program or
activity.

(4) DEFINITION OF PROGRAM OR ACTIVITY.—In
this subsection, the term ‘‘program or activ-
ity” has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 606 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42
U.S.C. 2000d—4a).

SEC. 9. COLLECTION OF DATA ON PAID
TIME AND FURTHER STUDY.

(a) COMPILATION OF INFORMATION.—Effec-
tive 90 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Commissioner of Labor Statis-
tics shall annually compile information on
the following:

(1) The number of employees who used paid
sick time.

(2) The number of hours of paid sick time
used.

(3) The number of employees who used paid
sick time for absences necessary due to do-
mestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking.

(4) The demographic characteristics of em-
ployees who were eligible for and who used
paid sick time.

(b) GAO STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall annually conduct
a study to determine the following:

(A)(1) The number of days employees used
paid sick time and the reasons for the use.

(ii) The number of employees who used the
paid sick time for periods of time covering
more than 3 consecutive workdays.

(B) The cost and benefits to employers of
implementing the paid sick time policies.

(C) The cost to employees of providing cer-
tification to obtain the paid sick time.

(D) The benefits of the paid sick time to
employees and their family members, includ-
ing effects on employees’ ability to care for
their family members or to provide for their
own health needs.

(E) Whether the paid sick time affected
employees’ ability to sustain an adequate in-
come while meeting needs of the employees
and their family members.

(F) Whether employers who administered
paid sick time policies prior to the date of
enactment of this Act were affected by the
provisions of this Act.

(G) Whether other types of leave were af-
fected by this Act.

(H) Whether paid sick time affected reten-
tion and turnover and costs of presenteeism.

(I) Whether the paid sick time increased
the use of less costly preventive medical care
and lowered the use of emergency room care.

(J) Whether the paid sick time reduced the
number of children sent to school when the
children were sick.

(2) DISAGGREGATING DATA.—The data col-
lected under subparagraphs (A) and (D) of
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paragraph (1) shall be disaggregated by gen-
der, race, disability, earnings level, age,
marital status, family type, including paren-
tal status, and industry.

(3) REPORTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall prepare and submit a report to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress concerning
the results of the study conducted pursuant
to paragraph (1) and the data aggregated
under paragraph (2).

(B) FOLLOWUP REPORT.—Not later than 5
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Comptroller General of the United
States shall prepare and submit a followup
report to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress concerning the results of the study
conducted pursuant to paragraph (1) and the
data aggregated under paragraph (2).

SEC. 10. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.

(a) FEDERAL AND STATE ANTIDISCRIMINA-
TION LAWS.—Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to modify or affect any Federal or
State law prohibiting discrimination on the
basis of race, religion, color, national origin,
sex, age, disability, sexual orientation, gen-
der identity, marital status, familial status,
or any other protected status.

(b) STATE AND LoOCAL LAWS.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed to supersede (in-
cluding preempting) any provision of any
State or local law that provides greater paid
sick time or leave rights (including greater
amounts of paid sick time or leave, or great-
er coverage of those eligible for paid sick
time or leave) than the rights established
under this Act.

SEC. 11. EFFECT ON EXISTING EMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS.

(a) MORE PROTECTIVE.—Nothing in this Act
shall be construed to diminish the obligation
of an employer to comply with any contract,
collective bargaining agreement, or any em-
ployment benefit program or plan that pro-
vides greater paid sick leave or other leave
rights to employees or individuals than the
rights established under this Act.

(b) LESS PROTECTIVE.—The rights estab-
lished for employees under this Act shall not
be diminished by any contract, collective
bargaining agreement, or any employment
benefit program or plan.

SEC. 12. ENCOURAGEMENT OF MORE GENEROUS
LEAVE POLICIES.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
discourage employers from adopting or re-
taining leave policies more generous than
policies that comply with the requirements
of this Act.

SEC. 13. REGULATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall prescribe such regulations as are
necessary to carry out this Act with respect
to employees described in subparagraph (A)
or (B) of section 4(4) and other individuals af-
fected by employers described in subclause
(I) or (IT) of section 4(5)(A)(1).

(2) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE; LI-
BRARY OF CONGRESS.—The Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States and the Librarian
of Congress shall prescribe the regulations
with respect to employees of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office and the Library
of Congress, respectively, and other individ-
uals affected by the Comptroller General of
the United States and the Librarian of Con-
gress, respectively.

(b) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CONGRESSIONAL
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1995.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—Not later than 90 days
after the Secretary prescribes regulations
under section 13(a), the Board of Directors of
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the Office of Compliance shall prescribe (in
accordance with section 304 of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C.
1384)) such regulations as are necessary to
carry out this Act with respect to employees
described in section 4(4)(C) and other individ-
uals affected by employers described in sec-
tion 4(5)(A)(A)(III).

(2) AGENCY REGULATIONS.—The regulations
prescribed under paragraph (1) shall be the
same as substantive regulations promulgated
by the Secretary to carry out this Act except
insofar as the Board may determine, for good
cause shown and stated together with the
regulations prescribed under paragraph (1),
that a modification of such regulations
would be more effective for the implementa-
tion of the rights and protections involved
under this section.

(c) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CHAPTER 5 OF
TITLE 3, UNITED STATES CODE.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—Not later than 90 days
after the Secretary prescribes regulations
under section 13(a), the President (or the des-
ignee of the President) shall prescribe such
regulations as are necessary to carry out
this Act with respect to employees described
in section 4(4)(D) and other individuals af-
fected by employers described in section
4(5)(A)D)(AV).

(2) AGENCY REGULATIONS.—The regulations
prescribed under paragraph (1) shall be the
same as substantive regulations promulgated
by the Secretary to carry out this Act except
insofar as the President (or designee) may
determine, for good cause shown and stated
together with the regulations prescribed
under paragraph (1), that a modification of
such regulations would be more effective for
the implementation of the rights and protec-
tions involved under this section.

(d) EMPLOYEES COVERED BY CHAPTER 63 OF
TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—Not later than 90 days
after the Secretary prescribes regulations
under section 13(a), the Director of the Office
of Personnel Management shall prescribe
such regulations as are necessary to carry
out this Act with respect to employees de-
scribed in section 4(4)(E) and other individ-
uals affected by employers described in sec-
tion 4(5)(A)HA)(V).

(2) AGENCY REGULATIONS.—The regulations
prescribed under paragraph (1) shall be the
same as substantive regulations promulgated
by the Secretary to carry out this Act except
insofar as the Director may determine, for
good cause shown and stated together with
the regulations prescribed under paragraph
(1), that a modification of such regulations
would be more effective for the implementa-
tion of the rights and protections involved
under this section.

SEC. 14. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act shall take
effect 6 months after the date of issuance of
regulations under section 13(a)(1).

(b) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS.—
In the case of a collective bargaining agree-
ment in effect on the effective date pre-
scribed by subsection (a), this Act shall take
effect on the earlier of—

(1) the date of the termination of such
agreement; or

(2) the date that occurs 18 months after the
date of issuance of regulations under section
13(a)(1).
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 82—COM-
MEMORATING THE 30TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE PROPOSAL
FOR THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE
INITIATIVE

Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Ms. AYOTTE) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

S. RES. 82

Whereas on March 23, 1983, President Ron-
ald Reagan delivered a televised address to
the Nation on the nuclear and ballistic mis-
sile threat to the United States and appealed
to the people of the United States to support
the development of new technologies to
counter this threat;

Whereas March 23, 2013, marks the 30th an-
niversary of this landmark address;

Whereas President Reagan believed that
United States security is based on being pre-
pared and willing to meet all threats;

Whereas President Reagan envisioned a de-
fensive, non-nuclear capability to intercept
and destroy strategic nuclear missiles before
they reached the United States and our al-
lies;

Whereas President Reagan envisioned
these defenses to significantly reduce any in-
centive an adversary may have to threaten
or attack the United States and our allies;

Whereas the proposal for these defenses,
together with the defenses themselves, have
come to be known as the ‘‘Strategic Defense
Initiative’’;

Whereas President Reagan’s vision has
been inspired through the efforts of dedi-
cated Americans and allies who have cham-
pioned the pursuit of deterrence and protec-
tion to overcome immense technical hurdles
in developing ballistic missile defense tech-
nologies and systems to protect the United
States, our allies, and our vital interests
overseas;

Whereas on January 15, 1991, soldiers from
the 11th Air Defense Artillery brigade
changed modern warfare forever when they
successfully intercepted an Al Hussein Mis-
sile launched from Iraq towards Dhahran,
Saudi Arabia;

Whereas missile defense was used in com-
bat and was successful during Operation
Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi Freedom
in defending the United States Armed Forces
and the forces of our allies;

Whereas the United States has achieved 58
successful missile defense intercept tests
since 2001;

Whereas the capability of United States
missile defenses were first successfully put
on alert in response to a July 2006 missile
launch by North Korea, and later put on
alert for all subsequent missile launches by
North Korea (including its last launch in De-
cember 2013), and was successfully dem-
onstrated on February 21, 2008, when a
Standard Missile-3 interceptor launched
from the U.S.S. Lake Erie intercepted and
destroyed a disabled satellite of the National
Reconnaissance Office;

Whereas ballistic missile defense tech-
nology continues to be developed, tested, and
operationally deployed by the United States,
21 allies and friends of the United States, and
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO);

