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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Tom
UDALL, a Senator from the State of
New Mexico.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Almighty God, accept with favor
this, our sacrifice of praise, which we
present. We offer You ourselves, thank-
ing You for calling us to serve free-
dom’s cause on Capitol Hill. Lord, You
provide us with the opportunity to
make a positive impact on the lives of
millions. We are honored to serve You
by serving our country. Use our law-
makers who are people of faith to do
everything with decency, precision,
and integrity. Remove the barriers
that divide us, replacing them with
such a passionate love for You and
country that we will continue to find
the common ground of progress.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ToM UDALL led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, April 14, 2011.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ToM UDALL, a Senator

Senate

from the State of New Mexico, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon
assumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
any leader remarks, the Senate will be
in morning business until we receive
the continuing resolution papers from
the House of Representatives; there-
fore, the time until 2 p.m. will be
equally divided and controlled between
the two parties. Once the resolution ar-
rives, there will be three rollcall votes
in relation to the two correcting reso-
lutions regarding health care reform
and Planned Parenthood and passage of
the long-term continuing resolution. It
looks as though the House will vote
around 4 p.m. We thought it would be
earlier, but that time has slipped. Sen-
ators will be notified when we schedule
the votes.

People can come and talk all they
want. I am very appreciative of every-
body in the Senate—Democrats, Repub-
licans—that we were able to get the
consent agreement to move forward
after we get the papers from the House.
If there were ever an issue that has
been talked to death, it is this resolu-
tion. I think everyone realizes we have
talked about this long enough. If any-
one has anything to say before 2
o’clock about this or anything else,
you are welcome to come to the Senate
floor. There will be no debate. These
papers will arrive, and we will vote on
them as quickly as we can.

Would the Chair announce morning
business, please.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business, with the time until 2 p.m.
equally divided and controlled between
the two leaders or their designees, with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

Mr. President, I ask that the time be
equally divided during the time of
morning business and that if there are
quorum calls, they be equally divided.

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

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

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

Mr. McCONNELL. 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.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

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

——————

PRESIDENT OBAMA JOINS THE
DEBATE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-
terday, President Obama outlined what
he is describing as a ‘‘responsible’ ap-
proach to our Nation’s fiscal problems.
And my initial response to that charac-
terization is that, with all due respect,
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the American people are not inclined
to take advice on fiscal responsibility
from an administration whose unprece-
dented borrowing and spending has
done so much to create the mess we are
in.

After 2 years of adding trillions to
the debt and ignoring our Nation’s
looming fiscal nightmare, the Presi-
dent may be right in thinking that the
politically expedient thing to do is
point the finger at others. But the
truly responsible thing would be to
admit that his own 2-year experiment
in big government has been a disaster
for the economy and itself a major
driver of our debt; and that his inac-
tion on the latter is the primary reason
others have been forced to step forward
and offer meaningful solutions of their
own.

That is what most people already be-
lieve anyway. So the President’s at-
tempt to stake out the high ground in
this debate was, I suspect, hard for
many Americans to swallow.

Despite the President’s imaginative
account of how we arrived at the situa-
tion we are in, the American people are
well past the point of believing that
Washington will be able to make good
on all its promises if only we let the
President and Democrats in Congress
raise taxes.

Americans know that we face a fiscal
crisis not because we tax too little but
because we spend too much. They do
not support the reckless Washington
spending that has left us with record
deficits and debt, and they will not
support raising taxes to preserve an
unsustainable status quo. Besides, law-
makers on both sides of the aisle have
already rejected the kind of tax hike
on small business that President
Obama endorsed again yesterday. So it
was counterproductive of him to revive
it.

As for entitlements, the President
rightly acknowledged that before we
know it, the government will spend
every dime it takes in just to cover the
cost of Medicare, Medicaid, Social Se-
curity, and the interest on our debt.
What he did not say is that the health
care bill he signed last year takes more
than half a trillion dollars out of Medi-
care to pay for an entirely new entitle-
ment that could be just as
unsustainable as Medicare itself; and
which forces nearly 20 million more
Americans into a Medicaid Program
which, as currently arranged, is bank-
rupting our States.

So the President can claim to be a
great defender of the social safety net.
He may claim to stand for a nobler vi-
sion of America than those who dis-
agree with him. But the facts speak for
themselves. And when it comes to pre-
serving the social safety net, the Presi-
dent’s proposals simply do not address
the things that have caused our most
cherished entitlement programs to be
unsustainable in the first place.

Instead, the President would simply
tinker around the edges and leave the
hard work for others, passing the buck
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to future Presidents.
won’t cut it anymore.

Americans are paying attention.
They know the fiscal problems we face
will not be solved by continuing the
job-destroying policies that got us
here. What is more, the centerpiece of
the President’s proposal, tax hike on
top earners, may sound appealing to
those whose primary goal in this de-
bate is to protect big government. But
looking at the most recent data, the
Wall Street Journal points out this
morning that even if we were to lay
claim to every taxable dollar of every
single American who earns more than
$100,000 a year, we still wouldn’t raise
enough to cover the $1.6 trillion deficit
the President’s budget gives us this
year.

The best way to bring down the debt
and to create the climate that will lead
to good private-sector jobs and pros-
perity is not to repeat the policies of
the past but to change them. And that
means cutting Washington spending,
not squeezing family budgets even
more.

Throughout the day today, Senators
will have an opportunity to debate a
down payment on those cuts for the
rest of the current fiscal year. So I in-
vite them to come to the floor to dis-
cuss that proposal. After that, we will
move onto an even more far-reaching
debate not about billions but about
trillions. That is the debate that will
show Americans exactly where their
elected representatives stand on facing
up to the fiscal challenges we face. Re-
publicans look forward to that debate.

That brings me to a final point.

Yesterday, the President said that
the debate we have been having in
Washington about the size and scope of
government is not about numbers on a
page. It is about the kind of country we
believe in. But he left out an important
point. And that is, that there are a
great many people in Washington and
beyond who agree with him, but who
also believe in their core that the ap-
proach he has taken over the past 2
years represents the greatest single
threat to the very future he envisions.
America will not continue to be the
great Nation it is unless we are able to
keep our promises to the current and
future generations, and stop spending
money we do not have. But the great-
est obstacle to that future is not the
everyday American who wants Wash-
ington to balance its checkbook, or
those who look at where the Presi-
dent’s policies have gotten us and map
out a different path to the future than
he would. The greatest obstacle we face
is the crushing burden of our debt, as
the President now admits.

Unfortunately, the plan he outlined
yesterday does not seriously address it.
Americans know the stakes in this de-
bate. They know the reason we are in
this situation. It is time the President
and Democrats in Congress acknowl-
edge it as well. The debate has shifted.
And while the President does not seem
to see that yet, we will not solve our

And that just
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problems until he stops campaigning
and joins us in a serious, bipartisan ef-
fort to change not only his tone but his
direction. That is how we will ensure
that the future that he—and we—envi-
sion and want actually comes about.
That is the only chance we have.

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

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. 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.

————
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, a little
later today we are going to receive
from the House of Representatives a
spending bill which, if passed, will fund
the government for the remainer of
this fiscal year, which ends on Sep-
tember 30. Included in that vote today
are two other votes, separate votes,
which were insisted on by the House
Republicans. One of the votes will
defund Planned Parenthood across the
United States.

Under title X, a law which was pro-
posed by President Nixon and passed by
Congress—and supported for over 40
years since—we have provided money
across America to clinics that take
care of women, children, and families
who otherwise would have no place to
turn.

One of the recipients of those funds is
Planned Parenthood. They do not re-
ceive all the funds or even a majority
of the funds. But they do receive sup-
port through title X. In my State of Il-
linois, Planned Parenthood has clinics
in many down-State communities, as
well as in the Chicagoland area. In my
hometown of Springfield, there is a
Planned Parenthood clinic. It provides
valuable services for many women in
my community and State—services
which otherwise they could not find or
afford: basic examinations by doctors
who can screen for forms of cancer, for
infectious disease. These are things
which many women rely on, and they
are valuable services. Yet the House
Republicans are determined to take the
funding away from Planned Parent-
hood.

The amendment on the floor address-
es that issue. I will vote against that
amendment, and I will vote against it
because 1 understand closing down
Planned Parenthood as one of the re-
cipients of title X funds will mean that
literally 69,000 women in the State of
Illinois who rely on Planned Parent-
hood clinics will then have to struggle
to find another source of medical care,
and it is not always easy to do it. Many
of these women—most of them—are un-
insured and very few of them have the
economic wherewithal to pay for these
services.
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For over 90 years, Planned Parent-
hood has provided comprehensive pre-
ventive and primary health care to
people, primarily the low-income, un-
insured, and Medicaid recipients. Last
year, 3 million people across America—
that is 1 percent of our population—re-
lied on Planned Parenthood’s 800
health centers for cancer screenings,
family planning, and annual exams.

Now the House Republicans are argu-
ing we have to stop funding Planned
Parenthood because that is a way to
prevent abortion. Well, let me say, we
have to understand that the law for
over 30 years in America has made it
clear—an amendment offered by a Con-
gressman from Illinois, Henry Hyde,
made it clear—that no Federal funds
can be used for abortion services except
in the most extreme and restricted
cases: rape, incest, or where the moth-
er’s life is at stake. That has been the
law. It has not been changed. It was
not changed under this President or
previous Presidents. That has been,
since the time of Henry Hyde, the guid-
ing policy of this land and there is no
one to suggest that it be changed.
Every dollar received by Planned Par-
enthood from the Federal Government
is carefully restricted so that it cannot
be used for abortion services.

Planned Parenthood does provide
abortion counseling but only for 3 per-
cent of their activities. Ninety-seven
percent of their activities have nothing
to do with it, and not a penny of the
abortion counseling services can come
from Federal funds except in the most
restricted circumstances under the
Hyde amendment. Ninety percent of
Planned Parenthood’s activities are ba-
sically preventive.

Let me tell my colleagues, if we don’t
allow women of limited means and
with no insurance access to family
planning counseling and services, it
means there will be more unintended
pregnancies and, sadly, more abortions.
It is estimated that if we did not have
title X funding in Illinois, if we didn’t
provide this kind of assistance for
women in lower income categories, we
would have 24 percent more abortions
because of unintended pregnancies. So
if what the House Republicans are
seeking to do is to reduce the number
of abortions, they are doing it exactly
the wrong way. Providing information
and counseling to women so they can
plan their families and not end up with
unintended pregnancies is a good way
to reduce the number of abortions.
That, to me, is as clear as possible. Yet
they seem to be tied in knots when it
comes to this and don’t understand
this basic causal connection.

Last year, with the help of Federal
dollars, Planned Parenthood health
centers performed 1 million cervical
exams, 800,000 breast exams, and 4 mil-
lion tests and treatments for sexually
transmitted infections such as HIV. If
Planned Parenthood is prohibited from
receiving Federal funding, which is the
issue that will be on the floor, most of
their health centers would be forced to
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close. Then what happens to the mil-
lions of women and others across
America who rely on their services?

Let me tell my colleagues one story
that I think demonstrates why this is a
critical vote. It comes from a Planned
Parenthood clinic in Awurora, IL. A
woman in her early forties was unin-
sured because she lost her job. Her
daughter suggested she go to Planned
Parenthood for her annual checkup.
During the woman’s routine breast
exam, a 4 centimeter by 4 centimeter
lump was found in her breast. That is a
sizable lump. The providers at Planned
Parenthood helped the woman get a
mammogram and connected her with
an oncologist. Thankfully, the can-
cerous lump was removed, and the
woman recovered completely. That
woman went back to the Aurora
Planned Parenthood to thank them
and to let them know that without
that care, she could have died. So when
it gets down to this vote, it literally is
a matter of life and death.

I hope those who feel strongly about
one issue or the other will also feel
strongly about the right of every per-
son to have access to quality care
whether they are rich or poor. Planned
Parenthood provides that care in my
State and across the Nation.

The other amendment is also going
to relate to health care. I find it hard
to believe that at this moment in time
the Republicans are suggesting we
should repeal health care reform. This
morning, we had a town meeting, and
in our town meeting was a group of
young people who came from Illinois
and who are recovering or in treatment
for cancer. These are brave young chil-
dren and young adults who are battling
this disease. I asked them, when some-
one suggested repealing health care re-
form, what they would think about a
provision in health care reform, which
we insisted on, which said that no
health insurance company can dis-
criminate against an American under
the age of 18 for a preexisting condi-
tion. Well, they all cheered because
they know, having had cancer in their
lives, if they go out on the open mar-
ket, the cost of their health care and
health insurance, if they can buy it,
would be prohibitively expensive.

The health care reform we passed
here prohibits health insurance compa-
nies from discriminating against those
children under the age of 18 for pre-
existing conditions. Those who want to
repeal it basically want to take away
that protection.

We also know many families raising
children of college age get worried be-
cause the kids may not have health in-
surance while they are looking for jobs.
We extend the family coverage of peo-
ple up to the age of 27 so they can stay
under their family policy when they
get out of college. That gives peace of
mind to a lot of families that as their
young son or daughter is out taking a
part-time job or internship or a trip
around the world, they are going to
have health insurance until the age of
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27. Repealing the law, which is what we
will vote on here on the floor, will re-
move that protection.

Also, when it comes to Medicare, the
prescription drug program has a gap in
it called the doughnut hole. A lot of
seniors with the need for expensive pre-
scription drugs find, after a few
months, no coverage from the govern-
ment. They have to turn around and
reach in their savings account and pay
out thousands of dollars before that
protection coverage resumes. That
doughnut hole—the gap—is Dbeing
closed by this bill. Those who want to
repeal health care reform will repeal
our efforts to make sure people have
this access to the kind of health care
and prescription drugs they need to
survive and be strong and independent.

I think it is a very clear vote. I have
said before that I am open to revisiting
health care reform, reforming health
care reform, making sure it works the
way we intended it to work. As I have
said before, the only perfect law I am
aware of was written on stone tablets
and carried down a mountain by Sen-
ator Moses. Every other effort since
has been a human effort full of frailties
and flaws, and we should always try to
make it better. But the notion of wip-
ing the slate clean and repealing health
care reform would be a step backward
for America. It would acknowledge
that the 60 million uninsured Ameri-
cans will have their ranks swell from
others who can’t afford to pay for
health insurance and certainly can’t
buy good-quality health insurance
today.

I encourage my colleagues to vote no
on this amendment to repeal health
care reform. We don’t need to leave so
many American families wvulnerable,
but we do need to have protections
against health insurance companies
which too often discriminate against
those who need protection the most.

I yield the floor.

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

HONORING BOB DOLE

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I am a
firm believer in the view that an indi-
vidual can make a difference. I am a
firm believer that what happens in
Washington, DC, is important in our
Nation’s history and what goes on in
our country, but the reality is we
change the world one person at a time.
That individual is how we make life
better.

Earlier this week, on Tuesday morn-
ing, I was on the National Mall near
the World War II Memorial, and I was
there for the dedication of a plaque
honoring an individual who made a tre-
mendous difference in the lives of
many and made a tremendous dif-
ference in the life of our Nation. It was
the moment in which a plague was un-
veiled recognizing Senator Bob Dole
for his contribution—in fact, his efforts
and leadership—in seeing that the
World War II Memorial was built. Clear
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from those who spoke and from what I
know of the subject, the World War II
Memorial would not be available for us
as a nation today in the absence of
that individual, Bob Dole, who led the
efforts.

There is much in Bob Dole’s career
here in Washington, DC, as a Member
of this body, of the U.S. Senate, that
we can heap accolades upon him for,
but certainly one of them I know he is
most proud of and certainly one of
them I and the American people are
most grateful for is his efforts to recog-
nize the 16 million Americans who
served their country in World War II.
There are only about 2.5 million Ameri-
cans who served in World War II now
living, and we lose hundreds of them
every day.

Last week, I was at the World War II
Memorial with Kansas World War II
veterans welcoming an honor flight
and thanking World War II veterans
from my home State for their service
to our country. The World War II Me-
morial is a magnificent tribute to the
sacrifice many have made before us.

I saw the World War II Memorial. It
serves its purpose. I saw the World War
II Memorial before it was ever dedi-
cated. I put my walking shoes on and
walked down to the World War II Me-
morial a few days before the official
ceremony back in 2004, and I saw the
place that says ‘‘Kansas,” and I
thought about Kansans.

I thought of my own dad, who is a
World War II veteran who served in
northern Africa and up the boothill of
Italy. I tell this story because the
World War II Memorial served its pur-
pose. I walked away from the memorial
and used my cell phone to call my dad
back home in Plainville, KS. Unfortu-
nately, I got the answering machine at
my parents’ home, but from a son’s
point of view, I conveyed the message
to my dad: Dad, I am at the World War
IT Memorial. I respect you, I thank you
for your service, and I love you. It is
something that sons don’t often say to
their parents, but it is something that
we as Americans—something that the
World War II Memorial brings out in us
not just to our parents but to all World
War II veterans: We respect you, we
thank you for your service, and we love
you.

We had the opportunity on Tuesday
to pay tribute to a special World War I
veteran, Bob Dole. One of the aspects
of Bob Dole’s service to his country
certainly in the military as well as
here in the Senate, here as an Amer-
ican, was to take care of those who
served with him, and not only in World
War II. He has been the caring and
compassionate guide for all of us as we
try to make certain that no military
service goes unrewarded and that no
commitment that was made to those
who serve our country is forgotten.

So I am here today to pay tribute
really to all World War II veterans, to
all our military men and women now
serving, and to those veterans of other
wars, but to especially pay tribute to
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Bob Dole, who recognized and con-
tinues to recognize throughout his life
the value of service to country and the
value of service to other veterans. That
plaque is a special reminder that Bob
Dole made it possible for all of us as
Americans to pay tribute to that gen-
eration and is a loving reminder for
those who served that we are a grateful
nation. It is important that we never
forget those who gave us the opportu-
nities to live the lives we live today.

While there are, again, much for
which we could congratulate him and
express our gratitude to him, I hold
him in the highest esteem for his mili-
tary service.

Sixty-six years ago today, April 14,
1945, young Bob Dole was wounded in
northern Italy. He lay on the field in
blood and mud for 9 hours. He was res-
cued. He was returned to home. The
people of his hometown raised money. I
still remember the photograph of a
cigar box in the drugstore into which
people back in those difficult times put
their dollars and their quarters and
their pennies to raise money for Bob
Dole’s rehabilitation. He was able to
access the services in Battle Creek, MI,
of a VA hospital.

Amazingly to me, three future Sen-
ators who served in World War IT ended
up in that hospital at the same time.
Our own colleague Senator INOUYE, our
previous colleague Senator Hart, and
our previous colleague Bob Dole were
all at the hospital at the same time re-
covering from their wounds in service
to their country.

So it is today that I recognize an as-
pect of Bob Dole’s life—most impor-
tant, his willingness to sacrifice his
life and his service to his country as a
member of the 10th Mountain Division;
his courage and dedication to his abil-
ity to reteach himself, to relearn to
write, to bathe, to eat, to become a
productive member of our society, and
to lead our country in so many ways. I
was honored to be present on Tuesday,
2 days ago, in which a grateful nation
said: We thank you for your efforts in
recognizing other veterans, in the cre-
ation and development of the efforts to
see that the World War II Memorial, so
long in waiting, is now on the National
Mall.

Tom Brokaw, the author of the book
“The Greatest Generation,”” was the
master of ceremonies on Tuesday, and
he concluded his remarks on Tuesday
morning by telling the story of Bob
Dole raising money for the World War
II Memorial. There are no public funds,
no Treasury funds in the building of
that memorial. Senator Dole and oth-
ers raised the dollars from private
sources to build the memorial. He tells
the story of Bob Dole going to Cali-
fornia and meeting with a wealthy Hol-
lywood mogul asking for money to
build the World War II Memorial. Ac-
cording to Tom Brokaw, the mogul
said, ‘I am not interested. I have other
priorities.”” Bob Dole’s response to the
mogul, to the noncontributor, was,
“When I was 22, I had other priorities
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too. I went to war.” Bob Dole went to
war and served his country every day
thereafter.

Senator Dole in his remarks con-
cluded by saying, ‘I am the most opti-
mistic man in America today.” We
ought to be optimistic because we have
individuals such as Bob Dole who have
served our country. Today we recognize
that service, 66 years ago, April 14,
1945, in northern Italy.

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. 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.

HONORING KEITH PREWITT

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise,
once again, to continue the tradition
started in the last Congress by my
friend and colleague, the Senator from
Delaware, Senator Kaufman, to recog-
nize another great Federal employee.

I think this particular recognition is
critically important, since last week
this Congress came to the brink, unfor-
tunately, of shutting down the Federal
Government, which would have had a
dramatic effect upon literally 800,000
Federal employees, many of whom toil
tirelessly, oftentimes in the proverbial
vineyards, trying to serve the Amer-
ican people. It is my hope that later
today the House, and we in the Senate,
will pass what perhaps is an imperfect
compromise—and every compromise is
a bit imperfect—that will continue the
operations of this Federal Government
through the balance of the fiscal year.
It is appropriate that today we con-
tinue this tradition, where we single
out for recognition on the floor of this
Senate one of the Federal employees
who continues to provide service to
Americans.

The exemplary Federal worker I am
referring to this week is Keith Prewitt,
the Deputy Director and 27-year vet-
eran of the U.S. Secret Service. Mr.
Prewitt is responsible for overseeing
the day-to-day operations of the Secret
Service, including its 6,700 employees,
with a budget of about $1.5 billion.

Mr. Prewitt also oversees protection
of the President and the Vice President
of the United States, as well as visiting
heads of State. He has an impressive
resume that includes handling security
during three Presidential campaigns,
two White House details, and over-
seeing trips protecting American offi-
cials in more than 110 countries.

Mr. Prewitt was first drawn to a life
of public service when he was in high
school in the 1960s in Memphis, TN. He
met a local Memphis police officer who
had encouraged him to obey the city
curfew, stay safe and out of trouble.
Mr. Prewitt said this police officer in-
spired him to enter public service. Co-
incidentally, he went on to become a
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Memphis police officer following his
graduation from college.

In 1983, the Secret Service recruited
Mr. Prewitt to serve as a special agent
in the Memphis field office. Over the
years, he rose through the ranks of the
Service. He has served both on the
frontlines and in supervisory positions,
which have led him to his leadership
role today.

Mr. Prewitt is regarded by his peers
as one of the best in the field. He has
been described as a man of high value
and honor who views each day as a
training day and is extremely dedi-
cated to his work and loyal to the peo-
ple who work with him.

One of his peers at the National Asso-
ciation of Black Law Enforcement Offi-
cers stated that Mr. Prewitt ‘‘identifies
challenges for the organization and
seeks to change the status quo to make
things better.” His tireless efforts to
improve the performance of the Secret
Service have made him a true asset to
the agency, the President, the Vice
President, and to our country.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
honoring Keith Prewitt, a truly great
civil servant, and all those in the U.S.
Secret Service for their hard work and
dedication to our Nation.

It is also my hope that we can con-
clude the budget for the balance of this
fiscal year so we can give Mr. Prewitt,
countless other Federal employees, and
literally millions of Americans who de-
pend upon the ongoing workings of the
Federal Government, the confidence
and respect they need by passing the
balance of the continuing resolution
for this year before we break for the
Passover-Easter recess.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest 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. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

———
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise
today to explain why I am voting no on
the budget deal later this afternoon.

First and foremost, I am voting no
because I do not think this is a mean-
ingful, substantial start to getting our
hands around what is the biggest
threat and potential crisis we face as a
nation—out-of-control spending and
debt. I suppose $38 billion is more of a
cut than we have ever done. But if we
put it in any other context, it is very
modest indeed.

Take a look at the 8 days leading up
to the announcement of this deal and
those 8 days alone—barely more than a
week. We as a nation racked up $54 bil-
lion of brandnew debt, way more than
the $38 billion of cuts in just 8 days.
That gives some perspective on exactly
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how modest and how limited in mean-
ing this is.

When you dig a little deeper to look
at the details of the cuts, I am afraid
the picture gets even worse. A lot of
these cuts are paper cuts only—only
cuts on paper that do not have a mean-
ingful impact in the real world. There
has been significant reporting about
this. The Justice Department fund and
other examples—that probably ac-
counts for $12 billion or $13 billion of
the cuts.

In addition, yesterday the CBO issued
a report that said only 1 percent of
those cuts—$350 million or so—would
have an impact this fiscal year. All the
rest is pushed off well into the future.
Because of that, I am voting no. I
think we need a much stronger start to
getting our fiscal house in order.

In addition, I am very concerned
about what this budget deal continues
to fund in terms of policy, in terms of
impact on Americans’ lives. The clear-
est example of that for me is the con-
tinuing funding of Planned Parent-
hood. I believe it is morally wrong to
end an innocent human life. I also be-
lieve it is morally reprehensible to
take tax dollars of millions of pro-life
Americans in order to fund organiza-
tions that do just that. Americans
should not be forced to subsidize abor-
tions, much less fund our Nation’s larg-
est abortion provider. That is what
Planned Parenthood is, pure and sim-
ple.

Opponents of defunding Planned Par-
enthood have argued in the news and
even on the Senate floor that the orga-
nization provides many other health
care services other than abortions,
such as mammograms. We have seen
recently that is a big fiction. Planned
Parenthood’s CEO repeated this asser-
tion recently on news shows. She
claimed:

If this bill ever becomes law—

Meaning the defunding of Planned
Parenthood—
millions of women in this country are going
to lose their healthcare access—not to abor-
tion services—to basic family planning, you
know, mammograms.

As I said, in recent days, this has
been shown to be a huge fiction. Live
Action, which is a pro-life group, re-
corded calls in the last several days to
30 Planned Parenthood -clinics in 27
States. In each conversation, a woman
calls in and asks if she can schedule an
appointment for a mammogram. And
in each conversation, without excep-
tion, the Planned Parenthood rep-
resentative tells her they do not pro-
vide mammograms. Period. One staffer
admits:

We do not provide those services whatso-
ever.

Another explains:

We actually don’t have a mammogram ma-
chine at our clinics.

The staffer at Planned Parenthood in
DC was perhaps clearest. She said:

We do not provide mammograms ... we
don’t deal with the health side of it so much.
We’re mostly a surgical facility.
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By the way, surgery means one thing:
abortion.

This Planned Parenthood staffer is
exactly right: 98 percent of their serv-
ices to pregnant women constitute
abortions—98 percent.

This chart lays this out very clearly.
This pie chart represents 2009 Planned
Parenthood services to pregnant
women. The universe of services to
pregnant women, abortions is in dark
red, 98 percent. Adoption referrals is in
blue. I apologize if you cannot see that.
The sliver is that tiny. You have to be
up close. And all other prenatal care is
in green. That is the reality of Planned
Parenthood.

We have also seen a recent onslaught
of ads that claim Planned Parenthood
is simply a leading provider of women
health services, but abortion accounts
for roughly one-third of the $1 billion
generated by its clinics. In fact,
Planned Parenthood’s annual report
acknowledges it provides primary care
to 19,700 of its 3 million clients. Num-
ber of clients: 3 million; those to whom
it provided primary health care: 19,700.

The provision to cut title X funding
for health services, such as breast can-
cer screenings, HIV testing, counseling,
and other valuable family planning
services, would not block funding for
those services at mnonabortion pro-
viders. It would simply block funds
from subsidizing America’s largest
abortion provider, and abortion is al-
most everything Planned Parenthood
does.

Furthermore, Medicaid spends $1.4
billion on family planning each year.
Not $1 of those funds would be affected
by this resolution and this proposal.
The question we face today is not if
family planning and women’s health
services will be provided but, instead,
if we are going to use that as an excuse
to fund the biggest abortion provider in
the country which does little else.

Although I personally believe abor-
tion is not a right guaranteed by the
Constitution, I recognize the sad re-
ality that abortion on demand is legal
in this country. Again, this debate is
not about that. It is not about whether
Planned Parenthood has the right to
perform abortions, and it is not about
funding true health care services. The
question before us is whether millions
of pro-life taxpayers have to fund this
entity.

Every year since 2000, the govern-
ment has increased its funding of
Planned Parenthood on average $22.2
million per year. As a direct reflection
of that, the number of abortions they
perform has dramatically increased,
even though the overall abortion rate,
thank God, in the United States has
declined until 2008.

This chart lays out the situation
clearly. What is in green represents
government grants and contracts to
Planned Parenthood. It has consist-
ently gone up and up, a significant in-
crease virtually every year. What is in
red represents abortions by Planned
Parenthood. Very interesting. There is
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virtually the same slope of an increase,
while at the same time for this entire
period until 2008 abortions nationwide
were actually going down.

I do not understand how anyone can
look at this and say there is not a con-
nection, say we are not using taxpayer
dollars to promote and fund abortion.
This notion that it is not used directly
for abortion services is a convenient
fiction because it is a shell game, be-
cause it, in fact, funds Planned Parent-
hood, and 98 percent of what they do is
about abortion.

According to their latest annual re-
port, Planned Parenthood boasted
more than $363 million in taxpayer
funding, the same year it performed an
unprecedented 324,000 abortions.

Planned Parenthood’s abortion rate
massively outpaces its adoption refer-
rals in particular. In 2008, a woman en-
tering a Planned Parenthood clinic was
134 times more likely to have an abor-
tion than to be referred for an adop-
tion.

In fact, this final chart shows that as
Planned Parenthood’s abortion rate
steadily increased to that staggering
number of 332,000 in 2009, its adoption
referrals actually decreased to 977 that
same year. So again, abortions are in
deep red, adoption referrals are in blue,
and all other prenatal care is in green.
What is the reality, what is the his-
tory, what are the facts? Abortions go
up dramatically in Planned Parent-
hood, prenatal services go down, and
adoption services go down as abortions
g0 up.

Planned Parenthood has made a prof-
it every year since 1987, including a
$63.4 million return in 2009. There is no
justification for subsidizing Planned
Parenthood’s profitable venture with
taxpayer dollars, particularly when
roughly half or more of those tax-
payers deeply disagree with abortion.
The sanctity of human life is a prin-
ciple Congress should proclaim at
every opportunity, and the time has
come to respect the wishes of so many
millions of Americans who have ada-
mantly opposed using taxpayer dollars
for abortions by denying all Federal
funding to this abortion machine.

This is a social issue, of course. It is
also a fiscal issue. Our Federal budget
is out of control. We are facing
unsustainable debt. So given that, in
particular, isn’t it time to stop funding
an organization that millions of Ameri-
cans have fundamental problems with?
If our Federal Government has any
hope of regaining fiscal restraint, we
have to make significant cuts—more
significant than are being proposed in
the deal before us today.

I refuse to believe that Planned Par-
enthood is the one sacred cow that
should stand untouched and be un-
touchable. The time has come to
change this situation and to respect
the wishes of the huge majority of
Americans who, whether they are pro-
life or prochoice, think taxpayer dol-
lars should not subsidize abortion. And
that is clearly what is going on with
Planned Parenthood.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor, and 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.

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

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am so
amazed that the lies that have been
stated about Planned Parenthood on
this floor have been repeated again and
again. You know, it gets pretty bad
when you are so outrageous that Ste-
phen Colbert and Jon Stewart start to
look at what you are saying on the
Senate floor. That is a rarity.

This all started when Senator KYL
took to the floor and said that 90 per-
cent of what Planned Parenthood does
is abortions. Well, that was a little bit
wrong. Ninety percent of what Planned
Parenthood does is health care—no
abortions. As a matter of fact, it is 97
percent. And every dollar of Federal
funds that goes to health care may not,
since the 1970s—not one slim dime—go
toward abortion.

Senator VITTER upped that just now
and says that 98 percent of what
Planned Parenthood does is abortion. I
don’t know what he is thinking. But let
me reiterate, Planned Parenthood is a
nonprofit organization. He says they
make a profit. You could say anything,
but that doesn’t make it true.

I think it is interesting that in the
1960s and 1970s Planned Parenthood,
which has become the prime target of
the rightwing of Republicans, drew the
support of prominent members of the
GOP. Richard Nixon signed family
planning legislation that authorized
Federal funding for groups such as
Planned Parenthood. Former Senator
Barry Goldwater’s wife Peggy was a
founding member of Planned Parent-
hood in Arizona, and former President
George Herbert Walker Bush, as a Re-
publican Congressman from Houston,
spoke frequently on the House floor
about the issue. So it is astounding
how the rightwing of the Republican
Party has walked so far away from
their most revered leaders. That is
their choice. But it is also our choice
as to whether we are going to stand
here and take it or come here and
rebut what they are saying.

So count me in and count the Demo-
cratic women and many men on this
side of the aisle who have stood sentry
on this and told the truth about this.
And the truth is we are in a budget de-
bate. Everything the Republicans have
said is that we have to close the deficit
gap, we have to cut spending, cut
spending, cut spending. And we said:
Okay, we will join you, but where were
you during George Bush’s day? You
never said a word. But putting that
aside, we will meet you. When we had
the majority and Bill Clinton was the
President, we were the only ones who
did get a balanced budget and 23 mil-
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lion jobs. So we know how to do it, and
of course we are going to work with
our colleagues. We met them over 70
percent of the way on spending cuts.
But guess what. They are so ideological
and so extreme that what we heard
from Senator VITTER today is not a dis-
cussion about the budget deficit and
the fact that we have to get on top of
it and get that budget balanced, as we
did under the Clinton administration.
We heard about abortion, abortion,
abortion, which has nothing to do with
the issue at hand. Because, as I said,
not one slim dime of Federal money
has been able to be used for abortion
since the 1970s, and 97 percent of what
Planned Parenthood does is health
care, not abortion.

We know the real priority of these
Republicans in Congress. We know the
real priority. We know what it is. It is
an ideological agenda that, frankly,
puts women’s health and women’s lives
at risk. Here we had this huge debate
over the budget—tough, getting down
where we were all sweating it out to
within an hour of the moment the gov-
ernment would shut down—and the two
things the Republicans insisted on vot-
ing on, on a budget bill, have nothing
to do with the budget.

For every dollar that Planned Par-
enthood gets to help them do cancer
screenings for women, Pap smears,
breast cancer screenings, STDs—and
they do for men as well—HIV testing,
blood pressure checks, diabetes checks,
they charge a sliding scale. You walk
in there, you have no insurance, you
have no money, you get the services for
free. If you have some, you pay some.

The bottom line is, this is what they
are holding up this agreement over,
and they are forcing us to vote on
Planned Parenthood and repealing
health care reform. I say that is ex-
traordinary, because we met them on
the numbers. But in order to appease
their rightwing agenda, they are forc-
ing these votes. If these bills were to
pass, who gets hurt? Women and their
families.

I have some letters I have received
from Californians, because 750,000
women are served by Planned Parent-
hood clinics in California—750,000
women. That is actually more than
some States have. I am going to share
a letter. I have shared a few of them,
but I got this one today.

Dear Senator BOXER, I don’t write to you
often because you already stand up and fight
for everything I believe in. I heard you on
NPR this morning talking about women’s
health and the cuts the Republicans want to
make to Planned Parenthood.

I'm a 42 year old married professional. My
husband and I aren’t in the highest bracket,
but our combined income puts us in the
$170,000 year range. Frankly, we’re happy,
more than happy to pay our fair share of
taxes for the things that will help our soci-
ety as a whole.

We are appalled by the budget discussions.
If you really want to cut spending, do so
where it is really outrageous . . . defense and
military. There’s 60 percent right there.
However, what has me outraged right now is
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The Republican Party is.

. willing to shut down the government
over a few dollars for Planned Parenthood.

If you really cared about limiting abortion
funding, family planning is the first step.
When I was 20 years old, I was working my
way through school. I was a sophomore in
college with limited income, no parental
support, no health insurance. The one thing
I did have access to medically was Planned
Parenthood. The services were on a sliding
scale, so at my income of $850 a month, a
gynecological exam was $10. This meant that
I went.

. . I also got birth control pills there . . .
However, probably the most significant cross
road in my life came about because of
Planned Parenthood. My family has a his-
tory of female cancers. I had a Pap smear
come back abnormal when I was 21.

1). Had it not been for Planned Parenthood,
I would not have been able to afford the an-
nual Pap smear.

2). Planned Parenthood did a biopsy on the
“‘abnormality.” Again, it was a sliding scale
and while I can’t recall exactly how much
this was, it was something I could manage

3). Biopsy showed that it was a potentially
very dangerous pre-cancerous growth that
needed to be removed.

4). I did eat beans and rice for the next 2
months to pay my share to Planned Parent-
hood for removing this growth.

5). I had to have Paps 2 times a year for the
next several years . . . Again, all I could af-
ford was Planned Parenthood.

Frankly, if it wasn’t for Planned Parent-
hood, there’s a pretty good chance I wouldn’t
be here today. It’s not about abortion, it’s
about women’s health.

I have to say, these are the letters I
have been getting day after day after
day, and I am very proud of the people
who have stood up and told the truth
to counter the lies I have heard, frank-
ly from Members of Congress. This
woman’s name is Heather Jones from
Costa Mesa.

The bottom line is, if you turn and
look at the two votes we are going to
have today, they both hurt women dis-
proportionately. This isn’t about the
budget. If it were about a budget, they
would give more money to the Title X
program because for every dollar we in-
vest, we save $4 on the other side. What
would have happened if Heather hadn’t
found out she had a dangerous
precancerous growth? That would have
gone forward, she would have gotten
cancer, and Lord knows what it would
have cost. She didn’t make any money
at that time, so she would have had to
have help from her county. It would
have cost taxpayers. She would have
been ill and gone through hell and back
fighting this, and who knows if she
would have made it.

The second vote we are having has to
do with rolling back health care re-
form—another attack on women. It is
an attack on everyone, but I want to
look at what it does to women. I know
the Presiding Officer knows this, be-
cause he has been a leader on this
issue, but before we passed our health
reform law, being a woman was a pre-
existing condition.

If you were the victim of domestic vi-
olence and you were a woman, they
wouldn’t insure you. They would say:
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You have a preexisting condition. What
is that? Well, your husband beat you.
And guess what. He could do it again,
so you are a high risk. Goodbye. We
said no. No, that can’t happen. If you
had a cesarean section and you tried to
get insurance, they would say: No, no.
Since you had a cesarean section, you
could have another one. It is too expen-
sive. Bye.

We said, no; you can’t do that. You
can’t turn away people simply because
they were the victim of domestic vio-
lence or had a Caesarean. You cannot
turn away a person because she is a
woman. In 2014, insurance companies
will not be able to deny anyone cov-
erage because of a preexisting condi-
tion.

Another issue my colleague fought
hard on, along with all of us, is gender
rating. Insurance companies charge
women in California nearly 40 percent
more than men for similar coverage.
Can you imagine? So when they say
let’s repeal health reform, who are
they hurting? Disproportionately
women. When they say no more fund-
ing for Planned Parenthood to con-
tinue their great work on basic health
care, who are they hurting dispropor-
tionately? Women.

Preventive care was a key in that
health reform. I thank the Presiding
Officer. He served on the appropriate
committee that made that decision. I
will tell you, right now women delay or
avoid getting preventive care, but once
health reform goes into place we know
there will be preventive health care
services such as mammograms without
a copay or a deductible. So when you
repeal the health reform and every-
thing we did for the people, who do you
hurt? Women. Who is going to get sick
more than any other group? Women.

Maternity care is not covered by
many insurance companies. We
changed all that. By 2014 insurance will
be required to cover maternity care
services.

Let’s look at Medicare. We made
many reforms in health care dealing
with Medicare. More than half of the
people who depend on Medicare are
women; 56 percent of Medicare recipi-
ents are women. When you end Medi-
care, as Mr. RYAN does in his so-called
Ryan budget where he ends Medicare—
let’s call it what it is—you are throw-
ing women under the bus. This time it
is elderly women. How proud are you of
that, Mr. RYAN? I am not proud that
kind of proposal would come out, and it
is starting here today, when we vote to
repeal health care reform.

Health care reform extended the life
of the Medicare trust fund by 12 years,
to 2037. Why on Earth would the Repub-
licans want to repeal a law that
strengthens Medicare and makes it via-
ble until 2037?

Let me tell you what else would be
repealed if they have their way today.
Every senior on Medicare is going to
get a free annual wellness exam. Let
me repeat that. Every person on Medi-
care is going to get a free annual
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wellness exam. It will get them access
to preventive health services such as
vaccinations and cancer screenings
with no copay and no deductible. Why
did we do that? First and foremost, we
did it because it is the right thing to
do, but it saves money at the end of the
day when we invest up front in preven-
tion.

That is why the Congressional Budg-
et Office said our bill saves billions of
dollars over time. Investing in preven-
tion—just like Planned Parenthood did
with my constituent, Heather, where a
cancer was discovered early—means
that an individual will get the care
early, will get on top of this and will
not have to spend a lot of money on it
and will be spared the pain and suf-
fering and all the rest that goes with
cancer.

There is one more thing that they re-
peal. I didn’t see this one. If they get
their way today, seniors are not going
to see that infamous doughnut hole
that they fall into on their prescription
drugs closed. They are not going to see
that closed. Right now it happens after
they pay a certain amount of money
for their prescription drugs, a couple of
thousand dollars. Then they say Medi-
care prescription drug coverage is not
going to cover them. So they fall into
that doughnut hole. We close that for-
ever by 2020. They want to cancel that
so seniors are going to have to pay
more for their prescription drugs.

We live in the greatest country in the
world, and we have access to so many
wonderful health advances—be they
medical devices, be they prescription
drugs. But what good does it do if we
cannot get those things?

By repealing health care reform—
which our Republican friends want to
do, and today we have a vote to do it—
seniors, women, and their families will
lose access to lifesaving drugs. They
will lose access to preventive care.
They will lose access to fair insurance
coverage. Again, disproportionately it
impacts women. That is just the way
the demographics are because 56 per-
cent of Medicare recipients are women.

Let’s be very clear. Let’s send a
strong message tonight, or whatever
time it is that we vote on these two
amendments, that we are standing
strong—if we vote them down—we are
standing strong for women, we are
standing strong for their families, we
are standing strong for Americans.
Anyone who would take these impor-
tant reforms away, anyone who would
say we do not care about the 3 million
people who get their health care from
Planned Parenthood, are saying they
do not care much about those people.

By the way, there was some news
program that said: What do you need
Planned Parenthood for? You can go to
Walgreens and get all those services?
Somebody said. I never heard of get-
ting a Pap smear at Walgreens or a
breast cancer screening, that doesn’t
come to mind. So Walgreens actually
had to put out a press release stating
they do not do those things.
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Let’s start talking the truth on the
floor of the Senate. The truth is, there
is an ideological agenda around this
place, and it is crystallizing. My Re-
publican friends have gone a bridge too
far. People are catching on because
now it is starting to affect them. They
are Republicans, they are Independ-
ents, they are Democrats. This is not
about party. I can assure you, the peo-
ple who are writing me who go to
Planned Parenthood to get their health
care, their preventive care, their blood
pressure checked, their diabetes
checked, they come from every polit-
ical party.

The Title X program, in the begin-
ning, and when it was formed, had the
strongest support from Republicans.
That is how it was. But these Repub-
licans today have walked so far away
from their own party that they are
looking at a bill signed by Richard
Nixon, voted for by George Herbert
Walker Bush, and saying: No, we are
not interested in family planning. They
are distorting the debate.

If people want fewer abortions there
is one place we can all walk together;
that is, prevention of unwanted preg-
nancies, birth control, contraception.
They do not even want that. They do
not even want that. They have just
overreached.

I am a person who says I respect you
know matter what your views are. I
would stand in front of a truck to pro-
tect your right to state your views,
whatever they are. I do not tell people
what to think about issues. I think
they should be respected for what they
decide. But big government should not
be telling people what to think about
the most personal decisions. That is
not what America is about.

We have, over the years, crafted some
good compromises in the area of repro-
ductive health care. We have said peo-
ple have a right to choose in the early
stages of a pregnancy. That is what the
Supreme Court has said. It has been
upheld since the 1970s. In the beginning
of a pregnancy, a woman and her fam-
ily and her doctor and her God, that is
who will be consulted. It is up to her to
make that decision, early in the preg-
nancy.

As the pregnancy moves on, the
State has an interest in the decision on
this issue. As the pregnancy moves
on—but always her life and health
must be protected. That is the law. Not
one penny of Federal funds can be used
for abortion except in the case of rape,
incest, life of the mother.

I happen to be the one who carried
that amendment on rape and incest be-
cause before that, we did not have that
amendment. That was over on the
House side many years ago. We have a
compromise. I would say to my friends,
if you do not like that compromise
then come on the Senate floor and
make a woman a criminal and make a
doctor a criminal—introduce your leg-
islation. We will fight it out and the
people will weigh in. What the people
will say is: Compromise. Compromise
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is fair. It is not perfect, but it is fair.
But, no, that is not what they will do
because they know if they say a woman
is a criminal, it is a bridge too far.

So what they try to do is vilify an or-
ganization that has been in place for 95
years, Planned Parenthood. They will
vilify an organization when 97 percent
of their work goes to basic health care
and family planning. It is really sad. It
is wrong. I am here to say every time
it comes up—the women Democrats, we
have been on the Senate floor already.
We are going to continue this battle
with our male friends because nobody
can tell me they care about women
when they are about to vote to deny
women basic health care. No one can
tell me they care about families when
they are about to deny families basic
health care. No one can tell me they
care about families when they want to
repeal a law that outlaws gender dis-
crimination, that outlaws the ability
of an insurance company to turn you
away if you were the victim of domes-
tic violence or had a Cesarean section.

Nobody can tell me you care about
seniors when you embrace the Ryan
budget that ends Medicare. No one can
tell me you care about seniors when,
today, you are going to have a vote to
repeal health care reform that gives
them more funding for their prescrip-
tion drugs, that gives them free
wellness checks without a copay or de-
ductible.

We always say around here: Whose
side are you on? Are you on the side of
the people, or are you on the side of the
insurance companies? Are you on the
side of the people, or are you more in-
terested in scoring political, ideolog-
ical points with the extreme wing of
your party? Those are the questions. I
think the answer is going to come back
tonight. I think we are going to defeat
these two radical amendments. I hope
it will send a message to our House
friends who are going to have a radical
budget that the experts tell us is going
to lose hundreds of thousands of jobs—
I correct myself, the experts tell us the
Ryan budget would lead to the loss of
2.2 million jobs. Can you imagine?

The only beneficiary of that budget
is billionaires and multimillionaires. I
am happy to be in the Senate at this
moment in history because, to me,
these are the issues. I have to say,
these are the issues I had in my cam-
paign, and they were very direct.

I thank the people of California for
sending me back here. We have 38 mil-
lion people, the largest State in the
Union. Every time you take away
something from a Planned Parenthood
or another health care center, you hurt
more of my people than anybody else
because we are such a large State.
Today we start the votes, and I am
grateful I could stand up and speak out
against both of these radical amend-
ments—one to defund an organization
that is helping 3 million people a year
in America, and, second, repeal of
health care reform that does so much
good. I think we are going to win those
votes, and I certainly hope so.
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I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we as
a country are in a very serious finan-
cial situation. We all know we have to
reduce spending. This year we will
spend $3.7 trillion but take in only $2.2
trillion—40 cents of every $1 is bor-
rowed.

The President has acknowledged a
stunning revelation, that under his
budget he submitted 2 months ago,
something I repeatedly have talked
about—in the 10th year, the amount of
interest on our debt will be almost $1
trillion. This is fact.

We are on an unsustainable course.
As every witness to come before the
Budget Committee has told us: You
have to do better. You cannot continue
in this fashion any longer. The Presi-
dent’s debt commission Chairmen, Mr.
Erskine Bowles and former Senator
Alan Simpson, told us we are facing
the most predictable debt crisis in our
history if we do not change.

They did not say it could happen to
our children and grandchildren, they
said it could happen in 2 years. Mr.
Bowles said maybe earlier than 2 years,
maybe some time after that. Senator
Simpson said, I think we can have a
debt crisis in 1 year. Hopefully, this
will not happen.

But we have to get spending under
control. There are two ways to do it.
One is to work hard, do what we are
paid to do as legislators and identify
the less-productive, less-defensible
spending programs and eliminate them
and try to protect as much as we can
the programs that are more productive
and doing good for America.

Another way to do it is reduce every-
thing across the board and just cut it
all by a certain percentage, and reduce
spending that way. You could do ei-
ther. I think most people would say, we
should eliminate the programs that are
least defensible first, before we have to
reduce spending in programs that are
more justified.

So, regardless, how do we make the
decision?

I have heard the debate about
Planned Parenthood and the money
they get. I have not been particularly
knowledgeable about it until recently.
I serve as ranking member of the Budg-
et Committee, so I know something
about the debt crisis we are in. So the
question is, Is Planned Parenthood a
program that is less defensible and
ought to have its funding eliminated or
reduced significantly so other pro-
grams that are more defensible do not
have to be cut?

Looking at the facts, I find that
Planned Parenthood has far more dif-
ficulty defending its legitimacy as a
Federal recipient of millions of dollars
than other institutions. This is a pri-
vate group that sets about to do all
kinds of things. One of the largest
things it does is provide abortions.
They have a very strong ideological
agenda that a lot of the American peo-
ple do not agree with. Why should we
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fund it? There are many other organi-
zations out there, all over America,
that do what they think to be good
things and are not funded by the U.S.
Government.

So let’s just look at it a little bit. I
was sort of surprised actually. In 2009,
the last year we have gotten a report,
Planned Parenthood reported providing
332,278 abortions in the United States. I
didn’t know that—332,000. This is the
highest total ever recorded, and the
15th consecutive year that the number
of abortions they have provided has in-
creased.

Overall, though, abortions in the
United States are going down. You see
that sonogram and you see that unborn
child and the American people are get-
ting a lot more uneasy about this idea
taking an unborn life.

Overall, abortions have decreased by
almost 25 percent in the past two dec-
ades nationwide, voluntarily reduced
by individual decisions by Americans.
Yet during that same time, Planned
Parenthood abortions have doubled.

Planned Parenthood consistently
claims that abortions account for only
3 percent of their services; 97 percent is
spent on other projects, they say. But
yet in that same fact sheet on which
they make that assertion, they state
that 12 percent—that is more than in 1
in 10—of their health care patients re-
ceive an abortion.

That is a surprise to me. Think about
that. They state that 12 percent—that
is more than the 1 in 10—of their
health care patients who come in to
Planned Parenthood receive an abor-
tion. So what about the other solu-
tions? Are there not other solutions to
pregnancies other than abortion?

In 2009, their report indicates that
Planned Parenthood made 1 adoption
referral for every 340 abortions per-
formed. They made a scant 977 adop-
tion referrals compared to over 330,000
abortions. That is a decline of almost
60 percent from 2008. In 2008, they did 60
percent more referrals when it made
2,400 adoption referrals. So this is a
major change in what is going on at
Planned Parenthood.

It appears this is an advocacy organi-
zation that is committed to one solu-
tion for people struggling with preg-
nancies. I tell you, I have a letter here,
I will not quote it, but I have a letter
from a woman in Alabama who had an
abortion who still feels pain about that
and wrote me saying not to fund this.
I just say that because my colleague
suggested only men would favor reduc-
ing this funding.

I tell you another thing that I did not
know and was very surprised about: the
amount of Federal money that they re-
ceive. No wonder there is a big brou-
haha here, because this is a lot of
money. Congress is providing $363 mil-
lion a year to Planned Parenthood.
That is a lot. Over 10 years—as we have
been scoring everything here over a 10-
year budget—that is $4 billion—quite a
lot of money.

Many people in the country feel
strongly that, OK, they say the Su-
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preme Court has ruled on this. They
have said that under the Constitution
abortions under some circumstances
cannot be prohibited. But they are say-
ing the Federal Government does not
have to pay for it, does not have to
fund it, and should not use taxpayer
money to do so.

So my colleagues say: Well, we agree
with that principle and Planned Par-
enthood money does not directly fund
abortions. We are giving the money to
Planned Parenthood, but they are not
able to use it for abortions. But if 12
percent of their patients are obtaining
abortions, and they are getting $363
million per year, I think it is a fact
that the Federal funding furthers their
ability to grow and expand their lead
as the No. 1 abortion provider in the
country.

I think, all in all, we do not have
enough money to do a lot of good
things. We have, some people forget,
rural health clinics and urban health
clinics that are funded and organized
by the government to meet health
needs of the poor. We do not have to
use money to help fund this private en-
tity that has an agenda. I do not be-
lieve it is radical to say this is one
place we could save money. I do not
think it is extreme.

My best judgment tells me that if we
do not have enough money, and 40 per-
cent of what we spend is borrowed, we
shouldn’t borrow $363 million this year
to fund a program like Planned Parent-
hood. This is one program that we
could legitimately say does not have to
have taxpayers’ money and should have
its funding terminated.

I also would support the resolution
concerning the health care bill. It is
clearly a piece of legislation that costs
the taxpayers large sums of money. It
is not a piece of legislation that adds
money to the Treasury, as has been
suggested. The Congressional Budget
Office has written a letter to me that
stated explicitly that the administra-
tion is double-counting money to claim
savings. If they were not double-count-
ing the money they took from Medi-
care to fund this new program, then
the health care bill would score to be a
clear drain on the Treasury.

They have to use a gimmick of dou-
ble accounting to justify that. It is not
the right way to do it and is the reason
the country is going broke.

So, while today’s vote may largely be
symbolic, it is a crucial step in show-
ing the necessity of eliminating this
intrusive and costly healthcare law and
replacing it with reforms that will pro-
vide Americans with access to quality,
affordable health care, reduce sky-
rocketing health care costs and put our
Nation on a more sustainable fiscal
path.

The Democrats’ health legislation
was sold as a package that would re-
duce insurance premiums by $2,500 per
family, trim the Federal deficit, and
immediately create 400,000 new jobs.
Sadly, none of these promises have
been met.
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Instead, the new health care law will
cause health care spending to surge
over the next decade, and Americans
will see dramatic increases in their
premiums, and many of them already
have. Half of those recently polled in a
Kaiser Family Foundation poll claim
that their premiums have gone up re-
cently. The Federal deficit will in-
crease by an additional $700 billion, and
the law’s expensive mandates, pen-
alties, and tax hikes will lead to job
losses and persistent economic uncer-
tainty, as many small business owners
have told me.

As our Nation’s reckless fiscal policy
brings us ever closer to a tipping point,
respected economists across the coun-
try have stressed the need for Congress
to reduce Federal spending and contain
our mounting health costs.

Rather than tackle these problems
that threaten the long-term stability
of our Nation, the new health care law
exacerbates our fiscal crisis by cre-
ating an open-ended entitlement and
introducing $2.6 trillion in new Federal
spending.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the new health care law will
cause insurance premiums in the indi-
vidual market to soar by 10 to 13 per-
cent for American families, translating
to a $2,100 increase for families pur-
chasing their own health care coverage
by 2016.

Total health care spending in the
U.S. already consumes 17.3 percent of
GDP, the largest of any industrialized
nation. Under the new law, national
health care spending will approach 20
percent of GDP by the end of the dec-
ade.

Sadly, many supporters of the health
care law continue to perpetuate the
myth that it will not increase the def-
icit. A thorough examination of the
law pulls back the curtain to expose
the deceptive budget gimmicks and re-
veal its true cost.

When the bill was first introduced,
the Democrats sold the plan to Ameri-
cans by double-counting $398 billion in
Medicare cuts and taxes, $29 billion in
Social Security taxes, and $70 billion in
new long-term care premiums to pay
for the new health care spending. This
is according to a CBO report I re-
quested. This double accounting was
stunning and existed to justify the
claim that the law will reduce costs.

Additionally, since CBO reports
evaluate legislative proposals over a
10-year budget window, the new law
was written to delay most of the new
spending until 2014, while immediately
implementing the program cuts and
tax increases to allow 10 years of off-
sets to pay for only 6 years of spending.
In order to convince Americans of the
plan’s merits, which they failed to do,
they had to use accounting gimmicks
that hide the true long-term costs of
this monstrous law.

Only in Washington will people claim
that spending $2.6 trillion and dramati-
cally expanding the size and scope of
the Federal Government is good for our
Nation’s fiscal health.
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Former Director of the Congressional
Budget Office Douglas Holz-Eakin, an
economist who understands the budget
gimmicks used in Washington, cowrote
an article in the Wall Street Journal in
January that eliminates any confusion
about the law’s impact. This article ti-
tled ‘‘Health Care Repeal Won’t Add to
the Deficit”’ clearly refutes the law’s
supporters:

Repeal is the logical first step toward re-
storing fiscal sanity. . . . How, then, does the
Affordable Care Act magically convert $1
trillion in new spending into painless deficit
reduction? It’s all about budget gimmicks,
deceptive accounting, and implausible as-
sumptions used to create the false impres-
sion of fiscal discipline . . . Repeal isn’t a
budget buster; keeping the Affordable Care
Act is.

A poll by the Kaiser Family Founda-
tion and Harvard University conducted
around the same time that this article
was written revealed that the Amer-
ican people are seeing through these
ploys: 60 percent of the country be-
lieves the health care law will increase
the deficit over the next 10 years, while
only 11 percent thinks it will lower the
deficit.

Once again, the America people prove
that they are wiser than Washington.
The final point I wish to make about
the health care law is its debilitating
impact on jobs and our economic recov-
ery. In meeting with many small busi-
nesses, they are passionate on this
point.

The expensive mandates and pen-
alties included in the health care law
coupled with the rising costs of insur-
ance facing families and businesses
have enveloped our economy in a cloud
of uncertainty. Already, over 6,000
pages of new health care regulations
have been written by the Obama ad-
ministration, burdening employers of
all sizes as they make strategic deci-
sions about business expansion, hiring
additional employees, and long-term
investments, three keys to the private
sector recovery essential to getting
Americans back to work.

Economic estimates indicate that re-
pealing the health care law that
threatens our economic recovery would
save 700,000 American jobs.