Whereas the Missile Defense Agency and
the United States Armed Forces stand ever
vigilant to deter aggression and preserve the
peace;

Whereas the Missile Defense Agency epi-
center for test, integration, and fielding
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United States rocket technology, located in
Huntsville, Alabama, is responsible for guid-
ing the programs essential to the overall
success of the Missile Defense Agency mis-
sion;

Whereas the United States Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense System is intended to lead any
potential adversary to conclude that the
risks of attacking the United States or our
allies, or our troops in theater, far outweigh
potential gains;

Whereas the AEGIS Ballistic Missile De-
fense System functions as a key, proven
component of the integrated United States
Ballistic Missile Defense System and as the
foundation of sea-based ballistic missile de-
fense for the United States, Japan, Norway,
the Republic of Korea, Spain, and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization;

Whereas the United States Army Air De-
fense Artillery Missile Defense Systems
function as a key, proven component of the
integrated United States Ballistic Missile
Defense System and as the foundation of
land-based ballistic missile defense for Bah-
rain, Germany, Israel, Japan, Kuwait, the
Netherlands, Qatar, the Republic of Korea,
Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, Turkey, the United
Arab Emirates, and the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization;

Whereas the AEGIS Ballistic Missile De-
fense System and the United States Army
Air Defense Artillery Missile Defense Sys-
tems effectively serve to deter aggression
and devalue the missiles of those who would
threaten the peace and security of the
United States and our allies;

Whereas the Ground-Based Midcourse De-
fense System and its effective interceptor
missiles currently deployed at Fort Greely,
Alaska, and Vandenberg Air Force Base,
California, together with the Missile Defense
Integration and Operations Center in Colo-
rado Springs, Colorado, function as key com-
ponents of the integrated United States Bal-
listic Missile Defense System;

Whereas the Ballistic Missile Defense Re-
view of 2010 concluded the Ground-Based
Midcourse Defense System is the only sys-
tem currently capable of protecting the
United States from an intercontinental bal-
listic missile;

Whereas the dedicated members of the
Alaska National Guard in the 49th Missile
Battalion at Fort Greely, Alaska, stand
ready on a daily basis to defend and protect
the Nation; and

Whereas the integrated ballistic missile
defense system is a key element of the na-
tional defense of the United States and a
vital capability to deter aggression and pre-
serve freedom and peace: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the vision and efforts of
President Ronald Reagan to promote peace
and security;

(2) recognizes and expresses support for the
refusal of the people of the United States to
accept United States vulnerability to a bal-
listic missile attack on the homeland or
overseas; and

(3) commemorates the 30th anniversary of
the address of President Reagan to the Na-
tion on national security and the Strategic
Defense Initiative.

———
SENATE RESOLUTION 83—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS AND

IDEALS OF MULTIPLE SCLE-
ROSIS AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. BROWN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr.
BLUMENTHAL) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
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Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions:
S. REs. 83

Whereas multiple sclerosis can impact men
and women of all ages, races, and ethnicities;

Whereas approximately 2,100,000 individ-
uals worldwide have been diagnosed with
multiple sclerosis;

Whereas multiple sclerosis is typically di-
agnosed between the ages of 20 and 50, yet it
is estimated that between 8,000 and 10,000
children and adolescents are living with mul-
tiple sclerosis;

Whereas multiple sclerosis is an unpredict-
able neurological disease that interrupts the
flow of information within the brain and be-
tween the brain and the rest of the body;

Whereas symptoms of multiple sclerosis
range from numbness and tingling to blind-
ness and paralysis and the progress, severity,
and specific symptoms of multiple sclerosis
in any 1 individual cannot yet be predicted;

Whereas there is no laboratory test avail-
able that definitely defines a diagnosis for
multiple sclerosis;

Whereas although multiple sclerosis is not
directly inherited, studies show that genetic
factors can indicate that certain individuals
are susceptible to the disease;

Whereas the exact cause of multiple scle-
rosis is still unknown and there is no cure;

Whereas in rare cases, multiple sclerosis is
so progressive that the disease is fatal, but
most people with multiple sclerosis have a
normal or near-normal life expectancy;

Whereas severe multiple sclerosis can
shorten the life span of an individual;

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition,
an affiliation of multiple sclerosis organiza-
tions dedicated to the enhancement of the
quality of life for all individuals affected by
multiple sclerosis, recognizes and supports
Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week;

Whereas the mission of the Multiple Scle-
rosis Coalition is to increase opportunities
for cooperation and provide greater oppor-
tunity to leverage the effective use of re-
sources for the benefit of the multiple scle-
rosis community;

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition
recognizes and supports Multiple Sclerosis
Awareness Week during March of every cal-
endar year;

Whereas the goals of Multiple Sclerosis
Awareness Week are—

(1) to invite individuals to join the move-
ment to end multiple sclerosis;

(2) to encourage individuals to dem-
onstrate a commitment to moving toward a
world free of multiple sclerosis; and

(3) to acknowledge the individuals who
have dedicated time and talent to promote
multiple sclerosis research and programs;
and

Whereas this year, Multiple Sclerosis
Awareness Week is recognized during the
week of March 11, 2013, through March 17,
2013: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Mul-
tiple Sclerosis Awareness Week;

(2) encourages States, territories, posses-
sions of the United States, and localities to
support the goals and ideals of Multiple Scle-
rosis Awareness Week by issuing proclama-
tions designating Multiple Sclerosis Aware-
ness Week;

(3) encourages media organizations to par-
ticipate in Multiple Sclerosis Awareness
Week and help provide education to the pub-
lic about multiple sclerosis;

(4) commends the efforts of the States, ter-
ritories, and possessions of the United States
to support the goals and ideals of Multiple
Sclerosis Awareness Week;

(5) recognizes and reaffirms the commit-
ment of the United States to ending multiple
sclerosis by promoting—
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(A) awareness about individuals that are
affected by multiple sclerosis; and

(B) education programs, supporting re-
search, and expanding access to medical
treatment;

(6) recognizes all individuals in the United
States living with multiple sclerosis;

(7) expresses gratitude to the family mem-
bers and friends of individuals living with
multiple sclerosis, who are a source of love
and encouragement to those individuals; and

(8) salutes the health care professionals
and medical researchers who—

(A) provide assistance to those individuals
affected by multiple sclerosis; and

(B) continue to work to find ways to stop
the progression of the disease, restore nerve
function, and end multiple sclerosis forever.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 84—RECOG-
NIZING THE 192ND ANNIVERSARY
OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF
GREECE AND CELEBRATING DE-
MOCRACY IN GREECE AND THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
BARRASSO, Mr. CASEY, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr.
REED, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BROWN, Mrs.
BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. RUBIO, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. NELSON, Mr. ISAKSON, and
Mr. ENzI) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 84

Whereas the people of ancient Greece de-
veloped the concept of democracy, in which
the supreme power to govern was vested in
the people;

Whereas the founding fathers of the United
States, many of whom read Greek political
philosophy in the original Greek language,
drew heavily on the political experience and
philosophy of ancient Greece in forming the
representative democracy of the TUnited
States;

Whereas Petros Mavromichalis, the former
Commander in Chief of Greece and a founder
of the modern Greek state, said to the citi-
zens of the United States in 1821, ‘It is in
your land that liberty has fixed her abode
and . . . in imitating you, we shall imitate
our ancestors and be thought worthy of them
if we succeed in resembling you’’;

Whereas the Greek national anthem, the
“Hymn to Liberty”, includes the words,
“most heartily was gladdened George Wash-
ington’s brave land’’;

Whereas the people of the United States
generously offered humanitarian assistance
to the people of Greece during their struggle
for independence;

Whereas Greece, in one of the most con-
sequential ‘““‘David vs. Goliath’ victories for
freedom and democracy in modern times, re-
fused to surrender to the Axis forces and in-
flicted a fatal wound at a crucial moment in
World War II, forcing Adolf Hitler to change
his timeline and delaying the attack on Rus-
sia where the Axis forces met defeat;

Whereas Winston Churchill said, ‘‘if there
had not been the virtue and courage of the
Greeks, we do not know which the outcome
of World War II would have been” and ‘‘no
longer will we say that Greeks fight like he-
roes, but that heroes fight like Greeks’’;
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Whereas hundreds of thousands of people of
Greece were killed in Greece during World
War II in defense of the values of the Allies;

Whereas, throughout the 20th century,
Greece was one of a few countries that allied
with the United States in every major inter-
national conflict;

Whereas Greece is a strategic partner and
ally of the United States in bringing polit-
ical stability and economic development to
the volatile Balkan region, having invested
billions of dollars in the countries of the re-
gion, thereby helping to create tens of thou-
sands of new jobs, and having contributed
more than $750,000,000 in development aid for
the region;

Whereas the Government and people of
Greece actively participate in peacekeeping
and peace-building operations conducted by
international organizations, including the
United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, the European Union, and the
Organization for Security and Co-operation
in Europe, and have more recently provided
critical support to the operation of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization in
Libya;

Whereas Greece received worldwide praise
for its extraordinary handling during the
2004 Olympic Games of more than 14,000 ath-
letes and more than 2,000,000 spectators and
journalists, a feat the Government and peo-
ple of Greece handled efficiently, securely,
and with hospitality;

Whereas Greece, located in a region where
Christianity meets Islam and Judaism,
maintains excellent relations with Muslim
countries and Israel;