It is imperative that Congress repeal
this law that is burdening employers
and stifling economic growth, and re-
place it with solutions that will lower
health costs and avert the mounting
fiscal crisis facing our Republic.

During the recent election, the
American public rebelled against the
unchecked spending and unprecedented
government expansion that threaten
our children’s future. Their message to
Congress was clear: adopt policies to
change our unsustainable trajectory
and rein in the cost and size of the gov-
ernment. Congressman PAUL RYAN has
submitted a budget for 2012 that is re-
sponsible, honest, and straightforward
in the way that it deals with the debt
problem facing our children and grand-
children. Repealing this flawed and fis-
cally unsustainable health care law,
which is an important part of his plan,
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would be another step in the right di-
rection and would help to change the
devastating trajectory that we are on.
I urge my colleagues to heed the
public’s call and repeal this legislation.
I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

———
SBIR/STTR

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I wish to
talk about another topic. Senator KIRK
and 36 other Members of the Senate are
cosponsoring an amendment we would
hope to add to the small business bill if
we ever get back to it.

This is an amendment we offered
independently as a bill 1 month ago,
the Gas Accessibility and Sustain-
ability Act. What this bill does is take
further an effort that was put into law
in 2005, right before Hurricane Katrina,
that allowed the President to suspend
the unique boutique fuel standards in
the country if there was a natural dis-
aster.

That happened immediately—within
a couple weeks, as I recall—after the
bill became law. The President used
that authority. In the 6 months fol-
lowing Katrina, even though the gulf
was obviously disrupted and a couple of
refineries were very disrupted, gas
prices did not go up because, for the
first time since the passage of the
Clean Air Act, gasoline was a com-
modity again.

What this bill would do, as we now
see gasoline prices at $4.37 in Hawaii,
at $3.88 in St. Louis, and particularly
prices that are high in communities
that have a unique blend of fuel that is
only available in that community, is
allow the President to have that au-
thority, if there is any kind of disrup-
tion, if the Suez Canal was shut down
for some period of time, if a refinery
went down, if there was a pipeline dis-
ruption that truly made it very dif-
ficult for communities to get their
unique blend of fuel but was much easi-
er for them to get fuel that met the
standard of being ‘‘fuel” at the gas
pump.

Senator KIRK and I introduced this
together. He was a great advocate of
this bill when it passed the House. I
would like to turn to him for a moment
and see what he has to say today about
this bill that allows us to look at the
gas prices that are creating real prob-
lems in the country today.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I note that
under the Blunt legislation, we would
correct a growing problem in the
United States with gas prices. Right
now, for example, in the Chicagoland
area, gas prices total about $4.14 a gal-
lon. I am sure in Missouri it is prob-
ably quite high.

Mr. BLUNT. It is $3.88 in St. Louis,
which would be the area that we have
that uses specialty fuel.

Mr. KIRK. This map shows that by
Federal regulation the Federal Govern-
ment has divided the national gasoline
market into 17 separate submarkets.
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These 17 submarkets all have their
unique recipe of gasoline. By Federal
regulation, one cannot use gasoline
that was sold in Chicagoland, which
under this chart is the Chicago and
Milwaukee RFG ethanol standard, in
the St. Louis area, the SRFG standard
with ethanol. By creating small, tiny
monopolies, we create higher prices for
the American people. I think that is
why the Blunt legislation is necessary.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the Senator for
those comments. Using his chart, in
Missouri you can buy one blend of gas
in St. Louis, another blend of fuel in
the Kansas City area, and a third blend
yet in between. So, clearly, these areas
are not even unique in the fuel that is
used there. If you buy fuel driving from
one city to the other and use the other
half of the tank while you are driving
around in St. Louis, you are using fuel
that is available generally anyhow.

This does a couple of things. One, it
allows, in a time where it is hard to get
fuel for any reason, the President to
waive those standards. The other thing
it does is, it caps these fuels so if the
EPA decides under the Clean Air Act
that you have a clean air attainment
problem in your city, you have to go
and look at the existing fuel blends and
choose from one of them rather than
what had happened in the country up
until 2005, which was every city some-
how became convinced there was a
unique fuel blend for them that only
would work there that never would
quite work anywhere else. That doesn’t
make sense. We have headed in the
other direction. This legislation heads
us a little further and a little faster in
a direction to where we don’t have
these unique blends. We have fuel as
fuel again. Whether it is the res-
taurateurs whom some of us may have
seen today or various businesses, if fuel
is $4 a gallon, something has to give,
and it goes throughout the entire econ-
omy. This helps solve that problem.

Hopefully, we can be talking about
an energy bill before too long. But,
clearly, whether it is a small business
bill or any other bill, the cost of fuel
makes a real difference in the country
today. This amendment that we hope
to offer eventually to the small busi-
ness bill is one of the things that will
help solve the problem.

Mr. KIRK. The unhighlighted areas
are where regular gasoline is sold. The
highlighted areas are where these little
gasoline monopolies, by Federal regu-
lation, have been created. What hap-
pens if another hurricane hits the gulf?
If this area was lacking its specific
kind of gasoline under current regula-
tions, it could not borrow gasoline
from Missouri or Chicagoland or any-
where else. So we have created an in-
credible price rigidity in the system.
Long term, I think we should move the
country to one clean burning fuel. But
the one thing we should not do is have
17 different submarkets, all now with
the ability to charge the American
driving public much higher prices than
would otherwise be the case.
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I commend the Senator. This is ex-
actly why we need the Blunt legisla-
tion. The Blunt amendment should
pass to address this problem, one of the
reasons gasoline costs too much in the
United States.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend from
Illinois, a long-term proponent of this
concept. We will continue to work for
solutions that make gasoline and the
fuel system work better and make
more sense for people all over America.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss two amendments to
the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of
2011, S. 493, which would improve our
oversight of the critical Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research, SBIR, and
Small Business Technology Transfer,
STTR, programs.

First, I would note that S. 493, which
I introduced in March with Senate
Small Business Committee Chair MARY
LANDRIEU, has broad, bipartisan sup-
port, and has the backed of divergent
stakeholders who have long been at
odds on how to proceed in reauthor-
izing these successful programs.

Our legislation includes a provision
requiring the National Academy of
Sciences, NAS, to continue its evalua-
tion of the SBIR program. The NAS
has produced a series of informative
and groundbreaking reports on the
SBIR program which helped inform
Chair LANDRIEU and I as we sought to
reauthorize this crucial initiative.

That said, the STTR program lacks
any significant analysis or evaluation
since its inception in 1992. While we
can point to annual data provided by
the Small Business Administration to
demonstrate its effectiveness, it is crit-
ical that independent, outside experts
explore the STTR program and make
recommendations for how to improve it
when we next consider reauthorization
of these initiatives.

My first amendment would require
that the NAS also evaluate the STTR
program. Instead of a separate report,
the NAS would be required to consider
STTR in its ongoing evaluation of the
SBIR program, which would be com-
pleted four years following enactment
of the legislation. This would avoid ex-
pending additional resources necessary
to produce an independent report on
STTR during these difficult economic
times.

Additionally, S. 493 incorporates a
recommendation from the NAS land-
mark study to allow agencies to use
three percent of their SBIR budgets for
administrative, oversight, and contract
processing costs. I am concerned, how-
ever, that Congress will not have ade-
quate knowledge about how the agen-
cies are utilizing this funding.

As such, my second amendment re-
quires these agencies to submit a re-
port each year to the relevant congres-
sional committees detailing in a spe-
cific manner how they are using these
administrative funds. These reports
will allow us, in our responsibility of
oversight, to ensure these taxpayer
dollars are being used wisely, and to
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examine these agencies’ spending
choices for any waste or abuse. Addi-
tionally, it will help inform us of the
need, or lack thereof, to continue this
pilot initiative in future reauthoriza-
tions.

My amendments are simple, straight-
forward, good government initiatives
that allow us to examine the effective-
ness of these critical job creation pro-
grams, and to keep a watchful eye on
how Federal agencies are utilizing tax-
payer dollars. I would urge my col-
leagues to support them.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, our
Nation continues to struggle out of the
economic downturn that swept across
the country a few years ago, and today,
I am pleased that the Senate is consid-
ering S. 493, the reauthorization of the
Small Business Innovation Research,
SBIR, and Small Business Technology
Transfer, STTR, programs. The Con-
gress has worked toward improving the
economic conditions for small busi-
nesses to survive these challenging
times. It is important for us to sustain
this incubator for high-tech innova-
tion, research and development, and
the driving force of our economic en-
gine, our entrepreneurs. Today’s global
economy is only getting more and
more competitive, and in order to
maintain the United States’ edge in
science, technology, and engineering,
opportunities to encourage small busi-
nesses through programs like the
SBIR/STTR will benefit all of us.

I wish to highlight some of the suc-
cesses in my home State, Hawaii, that
were assisted by the SBIR/STTR pro-
gram. Since the program began in 1983,
the State of Hawaii has received 313
SBIR grants, for a total of $94.4 mil-
lion. One of these companies is
Referentia Systems Incorporated, an
applied research and development com-
pany dedicated to providing relevant
and innovative cyber security and net-
work enterprise solutions to meet the
critical needs of our national security
and Federal Government. Referentia
was started in 1996 with a staff of 30,
and now employs 94 people at military
bases throughout the Nation and over-
seas, with offices in Honolulu, HI; San
Diego, CA; Albuquerque, NM; and Ster-
ling, VA. In its earliest years, the
fledgling small disadvantaged business
secured its first SBIR Phase I award in
2004. Since then, Referentia was award-
ed 13 more SBIR Phase I and 7 SBIR
Phase II grants. Three of Referentia’s
core building blocks were developed
with SBIR grants. These include:
LiveAction, for cyber security and net-
work enterprises; Sprocket, for cross-
boundary data conditioning and cross-
enclave data transfer; and Time Series
Rapid Exploration, or T-REX, for data
storage and analysis. The result of the
opportunities created for Referentia
helped to position them in the growing
and important cyber security market.
These SBIR/STTR grants generated de-
liverable products that Referentia is
working to transition into long-term
programs of record with the Navy,
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Army, Marine Corps, and Joint Oper-
ations programs.

The discovery, energy, and motiva-
tion of our entrepreneurs also power
the inquisitiveness we find in the fields
of science, engineering, and high-tech-
nology development. Through the
SBIR/STTR programs, the sustain-
ability of small companies that bene-
fited from the relationships they have
formed doing SBIR/STTR work have
encouraged partnering with large sys-
tems integrators and the government
in an effort to seek solutions that ad-
dress the evolving challenges we face.
Another Hawaii small business that
participated in the SBIR program is
TeraSys Technologies, LLC. TeraSys
Technologies secured a Phase I SBIR
from Naval Sea Systems for the devel-
opment of an interoperable solution for
counter remote controlled improvised
explosive devices and blue force com-
munications. As a result of TeraSys
Technologies’ work on the SBIR Phase
I, a Phase II award was made from the
Joint Tactical Radio System office. I
am Dpleased to report that TeraSys
Technologies secured a Phase III award
to support a high-priority requirement
for our military’s current engagement
in the Middle East. The ultimate goal
for TeraSys Technologies, and all com-
panies that participate in the SBIR/
STTR program, is to use their Phase
IIT award toward securing a large pro-
duction order of their product fol-
lowing the rigorous testing it has un-
dergone, and will undergo in ‘‘real-life”’
conditions during the SBIR Phase III.
Should TeraSys Technologies be suc-
cessful in their efforts, it would be a
boost to Hawaii’s economy, and include
final product integration in the State.

A few of the words describing any
small business owner include energetic,
creative, and highly motivated. Most of
us believe that great strides or discov-
eries are made due to the research and
development investments that large
science, engineering, and technology
companies make within various sec-
tors. The understanding that small
businesses drive our Nation’s vibrant
economy, and that high-tech busi-
nesses with less than 500 employees are
extremely innovative spurred the
SBIR/STTR programs’ creation. The
drive to grow their enterprises and
bring their ideas to the marketplace
may not always work out quite as they
plan. On occasion, an entrepreneur is
awarded an SBIR/STTR grant to solve
one particular problem, and it leads to
an unexpected opportunity. For exam-
ple, in Hawaii, Navatek, Ltd., a com-
pany founded in 1979, and based in Hon-
olulu, HI, has been producing innova-
tion through research by developing,
building, and testing at sea advanced
ship hull designs and associated tech-
nologies. Navatek, a Dbeneficiary of
SBIR Phase I and II awards, originally
presented its technology at the Navy
Opportunity Forum 2010 for ‘‘Dynamic
Compensation for Towed Bodies.”” This
particular project’s intent was to help
the Navy solve the problem of conven-
tional small surface craft unable to
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tow AQS-20 and AQS-24 mine hunting
submersible sonar bodies. As it turned
out, the SBIR Phase II indirectly ad-
vanced Navatek’s aft lifting body in-
vention, and led to an opportunity with
the U.S. Special Warfare Command.
Navatek continues to work toward se-
curing a Phase III award, and high-
lights some of the unreported benefits
that come from the SBIR/STTR pro-
grams.

I have provided the experiences of
three small businesses in my home
State. They, and other companies, are
examples of the direct and indirect im-
pact the SBIR/STTR programs’ mission
to foster and encourage innovation and
entrepreneurship in the research and
development activities of major Fed-
eral agencies. We can calculate how
much programs cost the U.S. taxpayer,
and the companies and jobs that re-
sulted from the competitive nature of
the SBIR/STTR programs. What we
cannot quantify is the value of ensur-
ing involvement by science, engineer-
ing, and technology entrepreneurs in
research and development. The people
of Hawaii, and all Americans, hope to
provide a brighter future for their chil-
dren. I firmly believe the future suc-
cess of our children will depend on
maintaining our competitive edge in
the world. We must continue to uphold
and reaffirm our commitment to the
innovators and entrepreneurs in this
country by completing our work on the
SBIR/STTR reauthorization bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HAGAN). The Senator from Texas.

——————

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
we are today making a small downpay-
ment toward getting runaway Federal
spending under control. The spending
bill we will vote on today represents a
$78 billion spending cut from that pro-
posed by President Obama for this
year. It will be $38 billion from what
the Federal Government spent last
year. We must address the spending
binge our country has been on for the
last 2, 4, 6 years.

Spending cuts have been actually ig-
nored. We have increased spending in
the name of stimulus. The problem is,
that kind of spending didn’t stimulate
the economy in the private sector
where the jobs are permanent.

At the beginning of this year, the
President proposed a budget that would
spend $3.7 trillion next year, with a $1.6
trillion deficit. The national debt is
now $14.29 trillion. Under President
Obama’s budget plan, the national debt
would double since he took office and
triple by 2020. We then embarked on a
vigorous negotiation on this year’s
budget. Republicans insisted on cuts
beginning now, which is the middle of a
fiscal year, which makes it very dif-
ficult because the spending levels are
already in place for half a year. But we
said: No, we need to start right now,
even if it is hard, even if it is in the
middle of the fiscal year.

(Mrs.
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There was a hard negotiation. We
know that because we had a series of
1-, 2-, and 3-week continuing resolu-
tions that allowed the government to
go forward but did not make the final
decisions on finishing the fiscal year,
September 30, with cuts that were nec-
essary.

Part of the negotiation was to avoid
a government shutdown. I did not want
a government shutdown. In the end,
that costs more. It costs more to do all
the changes that are necessary to shut
down the government and then to
make the changes necessary to come
back and put it back online. We did the
right thing by making those cuts, by
taking that first step, and by not shut-
ting down government so that so many
people would have been left in the
lurch: Federal employees—most cer-
tainly we were going to take care of
our military, but they should not have
had to worry about it—all of the people
who had vacations planned, who had
bought airline tickets and who wanted
to go to national museums and parks.
All people would have experienced
some kind of disruption. It wasn’t nec-
essary if we did the amount of cutting,
and we did.

We cannot rest because the real bat-
tle is going to be for cutting trillions,
not billions. It is the trillions that are
going to start getting the deficits down
and bring our debt back into line.

To do as the President suggested ear-
lier this year and freeze spending at
this year’s levels would have been like
someone who was on a diet saying: I
am just going to eat what I eat now
and no more. But that doesn’t mean
that person would lose weight. We all
know that.

Today the Federal Government is
spending $4 billion every day that we
don’t act. We add $4 billion every day
that we don’t have, that is debt bor-
rowed from somewhere else. We are
borrowing 42 cents on every dollar we
spend. Much of that is from the Chi-
nese. And what are we doing? We are
giving a bill to our children that is
unsupportable. That is not just a prob-
lem for our grandchildren in the fu-
ture; it is a problem for today.

This year our interest payments on
this mountain of debt have already
cost us $190 billion. By 2020, if we go at
this rate, annual interest payments on
the national debt will more than dou-
ble to approximately $778 billion a
year. Now we are going to $3 trillion
just for interest payments. We cannot
allow that to happen.

The President made a speech yester-
day. It was a call for action. Unfortu-
nately, I believe the President called
for the wrong action. The President
said we have to have taxes go up and
we have to have spending that goes
down together. He proposed raising $1
trillion in tax increases. That is $1 tril-
lion in higher taxes for small business,
$1 trillion in higher taxes for family
farmers. That is not going to help the
economy come out of the doldrums.
Who is going to be able to hire people
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if they are going to have a tax burden
and a regulatory burden that is going
to keep them from being able to ex-
pand their operations?

Washington has a spending problem,
not a taxing problem.

We wasted $1 trillion in failed stim-
ulus spending in the first 2 years of the
Obama Presidency. Now he is raising
taxes by $1 trillion in the second half of
his Presidency to pay for a stimulus
package that didn’t work? That does
not make sense.

The President also believes that a
stronger Federal Government, a more
powerful Federal Government is the
answer to our problems. He proposed
yesterday to address Medicare and
Medicaid costs by expanding upon the
health care reform bill that was pushed
through on a completely partisan vote
and that already is going to increase
government. It is going to increase
costs, and cuts to Medicare are going
to pay for part of that increase. The
President would give more power to
the unelected bureaucrats on his new
independent payment advisory board
that is there to cut Medicare payments
and reimbursements to doctors. We do
not need a bigger, more powerful Fed-
eral Government to address the issues
of this mounting debt.

We are going to have a vigorous de-
bate on what is the right answer: more
powerful Federal Government and
more taxes versus a smaller, more re-
strained Federal Government that pro-
motes growth in the private sector to
make our economy go. We are ap-
proaching the limit on the Federal debt
ceiling. That is where we must take a
stand. That is where we have to draw
the line in the sand and say: No more.
We cannot raise the limit on the Fed-
eral debt without reforms taking place
that will show that over the next 10
years we have a plan, and the plan is to
cut back on the deficit every year.

I think a total of around $6 trillion in
cuts over a 10-year period is a respon-
sible approach. We will debate some of
the things in the proposals that have
been put forward: what are the prior-
ities in spending, what will promote
growth, what will promote jobs. But we
must have a plan before we raise the
debt ceiling.

Republicans and Democrats can
agree on one thing: We do need a com-
bination of spending cuts with revenue
increases to get to the trillions that
are needed to cut this debt. But the
way we define revenue is the answer.
The Democrats say revenue means tax
increases. The tax increases are on peo-
ple who would do the hiring to grow
the jobs. So we are putting a damper
on the ability to reinvigorate the econ-
omy.

Republicans are going to argue that
the revenue comes from creating jobs,
from having more people employed, so
they can help with our economy and
try to help bring revenue in by being
employed in the private sector.

Republicans believe the way to cre-
ate revenue is by building a vigorous
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economy, to have people working so
they are contributing to the economy,
not having people who are forced to
take benefits because they cannot find
a job in this stagnant economy that we
all have acknowledged is here.

Today, I hope all of us will agree to
take the first steps on the responsible
spending cuts that will get us through
the end of this fiscal year. I hope we
will come together on next year’s budg-
et. The 2012 budget is what we are hav-
ing hearings on. I had a hearing this
morning with the Secretary of Com-
merce—the FBI Director earlier this
week—to assure that we are spending
for 2012 in a limited, responsible way
and covering the needs of our country
and also making the investments that
will spur growth in our economy.

But the big debate we are going to
have is on increasing the debt limit. At
$14.29 trillion, we must do it with re-
forms that show the world that is buy-
ing our debt that we are going to have
a responsible way to pay them back. I
do not want the Chinese to raise the in-
terest rates because they are worried
about whether we have the political
will to pay them back.

We will have the political will to do
it if we cut spending, if we increase
revenue through job growth, not taxes.
We will show the world the debt is good
and that interest rates should stay low
and that we should work to have good
trade agreements so we can build up
our jobs and buy things from outside,
and those economies will flourish so
they can buy our products. That is
what would be a win for everyone, and
that is what we will be promoting in
the next few months in Washington.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

————
INTERCHANGE FEES

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I
rise, once again, on behalf of rural
America. Many folks do not understand
rural America. They often get painted
in broad brush strokes in a way that
does not reflect the reality we face.
The Montanans who elected me sent
me to bring common sense to the de-
bate over issues that impact rural
America.

One issue where there is not a lot of
common sense is the issue of debit
interchange. There is also a lot of mis-
information out there about this issue.

I have been concerned about the un-
intended consequences of this proposed
rule since the Senate voted on the pro-
vision last year. That is why I voted
against the amendment when it came
to the floor for a vote. Over the past
few months, I have been attacked by
the big box retailers and called just
about every name in the book.

My legislation to study the impact of
the Fed’s proposed rule has been called
a bailout. That is pretty interesting,
since I was the only Democrat in the
Senate to vote against both bailouts.
Only in Washington do people say you
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are killing a bill by making sure it
does what we want it to do.

I certainly do not think the goal of
the interchange amendment was to en-
gage in price fixing. I do not think
folks were trying to hurt consumers or
small community banks and credit
unions. But now we know the impact of
this provision is far different than the
information we had when we passed the
amendment.

Now we know that the regulators
tasked with implementing this rule
think it may not work at all. When we
passed the amendment, we were told
small banks and credit unions would
receive an exemption from the swipe
fee rule. Since there has been a lot of
misinformation on this issue, let me
share these comments directly with my
colleagues.

In a Banking Committee hearing in
February, Chairman Bernanke referred
to the exemption for community banks
and credit unions, and he said:

We are not certain how effective that ex-
emption will be. There is some risk that the
exemption will not be effective and that the
interchange fees available through smaller
institutions will be reduced to the same ex-
tent that we would see for larger banks.

That means the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve—the guy in charge of im-
plementing the interchange rule—does
not think it will work for credit unions
or for small mom-and-pop community
banks.

This is common sense. When you set
a price cap, big box retailers will use
their market share to force the little
guys to meet the lower fee.

At the same hearing, FDIC Chair-
woman Sheila Bair confirmed this, say-
ing:

It remains to be seen whether they—

These are credit unions and commu-
nity banks—
can be protected with this. I think they’re
going to have to make that up somewhere,
probably by raising the fees that they have
on transaction accounts.

That means our credit unions and
small community banks will be cutting
back—cutting back on things such as
free checking or ending it altogether,
charging more for loans, cutting back
on services to low- and moderate-in-
come folks in rural America.

Despite being tasked with the job of
implementing the small bank exemp-
tion, the Fed cannot guarantee that
the exemption will work in practice.
Because despite what some may say,
the Federal Reserve cannot control
markets. It cannot ensure that this
provision will work since market forces
will drive rates down for the commu-
nity banks and credit unions.

No one doubts that rural America’s
small businesses will be significantly
affected by regulating debit card inter-
change fees. Yet the true and full ef-
fects of this regulation on small busi-
nesses are not being fully discussed or
fairly portrayed.

This amendment was an attempt to
address a problem. But when you con-
trol prices, as this amendment does,
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you also invite unintended
sequences.

At first, it might make sense that if
you reduce debit card swipe fees, then
small businesses will benefit. But once
you take a closer look, you find a host
of potential problems for small busi-
nesses and no guarantees that con-
sumers will benefit one lick.

For instance, a recent study says
that only 10 percent of small businesses
are in retail and in a position to accept
debit cards. But that same study also
says most small businesses have check-
ing accounts and use debit cards to pay
for things they need to run their busi-
nesses. These businesses will end up
paying more for basic services such as
checking accounts and they will see
more fees and consumers will be no
better off. In short, this limit is bad for
small businesses, and it is bad for con-
sumers. Which banking services are
likely to be more expensive—or dis-
appear entirely—as community banks
and credit unions seek to make up lost
revenue? Well, free checking, for one.
Millions of Americans have had check-
ing accounts and debit cards because
they are free. If banks and credit
unions are forced to charge for these

con-

services, many business owners and
consumers would suffer the con-
sequences.

Because the Fed’s rules do not allow
banks to cover the costs of debit trans-
actions, banks of all sizes are consid-
ering limits on credit card purchases.
Moms using their debit cards at the
grocery store may have to limit their
grocery purchases to $50 or $100.

So what is the alternative? Well, put
it on a credit card. But that is a tough
option for struggling families. Low-
and moderate-income families may not
have access to credit or may have al-
ready maxed out their credit card.
Pushing consumers toward credit is
not good for small businesses either be-
cause the interchange fees on credit
card purchases are higher than those
on debit cards.

In a recent survey, three-quarters of
community banks reported considering
imposing annual or monthly debit card
fees. Three-fifths of them would con-
sider imposing monthly fees on check-
ing account customers. If they start
charging folks for just having an ac-
count, you can bet these folks will not
be customers for long. In the long run,
that will devastate rural America.

What does that mean for small busi-
nesses that rely on those community
banks and credit unions? Without a
doubt, the small businesses and com-
munities across Montana rely on com-
munity banks and credit unions to
keep their doors open, to grow their
businesses, and to create jobs. These
Main Street institutions are the back-
bone of this Nation’s small businesses.

In fact, according to a recent Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
ness report, most small businesses do
their banking with smaller institu-
tions. Community banks provide the
bulk of small business lending in rural
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communities and small business own-
ers receive better treatment from com-
munity banks. That is because in rural
America a community bank is part of
that community. A handshake still
matters, and the folks on both sides of
the table can look each other in the
eye and be accountable to one another.
We are not going to find that on Wall
Street.

Community banks do the lion’s share
of lending with the youngest and
smallest of small businesses—those
best positioned to create new jobs as
we merge from this recession.

Make no mistake about it. The price
caps called for by this Durbin amend-
ment will lead to fewer debit cards of-
fered by community banks and credit
unions. It will limit the size of debit
card transactions, and it will end free
checking for small businesses, as they
rely on these institutions.

These changes will limit the ability
of small businesses to conduct daily
business. They will increase banking
costs and could limit the lending capa-
bility of smaller institutions. These
changes come at a time when many
small businesses are already fully le-
veraged and have few other options
available.

So what does this mean for small
business in Montana?

For a contractor in Kalispell, it
means he will not be able to use his
debit card to buy lumber. It will mean
the end of free checking. I know of too
many businesses that do not have the
option of increasing their lines of cred-
it with their bank or that have maxed
out a credit card weathering this reces-
sion. Those are the circumstances folks
are forced into, and those are the cir-
cumstances that limit our economy.

What will this mean for community
banks and credit unions that are com-
peting for the business of these small
businesses?

Community banks and credit unions
play an instrumental role in our eco-
nomic recovery by providing loans to
small businesses so these businesses
can grow and hire new employees.

Smaller banks treat small businesses
better. But smaller banks do not have
the means to make up for the lost rev-
enue from this Federal mandate, and
they do not have the volume to make
up this revenue elsewhere such as big-
ger banks do.

One of the more troubling findings
from the NFIB report I referenced ear-
lier is the fact that community banks
have been losing market share nation-
wide. The report found that the per-
centage of small businesses served by
local banks fell from 31 percent to 25
percent between 2009 and 2010. My con-
cern is that this proposed rule will fur-
ther harm this loss of market share by
community banks. It will lead to fur-
ther consolidation in the banking in-
dustry.

Community banks and credit unions
simply cannot compete against Wall
Street unless they provide products
such as debit cards. They simply can-
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not make up this revenue elsewhere,
and they cannot compete unless they
provide these services.

This notion that some have raised
that these proposed rules are a slam-
dunk for small businesses—it is simply
false. Unfortunately, this is one of the
many misconceptions that have been
put out there.

For example, based on statements I
have heard, some would have you be-
lieve we have been working and ana-
lyzing the debit interchange issue for
years, talking about all the hearings
we have had on this topic.

The truth is, however, quite dif-
ferent. There has been just one Senate
hearing on this issue since 2006, and it
was regarding the interchange fees paid
by the Federal Government. The Judi-
ciary Committee has looked at anti-
trust issues, but they have never ad-
dressed the ramifications of this
amendment—never. No one has been
able to explain to me why studying the
impact of this rule is a bad idea.

Am I suggesting the debit inter-
change system is without fault? Abso-
lutely not. But we should not move for-
ward with a rule that will create a
whole new set of problems and will
hurt community banks and credit
unions until we have fully studied the
impact. If we do not measure twice and
cut once, we are bound to create a
whole new set of problems that will
hurt small businesses and consumers.

I sure would not have stepped into
the middle of this fight if I did not
think it was critical to the survival of
rural America, and to the jobs and live-
lihoods of the people who live there. I
am in this job not because I am known
as a guy who stands for big banks or
Wall Street—far from it. I am the guy
in my party who voted against TARP
and against the automaker bailout.

I am in this job because rural Amer-
ica needs a voice at the table. Rural
America needs someone on their side,
to make sure rural communities and
Main Street businesses do not get
stuck with the short end of the stick
when the Senate makes policies such
as this one.

We need to stop. We need to study.
We need to make sure we are doing the
right thing. Therefore, I ask my col-
leagues for their bipartisan support on
a responsible bipartisan bill to delay
this rule so we can have time to study
the consequences of this rule—both in-
tended and unintended. Our economy
cannot afford to let this go into effect.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

A SECOND OPINION

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor as someone who has
practiced medicine in Wyoming, taking
care of families all across the Cowboy
State for almost one-quarter of a cen-
tury. I come as a doctor giving a sec-
ond opinion, as I have done week after
week about this broken health care law
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that people all around the country are
now very concerned about and the im-
pact it is going to have on their own
personal lives.

We started the whole discussion and
debate about health care that the
American people knew what they want-
ed: They wanted the care they need,
from a doctor they want, at a cost they
can afford. What we have gotten is
something that does not provide that
at all.

I saw today in the Washington Post,
under the headline ‘“Budget Show-
down,” comments about the Presi-
dent’s speech yesterday to the Nation.
He did talk about Medicare and did
talk about Medicaid. I believe that
speech was very short, inadequate on
the details.

It was interesting to see what the
Washington Post said about Medicaid.
It said:

... a senior administration official,
speaking to reporters on the condition of an-
onymity, said that . . . “‘the details have not
been worked out.”

So we have an anonymous source,
working in the White House, talking to
reporters, admitting that the details
have not been worked out.

Yesterday, people heard the Presi-
dent’s speech on spending, but it
seemed to be higher on political at-
tacks than it was on substantive
speech—the things we need to be seri-
ously discussing and debating in this
country about a huge debt problem
with which we are living. The Presi-
dent did mention one bit of substance,
though, that should concern the Amer-
ican people. He said:

We will slow the growth of Medicare costs
by strengthening an independent commission
of doctors, nurses, medical experts, and con-
sumers who will look at all the evidence and
recommend the best ways to reduce unneces-
sary spending while protecting access to the
services seniors need.

What this is is a Washington commis-
sion—a commission created in the
health law that many know as IPAB. It
may sound harmless. It stands for the
Independent Payment Advisory Board.
Americans, I believe, need to know
more about the details as to how this
will actually work.

Many Americans may not remember
that the health care law created this
unelectable, unaccountable board of
Washington bureaucrats who will be
appointed by the President, and the
sole purpose is to cut Medicare spend-
ing based on arbitrary budget targets.
These are cuts above and beyond the
$500 billion that was taken from a near-
ly bankrupt Medicare Program, not to
save Medicare for our seniors but to
create a whole new government entitle-
ment program for someone else. This
board empowers 15 unelected Wash-
ington bureaucrats to make these
Medicare cuts, all without full trans-
parency and accountability to Amer-
ica’s seniors and to elected officials.

So, once again, this board proves
that the President and the Democrats
in Congress who voted for the health
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care law simply didn’t have the polit-
ical courage to make the tough spend-
ing decisions themselves. Instead, they
took the easy road. They pulled the
classic Washington maneuver—to cre-
ate a board and punt the decisions to
them.

Congress gave this board its author-
ity to manage Medicare spending. I
didn’t vote for it. Members of my side
of the aisle didn’t vote for it. But this
is part of the health care law that was
crammed down the throats of the
American people. Congress abdicated
its responsibility to explain to the
American people specific payment
changes necessary to keep Medicare
solvent.

Let’s take a look at what happens
when this board actually makes a rec-
ommendation. The recommendation
becomes law. The recommendation be-
comes law. How can we prevent that
from becoming law? The recommenda-
tion will become law unless the House
and the Senate each adopt—not by sim-
ple majority—each adopt by a three-
fifths majority a resolution to block
them. That is not enough. First, three-
fifths of the House, then three-fifths of
the Senate, resolutions to block what
this board is recommending. Then the
House and Senate have to pass legisla-
tion to achieve equivalent savings of
what this board claims to be saving by
the care they deny.

This is an incredible concentration of
power that should belong in Congress
to a board of unelected—unelected—in-
dividuals who are appointed by the
President.

Is there concern about this? In the
House of Representatives, there is.
There has been a repeal provision cre-
ated that would repeal this board, and
I will tell my colleagues it is a
bipartisanly cosponsored attempt to
repeal this provision.

So that is what we are looking at
now. Why? Because the President and
the Democrats refused to take a leader-
ship role and chose to punt this down
the road. They simply threw up their
hands and said let someone else do it.
This is not health reform that is good
for patients, for the providers, the doc-
tors and nurses who take care of those
patients, or for the taxpayers.

Fortunately, Senator CORNYN of
Texas has introduced the Health Care
Bureaucrats Elimination Act. This bill
would repeal this board in order to en-
sure that the doctor-patient relation-
ship that is important to quality
health care for all Americans is main-
tained. I am happy to cosponsor that
with Senator CORNYN. We will continue
to fight to repeal and replace this very
broken health care law.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President,
shortly we are going to be having three
votes. One vote will be on the budget
for our current fiscal year that began
on October 1 and ends on September 30
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of this year. I think we have talked
about that vote at some length. I took
the floor yesterday and explained how
the negotiated budget for this year is
far better than the Republican-passed
budget in the House of Representa-
tives, the original H.R. 1. I pointed out
how a budget represents the vision for
our future, that it is a policy docu-
ment. I far prefer the agreement that
was reached that preserves America’s
ability to have a competitive work-
force.

I pointed out yesterday, and I will re-
peat again today, that the budget we
will vote on will maintain most of the
funding for NIH basic research, which
is critically important for innovation
in America. That is the basic research
that is used by our high-tech compa-
nies so America can outinnovate our
competitors, whereas the House-passed
budget would have cut $1.4 billion from
NIH research, or how the agreed-to
budget will provide for job training and
Job Corps pretty much at the current
rates, whereas the Republican-passed
House budget would have eliminated
most of the funds for job training and
40 percent of the funds for the Job
Corps; or, for our students and Pell
grants, maintaining the funding so stu-
dents can continue to receive $5,550
maximum under Pell grants. As 1
pointed out, college education tuition
is going up. The House-passed budget
would have cut 15 percent off of that
program.

I think perhaps the one that really
points to the major difference between
where the Republicans were on the
budget and what we finally ended up
with is the Head Start Program. The
Head Start Program has worked very
effectively in all of our States. Chil-
dren who participate in Head Start do
much better in life. We know that. The
House-passed budget would have cut
the number of children in Head Start
by 218,000, eliminating 55,000 teachers
and assistants from the Head Start
Program. I am pleased the agreement
reached will maintain all services at
Head Start so all of our children can
continue in that program.

The list goes on and on about the
compromises that were reached. I wish
to make clear this was a true com-
promise. It is not what the Democrats
wanted or what the Republicans want-
ed. It is going to be painful. There is a
lot I would like to have seen done dif-
ferently.

I wish to point out that the GSA
budget is going to be reduced by $1 bil-
lion. At the White Oak facility in
Maryland for the FDA, we are doing
some critically important construction
work to bring together the different
participants for the safety of Ameri-
cans. That program is going to be se-
verely slowed as a result of the cut to
the GSA budget.

I pointed out yesterday that on the
environmental front regarding the En-
dangered Species Act, there is a provi-
sion that delists the great wolf. That
shouldn’t be targeted for congressional
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action. That is a dangerous precedent
for us to set.

I pointed out that the Community
Development Block Grants are cut.
Even though the EPA budget which
would have been cut by 30 percent with
the House-passed budget—we bring
that down by 50 percent, so it is only a
15-percent cut, but a 15-percent cut is
too large of a cut for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. The good
news is we were able to remove those
policy riders that would have pre-
vented the Environmental Protection
Agency from protecting the environ-
ment, protecting our public health.
Those were eliminated.

I wish to speak for the next few min-
utes about the other two votes that
will be taking place on the floor in a
few moments. They are votes on what
are called correcting resolutions. Let
me explain this, because I think it
might surprise some of the people to
learn we are not talking about the
amount of dollars that is going to be
appropriated in this current year’s
budget. These are restrictions as to
how money can be spent, so it deals
with a philosophical agenda, not a
budget agenda. This is not about reduc-
ing the deficit; this is about trying to
impose a philosophical position on the
budget for this year. Let me talk about
the two correcting resolutions which I
am going to urge my colleagues to vote
against. One would restrict funds going
to Planned Parenthood—women’s
health care issues—which I call the war
on women. This deals with title X fund-
ing.

Title X funding is used for preventive
health services such as cervical cancer
screenings, breast cancer screenings,
immunizations, diabetes and hyper-
tension testing, sexually transmitted
disease testing and treatment, HIV
testing and referrals. Not one dime of
Federal money can be used for abor-
tions. That is the current law, the cur-
rent prohibition.

Currently, there are approximately 5
million people who benefit from title X
funding with over 4,500 clinics across
the Nation. Ninety-one percent of the
people who take advantage of these
clinics have no health insurance. Less
than 25 percent of title X funds go to
Planned Parenthood. Planned Parent-
hood spends approximately 3 percent of
its total budget on abortion services,
not one dime of which is Federal
funds—not one dime of which is Fed-
eral funds. So this is not about abor-
tion; this is about whether we are
going to be able to provide preventive
care to our most vulnerable in Amer-
ica. It is an attack on women, because
women are the basic beneficiaries of
title X funds. It is going to cost us
more money for the use of emergency
room services. It makes no sense at all.
It is certainly counter to what we all
say we want, and that is gender equity
in health care in America.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
that correcting resolution.

The second correcting resolution is
an attempt to repeal the affordable
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care act that we celebrated the anni-
versary of a few weeks ago. If you are
a senior, you should be concerned
about this vote, because now you have
a wellness exam annually under Medi-
care that is reimbursed, so you can
take care of your own health care
needs. That would be put in jeopardy.

If you are one of the 3.2 million
Americans who fall within the so-
called doughnut hole, or the coverage
gap for prescription drug coverage, you
should be concerned about the repeal.
If you got $250 last year, you are going
to get 50 percent of the cost of your
brandname prescription drugs covered
and, by 2020, we are going to close the
doughnut hole altogether. That would
be eliminated if this correcting resolu-
tion were passed. Seniors should be
pleased that at least we were able to
extend the solvency of the Medicare
Program by 10 years.

Frankly, you should be worried about
whatever efforts are being made here
to privatize the Medicare system, mak-
ing seniors pay more for their health
care. It starts with this vote later
today where we can reject the efforts
to turn back the clock on Medicare
where seniors would have to pay more.

If you are a small business owner,
you should be pleased by the tax cred-
its that are now available and which
this correcting resolution would take
away, making it more expensive for
employers to provide health care for
their employees.

If you are a consumer and are now
able to cover your child up to age 26—
1.2 million Americans—the correcting
resolution would turn the clock back
on the progress we have made on fight-
ing the abusive practices of private in-
surance companies in dealing with pre-
existing conditions. If you have a child
with asthma, now you can get full cov-
erage. If we turn the clock back by ap-
proving that correcting resolution, you
will be at the mercy of private insur-
ance companies to provide coverage,
which is very unlikely to happen.

I can talk about emergency room vis-
its where some insurance companies re-
quire preauthorization. I don’t know
how you get preauthorization when you
need to go to an emergency room. We
corrected that in the affordable care
act. Once again, the correcting resolu-
tion we are being asked to vote on will
turn the clock back on that, putting
people at the mercy of private insur-
ance companies as to whether they will
cover emergency room visits.

If you are a taxpayer, which is what
we are talking about today with the
budget, you should be very much con-
cerned about this correcting resolution
because by turning back the clock on
the affordable care act, it will cost the
taxpayers over $1.5 trillion over the
next 20 years. So it is tailored to your
need. If you have pride, as I do, that
America has at long last said that
health care is a right, not a privilege,
and recognize that we need to do more
to improve our health care system, you
want us to move forward and talk
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about the health care issues and try to
improve our health care system; you
don’t want us to turn the clock back.

The large number of people who have
no health insurance or have restricted
coverage because of the abusive prac-
tices of private insurance companies or
the inability to cover children after
they graduate from college—that has
now been corrected. We certainly don’t
believe a correcting resolution would
take that away from us.

We are going to have three votes. I
urge my colleagues to vote against
both of these correcting resolutions.
They are attacks on women’s health
care issues and attacks on quality
health care for all Americans. We need
to pass the budget, and these cor-
recting resolutions should be defeated.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent for 5 additional
minutes.

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

———

WHISTLEBLOWERS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Since January, I
have been investigating allegations
from whistleblowers at the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. The
allegations I have received are shock-
ing, but sadly they appear to be true.
Praise the Lord for the whistleblowers
in this government because we don’t
know where the skeletons are buried,
and they help us to do our constitu-
tional role of oversight and the checks
and balances of government.

The ATF, which is supposed to stop
criminals from trafficking guns to
Mexican drug cartels, was actually
making that trafficking of arms easier
for them. That would be bad enough if
it happened because of incompetence or
turf battles, but it looks as if the agen-
cy was doing this on purpose. The gov-
ernment actually encouraged gun deal-
ers to sell multiple firearms to known
and suspected traffickers.

Two of those guns ended up at the
scene of a murder of a U.S. Border Pa-
trol agent in Arizona. His name was
Brian Terry. His family deserves an-
swers from their very own government.
I have been fighting for those answers.
I have written eight letters to the Jus-
tice Department. I have asked for docu-
ments. I have asked that specific ques-
tions be answered.

At first, the Justice Department sim-
ply denied the charges. Then one of the
whistleblowers went on television. He
risked his career to tell the truth on
“CBS Evening News.”” He had a sense of
duty to Agent Terry’s family and, in
turn, to the entire population of this
great country. He could not believe his
own government refused to come clean
and tell the truth when questioned by
this U.S. Senator. He went public to
set the record straight.

Other whistleblowers have confirmed
what this whistleblower said. In fact, I
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received internal government docu-
ments that confirmed what he said.
Anonymous patriots tried to ensure
that the truth would come out. You
know, that is about the only crime
whistleblowers commit—committing
truth. Isn’t that sad?

I forwarded many of those documents
that I received clandestinely to Attor-
ney General Holder and Acting Direc-
tor Melson. I asked them how to square
the denials from that Department with
the evidence I have received both oral-
ly and on paper.

At Attorney General Holder’s con-
firmation hearing—mow 2 years ago—I
told him:

I expect that you will be responsive to my
oversight work and that my questions and
document requests will be taken seriously.
. . . I hope that I have your assurance that if
you are confirmed, you will assist me with
oversight activities, be responsive to my re-
quests, and help me make the Justice De-
partment accountable.

Now, the Attorney General, who was
the nominee at that time, responded:

I will try to do all that I can to make sure
that we respond fully and in a timely fashion
to the very legitimate questions that I know
you have propounded to the Department.

But now, ironically, I have provided
more internal documents to the Jus-
tice Department in this investigation
than the Justice Department has pro-
vided to me. Now, instead of issuing de-
nials, do you know what happened? It
happens all the time when you are
doing oversight work, with almost any
agency. But in this case, the Justice
Department has circled the wagon.
They have clammed up.

The President of the United States
admitted on Spanish language tele-
vision that ‘‘certain mistakes’” may
have been made here in the instance of
this investigation. He and Attorney
General Holder say they didn’t author-
ize a policy change that allowed crimi-
nals to walk away with guns. But there
was a change in policy that went trag-
ically wrong. The prophecy of a lot of
whistleblowers turned out to be fact,
sadly. So Congress needs to find out
what did the highest senior officials
know and when did they know it.

The purpose of the policy change was
to go after leaders high up in the chain
of command and bring down a drug car-
tel. Nobody can find fault with that.
But prosecutors didn’t want to just go
after criminals who just lie on Federal
forms to buy guns for trafficking; they
wanted to go after the really big fish.
The problem is this: They let so many
little fish keep operating that between
1,300 and 1,700 guns got away. That is
just in this one case in Arizona that I
can document. Hundreds of these guns
have, in turn, turned up in crimes on
both sides of the border—some in Mex-
ico and some in the United States.

Federal agents often have to walk a
fine line in trying to catch the bad
guys. They sometimes have to allow a
crime to progress to make sure every-
one involved in the conspiracy gets
caught. I understand that. That can be
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legitimate, but you have to look at it
this way. It is very serious business. It
is quite a gamble, you might say.
There have to be careful controls in an
operation like I just described. Law en-
forcement should not cross the line
into actually assisting criminals just
for the simple process of gathering in-
formation. Operations should be care-
fully focused on stopping crime with-
out risking public safety. Seizing con-
traband and making arrests are the
most important goals. Big, headline-
grabbing cases to advance some pros-
ecutor’s career should take a backseat
in any of these gambles.

Yesterday, I sent a letter to Attorney
General Holder with some more docu-
ments. So I am sending the Depart-
ment documents I would like to have
them send me. These are documents
that maybe the Attorney General him-
self didn’t know about.

There are e-mails between a federally
licensed firearms dealer and the super-
visor in this Arizona case known as
“fast and furious.” In one e-mail, the
dealer raises, for a third time now, his
concerns about how the case is being
handled. This time, he was prompted
by a story on FOX News about the
growing firearms problem on our bor-
der with Mexico. The dealer wrote—and
this is a long quote which I will start
now:

The segment is disturbing to me. I shared
my concerns with you guys that I wanted to
make sure that none of the firearms that
were sold per our conversation with you and
various ATF agents could, or would ever, end
up south of the border and in the hands of
the bad guys. I want to help ATF with its in-
vestigation, but not at the risk of agents’
safety, because I have some very close
friends that are U.S. Border Patrol agents in
southern Arizona.

Now, maybe one of those friends, for
all I know, was Agent Terry, and he got
murdered—or at least we think he
did—with one of these guns. These guns
were at the scene, at least. That e-mail
I quoted was sent to the supervisor of
the case 6 months before guns from
that case were found at the scene of
Border Patrol agent Brian Terry’s mur-
der.

The government put these firearms
dealers in a completely unfair position.
Let me explain that. On the one hand,
these gun dealers rely upon the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms for
their license to even be able to be in
business. So of course these dealers
want to cooperate with the government
when they have this big club hanging
over their head: Will you be licensed or
not? On the other hand, the govern-
ment asks these gun dealers to keep
selling to the bad guys even after the
dealers warned it might end in tragedy.

I am going to do whatever it takes to
get to the bottom of this. The House
Oversight Committee has joined in my
effort and issued a subpoena for docu-
ments because it might duplicate the
process in the House.

I have not sought any subpoenas or
hearings in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee yet. I have not exercised my
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right to object to any unanimous con-
sent request on nominations because of
this issue yet. However, I want my col-
leagues and officials at the Justice De-
partment to hear this loud and clear: If
that is what it takes, then I will take
those actions. I hope it doesn’t have to
come to that. I hope the Justice De-
partment will decide to cooperate and
provide the information we need, doing
our constitutional responsibility of
oversight, to make sure the checks and
balances of the system of government
under our Constitution is working. It
has been nearly 3 months since I first
raised this issue. It is past time for the
Justice Department to come clean.

I ask unanimous consent to printed
in the RECORD a copy of this letter to
Attorney General Holder.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, April 13, 2011.

Hon. ErRIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,

Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice,
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL HOLDER: At ap-
proximately 1:30 p.m. yesterday, my staff
learned that the Justice Department was
making four documents available at 2:00 p.m.
for Chairman Darrell Issa’s staff to review
regarding the controversy over ATF’s
Project Gunrunner, Operation Fast and Furi-
ous, and the death of Border Patrol Agent
Brian Terry. These documents are among
those I requested in February of this year.
Yet, the Justice Department refused to make
them available for my staff to review. In
fact, the Justice Department has produced
not one single page of documents in response
to my inquiries.

Thus far, I have not requested that Chair-
man Leahy join in any document requests,
consider any subpoenas, or schedule any
hearings into this matter in the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. Any such request would be
unnecessary and duplicative of the process
on the House side, so long as any documents
provided there are also provided to the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee at the same time.

The Department’s failure to cooperate
with my requests is especially troubling in
light of the February 4, 2011, reply to my ini-
tial letter. In that reply, the Justice Depart-
ment took the position that those allega-
tions were ‘‘false’” and specifically denied
“that ATF ‘sanctioned’ or otherwise know-
ingly allowed the sale of assault weapons’ to
straw purchasers. The letter further claimed
that “ATF makes every effort to interdict
weapons that have been purchased illegally
and prevent their transportation to Mexico.”’

I already provided evidence contradicting
that denial in my February 9 and March 3
letters. In addition, attached you will find
further documentation undermining the De-
partment’s assertion. Specifically, the docu-
ments are emails between ATF officials and
a Federal Firearms Licensee (FFL) in Ari-
zona. These emails demonstrate that ATF
instructed gun dealers to engage in sus-
picious sales despite the dealers’ concerns.
The emails refer to meetings between the
FFL and the U.S. Attorney’s office to ad-
dress the concerns being raised by the FFL.
ATF supervisor David Voth wrote on April
13, 2010:

I understand that the frequency with
which some individuals under investigation
by our office have been purchasing firearms
from your business has caused concerns for
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you. . . . However, if it helps put you at ease
we (ATF) are continually monitoring these
suspects using a variety of investigative
techniques which I cannot go into [in] detail.

In response, the gun dealer expresses con-
cern about potential future liability and
sought something in writing to address the
issue explicitly:

For us, we were hoping to put together
something like a letter of understanding to
alleviate concerns of some type of recourse
against us down the road for selling these
items. We just want to make sure we are co-
operating with ATF and that we are not
viewed as selling to bad guys.

Following this email, the ATF arranged a
meeting between the FFL and the U.S. At-
torney’s office. According to the FFL, the
U.S. Attorney’s office scheduled a follow-up
meeting with the FFL, but asked that the
FFL’s attorney not be present.

At the meeting on May 13, 2010, the U.S.
Attorney’s office declined to provide any-
thing in writing but assured the gun dealer
in even stronger terms that there were safe-
guards in place to prevent further distribu-
tion of the weapons after being purchased
from his business. As we now know, those as-
surances proved to be untrue. On June 17,
2010, the gun dealer wrote to the ATF to
again express concerns after seeing a report
on Fox News about firearms and the border:

The segment, if the information was cor-
rect, is disturbing to me. When you, [the As-
sistant U.S. Attorney], and I met on May
13th, I shared my concerns with you guys
that I wanted to make sure that none of the
firearms that were sold per our conversation
with you and various ATF agents could or
would ever end up south of the border or in
the hands of the bad guys. . . . I want to help
ATF with its investigation but not at the
risk of agents’ safety because I have some
very close friends that are U.S. Border Pa-
trol agents in southern AZ[.]

Incredibly, the FFL sent this email six
months before guns from the same ATF oper-
ation were found at the scene of Border Pa-
trol Agent Brian Terry’s murder. So, not
only were the ATF agents who later blew the
whistle predicting that this operation would
end in tragedy, so were the gun dealers—
even as ATF urged them to make the sales.

Furthermore, according to the FFL, there
were ‘‘one or two’ occasions on which his
employees actually witnessed and recorded
with surveillance cameras an exchange of
money between the straw purchaser and an-
other individual on the premises. Despite
this actual knowledge of a straw purchase,
the dealer said ATF officials wanted him to
proceed with the transaction. However, his
employees refused to process the sale.

In light of this new evidence, the Justice
Department’s claim that the ATF never
knowingly sanctioned or allowed the sale of
assault weapons to straw purchasers is sim-
ply not credible. As you know, I have mul-
tiple document and information requests
pending with various components of the Jus-
tice Department. Unfortunately, however, it
appears that senior Department officials are
not allowing the components to respond
fully and directly.

Please provide written answers to the fol-
lowing questions by no later than April 20,
2011:

1. Do you stand by the assertion in the De-
partment’s reply that the ATF whistleblower
allegations are ‘‘false’” and specifically that
ATF did not sanction or otherwise know-
ingly allow the sale of assault weapons to
straw purchasers? If so, please explain why
in light of the mounting evidence to the con-
trary.

2. Will you commit to providing the Senate
Judiciary Committee with documents, or ac-
cess to documents, simultaneously with the
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House Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform? If not, please explain why not.

If you have any questions regarding this
request, please have your staff contact Jason
Foster at (202) 224-5225. Thank you for your
prompt attention these important issues.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Ranking Member.

Mr. GRASSLEY. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining.

————
IMMIGRATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. I want to talk about
immigration and a part of the immi-
gration issue that concerns me, and, by
golly, it has something to do with gov-
ernment oversight as well.

Last August, some lawyers at the
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Serv-
ice drafted internal memos outlining
ways that the administration could get
around Congress and grant undocu-
mented aliens in the United States
legal status. These amnesty memos
outline ways that the executive branch
could use discretionary authority to
make sure thousands—who knows,
maybe millions—of people here ille-
gally could stay here without a vote of
Congress.

A number of Republicans sent a let-
ter to President Obama urging him to
abandon any such plan. We sent several
letters to Homeland Security Sec-
retary Napolitano asking for statistics
and a briefing on these memos. We
asked for assurances that such plans to
bypass Congress—I emphasize ‘‘plans to
bypass Congress”—not be imple-
mented. What did we get? All we got
was radio silence.

I raise this issue again today because
I am bothered by reports that there is
another push for this administration to
grant amnesty through Executive
order, which only should be done by
the law of this Congress, to certain
groups of undocumented populations.
Surprisingly, the push for this is com-
ing from our friends on the other side
of the aisle. Yesterday, 22 Democrats
sent a letter to President Obama ask-
ing him to turn a blind eye to the law.
These 22 Senators said they were OK
with having an executive branch go
ahead and go around Congress and
grant amnesty to those who would be
eligible under the so-called DREAM
Act. These Senators said they didn’t
have the votes to get the bill through
the Senate last year.

Their approach is in a nonconstitu-
tional fashion to ask the President to
have his administration use what is re-
ferred to legally as prosecutorial dis-
cretion to keep these undocumented in-
dividuals here. They claim doing so
would be ‘‘consistent with our strong
interest in the rule of law.” They say
doing so would ‘‘help to conserve lim-
ited enforcement resources.”

I am appalled, and I hope a lot of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle are
appalled, that Members of this body
think that an Executive order to grant
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amnesty behind our backs is not an as-
sault on the democratic process. Con-
gress has the power to change immi-
gration laws and only Congress has the
power to change immigration laws. The
President has limited authority to
grant relief in limited and emergency
circumstances. I support the Presi-
dent’s power to do that, but it was not
meant to be used in a blanket fashion.
The request by 22 Members of this body
is an affront to our country’s long-
standing belief in the rule of law, and
it is an attack on this body’s duty to
legislate on behalf of the American
people, a power to legislate that the
President does not have.

I happen to agree that our immigra-
tion policies have to be reformed. I will
commit to moving legislation that ex-
pands upon or improves the legal ave-
nue we currently have in place. Once
again, we have not seen leadership by
this President to work on a bill this
Congress can support. Until that time
comes, it would be foolish and dis-
appointing if this President cir-
cumvented the democratic process and
did what 22 Members of this body asked
him to do in the letter to which I re-
ferred.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise near the end of this very
important and profoundly significant
budget debate to make some points not
only about the dollars and cents in our
health care system, but also to speak
about a growing and persistent
threat—the threat of irresponsible cut-
backs to vital health care services for
our Nation’s most vulnerable—in the
name of an ideological war on women’s
health care.

Our Nation is in the midst of a fiscal
crisis. We need to recognize that there
is a very immediate and important im-
perative to cut the costs of health care
in this country. The costs of health
care are spiraling out of control at a
rate five times the rate of inflation.

The President, commendably, is talk-
ing about the need for serious measures
and sensible conversation about what
can be done to control and reduce the
costs of health care. Just this week,
the administration initiated Partner-
ship for Patients, which is another step
in the President’s continuing efforts,
and I believe this body’s continuing ef-
forts, to prevent and reduce needless
costs to our health care system. For
example, reducing the incidence of re-
admissions to hospitals and providing
for better outpatient treatment after
people are out of the hospital; reducing
the incidence of hospital inquired in-
fections; to reducing the incidence of
overprescription—or misprescribed
drugs—these kinds of costs are pre-
ventable. We have an obligation to re-
duce those costs in health care when
they are preventable.
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Higher quality at lower cost has to
be our objective. And, lowering costs
also means preventive care for women
when they cannot afford it. That is
what Planned Parenthood does. The
threat of H. Con. Res. 36 is to that pro-
foundly important goal—higher quality
health care at lower cost—that we can
achieve as a nation if we invest in pre-
ventive care.