Whereas the Government of Greece has
taken important steps in recent years to fur-
ther cross-cultural understanding, rap-
prochement, and cooperation in various
fields with Turkey, and has also improved its
relations with other countries in the region,
including Israel, thus enhancing the sta-
bility of the wider region;

Whereas the governments and people of
Greece and the United States are at the fore-
front of efforts to advance freedom, democ-
racy, peace, stability, and human rights;

Whereas those efforts and similar ideals
have forged a close bond between the people
of Greece and the United States; and

Whereas it is proper and desirable for the
United States to celebrate March 25, 2013,
Greek Independence Day, with the people of
Greece and to reaffirm the democratic prin-
ciples from which those two great countries
were founded: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) extends warm congratulations and best
wishes to the people of Greece as they cele-
brate the 192nd anniversary of the independ-
ence of Greece;

(2) expresses support for the principles of
democratic governance to which the people
of Greece are committed; and

(3) notes the important role that Greece
has played in the wider European region and
in the community of nations since gaining
its independence 192 years ago.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 85—DESIG-
NATING APRIL 2013 AS “NA-
TIONAL CONGENITAL DIAPHRAG-
MATIC HERNIA AWARENESS
MONTH”

Mr. SESSIONS (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to.:

S. RES. 85

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
occurs when the diaphragm fails to fully
form, allowing abdominal organs to migrate
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into the chest cavity and prevent lung
growth;

Whereas the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention defines congenital diaphrag-
matic hernia as a birth defect;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
occurs in 1 of every 2,500 births;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
affects approximately 1,600 babies each year
in the United States;

Whereas the majority of congenital dia-
phragmatic hernia patients have under-
developed lungs or poor pulmonary function;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
patients often endure long-term complica-
tions, including pulmonary hypertension,
pulmonary hypoplasia, asthma, gastro-
intestinal reflex, feeding disorders, and de-
velopmental delays;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
survivors sometimes endure long-term me-
chanical ventilation dependency, skeletal
malformations, supplemental oxygen de-
pendency, enteral and parenteral nutrition,
and hypoxic brain injury;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
patients have a survival rate ranging from 62
percent to 90 percent depending on the sever-
ity of the defect, the treatment available at
delivery, and whether extracorporeal mem-
brane oxygenation must be used;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
has affected more than 600,000 babies
throughout the world since 2000;

Whereas babies born with congenital dia-
phragmatic hernia endure extended hospital
stays in intensive care with multiple sur-
geries;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
is as common a birth defect as spina bifida
and cystic fibrosis;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
is diagnosed in utero in only 75 percent of
cases;

Whereas congenital diaphragmatic hernia
is treated through mechanical ventilation,
extracorporeal membrane oxygenation ma-
chines (commonly known as ‘‘heart and lung
bypass machines’’) and surgical repair;

Whereas patients often outgrow congenital
diaphragmatic hernia surgical repair, lead-
ing to reherniation and requiring additional
surgery;

Whereas the occurrence of congenital dia-
phragmatic hernia does not discriminate
based on race, gender, or socioeconomic sta-
tus;

Whereas the cause of congenital diaphrag-
matic hernia is unknown;

Whereas the average hospital bill for a con-
genital diaphragmatic hernia patient is
$500,000; and

Whereas the total annual cost of medical
care for children with congenital diaphrag-
matic hernia in the United States is more
than $800,000,000: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates April 2013 as ‘‘National Con-
genital Diaphragmatic Hernia Awareness
Month’’;

(2) declares that steps should be taken to—

(A) raise awareness of and increase public
knowledge about congenital diaphragmatic
hernia;

(B) inform minority populations in the
United States about congenital diaphrag-
matic hernia;

(C) disseminate information on the impor-
tance of good neonatal care for congenital
diaphragmatic hernia patients;

(D) promote good prenatal care and the use
of ultrasounds to detect congenital diaphrag-
matic hernia in utero; and

(E) encourage research on congenital dia-
phragmatic hernia in order to discover its
causes, develop treatments, and find a cure;
and
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(3) calls on the people of the United States,
interest groups, and affected persons to—

(A) promote awareness of congenital dia-
phragmatic hernia;

(B) take an active role in the fight against
this devastating birth defect; and

(C) observe National Congenital Diaphrag-
matic Hernia Awareness Month with appro-
priate ceremonies and activities.

————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 136. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, setting
forth the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels for fis-
cal year 2013, and setting forth the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 137. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 138. Mr. ISAKSON (for himself, Mrs.
SHAHEEN, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. ENZI) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 139. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 140. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 141. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 142. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 143. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 144. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 145. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 146. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 147. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 148. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. ToOMEY, Mr. MCCAIN, and Ms.
AYOTTE) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the concurrent reso-
lution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 149. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 150. Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr.
UpALL of Colorado) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 151. Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr.
FRANKEN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
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olution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 152. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 153. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 154. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 155. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 156. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr.
ENzI, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. CORNYN, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. BURR, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. THUNE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 157. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 158. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and Mr.
THUNE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by her to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 159. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 160. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 161. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 162. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and Mr.
BLUMENTHAL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 163. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and Mr.
CORKER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the concurrent reso-
lution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 164. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 165. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 166. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 167. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 168. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 169. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 170. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 171. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 172. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 173. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 174. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 175. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 176. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 26 proposed by Ms. MIKULSKI
(for herself and Mr. SHELBY) to the bill H.R.
933, making consolidated appropriations and
further continuing appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2013.”".

SA 177. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2014, revising the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2015 through 2023; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 178. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 179. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 180. Mr. ROBERTS (for himself and Ms.
AYOTTE) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 181. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 182. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 183. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 184. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 185. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 186. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 187. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 188. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 189. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 190. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and Mr.
ROCKEFELLER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 191. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 192. Mr. UDALL, of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 193. Mr. UDALL, of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 194. Mr. COATS (for himself and Mr.
BURR) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the concurrent resolu-
tion S. Con. Res. 8, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 195. Mr. COATS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 196. Mr. COATS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 197. Mr. COATS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 198. Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
HARKIN, and Ms. HIRONO) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 199. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 200. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 201. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 202. Mr. CRUZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 203. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 204. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 205. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 206. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 207. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 208. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 209. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

—————

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 136. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
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Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR THE PROHIBITION ON FUNDING
OF THE MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DE-
FENSE SYSTEM.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
Houses, motions, or conference reports relat-
ing to prohibiting use of funds for defense
programs not authorized by law, which may
include the Medium Extended Air Defense
System (MEADS), without raising new rev-
enue, by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for that purpose, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2013 through 2018 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 137. Mr. MORAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 31, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by
$322,000,000.

On page 31, line 24, increase the amount by
$784,000,000.

On page 32, line 2, increase the amount by
$238,000,000.

On page 32, line 7, increase the amount by
$42,000,000.

On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by
$14,000,000.

On page 46, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$322,000,000.

On page 46, line 16, decrease the amount by
$784,000,000.

On page 46, line 20, decrease the amount by
$238,000,000.

On page 46, line 24, decrease the amount by
$42,000,000.

On page 47, line 3, decrease the amount by
$14,000,000.

SA 138. Mr. ISAKSON (for himself,
Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 8, setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2014, revising the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
year 2013, and setting forth the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2015 through 2023; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
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SEC.3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND RE-
LATING TO ESTABLISHING A BIEN-
NIAL BUDGET AND APPROPRIA-
TIONS PROCESS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports relating to establishing a biennial
budget and appropriations process, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 139. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

UPHOLD SECOND AMENDMENT
RIGHTS AND PREVENT THE UNITED
STATES FROM ENTERING INTO THE
UNITED NATIONS ARMS TRADE
TREATY.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that relate to upholding Second
Amendment rights, which shall include pre-
venting the United States from entering into
the United Nations Arms Trade Treaty, by
the amounts provided in such legislation for
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit or reve-
nues over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 140. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
MODIFY THE METHODOLOGY OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION’S COMPLIANCE, SAFETY, AC-
COUNTABILITY PROGRAM.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the budget
authority and outlay allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels in this concurrent resolu-
tion for 1 or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, amendments between houses,
motions, or conference reports that would
modify the methodology of the Department
of Transportation’s Compliance, Safety, Ac-
countability Program to ensure that motor
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carriers’ Safety Measurement System scores
in each of the measurement categories bear
a strong statistical relationship to future
crash risk, based on peer reviewed research,
and only consider crashes that the motor
carrier caused or reasonably could have pre-
vented, without raising revenue, by the
amounts provided in such legislation for that
purpose if such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit during—

(1) the 5-year period ending on September
30, 2018; or

(2) the 10-year period ending on September
30, 2023.

SA 141. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IV, add the
following:

SEC. 405. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-
TION IMPOSING A USER FEE WITH
RESPECT TO GENERAL AVIATION.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill,
joint resolution, motion, amendment, or con-
ference report that would impose a user fee
with respect to general aviation in any year
covered by this resolution.

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a)
may be waived or suspended in the Senate
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative 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
subsection (a).

SA 142. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 20, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 20, line 20, increase the amount by
$3,250,000.

On page 20, line 23, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 20, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,250,000.

On page 21, line 2, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 3, increase the amount by
$4,750,000.

On page 21, line 6, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 11, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 14, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.
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On page 21, line 18, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 19, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 22, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 21, line 23, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 22, line 2, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 22, line 3, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 22, line 6, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 22, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 46, line 11, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$3,250,000.