The threat of H. Con. Res. 36 is,
therefore, not only to the 1.4 million
Medicaid patients across the country
who would be deprived of that preven-
tive care, and not only to the more
than 60,000 women in Connecticut who
are at risk, but to all of us, to our fam-
ilies, and to our fiscal health. We know
Planned Parenthood saves $4 for every
$1 invested. Smart investments that go
to provide the Pap smears, breast
exams, and other kinds of preventive
health care that not only save our
health care system money, but that are
an absolutely critical part of high qual-
ity health care in the United States.

But this debate is about more than
costs. It is about human beings. It is
about those women who need that pre-
ventive care for their future and their
family’s futures and eventually for
their children’s futures. Every woman
across our Nation, including 1.4 million
Medicaid patients who consider
Planned Parenthood their primary
source for preventive health, deserves
to visit a health care provider she
trusts—a health care provider that
many of us have in this body whether
Wwe are men or women.

I am talking about women such as
Rebecca in Meriden, CT. Rebecca’s par-
ents’ health coverage did not extend to
her, and she made too much money to
qualify for Connecticut’s Husky Pro-
gram—too much money meaning $10 an
hour and working part time, a total of
$10,000—too much money to qualify for
Husky. She depended on Planned Par-
enthood for regular health screenings
and contraceptive care. As she said in
her own words:

Planned Parenthood was my saving grace
for my reproductive health.

Women such as Maya, a 23-year-old
uninsured young woman, a waitress,
part time, doing an unpaid internship
for a nonprofit organization. She went
to Planned Parenthood for her routine
Pap smear, and the results showed ab-
normal cells that required a biopsy and
an operation to have the precancerous
cells removed. That procedure could
have been lifesaving for Maya; as are
all of the routine screenings that
Planned Parenthood ©provides for
countless women across the country
and in Connecticut. All of these proce-
dures take place day in and day out
around Connecticut, for a price they
can afford. These stories from Rebecca
and Maya are heard around our Nation,
at least 60,000 strong in Connecticut
alone.

As Martin Masselli, Community
Health Center advocate and the presi-
dent of Community Health Care, Inc. in
Middletown, recently said:
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Defunding Planned Parenthood would be
the moral equivalent of turning off the elec-
tricity and a whole segment of health care
would go dark.

That is what H. Con. Res. 36 means in
human terms. In dollars and cents: pre-
ventive health care, the kind of work
done by St. Vincent’s in Bridgeport and
Hartford Hospital, and Yale-New Haven
hosptial, and countless others around
the State and in the country because
our hospitals and health care providers
are responding responsibly to the need
for higher quality and lower costs. We
must preserve the momentum to move
forward and to make sure the promise,
as well as the obligation, the oppor-
tunity as well as the mandate, is ful-
filled.

I call for my Senate colleagues to
stand together for women such as Re-
becca and Maya and for clinics and hos-
pitals and providers across the Nation
who depend on Planned Parenthood
and to reject this resolution, to reject
the effort to turn back the clock and to
settle this debate once and for all, to
end the ideological war which has itself
nothing to do with saving money; that
in fact, will cost more than it saves. I
call for us to turn our attention, as we
should and we must, to people who
want us to put America back to work
to create jobs, to foster economic
growth, to fulfill the mandate that was
articulated and expressed so eloquently
by the people of this country in this
last election, which was not to wage
war on women'’s health.

The message was to put Connecticut
and put America back to work, create
jobs and continue our fragile economic
recovery.

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

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

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

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

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

————
THE BUDGET

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today we
are going to vote on last year’s unfin-
ished business. We are going to vote on
a continuing resolution that will fund
the government through this fiscal
year, which ends on September 30. The
proposal we have before us in order to
fund the government through the end
of the fiscal year certainly is not per-
fect. In fact, there are many—myself
included—who would like to see it
make deeper reductions in spending.
That said, we will be voting on a pro-
posal that will cut spending by around
$40 billion this year, and when you look
at baseline spending over the next dec-
ade actually saves over $300 billion
over the 10-year period.

What strikes me about that is that it
will be the first time in a long time
that we have done something about re-
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ducing spending. That is not something
routinely or traditionally done here. In
fact, we are going to reverse a trend
that began a long time ago but acceler-
ated a couple years ago when non-
national security discretionary spend-
ing increased by almost 25 percent in
the last 2 years.

This is an important first step.
Granted, it is a first step, and in a
minute, I am going to get to the bigger
issue, but it is critical that we send a
message and signal to the American
people that we have heard their voices
loudly and clearly and we get what
they want us to do; that is, to get
spending under control, shrink the size
of the Federal Government, to get it to
live within its means, and to quit
spending money that we do not have in
Washington. That is something that
has been happening here for a long
time. It has taken on a whole new di-
mension in the last couple of years.

As we talk about the unfinished busi-
ness of last year, trying to get a meas-
ure in place that will fund the govern-
ment through the end of the year, that
will reduce spending by about $40 bil-
lion, we are talking about the smaller
part of overall spending when we look
at the macroeconomic view or pull
back to what some would say to the
30,000-ft. view and look at spending
over the next decade. In fact, we had
someone testify in the Finance Com-
mittee yesterday, the former Comp-
troller General David Walker. He put it
well when he said talking about fund-
ing in the continuing resolution is like
arguing about the bar tab on the Ti-
tanic. We are on a sinking ship, and we
need to do everything we can in the
short term, getting maximum amount
of spending reduction, but then we
need to pivot and start talking about
the next big battle, and that is the bat-
tle over the 2012 budget. Ironically, we
are just now getting to the 112th
Congress’s business because we are
wrapping up the business of the 111th
Congress. The Democratic leadership
here didn’t pass a budget last year or a
single appropriations bill. As a con-
sequence, we are voting here now on a
continuing resolution to do last year’s
business to get us through the end of
this fiscal year before we can start the
work of the 2012 budget, which is where
I think the big debate will begin about
how we get this country back on a
more reasonable fiscal path.

We have seen a couple of develop-
ments here in the last 2 weeks or so
that bear on that debate. One is last
week, when we had the introduction by
the House Republicans of a budget
plan, a 10-year budget plan that was
very aggressive in trying to take on
the issue of spending and debt, very ag-
gressive in trying to put progrowth
policies in place that would help grow
the economy and create jobs and that
gets our economy back on track in this
country. That was kind of the big dis-
cussion last week.

The President, I believe, felt left out
of that discussion, so yesterday he de-
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cided to make a speech in which he
would lay out his vision for the next
decade and how we address the big
challenges this country needs to tack-
le. I would describe that speech as a do-
over because the President’s first trip
to the plate was really his budget,
which he submitted a couple of months
ago. That budget was conspicuously
bereft of any effort to address the real-
ly big challenges facing the country. It
didn’t talk about how we are going to
reform entitlements, didn’t address tax
reform, and it actually increased
spending—increased taxes and in-
creased the debt dramatically over the
next decade. It nearly doubled the
gross debt from $13 trillion or $14 tril-
lion to over $26 trillion, and that is
using I think pretty optimistic eco-
nomic assumptions.

That being said, because the Presi-
dent didn’t address any of the big
issues in his budget and because the
House Republicans put a proposal for-
ward last week which would, I think he
felt as if he needed to get in the game.
So yesterday he made a stridently par-
tisan speech in which he tried to put
forth a plan. I would argue that speech
yesterday was very long on politics and
very short on substance. There wasn’t
a lot in there to really sink your teeth
into if you are someone who believes
seriously that we need to make reforms
in entitlement programs. There was
the usual prescription for dealing with
the deficit and the debt, which con-
sisted of increasing taxes. There are
tax increases in here, tax increases in
the President’s proposal on small busi-
nesses—the job creators in our econ-
omy.

I would point out to my colleagues
that half of all small business income
is taxed at the individual level because
many small businesses allow the in-
come from that business to flow
through to their individual tax return.
In fact, the number of small businesses
that would be impacted by his proposal
employ about 35 million people in our
economy. So you are talking about
raising taxes on the job creators, on
the people who really are employing
people across this country, and that
was a key element in the President’s
prescription for dealing with the fiscal
crisis this country faces.

Another element of the President’s
plan was relying on this proposal that
was part of the health care reform bill
to squeeze provider payments under
Medicare to try to wring a little more
out of Medicare. He relies on an inde-
pendent payment advisory board which
would be empowered to go ahead and
make reductions, to make cuts in pro-
vider payments. What is interesting
about that is the health care reform
bill last year did make some signifi-
cant cuts to providers, not to reform
Medicare but to create the new health
care entitlement program, which, when
it is fully implemented, will cost $2.5
trillion. So that is what the President
used—any savings that were achieved
in Medicare last year. So when he talks
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about now using this independent pay-
ment advisory board to make further
reductions in provider payments, it is
relying on the same old tried-and-true
formula. I say tried and true, but it is
actually a tried-and-failed formula
that has been in place before.

There is no reform in this proposal.
There is nothing new or innovative
that says: Let’s figure out a way to
solve this Nation’s fiscal problems,
something that actually gets at the
heart of the problem and doesn’t use
the same old failed prescriptions that
have been used in the past.

I frankly don’t know what is going to
happen. If you continue to cut pay-
ments to physicians and to hospitals,
you will find fewer and fewer medical
providers who are going to serve Medi-
care and Medicaid patients in this
country. It is as simple as that. When
you lose a little on each transaction,
on each customer or each patient you
serve, you have to cost shift and make
up for it by shifting more of the cost
over to private payers, which continues
to drive health care costs for every-
body who is not receiving their health
care from some government program
even higher and higher. So there
wasn’t anything in there that I would
suggest really gets at this problem.

Also conspicuously absent from that
speech was anything to do with reform-
ing Social Security. We all know So-
cial Security is also a program which
ran a deficit last year. It looks as if it
will be in the black this year but next
year it starts running deficits and runs
them well into the future. We have to
make that program solvent, not just
for the senior citizens who are bene-
fiting from it today, those who are
nearing retirement age, but for the
next generation. The President decided
to punt on that subject as well.

So, as I said, the speech yesterday
was long on politics, short on sub-
stance, and short on a meaningful dis-
cussion about how we get at and ad-
dress and fix these enormous fiscal
challenges we face.

The other thing the President does is
he uses a 12-year timeframe. We nor-
mally operate here on a 10-year budget
window. That is what the House and
the Senate do. It is typically what the
White House does when it submits a
budget to Congress. So he stretched
that out to 12 years, perhaps maybe to
lessen the impact of some of the few re-
ductions he does make in his budget,
but nevertheless it is a very different
schedule, in terms of the proposal he
makes, relative to the one that came
forth last week from the House Repub-
licans.

The reason this whole debate is im-
portant is because we continue to
spend and spend as if there is no tomor-
row, and it is money we just flat don’t
have. This year, we will take in $2.2
trillion, spend $3.7 or $3.8 trillion, and
we are going to run a $1.6 trillion def-
icit. I have said this before on the
floor, but it is now 1:20 in the afternoon
today, and by tomorrow, Friday, at 1:20
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in the afternoon, we will have added
over $4 billion to the Federal debt.
That is the rate at which the spending
and debt problem is going today. We
cannot continue on this path.

Some people would argue—the Presi-
dent and some of our colleagues on the
Democratic side—that the way you fix
this is ‘“‘have a balanced approach”
that raises taxes, that there has to be
a tax increase as a part of this. I don’t
think the American people ought to
have their taxes raised until we dem-
onstrate a willingness to get at the
heart of the problem.

The problem here in Washington is
not a revenue problem, it is a spending
problem. The numbers bear that out. If
you look at the last 40 years of Amer-
ican history, the average amount we
spend on the Federal Government as a
percentage of our total economy is 20.6
percent. A little over one-fifth of our
entire economic output is spending by
the Federal Government. This year we
will spend over 25 percent of our total
economy on the Federal Government.
So we have seen the Federal Govern-
ment, in relation to our total economy,
grow by about 20 percent over the his-
torical average just in the last couple
of years. In the last 2 years of this ad-
ministration, we have added almost
$3.5 trillion to the Federal debt.

As I said before, spending increased—
non-national security, discretionary
spending increased in the last 2 years
by almost 25 percent at a time when in-
flation in the overall economy was
only growing at 2 percent. So you have
the Federal Government spending at
somewhere on the order of 10 times or
more than 10 times the rate of infla-
tion. You can’t defend or justify that
to the American people.

The American people have a right to
know we are serious about getting
spending under control, as evidenced
by the report of the Government Ac-
countability Office a few weeks back
where they looked at about one-third
of the overall government to determine
where there was duplication and where
there was wasteful spending. They
came up with a number of conclusions
in that report, one of which was that
there are 82 programs—=82 programs—at
the Federal Government that deal with
teacher training spread across 20 agen-
cies or so of the Federal Government.

Can you believe this—56 programs
that teach financial literacy. Imagine
Washington, DC, lecturing or instruct-
ing anybody around this country about
financial literacy, of all things, but
there are 56 programs spread across 10
different agencies or departments of
government that deal with financial
literacy. I mean, the American people
have to be thinking, get serious.

This is the kind of thing that out-
rages and frustrates the American peo-
ple. That is why I think they want us
to singularly focus on reducing spend-
ing and getting this debt under control
not by raising their taxes in the middle
of an economic downturn, particularly
taxes on our small businesses that will
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create the jobs to get the economy
back on track but by reducing spend-
ing. That is where this debate ought to
be centered. Regrettably, as I said, the
President, in his speech yesterday, im-
mediately latched on to the idea that
we need to raise taxes on our small
businesses, on our job creators.

Well, we are going to have the
chance, after the vote today on the
continuing resolution—assuming that
it passes—and then wrapping up last
year’s unfinished business, to shift to
this debate about the debt limit. The
debt limit will be the next major issue
coming along that will present an op-
portunity for both Republicans and
Democrats to engage in a debate about
how to solve this country’s fiscal prob-
lems, starting with measures we put in
place that put caps on spending.

We have to get spending under con-
trol, and then we will have a debate
about the 2012 budget. It is unclear to
me at this point whether the Senate
will do a budget at all. The House of
Representatives clearly will. They
passed it out of their Budget Com-
mittee, and they are going to vote on it
today. They are going to put forward a
plan that does reduce spending by over
$6 trillion over the next 10 years, that
brings reforms to our Tax Code, that
lowers marginal income tax rates on
our businesses and our individuals, and
that hopefully will create economic
growth and development out there and
create jobs.

It is a budget that changes the way
we look at some of these traditional
entitlement programs, insulating and
protecting everybody who is over the
age of 55. And that is the ironic thing
about it, because our colleagues on the
other side get up and immediately at-
tack this proposal as cutting benefits
to senior citizens. The House plan that
was put forward does not impact any-
body over the age of 55. So if you are
retired today and drawing Medicare
benefits or if you are nearing retire-
ment age, under this particular pro-
posal, you are unaffected. It would af-
fect those younger than 55 who are be-
ginning to look at the retirement years
and wondering whether any of these
programs are even going to be around
for them. We can make those programs
sustainable and viable for younger
Americans who are willing to look at
these things in a new way. The House
budget does that.

It makes reforms that put the pa-
tient back in charge, the consumer
back in charge, that I think draws on
the great impulses of tradition in this
country—competition, choice, allowing
people to have more opportunity and
more flexibility to choose a plan that
works for them.

It seems, at least to me, that we have
to get to a new model because the cur-
rent model clearly doesn’t work. It is
an example of government spending
that, if it perpetuates, has a $38 trillion
unfunded liability in Medicare alone
and has further unfunded liabilities in
Social Security.



April 14, 2011

We have a major problem in this
country, and it needs to be addressed.
It starts with the debate on the debt
limit and then hopefully on the 2012
budget. I am glad to see the President
finally having a proposal out there and
engaging in this debate. Unfortunately,
his vision is the wrong vision for the
future of this country. But it is high
time the American people saw us have
this debate, take these issues on, and
let’s hope we can come together behind
a proposal that will reduce spending,
reduce debt, and put us more on a fis-
cal footing that is good for future gen-
erations and that gets this economy
going and creates jobs.

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

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we are going to be voting sometime
today. I am concerned about the tea
party Republican assault on the health
of American women because that is
what we are going to be deciding. The
focus on this has little to do with def-
icit reduction because better health
automatically saves money. This as-
sault is an attempt to change indi-
vidual behavior to a standard that the
tea party people see as proper for oth-
ers exercising their own free will. It
contains an element of unfathomable
hypocrisy for those voting to Kkill
Planned Parenthood.

As Members of Congress, we all have
immediate access to first-class health
plans. We never have to think about
health coverage for ourselves or our
spouses or our children—it is all in the
package. There is no decision to make
between paying a medical bill or pay-
ing the rent; no decision to make be-
tween buying medicine and buying gro-
ceries; no decision to make between
going into a hospital or going into
bankruptcy. Yet the Republicans here
are trying to take health care away
from women, children, and families
across America. They want to com-
pletely defund Planned Parenthood, an
organization that has been serving
women and families in America for
more than 90 years.

Today Planned Parenthood operates
more than 800 centers that serve 3 mil-
lion women each and every year. For
many women, Planned Parenthood is a
critical source of medical care. To
women who cannot afford coverage,
Planned Parenthood says don’t worry,
your health is more important.

They do not just offer counseling on
family planning, they also offer life-
saving breast exams and cervical can-
cer screenings. Look at this. Righty
centers nationwide serve 3 million pa-
tients each year, provide 800,000 breast
cancer screenings, provide 1 million
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cervical cancer screenings. That is so
important. Cancer screenings save
lives. Since the 1950s, cervical cancer
screenings have cut mortality rates by
more than 70 percent. Remember,
treating cancer and other diseases
early enough saves health care dollars
in the long run.

But this is not just about sound fiscal
policy or better accounting. No. No.
They want to tell women, millions of
them, if you cannot afford it, tough
luck. Tough luck. This is about the tea
party Republicans remaking America
in their own image. Their real goal is
to impose their radical ideology on
American women.

They want to come into our homes,
tell the women in our families how to
live their lives. This issue is deeply
personal to me. My wife and I have five
daughters and eight granddaughters,
and nothing is more important to me
than their health, their well being, and
their freedom to make choices that
suit their needs.

If we kill funding for Planned Parent-
hood, millions of women will lose ac-
cess to essential care. Those tea party
Republicans claim that will help close
our deficit of dollars. But it will leave
us with a deficit of decency. It is not
just women’s health the tea party Re-
publicans are after, it is also health
care for middle-class families across
America.

They want to stop the landmark
health reform law dead in its tracks.
This is the law that adds 32 million
Americans on the rolls of the insured.

So here is what I say to colleagues on
the other side: If you do not want ordi-
nary people to have affordable cov-
erage, then show some sincerity and
throw in the coverage you have. Be
honest. Vote no, and tell your constitu-
ents why you are doing this, and say
you mean it when you say no, and I am
giving up my coverage to prove it. I am
talking to Senators on the side of tak-
ing away the funding, and talking to
Members of the House of Representa-
tives to say no and mean no.

The health reform law makes health
care more affordable, more accessible,
and more sustainable, and holds insur-
ers more accountable. It makes medi-
cine more affordable for seniors by
closing the doughnut hole in the Medi-
care prescription drug benefit program.

The new law also allows young adults
to stay on their parents’ health plans
until age 26, and it gives small busi-
nesses tax credits to help them provide
their employees with medical coverage.
Without this law, insurers could once
again restrict benefits, rescind cov-
erage when people get sick, and refuse
care to children with preexisting condi-
tions. I do not think we want to return
to the days when insurers could turn
their back and turn away sick children.

Life for me was upfront and personal
when it came to my family’s health
care needs. I grew up in a working-
class family in Patterson, NJ. My fa-
ther worked in the local silk mills, and
he died of cancer at age 43, leaving my
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mother a widow at age 37. Our family
struggled in bankruptcy as my father’s
life ebbed away. My mother owed doc-
tors, hospitals, pharmacies, money we
did not have. After my service in Eu-
rope in the Army, because there was a
government program, I was able to get
my education through the GI bill. I
joined two friends and built a company
so successful that it is hard to imagine.
It employs 45,000 people today, oper-
ating in more than 20 countries. Three
of us from poor families. For me the GI
bill made the difference. It is govern-
ment stepping in when it was needed,
and has put 45,000 people across this
world to work.

That is what government is about. It
is there to be helpful. This is not just
an accounting office. It is not just a
fiscal policy problem. Because of my
success in business, I never had to
worry again about whether I could pro-
vide health care for my family. I never
forgot what it was like to be without
health care.

We need the health reform law, be-
cause no American should ever have to
make sacrifices to afford health care.
Americans are beginning to experience
the benefits of this law. Why now
would we want to put the progress on
hold?

I agree, we have serious economic
problems in our country. But we are
not going to solve them by taking
health care away from American
women and families. Do not take away
this critical assistance for people who
cannot afford the care they need. If we
have fiscal problems, if we have debt
and deficit problems, there are ways to
solve them. But one way is not to take
health care away from people who need
it. It is an injustice, and we should not
permit it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time until 4 p.m. be
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees, with the other
provisions of the previous order re-
maining in effect.

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

The Senator from Alabama is recog-
nized.

(The remarks of Mr. SHELBY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 820 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
the next 15 minutes so Senator VITTER
and I can introduce a very important
piece of legislation.

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

(The remarks of Ms. LANDRIEU and
Mr. VITTER pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 861 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

Ms. LANDRIEU. I see other col-
leagues on the floor, and I yield the
floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President,
shortly, we hopefully will be voting on
a budget agreement for this fiscal year,
and that will start the process of the
debate on the next fiscal year. What we
are about to do is more than pass a
budget agreement; we are about to de-
fine a vision of America. We are about
to make choices now and in the coming
weeks that will reflect our values and
our principles as a people and as a na-
tion.

The real question before us, in my
mind, is not simply about the numbers,
it is about competing visions of Amer-
ica, whether we choose a vision of
America where the air and water are
clean, where food and prescription
drugs are safe, where roads and bridges
and transportation systems are mod-
ern, well maintained, and fuel pros-
perity for the future, an America that
puts a premium on education and in-
vests in jobs and the middle-class, an
America where a mother who wakes up
in the middle of the night with a sick
child doesn’t have to wonder if she can
afford to take that child to the doctor
or if her insurance will cover the costs,
an America in which seniors have a re-
liable Medicare system they can count
on, not just a voucher that doesn’t
even cover the cost of a plan in the pri-
vate marketplace. That is an ugly vi-
sion of America we have seen before,
and it is why we passed Medicare in the
first place.

Let’s be clear. This is not about the
numbers. This is not just simply about
the details of deficit reduction. This is
about two competing views of this Na-
tion, one in which we embrace the con-
cept of community, each of us working
together for the betterment of all of
us—all of us sharing in the burden of
balancing the budget and reducing the
deficit.

The other is a tea party vision, in
which no government is good govern-
ment and the notion of an American
community is a myth, and we are sim-
ply a nation of competing individuals,
each of us working for what we can get
on our own. Tea partiers see an Amer-
ica in which the burden of balancing
the budget should be borne by senior
citizens, students, and middle-class
families, while protecting subsidies to
big oil companies and giving even more
tax breaks to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans.

We see an America of shared pros-
perity and shared responsibility that
reduces the deficit and balances the
budget, knowing that millionaires and
billionaires can be just as patriotic and
willing to pay their fair share as a sol-
dier in Afghanistan whose family is liv-
ing on an Army paycheck.

Our friends on the other side tell us
tax cuts for millionaires and billion-
aires create jobs and benefit middle-
class families. They told us, when we
passed the Bush tax cuts a little over a
decade ago, it would create millions of
jobs for every American, and what hap-
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pened? Jobs were eliminated or sent
overseas, and the wage gap increased.
This tax policy may benefit some, but
it doesn’t create jobs and it doesn’t re-
duce our deficit.

For some reason, we seem to think
the wealthiest Americans are clam-
oring for more tax cuts, but I find no
basis in fact for that. I have spoken to
many CEOs and leading corporate ex-
ecutives in my State and around the
country, and never have I heard a word
about how badly they need another tax
cut. I believe the wealthiest Americans
are as patriotic as any one of us and
are willing to step up to the plate and
pay their fair share if we simply ask
them to support a rational tax reform
program that emphasizes shared fiscal
responsibility and shared prosperity.

In my view, tax cuts for millionaires
are nothing more than a political
sleight of hand, a smoke-and-mirrors
vision of America, in which there is no
shared responsibility, no sense of com-
munity but a misguided belief that
only if the rich had more money, the
elderly, the sick, the poor, the middle-
class families struggling to make ends
meet, the disabled child on Medicaid
who needs round-the-clock care, we
would somehow be better off.

We have been there before, and it
hasn’t worked. It is a smoke-and-mir-
ror vision of America to believe that if
there were no environmental protec-
tions, that polluters would protect our
air and keep the water clean and safe
because it is the right thing to do.
Again, we have seen that vision of
America, and it came in a poisonous
cloud of smog that lingered over Amer-
ica’s cities, which is why Richard
Nixon, a Republican President, created
the Environmental Protection Agency
in the first place.

If we are serious about reducing the
deficit, we at least should be looking,
for example, at subsidies for big oil.
The top five o0il companies earned near-
ly $1 trillion—$1 trillion—over the last
decade. Passing my bill to repeal oil
subsidies would save taxpayers $33 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. We can
safely assume oil profits will be much
greater in the decade to come with
higher oil prices, but let’s assume that
the top five oil companies only get an-
other $1 trillion in profits over the next
decade. Taking back $33 billion in gov-
ernment handouts would only shave
about 3 percent of those profits. Let’s
not forget that much of these profits
are in Federal waters and on Federal
lands, so they are making these profits
on America’s own soil.

If we were serious about reducing the
deficit, we would also be seriously
looking, for example, at big oil sub-
sidies and tax breaks. According to the
data, the cost of exploration, develop-
ment, and production of natural oil and
gas in the United States averaged
about $33.76 per barrel of oil. Oil is
trading at $107 a barrel. That means
big oil companies are enjoying a profit
of over $750 per barrel of oil they ex-
tract. Why in the world would they
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ever need subsidies from the U.S. tax-
payer in such conditions?

No, handing out money and reducing
regulatory burdens on big oil compa-
nies and on the wealthiest Americans
is not about balancing the budget or
reducing the deficit; it is about a vision
of America that favors the rich and
would rather dismantle Medicare, cut
Social Security, cut Medicaid for sen-
iors, and the poorest among us in nurs-
ing homes who have no other place to
go, rather than to solve our long-term
deficit problems.

I am deeply disturbed at what is
being proposed as we move forward in
the next debate of the next fiscal year
and the so-called push for balancing
the budget by shifting $4 trillion from
the promise of America to protect this
Nation and to create prosperity for its
people, to the wealthiest Americans in
a tax cut that actually does absolutely
nothing to solve the deficit problem. I
am disturbed when I see those on the
other side lining up to resist any com-
promise, any effort for a reasonable
chance at a workable solution.

Before the President was even done
speaking yesterday, the tea party and
many Republicans had already made up
their minds that there was nothing to
talk about, no room for compromise;
that there is no other view than their
own.

When I first arrived in the other
body, we may have had very clear and
fundamental differences, but we under-
stood we were there to govern. Now our
Republican colleagues seem to have
stopped governing in order to score po-
litical points and hope they can win an
election. The extreme wing of the Re-
publican Party is driving the legisla-
tive process and the Republican Party
to the darkest reaches of the political
spectrum, fundamentally threatening
the very notion of democracy. They
want what they want, and they want it
all. They will accept nothing less than
everything. But let’s not forget it was
Republican policies that got us here in
the first place.

It wasn’t long ago, not long after the
last Republican government shutdown
during another Democratic administra-
tion, when we had budget surpluses—
surpluses—as far as the eye could see.
The day Bill Clinton left office, he
handed President Bush a $236 billion
surplus, with a projected surplus of $5.6
trillion over the next 10 years. When
the Bush administration left office and
President Obama was sworn in after 8
years of Republican economic policies
that they are espousing, again, includ-
ing tax cuts to the wealthiest, two
wars waged unpaid for, turning a blind
eye to the excesses of Wall Street—the
new President faced an economy that
was at the abyss of a new depression.
The Republicans had turned a $236 bil-
lion budget surplus into a $1.3 trillion
budget deficit and projected shortfalls
of $8 trillion over the next decade.

Now they want to give more tax cuts
to millionaires and billionaires, losing
$700 billion on the revenue side over
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the next 10 years by extending the
Bush tax cuts and trillions more by
slashing tax rates for corporations and
millionaires without offsetting tax ex-
penditures. Those making more than $1
million a year would see tax cuts of
$125,000 each from the tax cuts and tens
of thousands of dollars more from the
proposed tax cuts, while people in my
State would lose $34 billion in health
benefits and 400,000 New Jerseyans end
up without health coverage at all.
They want to shift the balance to mil-
lionaires and billionaires while making
Draconian cuts to make up for the defi-
cits they create—cuts that do not re-
flect our values as a people and as a na-
tion.