On page 46, line 15, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 46, line 16, decrease the amount by
$4,250,000.

On page 46, line 19, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 46, line 20, decrease the amount by
$4,750,000.

On page 46, line 23, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 46, line 24, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 2, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 3, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 6, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 7, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 10, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 14, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 15, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 18, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 22, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

SA 143. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

RELATING TO HEALTH INSURANCE
COVERAGE FOR SENIOR EXECUTIVE
BRANCH OFFICIALS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to the health care options of
senior executive branch officials, including
but not limited to the President, vice-presi-
dent, and cabinet level officials, which may
require them to purchase health care cov-
erage through health insurance exchanges
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established under the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act in the same manner as
Senators, provided that such legislation does
not increase the deficit or revenues over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 144. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
RELATING TO THE DEFINITION OF
FULL-TIME EMPLOYEE.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to employer penalties in the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act,
which may include restoring a sensible defi-
nition of ‘full-time employee’’, provided
that such legislation does not increase the
deficit or revenues over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 145. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROVIDE FOR SENSIBLE REGU-
LATORY REFORM.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that provide for sensible regulatory
reform for Executive departments and inde-
pendent regulatory agencies, 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 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 146. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
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was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 13, line 9, increase the amount by
$201,587,000.

On page 13, line 10, increase the amount by
$181,428,000.

On page 13, line 14, increase the amount by
$18,143,000.

On page 46, line 7, decrease the amount by
$201,587,000.

On page 46, line 8, decrease the amount by
$181,428,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$18,143,000.

SA 147. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 332. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE IN
ACCESSING FOREIGN MARKETS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that provide assistance to small busi-
nesses in accessing foreign markets, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 148. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself,
Mr. KIRK, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. MCCAIN,
and Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to
the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res.
8, setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government
for fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

On page 22, line 23, decrease the amount by
$19,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, decrease the amount by
$19,000,000.

On page 23, line 2, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 23, line 3, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 23, line 6, decrease the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 23, line 7, decrease the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 23, line 10, decrease the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 23, line 11, decrease the amount by
$217,000,000.

On page 23, line 14, decrease the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 23, line 15, decrease the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 23, line 18, decrease the amount by
$32,000,000.

On page 23, line 19, decrease the amount by
$32,000,000.

On page 23, line 22, decrease the amount by
$35,000,000.
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On page 23, line 23, decrease the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 24, line 2, decrease the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 24, line 3, decrease the amount by
$35,000,000.

SA 149. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

INCREASE THE CAPACITY OF AGEN-
CIES TO ENSURE EFFECTIVE CON-
TRACT MANAGEMENT AND CON-
TRACT OVERSIGHT.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that would increase the capacity of
Federal agencies to ensure effective contract
management and contract oversight, includ-
ing efforts such as additional personnel and
training for Inspectors General at each agen-
cy, new reporting requirements for agencies
to track their responses to and actions taken
in response to Inspector General rec-
ommendations, urging the President to ap-
point permanent Inspectors General at agen-
cies where there is currently a vacancy, and
any other effort to ensure accountability
from contractors and increase the capacity
of Inspectors General to rout out waste,
fraud, and abuse in all government con-
tracting efforts, 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 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 150. Mr. BENNET (for himself and
Mr. UDpALL of Colorado) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 58, strike line 9 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(8) wildland fire preparedness, mitigation,
suppression, or recovery, including water-
shed management or flooding associated
with wildfires, and air tanker recapitaliza-
tion; or

SA 151. Mr. BENNET (for himself and
Mr. FRANKEN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 8, setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2014, revising the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
year 2013, and setting forth the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
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2015 through 2023; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROMOTE ENERGY CONSERVATION
AND CLEAN ENERGY.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of 1 or more committees, aggregates,
and other appropriate levels in this resolu-
tion for 1 or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
related to energy conservation and clean en-
ergy, which may include competitive grants
to States for energy conservation and clean
energy measures at the State level, by the
amounts provided in the legislation for those
purposes, provided that the legislation would
not increase the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 152. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . MEDICAL MALPRACTICE REFORM.

(a) MODIFICATION OF FUNCTIONAL LEVELS.—

(1) FuNcTION 920.—The levels for function
920 in this resolution are amended by—

(A) reducing the budget authority for each
fiscal year by—

(1) $100,000,000 in fiscal year 2014;

(ii) $880,000,000 in fiscal year 2015;

(iii) $3,070,000,000 in fiscal year 2016;

(iv) $5,240,000,000 in fiscal year 2017;

(v) $6,510,000,000 in fiscal year 2018;

(vi) $6,980,000,000 in fiscal year 2019;

(vii) $7,450,000,000 in fiscal year 2020;

(viii) $8,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2021;

(ix) $8,570,000,000 in fiscal year 2022; and

(x) $9,160,000,000 in fiscal year 2023; and

(B) reducing the outlays for each fiscal
year by—

(1) $100,000,000 in fiscal year 2014;

(ii) $880,000,000 in fiscal year 2015;

(iii) $3,070,000,000 in fiscal year 2016;

(iv) $5,240,000,000 in fiscal year 2017;

(v) $6,510,000,000 in fiscal year 2018;

(vi) $6,980,000,000 in fiscal year 2019;

(vii) $7,450,000,000 in fiscal year 2020;

(viii) $8,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2021;

(ix) $8,570,000,000 in fiscal year 2022;

(x) $9,160,000,000 in fiscal year 2023.

(2) FEDERAL REVENUES.—The levels for Fed-
eral revenues in this resolution are amended
by increasing the level for each fiscal year
by—

(A) $10,000,000 in fiscal year 2014;

(B) $90,000,000 in fiscal year 2015;

(C) $350,000,000 in fiscal year 2016;

(D) $640,000,000 in fiscal year 2017;

(E) $730,000,000 in fiscal year 2018;

(F') $1,010,000,000 in fiscal year 2019;

(G) $1,160,000,000 in fiscal year 2020;

(H) $1,230,000,000 in fiscal year 2021;

(I) $1,300,000,000 in fiscal year 2022; and

(J) $1,380,000,000 in fiscal year 2023.

(b) RECONCILIATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2013, the Committee on Judiciary shall
report changes in laws, bills, or resolutions
within its jurisdiction to reduce the deficit
by $110,000,000 in fiscal year 2014 and
$63,860,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2014 through 2023.
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SA 153. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 332. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

EXPORT PROMOTION.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that provide assistance to small busi-
nesses in accessing foreign markets, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 154. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle B of title IV, add the
following:

SEC. 4 . CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ES-
TIMATES.

(a) REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL KESTI-
MATES.—In the case of any legislative provi-
sion to which this section applies, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, with the assistance
of the Joint Committee on Taxation, shall
prepare, to the extent practicable, as a sup-
plement to the cost estimate for legislation
affecting revenues, an estimate of the rev-
enue changes in connection with such provi-
sion that incorporates the macroeconomic
effects of the policy being analyzed. Any
macroeconomic impact statement under the
preceding sentence shall be accompanied by
a written statement fully disclosing the eco-
nomic, technical, and behavioral assump-
tions that were made in producing—

(1) such estimate; and

(2) the conventional estimate in connec-
tion with such provision.

(b) LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS TO WHICH THIS
SECTION APPLIES.—This section shall apply
to any legislative provision—

(1) which proposes a change or changes to
law that the Congressional Budget Office de-
termines, pursuant to a conventional fiscal
estimate, has a revenue impact in excess of
$5,000,000,000 in any fiscal year; or

(2) with respect to which the chair or rank-
ing member of the Committee on the Budget
of either the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives has requested an estimate de-
scribed in subsection (a).

SA 155. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
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Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

Beginning on page 49, strike line 20 and all
that follows through page 50, line 3, and in-
sert the following:

TITLE II—RESERVE FUNDS
SEC. 201. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
CORPORATE TAX 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 would cut the corporate tax
rates while reducing lower-priority business
tax preferences, by the amounts provided by
that legislation for those purposes, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over either the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

On page 4, line 6, reduce the amount
$20,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 7,
$40,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 8,
$55,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 9,
$70,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 10,
$82,110,000,000.

On page 4, line 11,
$95,881,000,000.

On page 4, line 12,
$115,534,000,000.

On page 4, line 13,
$135,203,000,000.

On page 4, line 14,
$149,801,000,000.

On page 4, line 15,
$159,630,000,000.

SA 156. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,
Mr. ENzI, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. CORNYN,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. BURR, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr.
THUNE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

Beginning on page 49, strike line 20 and all
that follows through page 50, line 3 and in-
sert the following:

TITLE II—RESERVE FUNDS
SEC. 201. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

REVENUE-NEUTRAL PRO-GROWTH
TAX REFORM.

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, amendments between houses,
motions, or conference reports that reform
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ensure
a revenue structure that is more efficient for
individuals and businesses, leads to a more
competitive business environment for United
States enterprises, and may result in addi-
tional rate reductions without raising new
revenue, by the amounts provided in such

by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by
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legislation for that purpose, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2014 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2014 through 2023.

On page 4, line 6, reduce the amount
$20,000,000,000.

On page 4,
$40,000,000,000.

On page 4,
$55,000,000,000.

On page 4,
$70,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 10,
$82,110,000,000.

On page 4, line 11,
$95,881,000,000.