So let me conclude by saying we all
agree we must do more to rein in
spending and get back to the kind of
surpluses Democrats created in the
1990s, but we can only get there
through a reasonable framework that
emphasizes shared prosperity and
shared fiscal responsibility to achieve
our common goal. The way we get
there is through negotiation and com-
promise, not from smoke and mirrors,
not through trickle-down theories that
have not worked, and strictly adhering
to an ideological political agenda that
fundamentally starts the clock all over
again on the battles for basic American
protections that were fought and won
in the last century.

Let’s not go back. Let’s protect
American values and Kkeep America
moving forward and working. As I have
said, you show me your budget and I
will show you your values.

The Republican vision of this Nation,
as defined in H.R. 1, does not represent
this Senator’s values. It is not the ful-
fillment of the American promise, idea
and ideal, and I do not believe it is who
we are as a people and what we want
our Nation to represent.

With that, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, it is amaz-
ing to me to be lectured to and hear
about how awful the tea party is from
folks who have never been to a tea
party to hear what the tea party rep-
resents. Come on down. Bring your
Huey Long rhetoric that there will be a
chicken in every pot and a windmill in
every backyard. Bring it down to the
tea party and let’s have a discussion.
Bring it out to the public.

We hear from those who want to lec-
ture the tea party about cutting spend-
ing. Who among these folks has voted
against an appropriations bill? We
haven’t even seen one this year. We
didn’t see a budget. We are spending $2
trillion that we don’t have, and they
are here blaming it on the tea party.

Who is in charge here? It is not the
tea party. Blame it on us. Give us an
appropriations bill. Give us a budget.
Do something constructive to fix the
fiscal problems we have up here.

They say compromise is the ideal.
They tell the tea party: You need to
compromise. But do you know what
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the compromise is? They want to raise
taxes. The debt commission wants to
raise taxes. The President wants to
raise taxes. That is what they are talk-
ing about.

Yesterday, the President said he is
going to cut $4 trillion. Well, try to
read what is going on here. He said he
was going to spend $46 trillion a month
ago in his budget. Before we even dis-
cuss his budget, he is going to cut $4
trillion off the $46 trillion he is going
to spend. These are no cuts. We will
spend more this year than we spent
last year. Forget about all the num-
bers, all the baselines, and forget about
6, 60, 30, 78, or 0, which is what the CBO
scored this yesterday—zero in cuts.
Forget about it and ask your Rep-
resentatives: Are we going to spend
more this year than last? If we are,
that is not a cut. Ask your Representa-
tives, ask your Senators: Will the def-
icit be more this year than last year?

The deficit will be bigger this year.
We threaten to shut down government
over nothing because we are not cut-
ting spending in any serious way. They
want to blame it on the tea party be-
cause in their secret caucus meetings
they have done a poll that says the tea
party could be the villain. Call them
“‘extreme,”’ call them all “‘tea
partiers,” say the tea party has ‘‘taken
over’’ the Republican Party.

Do you know what the tea party be-
lieves in? Good government. We believe
in balancing the budget, in reducing
spending. We have plans to fix Social
Security. We introduced a plan yester-
day. If the other side is serious about
fixing entitlements, we have a plan.
Come to us and work with us, but don’t
just come down here and call us names.

Before you send any more money to
Washington, ask your representatives
whether they are spending your money
wisely. Mr. President, $100 billion in
the budget last year is unaccounted
for. We don’t know where it was spent
or we think it was improperly spent—
$100 billion. In our senatorial offices we
get several million dollars. Some of us
want to be frugal with that and send
some back to the Treasury. We plan on
sending several hundred thousand dol-
lars back. We want to know where the
money goes. We are still not certain.
We have been asking for months.

Some people say that money is kept
in some fund for 3 years and may go
back. Other people told us that the
leadership spends that money. We don’t
have a definitive answer for even try-
ing to save a couple hundred thousand
dollars of your money that we have
control of.

The Pentagon spends a lot of money.
Are they spending the money wisely?
You don’t know because we cannot
audit them. Why? Because the Pen-
tagon tells us that they are too big to
audit. You heard about the companies
saying they are too big to fail. The
government now tells you they are too
big to be audited. We got a partial
audit of the Federal Reserve, and we
got some information from that.
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We are now fighting the war against
Qadhafi. Last month, we were giving
him money. We gave him some foreign
aid, and we helped to bail out his na-
tional bank. The national banks in
those countries are the leaders’ piggy
bank. Half of it is probably spirited off
to secret accounts in Switzerland. The
U.S. taxpayer bailed out Qadhafi’s
bank, and now we are bombing it.

The budget bill that we are talking
about has now been scored by the CBO
and will cut almost nothing—maybe a
couple hundred million dollars. It will
increase defense spending by $8 billion
and cut spending by $8 billion. The net
is about zero. Our deficit this year will
be bigger than last year. Our overall
spending will be bigger this year than
last year.

We are not yet serious in Wash-
ington. We have not yet recognized the
severity, the enormity, and the signifi-
cance of how big this deficit is. This
deficit is going to have serious reper-
cussions. The Chinese have bought over
$1 trillion of our debt, and the Japa-
nese, nearly a trillion.

The Japanese have suffered an enor-
mous national disaster. The question
is, Will they continue to buy our debt
or can they?

The other question is, How long can a
government continue to exist that
spends more than it brings in? On the
other side, they want to blame the tea
party or the Republicans or the rich
people. Do you know what. Both par-
ties are responsible—Republicans,
Democrats, Senators, Congressmen,
the President—everybody up here is re-
sponsible. It is not one party or the
other.

When Republicans were in charge,
they ran up the deficit. Now the Demo-
crats are in charge, and the main dif-
ference is that they are doing it faster.
The Republicans weren’t doing a good
job either during our time in power.

We have to understand that the peo-
ple can do things; not everything has
to be done up here. The States can do
things. We have to believe once again
in the American dream. Believing in
the American dream is not standing on
the floor and castigating rich people.
What is great about our country is that
any among us—any of our Kids—can
become rich people if they work hard,
g0 to school, and achieve. We live in a
mobile society, and that is what the
American dream is about. We got away
from Europe because all the land was
owned and stifled by the nobility. We
came here where there was plenty of
land and opportunity, and the Amer-
ican dream is believing in that.

The interesting thing is, when they
try to soak the rich—this old Huey
Long stuff—it is actually failing with
the American people because many of
us believe that our kids could gain
great wealth or great success. We still
believe in the American dream. If they
want to castigate that and say forget
about it and say what we need is just
more government, they need to explain
to people why they don’t believe in
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capitalism,
and why they don’t believe
greatness of America.

I still believe in America. I want to
get government out of the way. I think
we cannot have an America that suc-
ceeds until we are able to do something
about our debt crisis. I fear that no one
up here—or very few here—on either
side recognizes the severity and immi-
nence of this problem. My hope is that
before a crisis occurs in our country we
will begin to seriously discuss bal-
ancing our budget and have plans to do
so and seriously cut spending.

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I un-
derstand there are other colleagues on
the Senate floor. I want to speak for a
few minutes as chair of the Homeland
Security Appropriations Committee
and express my views about the vote
we are going to cast in a few hours rel-
ative to that committee.

To Senator PAUL, I say respectfully—
and it is going to be a lively debate—
that to a hungry family, a chicken in
the pot looks pretty good every now
and then, and there are literally mil-
lions of children, sadly, in this country
today who go home from school and
open the refrigerator or look on the
stove, and they can’t find a drumstick
anywhere. That is what this debate is
about.

No. 2, I used to love to hear President
Clinton say that one of our jobs here
was to create more millionaires. I be-
long to the DLC, and I am proud of it—
the Democratic Leadership Council. We
believe in creating opportunity that
comes along with responsibility and
creating paths forward to prosperity.

Most people I represent—including
tea party people—don’t believe compa-
nies such as GE—one of the biggest
companies in the world—should get
away with paying no taxes. I guess the
Senator from Kentucky thinks that is
a good idea. We don’t.

I also think most people I represent—
including the tea party—think people
who make over $1 million a year—not
millionaires or people who make
$250,000 a year, but people who make
over $1 million a year—could pay a lit-
tle more so that we could afford either
early childhood education or early
health care in an effective and efficient
way because people know—tea party
people and others—what a smart in-
vestment that is. This is going to be a
very interesting debate. I look forward
to it.

I rise as chairman of the Homeland
Security Appropriations Subcommittee
to discuss the full-year continuing res-
olution that the Senate will take up
today. For weeks, the press swirled
about a possible government shutdown.
Almost all of the attention was on who
would be blamed if the government
shut down. That has been averted for
the time being.

However, far too little attention has
been focused on the consequences of
the funding cuts that were proposed by

in the American dream,
in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the House. With some officials in Wash-
ington slashing budgets, terrorists con-
tinue to seek ways to do harm to this
Nation. Terrorists do not care about
‘“‘spending top lines” and ‘“‘CHIMPS.”
What the terrorists care about is find-
ing our vulnerabilities and exploiting
them to do harm to Americans, to tar-
get our military, and to damage our
economy.

In the State of the Union earlier this
year, the President stated that al-
Qaida and its affiliates continue to
plan attacks against us. He is stating
the truth. He stressed that extremists
are trying to inspire acts of violence by
those already within our borders. Ac-
cording to the Attorney General, in the
last 2 years, 126 individuals have been
indicted for terrorist-related activities,
including 50 United States citizens.
Homeland Security Secretary
Napolitano has said that the threat of
a terrorist attack is as high as it has
been since 9/11.

Recent events have served to high-
light the complicated dynamics of this
situation. The Fort Hood shooting hap-
pened, at the hands of a U.S. citizen.
The New York City subway bombing
attempt happened, at the hands of a
legal resident alien. The Times Square
bombing attempt happened, precip-
itated by a naturalized citizen. But we
also continue to face threats from
abroad. The 2009 Christmas day bomb-
ing attempt and the October 2010 air
cargo bombing attempt happened. We
face increasingly sophisticated daily
cyber attacks from countries and hack-
ers that desire to do us harm. Violence
in Mexico is at unprecedented levels
and there are concerns that the vio-
lence will spread across the border.

In addition to these threats, the De-
partment of Homeland Security also
must prepare for and respond to nat-
ural disasters. The earthquake and tsu-
nami in Japan and our memories of
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita remind us
of our need to be prepared for a cata-
strophic disaster.

The Homeland Security title of the
full-year continuing resolution con-
tains a 2-percent cut in funding. I am
particularly concerned about the treat-
ment of funding for FEMA disaster re-
covery efforts. We are currently facing
a shortfall of at least $1.2 billion this
year and $3 billion next year in the dis-
aster relief fund. These shortfalls are
the result of past catastrophic disas-
ters such as Hurricanes Katrina, Rita,
Gustav, and Ike, the Midwest floods of
2008, and the Tennessee floods of 2010.
At the insistence of the House, an addi-
tional $1 billion was provided on a non-
emergency basis to meet the fiscal
year 2011 shortfall. As a result of hav-
ing to absorb the additional $1 billion
within the DHS base budget, we were
forced to cut necessary investments in
our security, cuts of over 4 percent.

It makes no sense to cut programs
that prepare, prevent, and help us re-
spond to future disasters to pay the
costs of past catastrophic disasters.
Yet when you compare the full-year
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continuing resolution to the Omnibus
bill that we tried to bring to the floor
in December, we lost funding for 175 ca-
nine teams for explosives detection.
Despite the increasing threat of home-
grown terrorism, we lost $810 million
to equip and train first responders. We
lost funding for 1,300 handheld radi-
ation detectors and funding for five
Coast Guard boats and for 140 foot ice-
breakers. We lost funding for urban
search and rescue teams and funds to
deploy the latest technology for block-
ing cyber attacks on sensitive Federal
computer systems.

In the past, on a bipartisan basis, we
have funded the costs of catastrophic
disasters as an emergency. In fact, $110
billion out of $128 billion appropriated
for the FEMA disaster relief fund has
been appropriated as an emergency. We
simply cannot responsibly secure the
homeland and prepare for future disas-
ters if we are forced to absorb the costs
of past catastrophic disasters.

Mr. President, I am pleased to say
that we were successful in negotiations
with the House in eliminating some of
the most harmful cuts contained in
H.R. 1. The bill no longer contains
what I considered irresponsible cuts for
the Coast Guard, for Customs and Bor-
der Protection, for immigration en-
forcement efforts, for the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, and
for cyber security. But, the bill that
will be put before the Senate today
does not provide resources that are
commensurate with the threat that we
face. I believe this view is shared by a
large majority of independent observ-
ers. I will vote for this bill but urge
caution as we proceed to fiscal year
2012.

I remind my colleagues that it is es-
sential that we make decisions on how
to secure the homeland with the latest
information on the threats that we
face, not based on arbitrary spending
top lines that were produced during the
campaign. As we look ahead to drafting
the Homeland Security appropriations
bill for the fiscal year that begins in
October, it is time to get off the cam-
paign trail and work together on a
path forward for a more secure home-
land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, we have a
vote today on a measure to continue
spending for the Federal Government
for the next couple months. It amounts
to nearly $40 billion in cuts. That is a
good start. I think most Americans
would agree with that. But it is only a
start. We should now work together
across party lines to bring down our
long-term debt in a responsible way
that protects middle-income families
and, of course, as well the most vulner-
able in society.

We do have substantial cuts in this
bill today. In fact, there are record
cuts for what we know as discretionary
funding.

At the same time, though, we have to
get down to the more difficult business



April 14, 2011

of reducing deficit and debt and that
work is ahead of us. As we do that, we
have to make sure we are protecting
middle-income families and those who
are vulnerable.

This is a good start, but we should re-
member what families are going
through right now, families all across
the country, where one member of that
family—sometimes more—has lost
their job. In Pennsylvania, for exam-
ple, we have over 500,000 people out of
work. Fortunately, that number has
come down since last summer. Last
summer, it was approaching 600,000;
now it is about 511,000. But we need to
bring that number down.

As families are making decisions,
they have to make some difficult
choices, especially those who lost a job,
a home or sometimes both but even
families who are not living through the
horrific crisis of unemployment and
joblessness, even families where one or
two members of that family are work-
ing. Those families, as well, have to
make difficult choices. That is the way
we should approach this, as a family or
at least to do our best to imitate what
families have to do every day of the
week and to make those difficult
choices.

We are facing a deficit and debt set of
facts and a challenge we have never
faced in the Nation’s history, and we
have to be responsive to that. I spent a
decade in State government in Penn-
sylvania as the auditor general of the
State and, in the last 2 years in that
decade, as treasurer. I know a lot about
cutting waste, fraud, and abuse, how to
identify it, how to cut it out, and how
to make change. That is why I was so
heartened by what I saw in a GAO re-
port last month.

On March 1, the GAO released a re-
port entitled ‘‘Opportunities to Reduce
Potential Duplication in Government
Programs, Save Tax Dollars, and En-
hance Revenue.” It should serve as one
measure, but it should serve as a how-
to guide to reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse in government. It is all there.

Here are some of the highlights. The
report identified numerous areas of the
Federal budget where unnecessary du-
plication, overlap or fragmentation
exist. By some estimates, addressing
these redundancies could save more
than $100 billion and potentially as
much as $200 billion. It is not going to
reduce the deficit by as much as we
need to reduce it, but that, as well, is
a very good start, a good place to look.
We need to take a hard look at reports
such as that and take action.

I voted to support an amendment last
week that would require the Office of
Management and Budget to imme-
diately cut at least $5 billion in waste-
ful and duplicative spending in govern-
ment programs. I was happy to see that
pass the Senate. This is another step, a
first step, and a good start, in addition
to what we are doing today by cutting
almost $40 billion. But we have to cut
spending in a way that is smart. We
have to cut spending in a way that is
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smart enough to realize that those de-
cisions have to contribute to economic
growth to keep the economy in a State
such as Pennsylvania and a country
such as America growing. We have to
continue to grow as we cut, and we
have to continue to create jobs as we
cut. We cannot do one and not the
other.

The Federal budget should also re-
flect not just our national priorities
but our values as well. This holds true
in the budget we are about to debate,
the 2012 budget. Unfortunately, what
Republican Members in the House have
proposed for the upcoming fiscal year
puts the entire burden of reducing the
deficit on older citizens, students, and
middle-income families. That does not
sound like a family to me. That does
not sound like working together, com-
ing together on a plan, everyone trying
to sacrifice, everyone trying to pitch
in. It sounds as if we are placing the
burden on members of the family who
should not bear the whole burden.

The Republican plan would end Medi-
care as we know it. It is as simple as
that. It would end Medicare as we
know it. In Pennsylvania, that means
2.2 million people who are Medicare
beneficiaries would be directly and ad-
versely impacted. These are not just
numbers and statistics. It happens to
be 2.2 million people. But who are
they? They are people who fought our
wars. They are people who worked in
our factories. They are people who
built this economy over many genera-
tions. They are people who took care of
our children, taught our children,
cared for our children. These are people
who gave all of us life and love, and we
are going to come in with a Medicare
scheme to just put the burden on them
and say we have done deficit reduction?
I do not think that is what a family
does, and I do not think that is what
America has done or will ever do.

We worked hard to reduce out-of-
pocket costs for beneficiaries under the
affordable care act. The Republican
House plan will double—double—out-
of-pocket expenses, according to the
Congressional Budget Office. The Re-
publican plan does nothing to reduce
health costs or reform the health care
delivery system. It does nothing at all
to do that. What it does is shift costs
to older citizens and people with dis-
abilities.

The GOP plan in the House targets
health care spending. Here is what it
does: It cuts over $770 billion out of
Medicaid by converting it to a block
grant program. What does that mean?
It means that those who are supposed
to be able to rely on the good services
provided in Medicaid have to shoulder
the burden. Medicaid provides health
care to the most vulnerable people in
our society. Older citizens living in
nursing homes, in many instances, mil-
lions of them rely on Medicaid, not al-
ways just Medicare. Children, tens of
millions—I think the number right now
is about 27 million to be exact—27 mil-
lion people rely on Medicaid and people
with disabilities.
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As we look to reform our budget and
to reduce the deficit and debt as we
must, we should not take steps that
will harm children by some of the pro-
posals we see for Medicaid.

About one-third of rural children in
America are beneficiaries of Medicaid
or the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. We should remember that when
we are thinking about what Medicaid
is.

By every measure, Medicaid is both
cost-effective and an essential lifeline
for our children. Many people know
about the early periodic screening, di-
agnosis, and treatment provisions
within Medicaid. It is the gold standard
for how poor children get their health
care.

Thank goodness, we have had that in
place all these decades. But we have
people now who want to eliminate that
basic gold standard in health care.

We have a long way to go. We have a
lot of work to do. We have much work
to do on the deficit and debt, and we
have to get to that. We still have to re-
duce spending. We did reduce it by a
record amount in the bill we are voting
on today. But as we do this, just as
families have to come together and
share burdens and cut costs, we have to
remember our approach should be simi-
lar to any American family. Unfortu-
nately, there are some people around
here who do not seem to understand
that, that we need to approach this as
a family approaches it and not place all
the burden on the vulnerable—on chil-
dren, older citizens, and those who
sometimes do not have a voice in
Washington.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, in a few
minutes, we are going to be voting on
the continuing resolution which our
House colleagues are voting on lit-
erally as we speak. I wish to address
that briefly, but I must comment on
one of the things my colleague from
Pennsylvania said.

He is critical of the Ryan budget but
does not appear to have read the Ryan
budget because I know he would not de-
liberately mischaracterize it. He is
wrong in several respects, and I will
cite one example. He said the Ryan
budget will end Medicare as we know it
and that millions of seniors will be di-
rectly affected. That is simply not
true, unless we count someone as a sen-
ior who is 53 or 54 years old. The Ryan
budget does not affect anyone above
the age of 54 with respect to Medicare.
It says, if you have Medicare and you
are 55 or older, nothing changes for
you. All we do is provide premium sup-
port for those age 54 and below.

It is simply incorrect to say millions
of seniors would be directly affected by
the Ryan budget with respect to their
Medicare coverage.

Let me go back to the point of our
discussion right now. As I said, we will
be voting very soon on the continuing
resolution. This is the final continuing
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resolution, we can finally say, for the
fiscal year 2011, that funds the govern-
ment for the rest of this fiscal year. It
does mark the end of a long and hard-
fought process. I am pleased we have
been able to cut billions of dollars from
the Federal Government and avoid a
government shutdown.

It is true $38 billion in spending cuts
represents a tiny fraction of the Fed-
eral budget, and it is less than many of
us would have liked. But those who
have been critical of the deal, saying it
does not go far enough, should keep
three points in mind.

First of all, our fiscal problems were
not created in a day and will not be
solved in one budget. It is a good start.
It is like the weight I put on. It took
me a long time to add the 10 or 12 extra
pounds, and I am not going to get them
off overnight. It will take me time to
get them off.

The budget agreement begins a proc-
ess that is critical to beginning the re-
duction of our deficit. The agreement
will enact the largest nondefense
spending cut in dollar terms in Amer-
ican history, just months after Presi-
dent Obama asked Congress for a
spending freeze that would have pro-
vided no cuts whatsoever.

The Wall Street Journal points out:

Domestic discretionary spending grew by 6
percent in 2008, 11 percent in 2009, and 14 per-
cent in 2010, but this year will fall by 4 per-
cent. That’s no small reversal.

I believe they are correct.

Second, no one got everything they
wanted. Some wanted more in cuts,
some wanted less. I would have pre-
ferred we cut more, but this was the
best deal we could get that could pass
both Chambers of Congress and signed
by the President.

Third, this debate has altered the
conversation about spending, and that
is a good thing. As columnist William
McGurn wrote Wednesday, during the
budget negotiations, Speaker BOEHNER
helped change the national debate over
spending ‘‘from ‘stimulus’ and ‘invest-
ment’ to ‘how much spending we need
to cut’—which is why [the President]
press[ed] the reset button’ in his
speech this week on spending and debt.
I think Mr. McGurn is correct. We have
changed the fight from how much
money we are going to spend on stim-
ulus to how much we are going to cut
from this and future budgets.

Once the final 2011 budget passes, and
we move on to the much larger discus-
sion about the 2012 budget, we will be
talking not about saving billions but
about saving trillions of dollars. The
problem, as we all know, is a $14 tril-
lion debt, with a large amount of that
owned by China and by other foreign
countries. It also represents over $53
trillion in unfunded liabilities.

In May, our Nation is expected to hit
its debt ceiling, and the President has
asked us to increase that ceiling. Sen-
ate Republicans and House Repub-
licans—and I believe many Democrats
as well—have said that in order to
raise the debt ceiling, we need to do
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something significant about the debt
and about constraining future spend-
ing. The longer we wait, the worse the
problems will get. They are exacer-
bated over time. And we are not going
to raise the debt ceiling without ensur-
ing we don’t have to keep on doing it in
the future.

Raising taxes, as the President pro-
posed, will not be helpful in this proc-
ess. It is disappointing the only specific
proposal the President laid out in his
speech yesterday was, in fact, this call
for higher taxes. Speaker BOEHNER has
said raising taxes is a nonstarter, and I
imagine the vast majority of Senate
Republicans will take that position as
well. Most Americans do not believe
that we are undertaxed but that Wash-
ington has a spending problem.

I will briefly go over a few of the bet-
ter ideas our conference has been dis-
cussing, which I think could attract
support from both sides of the aisle.

First is a balanced budget amend-
ment, which all Senate Republicans
have cosponsored. This should not
serve as a means to raise taxes but as
a mechanism to ensure the Federal
Government has to live within its
means each year, just as most Amer-
ican families do.

Second, I believe there is strong sup-
port in the Republican caucus for a
constitutional spending limitation at
18 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct. Why 18 percent? Because that is
roughly equal to the revenue as a per-
centage of gross domestic product over
the last 40 years. An 18-percent spend-
ing limit would stop Washington from
spending more than it takes in each
year.

And third—and I am glad to see the
Senator from Missouri in the Chair
while I pass on this compliment—Sen-
ators Corker and McCaskill have spon-
sored the Commitment to American
Prosperity Act, known as the CAP Act.
I strongly support their legislation. It
would cap both mandatory and discre-
tionary spending and put all govern-
ment spending on the table.

Beginning in 2013, the CAP Act would
establish Federal spending limits that
would, over 10 years, reduce spending
to 20.6 percent of the gross domestic
products. That is the average of the
last 40 years. To reduce any gamesman-
ship, the bill codifies the definition for
emergency spending.

I know some of my colleagues on this
side of the aisle wish to see even more
dramatic reductions as a part of the
CAP Act. I will note the Corker-
McCaskill proposal is responsible and
mainstream and it could, hopefully, at-
tract a good deal of support from both
sides of the aisle.

Over in the House of Representatives,
there are also some good ideas. Budget
Committee Chairman PAUL RYAN has
been a leader on fiscal issues, and that
Chamber will soon consider his budget
plan for the next fiscal year. Chairman
RYAN believes this blueprint could re-
verse Washington’s trend of spending
beyond its means and passing the debt
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on to our children and grandchildren,
and I believe he is on target. His budg-
et reflects the kind of difficult and po-
litically unpopular choices lawmakers
will need to make in order to do some-
thing about our unsustainable spending
and debt.

Perhaps that is why Democrat Er-
skine Bowles, head of the President’s
deficit commission, praised the Ryan
budget as ‘‘a serious, honest and
straightforward approach.” Notably,
Mr. Bowles and his cochairman Alan
Simpson said the President’s budget
““doesn’t go nearly far enough in ad-
dressing the Nation’s fiscal chal-
lenges.”

Chairman RYAN’s budget would re-
turn Federal spending—specifically
what is known as nondefense discre-
tionary spending—to 2008 levels. That
is the level before the massive spending
unleashed by the Obama administra-
tion. The spending cuts proposed in
Ryan’s budget total $5.8 trillion over 10
years.

In a recent article, John Taylor, an
economics professor at Stanford, Gary
Becker, a Nobel prize winner, and
George Shultz, former Secretary of
Labor, Treasury, and State, wrote:

Credible actions that reduce the rapid
growth of Federal spending and debt will
raise economic growth and lower the unem-
ployment rate.

They also said:

Higher private investment, not more gov-
ernment purchases, is the surest way to in-
crease prosperity.

Reducing government spending can
increase economic productivity and
jobs.

President Obama has sought to stim-
ulate the economy and create jobs by
spending trillions of government dol-
lars. What has that gotten us? RECORD
deficits, excess borrowing—about 40
cents of every dollar the government
now spends will have to be borrowed—
and it has gotten us stubbornly high
unemployment.

Chairman RYAN’s budget also calls
for tax reform through sensible and
growth-promoting policies. The budget
contemplates a top tax rate of 25 per-
cent for individuals and businesses.
Currently, the tax rate on business is
35 percent, the highest of all of the
countries in the developed world. That
rate, by the way, discourages invest-
ment, it discourages job creation, and
it makes America an expensive place in
which to do business. In effect, it en-
courages business to move their oper-
ations overseas, something all of us are
very concerned about.

What we need are solutions that em-
phasize the strength of American en-
trepreneurs and our private sector, not
the government; to spur the economy
and help put people back to work.

In the debate ahead, I hope we can
engage in serious discussions about
how to take on our fiscal problems in a
responsible way—to bring down the
cost of government, boost our economy
and promote economic growth. That is
what Americans are looking for, and it
is what our country needs.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I rise
to make a parliamentary inquiry.

The Senate will soon receive from
the House legislation to fund the Fed-
eral Government for the rest of this
year—H.R. 1473. Normally, spending
bills such as this one go through the
Appropriations Committee. Despite the
fact that this spending bill the Senate
will soon take up covers funding for
the entire Federal Government, includ-
ing all appropriations bills for the
year, it was never even considered by
the House or Senate Appropriations
Committees.

Snuck into this massive spending bill
are legislative provisions that typi-
cally are not allowed by Senate rules
to be included in the appropriations
process. The Senate has a rule—rule
XVI—that prohibits Senate legislative
amendments to an appropriations bill.
Despite this Senate rule, the spending
bill the Senate will consider today in-
cludes provisions that are clearly legis-
lative in nature. Specifically, I am re-
ferring to section 1858 of the spending
bill which repeals free choice vouchers
from the affordable care act that be-
came law last year.

There should be no doubt that repeal-
ing a law or part of a law is legislating.
In this case, section 1858 repeals part of
the Internal Revenue Code. Amending
the Internal Revenue Code is general
legislation, not the appropriation of
funds. In fact, the Congressional Budg-
et Office has actually determined that
free choice vouchers involve no appro-
priation of funds whatsoever.

Madam President, my parliamentary
inquiry is whether repealing free
choice vouchers in the spending bill the
Senate will soon consider is legislating
on an appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that repealing any law
is legislative in nature, and repealing a
law in an appropriations bill is legis-
lating on an appropriations bill.

Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Chair for
making this very clear; that repealing
free choice vouchers—the opportunity
to come up with a marketplace-ori-
ented approach for people in a health
care no man’s land—in this spending
bill is clearly legislating on an appro-
priations bill and that is not the way
the Senate traditionally does business.