On page 4, line 12,
$115,534,000,000.

On page 4, line 13,
$135,203,000,000.

On page 4, line 14,
$149,801,000,000.

On page 4, line 15,
$159,630,000,000.

On page 4, line
$20,000,000,000.

On page 4, line
$40,000,000,000.

On page 4, line
$55,000,000,000.

On page 4, line
$70,000,000,000.

On page 4, line
$82,110,000,000.

On page 4, line
$95,881,000,000.

On page 5, line 1,
$115,534,000,000.

On page 5, line 2,
$135,203,000,000.

On page 5, line 3,
$149,801,000,000.

On page 5, line 4,
$159,630,000,000.

by

line 7, reduce the amount by

line 8, reduce the amount by

line 9, reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

reduce the amount by

SA 157. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

REQUIRE THE PRESIDENT, VICE-
PRESIDENT, POLITICAL APPOINTEES
IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, CON-
GRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP STAFF,
AND CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
STAFF TO PARTICIPATE IN THE
HEALTH INSURANCE EXCHANGES
ESTABLISHED UNDER THE PATIENT
PROTECTION AND AFFORDABLE
CARE ACT.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
houses, motions, or conference reports that
may be related to the health care coverage of
members of Congress and the executive
branch which may include requiring the
President, Vice-President, political ap-
pointees in the executive branch, Congres-
sional leadership staff, and Congressional
committee staff to participate in the health
insurance exchanges established under the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
without raising new revenue, by the amounts
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provided in such legislation for that purpose,
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 158. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and
Mr. THUNE) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IV, add the
following:

SEC.4 . POINT OF ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF A BUDGET RESOLUTION
THAT INCLUDES REVENUE IN-
CREASES WHILE THE UNEMPLOY-
MENT RATE IS ABOVE 5.5 PERCENT.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider a concurrent
resolution on the budget for the budget year
or any amendment, amendment between
Houses, motion, or conference report thereon
that includes a revenue increase while the
unemployment rate is above 5.5 percent.

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL IN
THE SENATE.—

(1) WAIVER.—Subsection (a) 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.

(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).

(c) DETERMINATION OF REVENUE INCREASE.—
For purposes of this section, a revenue in-
crease is an increase in Federal Revenues in
any fiscal year above total revenues in the
same fiscal year of the most recent Congres-
sional Budget Office baseline.

(d) DETERMINATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
RATE.—For purposes of this section, the un-
employment rate is the Current Population
Survey seasonally adjusted national unem-
ployment rate for the most recent month,
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

SA 159. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENATE POINT OF ORDER AGAINST
THE CONSIDERATION OF ANY LEGIS-
LATION AFTER APRIL 15TH UNTIL A
BUDGET RESOLUTION IS AGREED TO
IN THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any bill, joint resolu-
tion, motion, amendment, amendment be-
tween Houses or conference report after
April 156th until the Senate passes a concur-
rent resolution on the budget.

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL IN
THE SENATE.—

(1) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by an affirma-
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tive vote of three-fifths of the Members, 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 in the
Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
this section.

SA 160. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

IMPROVE TRANSPARENCY IN THE
VALUE-ADDED PRODUCER GRANT
PROGRAM TO PREVENT SPENDING
TAXPAYER DOLLARS ON WASTEFUL
GOVERNMENT GIVEAWAYS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for 1 or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that may increase transparency and
accountability in the value-added agricul-
tural product market development grant
program of the Department of Agriculture
by allowing for a systemic review of the pro-
gram through the Office of the Inspector
General of the Department of Agriculture
without raising revenue, by the amounts
provided in the legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that the legislation would
not increase the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 161. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR ACHIEVING FULL
AUDITABILITY OF THE FINANCIAL
STATEMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE BY 2017.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
Houses, motions, or conference reports relat-
ing to achieving full auditability of the fi-
nancial statements Department of Defense
by 2017, without raising new revenue, by the
amounts provided in such legislation for that
purpose, provided that such legislation
would not increase the deficit over either the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2018 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2023.
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SA 162. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and
Mr. BLUMENTHAL) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to
the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res.
8, setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States Government
for fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

EXPAND AND ENHANCE THE NO
CONTRACTING WITH THE ENEMY
PROVISIONS TO PREVENT UNITED
STATES TAXPAYER DOLLARS FROM
GOING TO THE ENEMIES OF THE
UNITED STATES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to preventing contracting
dollars from going to the enemies of the
United States, without raising new revenue,
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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 163. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself and
Mr. CORKER) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

MODERNIZE THE NUCLEAR WEAP-
ONS COMPLEX AND STRATEGIC DE-
LIVERY SYSTEMS OF THE UNITED
STATES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to modernizing the nuclear
weapons complex and strategic delivery sys-
tems of the United States, without raising
new revenue, 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 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 164. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
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SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
DELAY IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
PATIENT PROTECTION AND AFFORD-
ABLE CARE ACT UNTIL THE NA-
TIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
FALLS BELOW 5.5 PERCENT.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
houses, motions, or conference reports that
may be related to a delay of the implementa-
tion of the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act for economic or employment
concerns without raising new revenue, by
the amounts provided in such legislation for
that purpose, provided that such legislation
would not increase the deficit over either the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2018 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 165. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
PROHIBIT THE DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR FROM IMPLEMENTING A
PROPOSAL TO EXPAND THE DEFINI-
TION OF “FIDUCIARY” UNDER THE
EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME
SECURITY ACT OF 1974 TO INCLUDE
APPRAISALS OF EMPLOYEE STOCK
OWNERSHIP PLANS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that may prohibit the Department of
Labor from expanding the definition of ‘fi-
duciary’ under the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (ERISA) to include
appraisals of employee stock ownership
plans without raising new revenue, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 166. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 58, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

(10) the reining in of onerous regulations
on our Nation’s fishing industry;

SA 167. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
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Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 51, line 9, insert ‘‘without raising
new revenue,’’ after ‘‘growth,”.

SA 168. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 51, line 19, insert ‘“‘without raising
new revenue,’”’ after ‘‘businesses,”’.

SA 169. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 52, line 5, insert ‘“‘without raising
new revenue,”’ after ‘‘program,’’.

SA 170. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 52, line 19, insert ‘“‘without raising
new revenue,’”’ after ‘“‘sistance,’.

SA 171. Ms. AYOTTE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 58, line 12, insert ‘‘without raising
new revenue,’’ before ‘‘by the amounts’.

SA 172. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
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for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of section 302(a), strike the pe-
riod and insert the following: ‘‘, except that,
in the case of a measure that relates to the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C.
2801 et seq.), the Chairman may only make
such a revision if the measure includes a pro-
vision to implement program integrity con-
trols to prevent cost overruns by the Em-
ployment and Training Administration of
the Department of Labor.”.

SA 173. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROTECT LOW-INCOME FAMILIES
FROM ELECTRICITY COST IN-
CREASES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of 1 or more committees, aggregates,
and other appropriate levels in this resolu-
tion for 1 or more bills, joint resolutions,
amendments, motions, or conference reports
that would reform the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) to prevent any new or
amended regulation that increases the cost
of electricity on low-income families from
becoming effective until approved by the
Governor of each State, by the amounts pro-
vided in the legislation for those purposes,
provided that the legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 174. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROTECT VULNERABLE FAMILIES
FROM JOB KILLING REGULATIONS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that would ensure Federal agencies
consider the full cost of regulations, includ-
ing indirect job losses and the negative
health impacts of indirect job losses, prior to
enacting or amending any regulation or rule,
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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.
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SA 175. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IV, add the
following:

SEC. 4 . POINT OF ORDER AGAINST THE EX-
PENDITURE OF FUNDS TO ENFORCE
OIL REFINERY REGULATIONS
AGAINST FAMILY FARMS.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill,
joint resolution, motion, amendment, or con-
ference report that would allows funds to be
used to enforce any oil refinery rule or regu-
lation against family farms.

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—

(1) WAIVER.—Subsection (a) 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.

(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).

SA 176. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 26 proposed by Ms.
MIKULSI (for herself and Mr. SHELBY) to
the bill H.R. 933, making consolidated
appropriations and further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2013; as follows.

Amend the title to read: ‘“An Act making
consolidated appropriations and further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2013, and for other pur-
poses.”’

SA 177. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023, which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

SEC. . Deficit-neutral reserve fund re-
lated to the reduction of wasteful spending,
which may include but is not limited to the
establishment of a new committee of the
Senate with the purpose of examining and
proposing annually legislation to reduce
wasteful, inefficient, and duplicative spend-
ing.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the budget authority
and outlay allocations of a committee or
committees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels in this resolution for one or
more bills, joint resolutions, amendment,
amendments between houses, motions, or
conference reports related to the reduction
of wasteful spending, which may include but
is not limited to the establishment of a new
committee of the Senate with the purpose of
examining and proposing annually legisla-
tion to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and du-
plicative spending, without raising new rev-
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enue, by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for that purpose, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2014 through 2018 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2014 through 2023.

SA 178. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
REMOVE CONTRADICTORY DATA
COLLECTION REQUIREMENTS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
houses, motions, or conference reports that
would remove contradictory data collection
requirements imposed on financial institu-
tions by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for that purpose, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2013 through 2018 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 179. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 29, line 25, increase the amount by
$547,000,000.

On page 30, line 4, increase the amount by
$628,000,000.