If this provision were brought up in
the Senate, we now know it would be
ruled out of order. It would be ruled
out of order because in the Senate we
simply do not legislate on appropria-
tions bills. The Senate doesn’t legislate
on appropriations bills for a simple
reason. Every Senator knows it would
be open season for the special interest
lobbyists all over this town.

The administration and this body
took a stand earlier this year against
earmarking—something the Chair is
very much aware of—and I wish to
quote from the President’s State of the
Union Address. The President said: The
American people deserve to know that
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special interests aren’t larding up leg-
islation with pet projects. Both parties
in Congress should know this: If a bill
comes to my desk with earmarks inside
it, I will veto it.

Madam President, I wish to have
somebody explain the difference be-
tween letting a lobbyist slip an ear-
mark into an appropriations bill and
slipping legislative language into an
appropriations bill that benefits a
whole array of special interest lobby-
ists. It sure seems to have the same ef-
fect to me.

I am not certain who proposed elimi-
nating free choice vouchers in this ap-
propriations deal. Maybe a lobbyist
asked for it or maybe some staffer with
special interest sympathies saw an op-
portunity to send the lobbyist what
one lobbyist called today ‘‘an early
BEaster gift.” But either way, I know
with 100 percent certainty this decision
was not made with the public interest
in mind. The American people are not
the ones who benefit from eliminating
free choice vouchers. The American
people like the idea of being able to
have choices for their health care—
choices, I would point out, that are
much like the ones we have as Mem-
bers of Congress.

The fact is this is one provision in
the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act that combined the thinking of
colleagues on both sides of the aisle—
Democrats who wanted to expand cov-
erage and Republicans who have an in-
terest in choice and competition. This
was the one provision that provided a
concrete path to holding down health
care costs, and it has now been gutted
by the special interests.

Some special interests are arguing
that free choice vouchers would in
some way harm employer-based health
coverage. What we know for certain is
that for the group of people who could
access a free choice voucher, the em-
ployer-based health system is dysfunc-
tional. It is dysfunctional for them.
The group of people who are covered by
free choice vouchers—folks who aren’t
eligible for the exchanges and folks
who aren’t eligible for subsidies—now
have only two choices: coverage that is
completely unavailable or coverage
that is completely unaffordable.

The chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, at the time free choice
vouchers was accepted, specifically
talked about how this filled a gap in
the bill. And now, with it gone, more
than 300,000 Americans aren’t going to
have a path to affordable, good quality
coverage. Free choice vouchers were
needed at the time we worked on the
affordable care act and they are even
more necessary today.

For example, the Kaiser Family
Foundation, in their most recent anal-
ysis, has demonstrated how consist-
ently, again and again, more health
care costs are being shifted onto the
backs of American workers. In their
most recent analysis, they found that
employee health expenses in the last
yvear have gone up 14 percent, and the
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employee was eating almost all of that.
Almost all of it was being shifted onto
the backs of the workers.

This was important today—it was
important when we moved originally to
enact the legislation. It is even more
important today. The fact is, these in-
dividuals are only looking for another
path because the system does not work
for them. If it worked for them, we
would not even have an issue. But as
the chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee pointed out, this is a gap in
the system, a gap that, had we been
able to sustain free choice vouchers
and stop the lobbyists from stripping
them out, we would have had a way to
ensure that hundreds and hundreds of
thousands of hard-working Ameri-
cans—these are folks who work at
jobs—would still be able to go to sleep
at night knowing they had decent,
good-quality, affordable coverage for
themselves and their families.

The Senate does not legislate on ap-
propriations bills because, as the Presi-
dent said so appropriately, we should
be working to rebuild people’s faith in
the institution of government. We do
not slip legislative language into these
kinds of bills that benefits a few spe-
cial interest groups at the expense of
hundreds of thousands of Americans.
This is not the way we do business.

Throughout 2009, I promised my con-
stituents that I would not support
health care reforms unless they were
real reforms. This legislation lets spe-
cial interest groups take real reform
out of the health care law. It seems to
me that, all over this town, the special
interest groups are looking at the bill
and they are saying now it is going to
be possible, if we can just find, behind
closed doors, some allies to take away
real cost containment, real opportuni-
ties for good-quality, affordable cov-
erage for people. This legislation takes
real reform out of the health care law.
Because I keep my promises, I will not
support it.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
the last 2 weeks have been very good
weeks for this country and this Con-
gress. We are passing a continuing res-
olution and funding the Government
and not letting the government close
makes a great deal of sense. I think
that was very much to the better. Even
more important, we now will have a
significant debate, over the next few
months, about what this country
should be like over the next several
decades. That is very important for our
country. It is what we should be doing.
I salute Congressman RYAN for laying
out on the table a vision and Speaker
BOEHNER for supporting it.
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I disagree with that vision, but they
did have the forthrightness and the di-
rectness to put their views on the floor.
It is a different vision than what Amer-
ica is today.

I also salute President Obama. He
joined the issue yesterday, clearly,
without obfuscation, directly, and
showed the many places where he dif-
fered with Congressman RYAN. He laid
out a different vision as to where
America should go. In a minute, I will
discuss my views of those visions, but I
wish to say this at the outset: It is
very good to have this debate. I hope
this will be a month or two in which
there will be invective and there will
be clashes, but I hope, at the end of the
day, the debate between the Repub-
lican vision of where America should
go and the Democratic vision—between
Congressman RYAN and President
Obama—will be one of those times
when historians will look back and say
this is a place where America, through
its Congress and its President, chose a
direction. That is, after all, why we are
here.

We have many different issues to
consider, but the role of government,
what it should do and what it should
not, is probably the most important for
the next several decades. The fact that
the issue has been joined by Congress-
man RYAN on the one hand and Presi-
dent Obama on the other can only be
good for America. What we will do is
come to a conclusion, hopefully, in the
next month or two. Let me give my
views of those two visions.

Yesterday, President Obama deliv-
ered a thoughtful, inspired speech
about the need to rein in our out-of-
control deficit. He called for a com-
prehensive approach, including cuts to
defense and mandatory spending, and
he rightfully put revenue on the table.
His is a serious plan, one that would re-
duce the deficit by $4 trillion over the
next 12 years. As only a President can
do, he powerfully framed the debate
that will likely continue to rage, cer-
tainly for the next several months and
probably over the next year and a
half—long after we resolve the debt
ceiling. This is a debate the American
people want to have. It is a debate
Democrats are ready and eager to en-
gage in. It is a debate we believe we
will win. We have the high ground.

The House Republican plan puts the
middle class last instead of first. It will
never ever pass the Senate, and we
know the American people will reject
it as well. The debate we just con-
cluded, the debate about the CR, was
about spending levels. The debate
ahead of us is about more than spend-
ing levels, it is about the role of gov-
ernment itself.

House Republicans are not trying to
balance the budget—no. They are try-
ing to fundamentally alter Americans’
relationship with their government.
They believe the message of the last
election was that Americans wanted a
dramatic change, a great limitation in
how much the Government should do.
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It is our view, as Democrats, that the
American people gave us two messages.
First, deal with the deficit. There is
too much spending. I say, as a party,
we ignore that message at our peril,
but we have not ignored that message,
neither in the CR nor in the Presi-
dent’s proposals.

The American people sent a second
message as loudly and as strongly as
the first; that is, grow the economy,
help the middle class continue to have
better lives, as they have over the last
five decades, make sure there are
meaningful jobs in America. I believe a
budget that reflects the American peo-
ple’s view has to do both these things:
reduce the deficit but keep that Amer-
ican dream ©brightly burning, the
American dream that the American
middle class holds, which says the odds
are quite good that we will be doing
better 10 years from today than we are
doing now and the odds are better still
that our children will do better than
we. That is what we believe American
people told us to do.

We believe the budget revealed by
Congressman RYAN and supported by
Republicans is not what the American
people want. It is a negative, pessi-
mistic message. It is a message that
says the great days of America are over
and we do not believe it is what the
people want. As we go through this de-
bate, we shall see how that comes out.
I believe we will prevail.

The Republican budget unveiled last
week by Chairman RYAN is, on closer
inspection, not a serious document.
The pundits and political handicappers
may have hailed it as a bold, daring ap-
proach to the fiscal challenges facing
our country, but a closer examination
reveals that Ryan’s budget hews ex-
actly to his parties’ orthodoxy. It does
not gore a single Republican ox. The
House Republican budget puts the en-
tire burden of reducing the deficit on
seniors, students, and middle-class
families. At the same time, it protects
corporate welfare for oil companies,
gives giant new tax breaks to million-
aires and billionaires, and leaves Pen-
tagon spending almost completely un-
touched.

Consider what PAUL RYAN wants to
do to Medicare. His plan ends Medicare
as we know it and replaces it with a
private voucher system that will cut
benefits. Seniors would be left to fend
for themselves with no guarantee of af-
fordable coverage. They would have to
pay thousands of dollars more out of
their pockets.

As this chart shows, under the cur-
rent Medicare system, the average sen-
ior on Medicare in 2022 will contribute
about 25 percent of the cost of their
health care. But under the Ryan plan,
seniors would have to pay 68 percent of
the cost of coverage themselves accord-
ing to the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office.

That is an outrageous burden. Sim-
ply put, it would drive many seniors
into poverty. This generation of sen-
iors, the first generation who was able
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to say they could retire and not go to
bed every night sweating about how
they were going to pay for health care
if they or their spouse got an illness,
would be the last generation to do so
under PAUL RYAN’s vision.

In America, we have said we have
bounty. And some of that bounty
should go to those in their golden
years, to those who worked hard and
who built the country and who raised
the families and fought the wars. They
should not have to worry that they
could not afford health care if, God for-
bid, a serious illness afflicted them.
The Ryan budget turns its back on that
vision.

Republicans have been patting them-
selves on the back recently for tack-
ling entitlement reform, but their ap-
proach is nothing more than a rigid,
ideological quest to unravel the social
safety net.

Medicare certainly has cost issues,
but a better way to protect and pre-
serve Medicare for future generations
is to cut out the waste and inefficiency
that everyone knows exists, not to pri-
vatize the program. Our plan is simple
when it comes to Medicare: Mend it, do
not end it. In the health care reform
law, we made a good downpayment on
this effort. We began to shift Medicare
in the larger health care system from
an expensive, fee-for-service model to-
ward a system that pays providers for
episodes of care. The truth is, when it
comes to reining in the cost of Medi-
care, the President did it first, and he
did it better. We Democrats are willing
to build off that law. We can make fur-
ther reforms to the delivery system. It
needs further reforms. And we will fur-
ther drive down the costs. The Ryan
budget reverses progress we have al-
ready made and in doing so reopens the
doughnut hole, further burdening sen-
iors’ budgets.

It is bad enough that the Ryan budg-
et ends Medicare as we know it and in-
creases costs for seniors, but just as
egregious is what RYAN proposes to do
with all the money he takes from sen-
iors on Medicare. As this second chart
shows and as the President said yester-
day, House Republicans want to give
millionaires a new tax cut of $200,000.
To pay for it, it would make 33 seniors
each pay $6,000 more for health care.
What kind of vision is that? The Ryan
budget uses Medicare cuts to reduce
the tax rate on millionaires and bil-
lionaires to 25 percent from 35 percent.
That is the lowest level since 1931 when
Herbert Hoover was President. The
Ryan budget reduces taxes on the rich
to the lowest level since 1931, the Hoo-
ver era, the era of the Great Depres-
sion.

I have nothing against the rich. God
bless them. Many of them are living
the American dream. They are what
many of us aspire to be. But in order to
keep that dream alive and get our
country on firmer fiscal footing, we
need a little shared sacrifice. Demo-
crats want to work with Republicans to
get our fiscal house in order, but we be-
lieve the best way to do it is to end the
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millionaires’ tax break, not cut Medi-
care benefits.

Let me be clear. A grand bargain on
long-term deficit reduction is next to
impossible unless we look at raising
revenue. Unfortunately, Republican
leaders are already trying to rule out
revenue. If the other side refuses to
even consider savings in the Tax Code,
they will lose credibility with the
American people. We simply cannot
balance the budget by focusing solely
on domestic discretionary spending, a
narrow 12 percent slice of the budget.
Cancer research and Head Start did not
create our current deficit problem, and
we will not fix it by going after cancer
research and Head Start.

Thankfully, many rank-and-file Re-
publicans seem to agree with the need
to put revenue on the table. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, a true fiscal con-
servative, said a blanket defense of all
tax cuts is profoundly misguided. My
Republican friend from Nebraska said
Republicans need to keep an open mind
and keep everything on the table, in-
cluding revenue. My Republican friend
from Georgia had said that revenue,
along with entitlement cuts, should be
part of the budget compromise. My
friend from Tennessee, with whom I
work closely on the Rules Committee,
said that tax subsidies for big oil ‘“‘may
be too expensive.” As you can see,
many of my colleagues are prepared to
tackle this challenge with, to use the
phrase of the Republican Senator from
Nebraska, ‘‘an open mind.”

The bottom line is that any budget
that leaves defense and revenue off the
table is ultimately untenable. Indeed, a
dollar cut from defense spending re-
duces the deficit just as much as a dol-
lar cut from domestic discretionary
spending. While there is certainly
waste on the domestic discretionary
side of the budget, there is also cer-
tainly waste on the defense side.

While we are certainly open to com-
promise, Democrats will not tolerate
the House Republican budget assault
on Medicare. It is not fair, it is not
right, and it will never, never pass the
Senate.

I am hopeful that both parties in
both Chambers of Congress will come
together to reach a reasonable, respon-
sible deficit deal, but in order to do
that, Republican leaders need to take
off their ideological straitjackets.
They can start by going to the drafting
room and coming up with a fairer,
more broad-based proposal than the
Ryan budget.

In conclusion, Speaker BOEHNER
needed Democrats to pass this year’s
budget, and he will need Democrats to
pass a long-term deficit reduction plan
as well. The sooner he abandons the tea
party, the sooner we can have a com-
promise.

We hope the coming debate will yield
a sound, serious deal. That is our hope.
That is our wish. That is what the next
few months are about. If it doesn’t, we
Democrats will have to take this con-
trast of priorities into 2012. We know
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that in that battle, too, we will have
the high ground.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I see
my distinguished colleagues, the senior
Senator from Hawaii and the senior
Senator from Mississippi, the leaders
of our Appropriations Committee, on
the floor. I just ask if I may be able to
continue for 2 or 3 minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. Please.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the extremely hard work the
majority leader—and I have told him
this—and the President—I have told
him that—and our distinguished chair-
man—I have told him that—the work
they have done to get the best possible
deal under extremely difficult cir-
cumstances.

I now understand that with the final
resolution, I will not be able to vote for
it, as I assume others in the Vermont
delegation will not. I am afraid that it
creates an impossible bargain. It averts
a government shutdown at the expense
of our overall national interests.

This year, Congress spent most of its
time negotiating three rounds of deep-
er and deeper cuts in the current year’s
budget, an exercise in oftentimes mis-
guided wheel-spinning which ignores
the fact that discretionary spending is
but a relative fraction of the overall
budget while addressing some of the
most pressing and urgent needs of ordi-
nary Americans. Advocates paint this
agreement in moral terms. I agree with
them. Budgets are about our real prior-
ities.

There is so much in this budget pack-
age that is inconsistent with basic
Vermont and American values. Drastic
cuts ending hunger programs for low-
income women and children, elimi-
nation of Vermont’s weatherization
program, and cuts to economic devel-
opment programs that grow jobs in my
State of Vermont are not my idea of
prudent sacrifices. There is no moral
credit to Congress to cut vouchers for
homeless Vermont veterans who served
their country honorably, nor does Con-
gress cover itself in glory by denying
first-generation Vermonters help in
going to college because of cuts to the
TRIO Program. Is there moral good in
eliminating housing counseling for
low-income families facing foreclosure
or slashing small stipends for seniors
who are on Meals on Wheels? The esti-
mates of these cuts in my little State
range as high as $150 million—a tre-
mendous burden at a time when we
face the worst time since the Great De-
pression.

The reason we are here, as a column
pointed out very well in our national
papers yesterday, is because even
though we had an agreement to pass an
omnibus bill last December, at the last
minute, those on the other side of the
aisle who had agreed on that reneged,
and of course we were not able to get
the 60 votes necessary in the Senate.

I had supported that omnibus budget
bill even though there were enormous
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cuts in it. It would have enacted tens
of Dbillions of dollars in carefully
drawn, reasonable reductions below the
White House budget proposal. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii had
worked very hard and encouraged us to
make cut after cut after cut. We all
agreed with him. I agreed with him. It
was in the omnibus. And if that had
passed, we would not be here. But be-
cause those who had agreed to support
it changed their minds at the last
minute, it killed the omnibus bill and
it forced the Congress into a series of
stopgap funding bills and now into a
slapdash continuing resolution.

In addition to the cuts in the omni-
bus bill, I also supported reductions of
billions more, and I voted for billions
of dollars in cuts and short-term reduc-
tions in the continuing resolutions ear-
lier this year.

Now, some who tout this round of
cuts as the most important and as the
largest cuts in discretionary spending
in history are the same ones who
pushed through hundreds of billions of
dollars of tax cuts to companies that
ship jobs overseas—American jobs
overseas—greatly adding to the profits
of our o0il companies that are now
charging us $4 a gallon for gas and
more; pushed through for multimillion-
aires, many of whom said they did not
want the tax cuts—pushed it through
nonetheless.

The correlation between those spend-
ing cuts and those unfunded tax cuts is
direct. It is unflattering to the pro-
ponents of both initiatives.

Frankly, I am tired of being lectured
on fiscal sanity from those who voted
for an unnecessary war in Iraq, saying
that is because of 9/11, even though, as
we know from every single report that
has come out, Iraq had absolutely
nothing to do with 9/11. But we spent $1
trillion, thousands of American lives,
tens of thousands of other peoples lives
in Iraq, and then, for the first time in
the history of this country, instead of
paying for a war, as we always have in
the past, we say: Oh, no, we will borrow
the money. And by the way, we will
give you a tax cut too.

So who paid for that war in Iraq? The
men and women who valiantly fought
there and their families who waited,
wondering if they would come back
alive, broken, or dead, and often were
given the worst and grimmest news.
They are the only ones who sacrificed.
Everybody else got a tax cut, and we
borrowed the money from China and
everywhere else to pay for a war we
should have never been in, and $1 tril-
lion later, 10 years later, we are still
spending tens of billions of dollars
there.

Some corporations—some others
made a lot of money; we did not. And
then we spend another 8 or 9 years that
we should not have been in Afghani-
stan doing the same thing—borrowing
the money for that.

It seems that our soldiers paid a
great burden, and the American people
paid a great burden. But boy, some
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made out like bandits. I don’t want any
lectures from those who gave the ban-
dits their bag of gold.

I yield the floor.

——————

FISCAL YEAR 2011 SAFER
PROGRAM

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
want to highlight an important provi-
sion that is included in the Homeland
Security division of this bill. It is re-
lated to the firefighter hiring program
known as SAFER. In 2009 and 2010, Con-
gress approved waivers for several re-
strictions of the SAFER grant program
because in this economic downturn fire
departments were struggling to meet
those requirements. By adding this
flexibility to the program, fire depart-
ments were able to make the best use
of the funding provided in fiscal years
2009 and 2010. A provision in this bill
maintains three of the same waivers
for fiscal year 2011 and specifically al-
lows for the grants to be used to retain
and/or rehire personnel, to supplant
local funds, and a local match is not re-
quired. While some might argue that it
is a local responsibility to hire fire-
fighters, it has been made clear dis-
aster after disaster—and especially in-
cluding catastrophic events such as the
9/11 attacks and Hurricane Katrina—
that firefighters are the first people we
call on from all over the Nation to
serve in a national response. Of course,
I supported the inclusion of all six
waivers contained in the Inouye
amendment. Through negotiations we
were able to secure the provisions that
allow for the retention and/or rehiring
of firefighters, the waiver of a cost
share, and the ability to supplant local
funds.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank my sub-
committee chairman for highlighting
this important provision. Ensuring
that the SAFER grants are available to
retain and/or rehire firefighters and
waiving match requirements will pro-
vide communities the assistance they
need in these tough times.

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, much
attention has been given to how the
Ryan plan ends Medicare as we know it
by turning Medicare into a voucher
program.

For example, on April 6, 2011, AARP
wrote to Congressman RYAN:

Today’s budget proposal appropriately ac-
knowledges that health care costs must be
addressed if the federal budget is to be bal-
anced. However, rather than recognizing
that health care is an unavoidable necessity
which must be made more affordable for all
Americans, this proposal simply shifts these
high costs onto Medicare beneficiaries, and
shifts the even higher costs of increased un-
insured care onto everyone else. By creating
a ‘“‘premium support” system for future
Medicare beneficiaries, the proposal will in-
crease costs for beneficiaries while removing
Medicare’s promise of secure health cov-
erage—a guarantee that future seniors have
contributed to through a lifetime of hard
work.

The Center for Budget and Policy
Priorities put out a statement on April
6, 2011 stating:
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Many future Medicare beneficiaries with
modest incomes, such as elderly widows who
must live on $15,000 or $20,000 a year, also
would likely be hit by the plan’s Medicare
provisions; the Medicare voucher (or defined
contribution) they would receive would fall
farther and farther behind health care
costs—and purchase less and less coverage—
with each passing year. Aggravating this
problem, Ryan has said that his plan calls
for repeal of a key measure of the health re-
form law that is designed to moderate Medi-
care costs—the Independent Payment Advi-
sory Board. In other words, his plan would
scrap mechanisms to slow growth in the
costs of health care services that Medicare
beneficiaries need, even as it cuts back the
portion of those costs that Medicare would
cover.

The Center for American Progress
writes:

Medicare as we know it would end for new
beneficiaries in 2022 under the House Repub-
lican budget proposal. It would be replaced
with a government voucher that would be
paid directly to private insurance compa-
nies. This system would double costs to sen-
iors. The nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office, or CBO, concluded that ‘“‘most elderly
people would pay more for their health care
than they would pay under the current Medi-
care system.”

However, there has been less discus-
sion of the other ways in which the
Ryan plan would hurt current bene-
ficiaries.

So I would like to give some specific
examples how the changes Congress-
man RYAN proposed will impact cur-
rent Medicare beneficiaries.

The Republican plan will force bene-
ficiaries to pay for preventive services
and eliminates the free annual wellness
exam they can currently receive. Near-
ly all 44 million beneficiaries who have
Medicare, including 2.2 million in
Pennsylvania, can now receive free pre-
ventive services—such as mammo-
grams and colonoscopies—as well as a
free annual wellness visit with their
doctor.

The Republican plan will eliminate
the efforts that have begun to close the
doughnut hole. If the Republican budg-
et becomes law, costs for Medicare
beneficiaries who fall into the dough-
nut hole will increase drastically. Over
266,000 Pennsylvanians will pay an ad-
ditional $149 million in 2012 and $3 bil-
lion through 2020.

The Republican plan hurts bene-
ficiaries today by repealing improve-
ments designed to save them money
and provide needed services. It hurts
beneficiaries even more beginning in
2022 when end Medicare as we know it
and puts in place a voucher system to
ration health care and increase costs
for beneficiaries.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, last
Friday night, in the absence of a budg-
et deal, the Federal Government came
within 1 hour of shutting its doors and
all but emergency services. The obsta-
cle to an agreement at that point was
not a matter of spending levels or
budget cuts. The obstacle was ideologi-
cally driven policy riders that some in-
sisted on including in the budget bill.
Thankfully, in the end, we prevailed in
stripping out the abhorrent rider to bar
funding for Planned Parenthood.
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A small but vocal minority is ada-
mant about eliminating one specific
organization’s health centers, which
provide health care and family plan-
ning services for women nationwide.
Planned Parenthood centers receive
Federal funding from title X of the
Public Health Service Act—the only
Federal grant program dedicated to of-
fering people comprehensive family
planning and related preventive health
services. President Nixon was instru-
mental in enacting this legislation, and
it has been supported since then by
lawmakers and Presidents of both par-
ties. As many women can tell you, title
X was a remarkable breakthrough in
women’s health care.

What a travesty it would have been
to gut health services to women that
literally have meant the difference be-
tween life or death, health or grave ill-
ness, to countless American women.
Vermonters were outspoken in their
opposition to this rollback for women’s
health, and I am proud of our State and
grateful for our success in this round.

Tens of thousands of women in
Vermont depend on title X of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act for lifesaving
preventive treatments and care.
Around the country, there are many
providers of title X services, but in
Vermont, Planned Parenthood centers
are the only clinics where many lower
income women can go for family plan-
ning care. Planned Parenthood centers
in Vermont offer women and teens an-
nual health exams, cervical and breast
cancer screenings, and HIV screenings
and counseling. Last year in Vermont,
Planned Parenthood provided critical
primary and preventive services to
nearly 21,000 patients.

In the last few weeks more than 6,000
Vermonters have contacted me about
their support for the funds that make
title X health services possible and for
Planned Parenthood’s long and com-
mendable record of making title X’s
promise a reality for millions of Amer-
ican women in Vermont and across the
Nation. I have heard from nurses and
doctors in Vermont urging me to sup-
port funding for Planned Parenthood in
order to continue essential care these
centers offer to their own patients and
to women who would not receive pri-
mary health care were it not for
Planned Parenthood.

Despite the misleading and blatantly
false statements of some ideologically
driven advocates, more than 90 percent
of the care Planned Parenthood health
centers offer is preventive. In fact, 6 of
every 10 women who use Planned Par-
enthood for title X services describe it
as their primary source of medical
care. And despite what some opponents
of women’s health funding have pro-
claimed, absolutely no title X funding
can be used for abortion services. The
sad irony is that defunding title X and
Planned Parenthood would result in
more unintended pregnancies, and
probably more abortions.
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This drive to defund women’s health
services offered by a particular organi-
zation also raises constitutional con-
cerns. Article I, section 9, paragraph 3
of our Constitution expressly forbids
passage of any ‘‘bill of attainder.” Ac-
cording to the late former Chief Jus-
tice of the United States, William
Rehnquist, ‘A bill of attainder was a
legislative act that singled out one or
more persons and imposed punishment
on them, without benefit of trial. Such
actions were regarded as odious by the
Framers of the Constitution because it
was the traditional role of a court,
judging an individual case, to impose
punishment.” Yet those promoting the
anti-Planned Parenthood rider clearly
intend to single out one organization
by name to ‘“‘punish’ it, “‘punishing” as
well the millions of women who
Planned Parenthood serves.

Proponents of this rider have cited
what they «call ‘‘evidence’” that
Planned Parenthood has acted unlaw-
fully. Other supporters of this virulent
effort charge that the organization has
been ‘‘accused’ of a variety of things.
These comments make clear that their
legislative intent is to punish for these
unverified accusations. Some in fact
have gone so far as to accuse Planned
Parenthood of violating the law that
prohibits any Federal funds to be used
to provide abortions.

There is no substantive reason to be-
lieve such accusations. If there is any
violation of this or any Federal law, it
is the role of the executive branch to
prosecute and try the offenders. That is
not the role of this body, though that
is what some are advocating, through
their injection of accusations and par-
tisan politics into this debate.

The Framers’ original intent was to
prohibit bills that single out one entity
for punishment because that is not
Congress’s role in the separation of
powers they so carefully devised for
our Republic.

Aside from the serious constitutional
issues with the pending measure is one
naked fact from which proponents of
this legislative rider cannot hide:
Nothing in this pernicious rider would
actually reduce spending. Their pro-
posal would save not one penny. This is
about ‘‘punishment,” not fiscal respon-
sibility.

Does this Congress care more about
what looks good on a bumper sticker or
what matters in the daily lives of real
people? The arrogance and shortsighted
attitude of a minority has put at risk
the lives and health of millions of
women. My wife Marcelle is a cancer
survivor. We were lucky. We had good
health care and a salary that allowed
us to pay the bills when she got sick.
Other people are not so lucky. Without
the services that Planned Parenthood
provides, thousands of low-income
women in Vermont would lose their
ability to have regular cancer
screenings that could save their lives
too. That we are even considering the
elimination of these health services to
America’s women is shameful. That it
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was the sticking point that nearly
forced the shutdown of the Federal
Government is a disgrace.

Title X was a true breakthrough for
the health of American women. Should
we as a nation walk back from the re-
markable progress we have made in
women’s health? Of course not. The
mean-spirited and ideological attacks
must end, and these ideological as-
saults on women’s health care must
end.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, there
is no doubt that we must take action
to reduce our budget deficit. The ques-
tion is, How will we accomplish this?
Will we do as we have done all too
often over the last few years, and pro-
tect the tax cuts of the well-to-do at
the expense of middle-class families?
Or will we seek a balanced approach
that seeks to spread the burden of def-
icit reduction so that the upper income
folks who have so prospered the last
few years also contribute to the solu-
tion?

There is no question in my mind that
deficit reduction requires shared sac-
rifice. By that test, the legislation be-
fore us is highly problematic. True, it
manages to avoid some of the most ex-
treme budget cuts that House Repub-
licans included in their original appro-
priations bill. The bill before us is sure-
ly reasonable in comparison with that
extreme measure. But the test cannot
be whether it is better than HR 1. We
can and must do better.