On page 30, line 8, increase the amount by
$158,000,000.

On page 30, line 12, increase the amount by
$28,000,000.

On page 30, line 16, increase the amount by
$29,000,000.

On page 30, line 20, increase the amount by
$29,000,000.

On page 30, line 24, increase the amount by
$29,000,000.

On page 31, line 3, increase the amount by
$29,000,000.

On page 31, line 7, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 31, line 11, increase the amount by
$31,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 46, line 16, decrease the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 46, line 20, decrease the amount by
$577,000,000.

On page 46, line 24, decrease the amount by
$722,000,000.

On page 47, line 3, decrease the amount by
$7317,000,000.

On page 47, line 7, decrease the amount by
$753,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, decrease the amount by
$769,000,000.
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On page 47, line 15, decrease the amount by
$785,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, decrease the amount by
$801,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, decrease the amount by
$817,000,000.

SA 180. Mr. ROBERTS (for himself
and Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 8, setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2014, revising the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
year 2013, and setting forth the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2015 through 2023; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

On page b5, line 9, decrease the
$559,000,000.
On page 5, line
$1,339,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,329,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,299,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,269,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,239,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,239,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,249,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,259,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,269,000,000.
On page 5,
$559,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,339,000,000.
On page 5,
$1,329,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,299,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,269,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,239,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,239,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,249,000,000.
On page 6,
$1,259,000,000.

amount by

decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line 12, decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line 23, decrease the amount by

line 24, decrease the amount by

line 25, decrease the amount by

line 1, decrease the amount by

line 2, decrease the amount by

line 3, decrease the amount by

line 4, decrease the amount by

line 5, decrease the amount by

line 6, decrease the amount by

On page 6, line 7, decrease the
$1,269,000,000.

On page 6,
$559,000,000.

On page 6,
$1,339,000,000.

On page 6,
$1,329,000,000.

On page 6,
$1,299,000,000.

On page 6,
$1,269,000,000.

On page 6,
$1,239,000,000.

On page 6, line
$1,239,000,000.

On page 6, line
$1,249,000,000.

On page 6, line 20,
$1,259,000,000.

On page 6, line 21,
$1,269,000,000.

On page 35, line 11, decrease the
$559,000,000.

On page 35, line 12, decrease the
$559,000,000.

On page 35, line 15, decrease the
$1,339,000,000.

On page 35, line 16, decrease the
$1,339,000,000.

line 12, decrease the

line 13, decrease the

line 14, decrease the

line 15, decrease the

line 16, decrease the

line 17, decrease the
decrease the
decrease the

decrease the

decrease the

amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by

amount by

On page 35, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,329,000,000.

On page 35, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,329,000,000.

On page 35, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,299,000,000.

On page 35, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,299,000,000.

On page 36,
$1,269,000,000.

On page 36,
$1,269,000,000.

On page 36,
$1,239,000,000.

On page 36,
$1,239,000,000.

On page 36, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,239,000,000.

On page 36, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,239,000,000.

On page 36, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,249,000,000.

On page 36, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,249,000,000.

On page 36, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,259,000,000.

On page 36, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,259,000,000.

On page 36, line 22, decrease the amount by
$1,269,000,000.

On page 36, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,269,000,000.

line 2, decrease the amount by
line 3, decrease the amount by
line 6, decrease the amount by

line 7, decrease the amount by

SA 181. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8; setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013; and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 5,
$356,000,000.

On page 5,
$428,000,000.

On page 5,
$433,000,000.

On page 5,
$437,000,000.

On page 5,
$442,000,000.

On page 5,
$446,000,000.

On page 5,
$452,000,000.

On page 5,
$456,000,000.

On page 5,
$464,000,000.

On page 5,
$470,000,000.

On page 5,
$356,000,000.

On page 5,
$428,000,000.

On page 5,
$433,000,000.

On page 6,
$437,000,000.

On page 6,
$442,000,000.

On page 6,
$446,000,000.

On page 6,
$452,000,000.

On page 6,
$456,000,000.

On page 6,
$464,000,000.

On page 6,
$470,000,000.

On page 6, line 12,
$356,000,000.

line 9, decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line decrease the amount by

line 23, decrease the amount by

line 24, decrease the amount by

line 25, decrease the amount by

line 1, decrease the amount by

line 2, decrease the amount by

line 3, decrease the amount by

line 4, decrease the amount by

line 5, decrease the amount by

line 6, decrease the amount by

line 7, decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by
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On page 6, line 13, decrease the
$428,000,000.

On page 6,
$433,000,000.

On page 6,
$437,000,000.

On page 6,
$442,000,000.

On page 6,
$446,000,000.

On page 6,
$452,000,000.

On page 6,
$456,000,000.

On page 6,
$464,000,000.

On page 6, line 21, decrease the
$470,000,000.

On page 35, line 11, decrease the
$356,000,000.

On page 35, line 12, decrease the
$356,000,000.

On page 35, line 15, decrease the
$428,000,000.

On page 35, line 16, decrease the
$428,000,000.

On page 35, line 19, decrease the
$433,000,000.

On page 35, line 20, decrease the
$433,000,000.

On page 35, line 23, decrease the
$437,000,000.

On page 35, line 24, decrease the
$437,000,000.

On page 36, line 2, decrease the
$442,000,000.

On page 36, line 3, decrease the
$442,000,000.

On page 36, line 6, decrease the
$446,000,000.

On page 36, line 7, decrease the
$446,000,000.

On page 36, line 10, decrease the
$452,000,000.

On page 36, line 11, decrease the
$452,000,000.

On page 36, line 14, decrease the
$456,000,000.

On page 36, line 15, decrease the
$456,000,000.

On page 36, line 18, decrease the
$464,000,000.

On page 36, line 19, decrease the
$464,000,000.

On page 36, line 22, decrease the
$470,000,000.

On page 36, line 23, decrease the
$470,000,000.

line 14, decrease the

line 15, decrease the
line 16, decrease the
line 17, decrease the
line 18, decrease the
line 19, decrease the

line 20, decrease the
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amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by
amount by

amount by

SA 182. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8; setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013; and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$1,909,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,735,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,735,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,713,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,668,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,628,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,950,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,950,000,000.

line 10, decrease the amount by

line 11, decrease the amount by

line 12, decrease the amount by

line 13, decrease the amount by

line 14, decrease the amount by

line 15, decrease the amount by

line 16, decrease the amount by
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On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$3,971,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by
$4,014,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,909,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$3,725,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$3,735,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by
$3,713,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$3,668,000,000.

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by
$3,628,000,000.

On page 6, line 4, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 6, line 5, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by
$3,971,000,000.

On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount by
$4,014,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,909,000,000.

On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by
$3,725,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$3,735,000,000.

On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount by
$3,713,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$3,668,000,000.

On page 6, line 17, decrease the amount by
$3,628,000,000.

On page 6, line 18, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 6, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 6, line 20, decrease the amount by
$3,971,000,000.

On page 6, line 21, decrease the amount by
$4,014,000,000.

On page 35, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,909,000,000.

On page 35, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,909,000,000.

On page 35, line 15, decrease the amount by
$3,735,000,000.

On page 35, line 16, decrease the amount by
$3,725,000,000.

On page 35, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,735,000,000.

On page 35, line 20, decrease the amount by
$3,735,000,000.

On page 35, line 23, decrease the amount by
$3,713,000,000.

On page 35, line 24, decrease the amount by
$3,713,000,000.

On page 36, line 2, decrease the amount by
$3,668,000,000.

On page 36, line 3, decrease the amount by
$3,668,000,000.

On page 36, line 6, decrease the amount by
$3,628,000,000.

On page 36, line 7, decrease the amount by
$3,628,000,000.

On page 36, line 10, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 36, line 11, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 36, line 14, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 36, line 15, decrease the amount by
$3,950,000,000.

On page 36, line 18, decrease the amount by
$3,971,000,000.

On page 36, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,971,000,000.

On page 36, line 22, decrease the amount by
$4,014,000,000.

On page 36, line 23, decrease the amount by
$4,014,000,000.

SA 183. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
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Con. Res. 8; setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013; and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$535,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,305,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,270,000,000.

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by
$1,240,000,000.

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,220,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,175,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$1,165,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$535,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 6, line 1
$1,270,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$1,240,000,000.

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,220,000,000.

On page 6, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 6, line 5, decrease the amount by
$1,175,000,000.

On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by
$1,165,000,000.

On page 6, line 7
$1,600,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by
$535,000,000.

On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,270,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,240,000,000.

On page 6, line 17, decrease the amount by
$1,220,000,000.

On page 6, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 6, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,175,000,000.

On page 6, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,165,000,000.

On page 6, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 35, line 11, decrease the amount by
$535,000,000.

On page 35, line 12, decrease the amount by
$535,000,000.

On page 35, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,305,000,000.

On page 35, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 35, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 35, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,295,000,000.

On page 35, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,270,000,000.

On page 35, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,270,000,000.

On page 36, line 2, decrease the amount by
$1,240,000,000.

decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by
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On page 36, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,240,000,000.

On page 36, line 6, decrease the amount by
$1,220,000,000.

On page 36, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,220,000,000.

On page 36, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 36, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 36, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,175,000,000.

On page 36, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,175,000,000.

On page 36, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,165,000,000.

On page 36, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,165,000,000.

On page 36, line 22, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 36, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

SA 184. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
EXPEDITE EXPORTS FROM THE
UNITED STATES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for 1 or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to promoting the export of
goods, including manufactured goods, from
the United States through reform of environ-
mental laws, which may include the regula-
tion of greenhouse gas emissions produced
outside the United States by goods exported
from the United States, without raising new
revenue, by the amounts provided in the leg-
islation for those purposes, provided that the
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2013 through 2018 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 185. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROVIDE FOR HEALTH INSURANCE
PREMIUM REDUCTIONS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the budget
authority and outlay allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels in this resolution for one
or more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
amendments between houses, motions, or
conference reports that prohibit the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services from
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using funds for the implementation or man-
agement of health benefit exchanges, includ-
ing any associated health insurance cost
sharing subsidies, until the chief actuary of
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv-
ices certifies that the implementation of the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
and the Health Care and Education Rec-
onciliation Act of 2010 have resulted in a re-
duction in the average health insurance pre-
miums for Americans of $2500, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit or revenues over either the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 186. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROHIBIT HEALTH CARE RATION-
ING.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the budget
authority and outlay allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels in this resolution for one
or more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
amendments between houses, motions, or
conference reports that protect all patients
by prohibiting the use of data obtained from
comparative effectiveness research to deny
coverage of items or services under Federal
health care programs and to ensure that
comparative effectiveness research accounts
for advancements in genomics and personal-
ized medicine, the unique needs of health
disparity populations, and differences in the
treatment response and the treatment pref-
erences of patients, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit or reve-
nues over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 187. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

PROHIBIT MARKETING MATERIALS
RELATING TO THE PATIENT PRO-
TECTION AND AFFORDABLE CARE
ACT.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the budget
authority and outlay allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other
appropriate levels in this resolution for one
or more bills, joint resolutions, amendments,
amendments between houses, motions, or
conference reports that prohibit the use of
funds for promotional or marketing mate-
rials promoting the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act or its benefits, provided
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that such legislation would not increase the
deficit or revenues over either the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 188. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

TO ADDRESS WHAT THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES HAS
CALLED A “HEALTH SPENDING
PROBLEM”.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that delay the implementation of the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(Public Law 111-148), as amended by the
Health Care and Reconciliation Act of 2010
(Public Law 111-152), until such time as the
Office of the Chief Actuary for the Centers
for Medicare & Medicaid Services certifies
that the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act, as so amended, will not lead to a
net increase in National health expenditures,
by the amounts provided in such legislation
for those purposes, provided that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit or rev-
enue over either the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2018 or the period of
the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 189. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

TO ADDRESS WHAT THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES HAS
CALLED A “HEALTH SPENDING
PROBLEM”.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that delay the implementation of the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(Public Law 111-148), as amended by the
Health Care and Reconciliation Act of 2010
(Public Law 111-152), until such time as the
Congressional Budget Office certifies that
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act, as so amended, will not lead to an in-
crease in the net Federal budgetary commit-
ment to health care, by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes,
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit or revenue over either the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
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through 2018 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 190. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

FOR UNDERGROUND AND SURFACE
COAL MINING SAFETY AND HEALTH
RESEARCH.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to underground and surface
mining safety and health research, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 191. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 332. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

REDUCE THE DEPENDENCE OF THE
UNITED STATES ON IMPORTS OF

RARE EARTH METALS FROM THE
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to reducing the dependence of
the United States on imports of rare earth
metals from the People’s Republic of China,
which may include research into alternative
technologies, promotion of recycling, or en-
couragement of the production of rare earth
metals in the United States, 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 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 192. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the concurrent
resolution S. Con. Res. 8, setting forth
the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2014,
revising the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal year 2013, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
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was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 60, strike line 7 and insert the fol-
lowing: credentialing requirements; or

(6) supporting additional efforts to increase
access to health care for veterans in rural
areas through telehealth and other programs
that reduce the need for such veterans to
travel long distances to a medical facility of
the Department of Veterans Affairs;

SA 193. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the concurrent
resolution S. Con. Res. 8, setting forth
the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2014,
revising the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal year 2013, and setting
forth the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 332. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

STRENGTHEN AND REFORM THE NA-

TIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMIN-
ISTRATION.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that strengthen and reform the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration, 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
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 194. Mr. COATS (for himself and
Mr. BURR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 8,
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2014, revising the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal year
2013, and setting forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2015
through 2023; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

REPEAL THE 3.8 PERCENT TAX ON
INVESTMENT INCOME IMPOSED BY
THE PATIENT PROTECTION AND AF-
FORDABLE CARE ACT.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that may repeal the 3.8 percent tax
on investment income imposed by section
1411 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
without raising new revenue, 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 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 195. Mr. COATS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
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ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title V, add the following:
SEC. 5 . TO REQUIRE FULLER REPORTING ON

POSSIBLE COSTS TO TAXPAYERS OF
ANY BUDGET SUBMITTED BY THE
PRESIDENT.

When the Congressional Budget Office sub-
mits its report to Congress relating to a
budget submitted by the President for a fis-
cal year under section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, such report shall contain—

(1) an estimate of the pro rata cost for tax-
payers who will file individual income tax
returns for taxable years ending during such
fiscal year of any deficit that would result
from the budget; and

(2) an analysis of the budgetary effects de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

SA 196. Mr. COATS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IV, add the
following:

SEC. 4 . POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-
TION INCREASING NET DIRECT
SPENDING WHEN THE NATIONAL
DEBT EXCEEDS THE SIZE OF THE
ECONOMY OF THE UNITED STATES.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill,
joint resolution, amendment, amendment be-
tween the Houses, motion, or conference re-
port that increases the net level of direct
spending, excluding net interest, relative to
the most recent Congressional Budget Office
baseline during any period in which the gross
Federal debt exceeds 100 percent of United
States Gross Domestic Product in the prior
year.

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL IN
THE SENATE.—

(1) WAIVER.—Subsection (a) may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by an af-
firmative vote of two-thirds of the Members,
duly chosen and sworn.

(2) APPEAL.—An affirmative vote of two-
thirds of the Members of the Senate, duly
chosen and sworn, shall be required in the
Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
subsection (a).

(c) DETERMINATION OF GROSS FEDERAL
DEBT AS A PERCENT OF GROSS DOMESTIC
ProbpuUcT.—For purposes of this section, the
percent of total gross Federal debt as a per-
cent of Gross Domestic Product shall be de-
termined by the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate on the basis of
the most recently published Congressional
Budget Office estimate of nominal Gross Do-
mestic Product in the prior calendar year.

SA 197. Mr. COATS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
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the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

FOR REVENUE-NEUTRAL AND PRO-
GROWTH TAX 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 reform the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to boost economic growth, lower
tax rates, and broaden the tax base without
confiscating higher levels of revenue from
taxpayers as a whole, by the amounts pro-
vided by 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 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 198. Mr. SANDERS (for himself,
Mr. HARKIN, and Ms. HIRONO) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND

FOR DISABLED VETERANS AND
THEIR SURVIVORS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels and lim-
its in this resolution for one or more bills,
joint resolutions, amendments, motions, or
conference reports related to protecting the
benefits of disabled veterans and their sur-
vivors, which may not include a chained CPI,
by the amounts provided in that legislation
for that purpose, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total fiscal years 2013
through 2018 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 199. Mr. CRUZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE
FUND TO LIMIT FEDERAL LAND
HOLDINGS.

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 1 or more bills, joint resolutions, amend-
ments, amendments between houses, mo-
tions, or conference reports related to pro-
grams that discourage the Federal Govern-
ment from owning or controlling more than
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a majority of the total land mass in any of
the States, by the amounts provided in such
legislation for that purpose, provided that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit or revenues over either the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 200. Mr. CRUZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR PREVENTING DOMESTIC DRONE
KILLINGS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
Houses, motions, or conference reports re-
lated to the prevention of drone killings of
citizens of the United States in the United
States, by the amounts provided in such leg-
islation for that purpose, provided that such
legislation would not increase the deficit or
revenues over either the period of the total
of fiscal years 2013 through 2018 or the period
of the total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 201. Mr. CRUZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND
FOR CHOICE-BASED EARLY EDU-
CATION SCHOLARSHIPS.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports related to school choice, which may
include providing a portion of Department of
Education funding to the States to allow for
scholarships for low-income students in kin-
dergarten through grade 12 to use at either a
public or private school, 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 2013 through 2018 or
the period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2023.

SA 202. Mr. CRUZ submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
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ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
REPEAL THE PATIENT PROTECTION
AND AFFORDABLE CARE ACT AND
THE HEALTH CARE AND EDUCATION
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2010.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for one or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, amendments between
houses, motions, or conference reports relat-
ing to the repeal of the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act and the Health Care
and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010
without raising new revenue, 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 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 203. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 4, line 6,
$20,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 7,
$40,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 8,
$55,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 9,
$70,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$82,110,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, decrease the amount by
$95,881,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, decrease the amount by
$115,534,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by
$135,203,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, decrease the amount by
$149,801,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$159,630,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by
$40,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by
$55,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by
$70,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$82,110,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by
$95,881,000,000.

On page 5, line 1,
$115,534,000,000.

On page 5, line 2,
$135,203,000,000.

On page 5, line 3,
$149,801,000,000.

On page 5, line 4,
$159,630,000,000.

On page 46, line 7, decrease the amount by
$183,323,000,000.

decrease the amount by
decrease the amount by
decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by
decrease the amount by
decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by
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On page 46, line 8, decrease the amount by
$45,663,000,000.

On page 46, line 11, decrease the amount by
$186,590,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$186,590,000,000.

On page 46, line 15, decrease the amount by
$224,131,000,000.

On page 46, line 16, decrease the amount by
$224,131,000,000.

On page 46, line 19, decrease the amount by
$254,932,000,000.

On page 46, line 20, decrease the amount by
$254,932,000,000.

On page 46, line 23, decrease the amount by
$298,289,000,000.

On page 46, line 24, decrease the amount by
$298,289,000,000.

On page 47, line 2, decrease the amount by
$348,950,000,000.

On page 47, line 3, decrease the amount by
$348,950,000,000.

On page 47, line 6, decrease the amount by
$421,311,000,000.

On page 47, line 7, decrease the amount by
$421,311,000,000.

On page 47, line 10, decrease the amount by
$470,358,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, decrease the amount by
$470,358,000,000.

On page 47, line 14, decrease the amount by
$519,061,000,000.

On page 47, line 15, decrease the amount by
$519,061,000,000.

On page 47, line 18, decrease the amount by
$548,033,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, decrease the amount by
$548,033,000,000.

On page 47, line 22, decrease the amount by
$584,973,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, decrease the amount by
$584,973,000,000.

SA 204. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 48, line 14, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 48, line 15, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 48, line 18, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 48, line 19, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 48, line 22, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 48, line 23, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 49, line 2, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 3, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 6, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 7, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 10, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 11, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 14, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 15, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 49, line 18, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 49, line 19, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000.
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SA 205. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

REFORM THE USE OF FEDERAL
FUNDS PAID IN CIVIL LITIGATION
THAT SEEKS TO COMPEL FEDERAL
REGULATORY ACTION.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for 1 or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports for legislation relating to the reform
of the use of Federal funds to pay legal costs
arising from civil actions, which may in-
clude actions against the Environmental
Protection Agency or the Department of the
Interior seeking to compel regulatory action
by those agencies, without raising new rev-
enue, by the amounts provided in the legisla-
tion for those purposes, provided that the
legislation would not increase the deficit
over either the period of the total of fiscal
years 2013 through 2018 or the period of the
total of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

SA 206. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 46, line 11, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 15, decrease the amount by
$30,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 16, decrease the amount by
$30,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 19, decrease the amount by
$44,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 20, decrease the amount by
$44,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 23, decrease the amount by
$59,000,000,000.

On page 46, line 24, decrease the amount by
$59,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 2, decrease the amount by
$73,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 3, decrease the amount by
$73,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 6, decrease the amount by
$87,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 7, decrease the amount by
$87,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 10, decrease the amount by
$101,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 11, decrease the amount by
$101,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 14, decrease the amount by
$116,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 15, decrease the amount by
$116,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 18, decrease the amount by
$130,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 19, decrease the amount by
$130,000,000,000.
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On page 47, line 22, decrease the amount by
$144,000,000,000.

On page 47, line 23, decrease the amount by
$144,000,000,000.

SA 207. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
END PAYMENT OF FEDERAL FUNDS
USED IN PROMOTING NUTRITION

PROGRAMS THROUGH ANY PART-
NERSHIPS BETWEEN FEDERAL
AGENCIES AND FOREIGN EMBAS-
SIES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
resolution for 1 or more bills, joint resolu-
tions, amendments, motions, or conference
reports that would end payment of Federal
funds used in promoting nutrition programs
through any partnerships between Federal
agencies and foreign embassies, by the
amounts provided in the legislation for those
purposes, provided that the legislation would
not increase the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2013 through
2018 or the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2023.

SA 208. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND

TO ACHIEVE SAVINGS BY PROHIB-
ITING ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS OR IL-
LEGAL IMMIGRANTS GRANTED
LEGAL STATUS FROM QUALIFYING
FOR FEDERALLY SUBSIDIZED
HEALTH CARE.

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 achieve savings in health care that may
be related to prohibiting illegal immigrants
or aliens who were unlawfully present in the
United States prior to receiving a grant of
legal immigration status from qualifying for
Federally subsidized health care without
raising revenues, provided that such legisla-
tion would reduce the deficit over either the
period of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2018 or the period of the total of fis-
cal years 2013 through 2023. The Chairman
may also make adjustments to the Senate’s
pay-as-you-go ledger over 5 and 10 years to
ensure that the deficit reduction achieved is
used for deficit reduction only. The adjust-
ments authorized under this section shall be
the amount of deficit reduction achieved.
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SA 209. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution S.
Con. Res. 8, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2014, revis-
ing the appropriate budgetary levels
for fiscal year 2013, and setting forth
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2015 through 2023; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. 3 . DEFICIT-REDUCTION RESERVE FUND
TO ACHIEVE SAVINGS BY PROHIB-
ITING ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS OR IL-
LEGAL IMMIGRANTS GRANTED
LEGAL STATUS FROM QUALIFYING

FOR A REFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT.
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 achieve savings that may be related to
the prohibition of illegal immigrants or
aliens who were unlawfully present in the
United States prior to receiving a grant of
legal immigration status from qualifying for
refundable tax credits, provided that such
legislation would reduce the deficit over ei-
ther the period of the total of fiscal years
2013 through 2018 or the period of the total of
fiscal years 2013 through 2023. The Chairman
may also make adjustments to the Senate’s
pay-as-you-go ledger over 5 and 10 years to
ensure that the deficit reduction achieved is
used for deficit reduction only. The adjust-
ments authorized under this section shall be

the amount of deficit reduction achieved.

——————

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
March 20, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. in room 253
of the Russell Senate Office Building.

The Committee will hold a hearing
entitled, ‘‘Aviation Safety: FAA’s
Progress on Key Safety Initiatives.”

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC

WORKS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on March 20,
2013, at 10 a.m. in room SD-406 of the
Dirksen Senate Office building.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on March 20, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. in room
215 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing, to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Re-
forming the Delivery System: The Cen-
ter on Medicare and Medicaid Innova-
tion.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on March 20, 2013, at 2:15 p.m.,
to hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Counter-
terrorism Policies and Priorities: Ad-
dressing the Evolving Threat.”

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

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,

AND PENSIONS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
March 20, 2013, at 11:30 a.m. in Presi-
dent’s Room of the Capitol.

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

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on March 20, 2013, at 10 a.m., to conduct
a hearing entitled, ‘‘Hurricane Sandy:
Getting the Recovery Right and the
Value of Mitigation”

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on March 20, 2013, at 10:30 a.m., in
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled, ‘““The Future of Drones in Amer-
ica: Law Enforcement and Privacy
Considerations.”

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on March 20, 2013, at 2 p.m., in room
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled,
“Building an Immigration System
Worthy of American Values.”

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on March 20, 2013, at 10 a.m., in
room SR-418 of the Russell Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled, ““VA Mental Health Care: Ensur-
ing Timely Access to High-Quality
Care.”

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND SPACE

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Sub-
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committee on Science and Space of the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
March 20, 2013, at 10 a.m., in room 253
of the Russell Senate Office Building.
The Committee will hold a hearing

entitled, ‘‘Assessing the Risks, Im-
pacts, and Solutions for Space
Threats.”

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

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Emily Sharp
and Michael Branson, detailees to the
Budget Committee, be granted floor
privileges for the duration of the con-
sideration of the budget resolution.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Ronald
Dabrowski, a detailee with the Finance
Committee, be granted floor privileges
for the remainder of the 2013 calendar
year.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the following mem-
bers of my Budget Committee staff be
granted full floor access for the dura-
tion of the consideration of S. Con.
Res. 8, John Righter and Mike Jones.

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

GOLD STAR WIVES DAY

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Judiciary
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of and the Senate now
proceed to S. Res. 67.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the resolution by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 67) designating April
5, 2013, as ‘‘Gold Star Wives Day.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be agreed to,
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be made and laid
upon the table.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 67) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in the RECORD of March 5, 2013,
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.”’)

———

192ND ANNIVERSARY OF THE
INDEPENDENCE OF GREECE

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of S.
Res. 84, submitted earlier today by
Senator MENENDEZ and others.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 84) recognizing the
192nd anniversary of the independence of
Greece and celebrating democracy in Greece
and the United States.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, and the motions to reconsider be
made and laid upon the table, with no
intervening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 84) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.”’)

———

NATIONAL CONGENITAL DIA-
PHRAGMATIC HERNIA AWARE-
NESS MONTH

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate proceed
to the consideration of S. Res. 85, sub-
mitted earlier today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 85) designating April
2013 as ‘‘National Congenital Diaphragmatic
Hernia Awareness Month.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, the motions to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 85) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.”’)

————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH
21, 2013

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9 a.m. on Thursday, March
21, 2013; that following the prayer and
pledge, the morning hour be deemed
expired, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, and the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day, and the Senate resume
consideration of S. Con. Res. 8, the
Budget Resolution; further, that there
be 34 hours remaining on the concur-
rent resolution divided between the
chair and the ranking member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- There being no objection, the Senate,
TOMORROW sent it adjourn under the previous at 10:45 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, if order. March 21, 2013 at 9 a.m.

there is no further business to come be-
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