What troubles me most is that this
legislation seeks to address the prob-
lem in only one manner, targeting non-
defense discretionary programs that
make up a fraction of our budget. I re-
main convinced it is a mistake to at-
tack the deficit only through cuts in
domestic discretionary spending, and
not also end the huge Bush tax cuts for
upper incomes, and close tax loopholes
and reduce tax expenditures that most
budget experts believe must be part of
any serious deficit reduction plan.
Simple math makes clear that those
kinds of revenues must be a part of the
solution.

The refusal to take a balanced ap-
proach in this legislation means that
to reach its deficit reduction target,
this bill makes cuts that are, in my
mind, too large. It reduces funding for
the COPS program and grants to state
and local law enforcement agencies by
more than one-quarter, making our
communities less safe. It reduces en-
ergy efficiency funds by 18 percent, as
though this issue wasn’t crucial to our
Nation’s future security and pros-
perity. It cuts funding for the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention by
11 percent, as though the health of our
citizens was not a priority.

This bill eliminates all funding for
the HUD Housing Counseling Assist-
ance Program, eliminates it entirely,
ignoring the fact that communities
across the nation are reeling from a
foreclosure crisis.

This bill cuts by 20 percent funding
for Army Corps of Engineers construc-
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tion. That provides funding for the bar-
rier that we hope will keep destructive
Asian carp out of the Great Lakes, and
believe me, that is false economy. The
economic damage Asian carp can do if
they establish themselves in the Lakes
is incalculable. The bill also cuts more
than one-quarter of funding for vital
water infrastructure programs impor-
tant not just in Michigan but around
the state, and it makes a deeply mis-
guided 37 percent cut in Great Lakes
restoration initiative funding, a totally
unjustifiable reduction of our commit-
ment to lakes that are an engine of
economic activity for all the states in
the Great Lakes region.

There are some important programs
that have escaped the worst cuts. I am
pleased that students will still be able
to receive a maximum Pell grant of
$5,600, and that the misguided proposal
to reduce these grants has been de-
feated. I am pleased that this bill gen-
erally avoids misguided Republican at-
tempts to deprive financial regulatory
agencies of the resources they need to
prevent the next financial collapse.

This bill rescinds highway funding
that was provided at least 13 years ago,
including funds from the ISTEA reau-
thorization bill. That should mean that
the funding for the traverse city by-
pass, later reprogrammed to the grand
vision, will not be included in that re-
scission since it is no longer part of the
ISTEA bill. At the request of the com-
munity, the funds were reprogrammed
in the Consolidated Appropriations Act
of 2005 for an entirely different purpose
than the original legislation and in an
entirely different bill. Since that time
the community has completed the
comprehensive grand vision study and
is now poised to implement its rec-
ommendations.

I am also glad that the bill contains
a full year Department of Defense Ap-
propriations Act, so that our troops
and their families will no longer have
any doubt about when their next pay-
check will arrive. And I am pleased
that it does not include ideologically
motivated policy riders that would
interfere with women’s health care and
environmental protection.

But on balance, this bill lacks bal-
ance. It seeks solutions only in cutting
domestic programs that make our Na-
tion safer and more prosperous, that
protect our environment, and that help
the families that have suffered most
during the financial crisis and reces-
sion, while protecting the tax cuts that
benefit those at the very top.

Because of that lack of balance, that
lack of fairness, I am unable to support
this bill. But I am encouraged that,
thanks to the leadership President
Obama showed this week, and thanks
to the voices of the many of us who are
arguing for a balanced approach to def-
icit reduction, we are finally engaged
in an open and honest debate over the
vision we should follow for the future
of our country.

In the weeks and months ahead, we
will finally seek an answer to the ques-
tion of whether we will all share in the
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sacrifices required, and whether the
same people who have done so very
well over the last decade or so will be
asked to contribute. I agree with our
President, who said this week:

At a time when the tax burden on the
wealthy is at its lowest level in half a cen-
tury, the most fortunate among us can af-
ford to pay a little more. I don’t need an-
other tax cut. Warren Buffett doesn’t need
another tax cut. Not if we have to pay for it
by making seniors pay more for Medicare. Or
by cutting kids from Head Start. Or by tak-
ing away college scholarships that I wouldn’t
be here without. . . . And I believe that most
wealthy Americans would agree with me.
They want to give back to the country that’s
done so much for them. Washington just
hasn’t asked them to.

Let me add that I will vote against
both of the correcting resolutions be-
fore us today. It is ironic indeed that
Republicans claim to be fighting the
deficit by blocking the implementation
of the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act, which according to the
Congressional Budget Office will re-
duce the deficit by $210 billion from
2012 to 2021. Likewise, the attempt to
prohibit funding for Planned Parent-
hood has nothing to do with the deficit
and everything to do with extreme ide-
ology.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, after
62 months it appears the Congress
may finally be able to finish the fiscal
year 2011 appropriations process. Ear-
lier today the House passed a Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations bill
which includes an extension of the cur-
rent continuing resolution through the
end of the fiscal year. If the Senate
passes this legislation and the Presi-
dent signs it, we will be able to close
the books on this issue and focus our
attention on the budget for fiscal year
2012.

In reflecting upon how we got here, I
wish to point out to my colleagues that
the fundamental reason we find our-
selves debating a continuing resolution
today is because 1 year ago the Con-
gress was unable to agree upon a budg-
et resolution. The failure to reach a
consensus agreement on the budget
meant the Appropriations Committee
was asked to resolve the differences in
spending itself. After months of at-
tempting to do so, the committee was
unable to bridge the gap between the
Republicans and Democrats.

When the committee finally adopted
a funding level proposed by the Repub-
licans, a hostile political environment
crippled the committee’s efforts to
enact a bipartisan budget plan. As we
go forward I would ask all of my col-
leagues to think carefully about this,
and I urge everyone to cooperate both
here in the Senate and with our col-
leagues in the House. If we can fashion
a compromise budget agreement this
year it might allow our committee to
restore the bipartisan working rela-
tionship which has long been the hall-
mark of the committee for genera-
tions. I sincerely hope that will be the
case.
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In some respects today we can take
that first step. The bill that we are
considering reflects a bipartisan agree-
ment reached among the leadership of
the House and Senate and the White
House with the details being worked
out by the Committees on Appropria-
tions. It is a very tough measure that
cuts domestic spending more than I am
comfortable with, but it is dramati-
cally superior to the alternative passed
by the House 2 months ago and equally
superior to not passing an extension
through the end of the year.

In total, the measure reduces govern-
ment spending $78.5 billion below the
President’s request. It is nearly $40 bil-
lion below the enacted level for fiscal
year 2010. Never before have we cut our
appropriated funding so drastically. By
far and away this is the largest 1-year
cut from the President’s budget re-
quest in the Nation’s history. The bill
cuts all categories of spending: defense,
international, and domestic, discre-
tionary and mandatory. While some of
my colleagues will argue that the De-
partment of Defense was ‘‘let off the
hook,” others will probably say the bill
cuts more from defense than is pru-
dent.

Including military construction, the
Defense Department’s budget is re-
duced $20 billion below the President’s
request. In comparison to the fiscal
year 2010 enacted funding, the depart-
ment’s budget is approximately $2 bil-
lion below a freeze, with military con-
struction down by more than $6 billion
and the rest of defense increasing by
more than $4 billion.

The priority in this defense bill is
first and foremost to ensure that we
treat our military personnel and their
families fairly. This means a 1.4 per-
cent pay raise. It means fully funding
health care, but it also means ensuring
that our forces have the proper equip-
ment and the funding necessary to op-
erate it. While funding is austere, the
bill includes important enhancements
such as buying more missiles for our
Aegis missile defense ships, and more
helicopters for search and rescue oper-
ations and medical evacuation in Af-
ghanistan. It means investing in new
technologies at a faster pace than re-
quested, purchasing more drones to
find and wipe out terrorists, and ensur-
ing the safety of our soldiers and Ma-
rines by accelerating the purchases of
safer Stryker vehicles and MRAPs.

Accomplishing this while at the same
time reducing defense spending has
been a challenge, but working with our
colleagues in the House we have put to-
gether a plan which fulfills all of these
objectives.

But this bill isn’t just about defense.
For the State Department and foreign
assistance, we are providing $8 billion
less than was requested. This low level
of funding was the most we could get
our colleagues in the House to agree
with, and it means many important
programs will have to be reduced. We
won’t be able to make as much
progress on fighting AIDS and hunger.
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We won’t have as much funding as I
would like to support our operations in
Afghanistan and Iraq. But considering
the budget situation we face, we will
have to make do.

It is in the area of domestic spending
in which the bill makes the most seri-
ous reductions, with the total included
being approximately $50 billion below
the President’s request. In achieving
this rate of savings, this compromise
measure sought out as many different
ways to reduce spending as possible to
allow us to preserve our critically im-
portant priorities. We were able to
mitigate the damage by looking at
areas where we could identify savings
from mandatory spending and by re-
scinding lower priority funds. In total,
domestic discretionary spending is cut
by $38.3 billion while mandatory spend-
ing comes down by $17.7 billion.

Many, many programs had to be cut
to reach these levels. In health care, in
education, in housing, in infrastruc-
ture, but this bill is much better than
the approach adopted by the House in
HR 1. For example, we were able to
fully fund Head Start—restoring the
House Republican cut of $1.4 billion
which would have denied 218,000 chil-
dren an opportunity to learn. We pro-
vided $30.7 billion for NIH, $1.4 billion
more than the House Republicans. We
provided $2.1 billion more for food safe-
ty than the Republican plan.

In energy, housing, our National
Parks, our transit programs, in every
area we forced the House to back away
from their unwise cuts which would
have devastated the progress we are
making to restore the economy and
protect our people. Crazy ideas like
furloughing Social Security workers
and shutting off food inspections were
turned around. But there is more to
this story. The House bill wasn’t just
about dangerous and drastic cuts; it
was also an attempt to legislate ter-
rible social policy on a must pass emer-
gency spending bill.

Here too we turned them around.
Nearly a dozen provisions to overturn
health care reform were rejected. Elev-
en riders to gut the Environmental
Protection Agency were rejected. Pro-
visions to eliminate successful pro-
grams like needle exchanges, and the
Corporation on Public Broadcasting
were denied. Their attempts to rewrite
gun laws and net neutrality were re-
jected.

It is true and regrettable that we had
to accept limited provisions affecting
the District of Columbia on abortion
and school vouchers. We are not happy
about that. Still, in comparison to
what the House wanted to do, this bill
is an enormous improvement even for
the District of Columbia.

As in any compromise, neither party
to the agreement is happy with every
item in the bill. Some on the other side
would have preferred more cuts in do-
mestic programs while most members
on our side believe we have cut our do-
mestic priorities too deeply. But, this
is truly a bipartisan bill. When it is ap-
proved it will be the most significant
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legislation to pass the Congress this
year.

I believe this bill provides a road map
on how we can continue to work across
party lines to achieve what is nec-
essary for the country. Yesterday the
President unveiled his long-range
strategy to reduce the deficit. His ap-
proach is extremely different than the
approach of the House Republicans. In
2 weeks our Senate Budget Committee
will unveil its plan on regaining fiscal
control. It is not overstating the case
to say that it is truly a matter of ur-
gent national security that we reach
across party lines and conclude an
agreement with our colleagues in the
House to regain control over our gov-
ernment’s finances.

Both parties feel strongly about their
recommendations and the structure of
future budgets. The philosophical divi-
sions are wide. But as I watched the
President’s speech, I thought about
this continuing resolution and how we
were able to bridge a huge divide be-
tween the Houses and the political par-
ties. Because of this experience I be-
came more optimistic that we can find
a way to work with our House col-
leagues and come up with a deficit re-
duction plan that would represent all
of our best efforts to act in the Coun-
try’s interest.

Today it is vitally important that we
take that first step toward putting our
fiscal house in order by adopting this
bill. It is also critical that the Con-
gress demonstrate that it can act in
the spirit of compromise and in the na-
tional interest. This bill represents a
fair compromise which will meet our
country’s needs, and I urge all my col-
leagues to support it.

Madam President, I submit pursuant
to Senate rules a report, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

DISCLOSURE OF CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED

SPENDING ITEMS

I certify in accordance with rule XLIV of
the Standing Rules of the Senate that there
are no congressionally directed spending
items contained in H.R. 1473.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, as
ranking member of the Committee on
Appropriations, I regret that the Sen-
ate must consider in mid-April an ap-
propriations bill for a fiscal year that
is already half over. It disturbs me that
we have subjected the Federal Govern-
ment to eight short-term continuing
resolutions over the past 6 months.
Such measures are inefficient, add hid-
den costs to Federal contracts and pro-
curements, and make it difficult for
State and local governments to plan ef-
fectively. Such measures also have a
detrimental impact on the morale of
the Federal workforce, including our
men and women in uniform who last
week, even while engaged in hostilities

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

overseas, were left wondering about
their next paycheck.

However, this delay has made pos-
sible significant spending reductions.
The bill cuts $38 billion from the spend-
ing levels in place at the beginning of
this Congress. It also cuts $78 billion
from the President’s fiscal year 2011
budget request. These reductions in
spending will compound over time and,
if sustained, will result in a significant
reduction in our national debt. These
reductions don’t come without con-
sequences, however. The bill cuts pro-
grams that are important both nation-
ally and in my State of Mississippi.
This bill contains rescissions of funds I
once fought hard to appropriate but
which have not been spent for a variety
of reasons. In many cases, we don’t yet
know the precise impacts of the var-
ious cuts because so much discretion is
left to the implementing agencies. We
all recognize, however, that sacrifices
must be made in order to achieve the
greater good of fiscal solvency.

We also recognize that the bill is
only one step toward addressing our
Nation’s debt problem. Although dis-
cretionary spending will be an impor-
tant component of any solution to that
problem, we will fail to solve it if we
focus on discretionary spending alone.
Hopefully, the agreement reached on
this bill will lay a foundation for the
much more difficult decisions on enti-
tlements and taxes that lie ahead.

We also realize some will think this
bill cuts far too little and some will
think it cuts too much. I suspect that,
individually, each of us could write
spending bills at much lower levels
than are contained in this legislation.
We could fund those things we deem to
be priorities and significantly cut back
or eliminate the rest. But this legisla-
tion, instead, represents the priorities
of the people of the entire Nation as ex-
pressed and negotiated by their duly
elected Representatives, Senators, and
the President.

On balance, the process has worked
well. But without a budget resolution
or any agreement on an appropriate
top-line discretionary spending level,
there was little agreement on the level
of funding in appropriations bills. As a
result, we are once again presented
with a single trillion-dollar package
that no Senator has had an oppor-
tunity to amend. The bill gives enor-
mous flexibility to the executive
branch because it does not contain the
detailed directives typically found in
appropriations bills and reports. And,
of course, it is 6 months late.

I hope in the coming months that
Congress and the President will reach
consensus on a budget plan that will
address each of the major drivers of our
current fiscal imbalance, including dis-
cretionary spending. We need to find a
way to bring fiscal year 2012 appropria-
tions bills to the floor individually and
get them to conference with the other
body. I believe such a process would
provide needed constraints on spending
levels while allowing all Members to
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influence the content of the individual
bills.

Madam President, I will vote for this
bill, and I urge the Senate to approve
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
KLOBUCHAR). The Senator from Texas
is recognized.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for up
to 15 minutes.

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

(The remarks of Mr. CORNYN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 148
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”)

Mr. CORNYN. Thank you, Madam
President. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

——
SYRIA

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, it is coincidental,
but my remarks follow in a logical
path from those of my colleague and
friend from Texas, particularly with re-
gard to the thoughtful questions he
raised about Syria.

I have come to the floor to speak
about the historic and extraordinary
events that are taking place in Syria
where, for the past 3 weeks, the Syrian
people have been peacefully and coura-
geously taking to the streets of their
cities. I wish to talk particularly about
what may happen in Syria over the
next 24 hours.

What is happening, of course, in
Syria is part of a broader story that is
unfolding across the Middle East—a
democratic awakening in which mil-
lions of ordinary people are rising up
against corrupt autocratic regimes
that have ruled the region and sup-
pressed these people for decades. But
the strategic stakes in Syria are
among the highest anywhere in the re-
gion. In fact, I would say what happens
in Syria in the coming days will have
far-reaching consequences for the fu-
ture of the Middle East and for our na-
tional security here in the United
States.

The uprising in Syria began, like
those in Tunisia and Egypt, spontane-
ously and unexpectedly. It rose from
the people, not from outside. It began
in the city of Dara’a, in southern Syria
near the Jordanian border, after the
Assad regime arrested a group of
schoolchildren there. When the citizens
of Dara’a began peacefully assembling
to protest this absurd act of repression,
the police responded by firing live am-
munition into the crowd. Rather than
being intimidated by this violence,
however, the protest movement per-
sisted and spread.

Although the Assad regime was try-
ing desperately to prevent accurate in-
formation about what is happening in-
side Syria from reaching the rest of the
world, it is clear that people in many
cities around the country are now in
open revolt against the Assad regime.
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From Latakia, to Aleppo, and from the
Kurdish northeast to the villages along
the Mediterranean coastline, more and
more Syrians from diverse back-
grounds are rising up and demanding
their freedom.

What exactly are they asking for? It
is the same basic demands we hear
throughout the region, and they are
very familiar—they should be—to the
American people, because they are the
very demands that energized and moti-
vated our rebellion and the American
Revolution and the founding docu-
ments of our country. The people of
Syria want greater political freedom
and they want economic opportunity.
They want into the modern world.
They want to be treated with respect
by their government, and they want an
end to the culture of corruption and
impunity that surrounds the Assad re-
gime.

How has Bashar al Assad reacted to
these legitimate grievances? The an-
swer is he has responded not by offer-
ing reform but by unleashing what
President Obama has rightly charac-
terized as abhorrent violence and re-
pression against the Syrian people. He
has responded with thugs and militias
who have attacked peaceful protestors.
He has responded by spouting con-
spiracy theories rather than loosening
his autocratic grip. And as we know
now, he has responded by calling on his
allies, his patrons in Teheran, to help
him crush the demonstrations by the
Syrian people, just as the Iranian re-
gime—the fanatical, extremist, expan-
sionist regime in Teheran, stamped out
the protests that took place in Teheran
after the June 2009 election.

It is now clear what path Bashar al
Assad is on. Rather than pursuing re-
form, he is taking a page from the Qa-
dhafi model. He is betting that he can
beat his people into submission
through force and that the world will
let him get away with slaughter.

Let’s be very clear what it means if
Bashar succeeds. It will send a most
perverse but unmistakable message
that leaders such as Mubarak and Ben
Ali in Egypt and Tunisia respectively
and who are allied with the United
States get overthrown, but leaders
such as Assad, who are allied with Iran,
survive. Is that a message we want to
send?

What about tomorrow? Why do I
focus on the next 24 hours? Tomorrow
is likely to be a critical day for the fu-
ture of Syria as protestors come to-
gether after Friday’s prayers. There is
a significant danger that it will also
become a very bloody day if Assad con-
tinues on the path of violence and bru-
tality against his own people.

This is, therefore, an urgent moment
for American leadership, at least for
America’s voice to be heard. It is im-
portant for President Assad in Damas-
cus to know today, before the protests
that are likely to take place through-
out Syria tomorrow, that his regime
will be held accountable for its actions.

I hope we will be prepared to act
quickly together with the world com-
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munity if Assad fails to heed the will of
the Syrian people and tries to hang on
to power through repression and mur-
der.

What can we do? Well, to begin with,
we can impose tough and targeted
sanctions on the Syrian officials re-
sponsible for the human rights abuses
that are being perpetrated against
their own people. We can also work
with our allies to summon a special
session of the U.N. Human Rights
Council in Geneva, just as we did in the
case of Libya, and we can refer Assad’s
regime to the international criminal
court, just as we did with Qadhafi.

We should also embrace the Syrian
opposition, the freedom fighters. I hope
senior American officials will meet
with prominent Syrian dissidents who
are here in Washington now. I also urge
the administration to speak out clearly
in support of the Syrian people who de-
serve praise for their courage as they
risk their lives for freedom and human
rights. They must know that the
United States, still the beacon of lib-
erty in the world, stands on their side.
In the face of attacks by the Syrian re-
gime, Syrian protesters have remained
remarkably peaceful, as the protesters
in Tunisia and Egypt before them did.
In the face of sectarian provocations by
Assad, the people of Syria who are pro-
testing have remained together, uni-
fied, giving a message of national
unity.

I know some have suggested that we
should hesitate before throwing our
support to the Syrian opposition, to
the Syrian people as they rise up, and
this argument goes like this: Bashar al
Assad is the devil we know. We don’t
know what might replace him if he
fails. But we know enough about
Bashar al Assad to know, and we know
enough about the opposition to know
that it cannot be worse than Assad and
will be much better.

The arguments that we should wait
and see are, in my opinion, moral and
strategic nonsense when we look at the
record of Assad. He is Iran’s most im-
portant Arab ally and, in some senses,
Iran’s only real ally and the strategic
linchpin between Iran and its terrorist
proxies, Hamas and Hezbollah, whom
he sustains with financial and military
support. Assad is responsible for a ter-
rible campaign, long standing, of in-
timidation and destabilization of Leb-
anon, and the blood of Lebanese lead-
ers—too many of them—is on his
hands, including that of the great Leb-
anese leader Rafik Hariri.

As Senator CORNYN said, Assad also
has the blood of countless American
soldiers on his hands, having allowed
Syria to be used for years by foreign
extremist fighters affiliated with al-
Qaida and their ilk to head to Iraq to
attack and kill Americans and Iraqis.

Finally, let’s not forget Syria’s ille-
gal nuclear activities. This is a regime
that tried to build a secret nuclear re-
actor. They did so with help from
North Korea. This is a regime that con-
tinues to refuse to cooperate with the
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International Atomic Energy Agency
in its investigation of Syria’s illegal
nuclear activities.

The plain fact is that Bashar al
Assad is not a reformer, he is a dic-
tator. He runs a totalitarian regime
that has long been one of the worst in
the Middle East.

This is a regime that has repressed,
intimidated, and, in fact, tortured and
slaughtered Syrian people. It is a re-
gime that is deeply corrupt, and it is a
regime that has been a menace to its
neighbors and to the cause of peace
throughout the region.

We now have an opportunity—and I
say a responsibility—to support free-
dom for the Syrian people as they seek
a better future for themselves. It would
be a shame if they and we lost this op-
portunity for the Arab spring to come
to Syria. I hope, together with our al-
lies, we will seize this moment and
stand in solidarity with the people in
Syria who are fighting for the funda-
mental values on which our own coun-
try was built: freedom and oppor-
tunity.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

———

CORRECTING THE ENROLLMENT
OF H.R. 1473

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask the Chair to lay
before the Senate H. Con. Res. 35.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 35)
directing the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives to make a correction in the en-
rollment of H.R. 1473.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is 2 minutes
of debate, equally divided, prior to the
vote.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
yield back all time and ask for the yeas
and nays.

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

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
concurrent resolution.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 59 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Alexander Boozman Coats
Ayotte Brown (MA) Coburn
Barrasso Burr Cochran
Blunt Chambliss Collins
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Corker Isakson Portman
Cornyn Johanns Risch
Crapo Johnson (WI) Roberts
DeMint Kirk Rubio
Ensign Kyl Sessions
Enzi Lee Shelby
Graham Lugar Snowe
Grassley McCain
Hatch McConnell $hune
oomey
Hoeven Moran Vitter
Hutchison Murkowski R
Inhofe Paul Wicker
NAYS—53
Akaka Hagan Nelson (NE)
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Inouye Pryor
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reed
Bingaman Kerry Reid
Blumenthal Klobuchar Rockefeller
Boxer Kohl Sanders
Brown (OH) Landrieu
Cantwell Lautenberg Zﬁhl}llmer
Cardin Leahy aneen
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Lieberman Tester
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Webb
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murray Wyden
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRANKEN). On this vote, the yeas are 47,
the nays are 53. Under the previous
order requiring 60 votes for the adop-
tion of the concurrent resolution, the
concurrent resolution is rejected.

The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
votes be 10-minute votes.

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

Under the previous order, the motion
to reconsider is considered made and
laid upon the table.

CORRECTING THE ENROLLMENT OF H.R. 1473

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H. Con. Res. 36, which was re-
ceived from the House.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 36)
directing the clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives to make a correction in the en-
rollment of H.R. 1473.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided prior to
the vote.

The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
back all debate time, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

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

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
concurrent resolution.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 60 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Alexander Blunt Chambliss
Ayotte Boozman Coats
Barrasso Burr Coburn
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Cochran Hutchison Paul
Corker Inhofe Portman
Cornyn Isakson Risch
Crapo Johanns Roberts
DeMint Johnson (WI) Rubio
Ensign Kyl Sessions
Enzi Lee Shelby
Graham Lugar Thune
Grassley McCain Toomey
Hatch McConnell Vitter
Hoeven Moran Wicker
NAYS—58
Akaka Hagan Nelson (NE)
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Inouye Pryor
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reed
Bingaman Kerry Reid
Blumenthal Kirk Rockefeller
goxer oA El(}ﬁuchar Sanders
rown o
Brown (OH) Landrieu gﬁhlﬁmer
Cantwell Lautenberg aneen
Cardin Leahy Snowe
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Lieberman Tester
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wyden
Gillibrand Murray

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 42, the nays are 58.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of the concur-
rent resolution, the concurrent resolu-
tion is rejected. Under the previous
order, the motion to reconsider is con-
sidered made and laid upon the table.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND
FULL-YEAR CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2011

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H.R. 1473, which was received from
the House.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1473) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense and the other
departments and agencies of the Government
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate, equally divided prior to
a vote.

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
back all time on both sides and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass? The
yveas and nays have been ordered and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 81,
nays 19, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 61 Leg.]

YEAS—81
Akaka Durbin Menendez
Alexander Enzi Merkley
Ayotte Feinstein Mikulski
Barrasso Franken Moran
Baucus Gillibrand Murkowski
Begich Grassley Murray
Bennet Hagan Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Harkin Nelson (FL)
Blumenthal Hoeven Portman
Blunt Hutchison Pryor
Boozman Inouye Reed
Boxer Isakson Reid
Brown (MA) Johanns Roberts
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Burr Kerry Schumer
Cantwell Kirk Sessions
Cardin Klobuchar Shaheen
Carper Kohl Snowe
Casey Kyl Stabenow
Chambliss Landrieu Tester
Coats Lautenberg Thune
Cochran Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins Lugar Udall (NM)
Conrad Manchin Warner
Coons McCain Webb
Corker MecCaskill Whitehouse
Cornyn McConnell Wicker

NAYS—19
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sanders
Crapo Leahy Shelby
DeMint Lee Toomey
Ensign Levin Vitter
Graham Paul Wyden
Hatch Risch
Inhofe Rubio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 81, the nays are 19.
Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for passage, the bill is passed.

The bill (H.R. 1473) was passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table.

Under the previous order, the Sec-
retary will immediately notify the
House of the Senate’s action on the
House measures.

The majority leader.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to a
period of morning business for debate
only until 7 p.m. tonight, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10
minutes each; further, that the major-
ity leader be recognized at 7 p.m.

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

The Senator from South Carolina.

——
PORT OF CHARLESTON

Mr. GRAHAM. I ask unanimous con-
sent to enter into a colloquy with my
good friend, the majority leader.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, a lot of
Members now understand the problem
we have with the port of Charleston in
2011. There is no money in the Presi-
dent’s budget to do a scoping study.
Under the new rules concerning ear-
marking, it has been very difficult to
find a way forward. With the help of
the majority leader and his staff and
the people on Appropriations—the
staffs of Senators FEINSTEIN and
LAMAR ALEXANDER—Wwe came up with
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language that would allow 12 different
ports to have studies completed in fis-
cal year 2011, if the Corps chose to en-
gage in those studies. It was not a re-
quirement, and it had no sums required
in terms of what the Corps had to
spend. It was purely discretionary. Un-
fortunately, our House colleagues did
not accept that language.

My problem is that in fiscal year
2011, there is no mechanism as of yet to
allow a scoping study to be done for
the potential deepening of the Charles-
ton harbor to accept supercargo ships
coming through the Panama Canal in
2014. This harbor, along with others,
has to be deepened to accept these new
ships. The amount of money is $40,000
on the Federal side to be matched by
the State. People ask me: Why can’t
you come up with the money? Boeing,
BMW, Michelin, the State of South
Carolina?

I would do the $40,000, but I can’t.
You cannot have a private entity take
over a Federal Government responsi-
bility. So this is one of those situations
that is a catch-22. It is an anomaly in
the law. The Vice President’s office and
Congressman CLYBURN, a lot of us, Con-
gressman SCOTT, have been working
diligently, with the assistance of the
majority leader, to find a pathway for-
ward within the current system. We
are very close to finding a way to get
this study done because it was a pre-
viously authorized program under cur-
rent law.

I have put a hold on everything I
could put a hold on.

Now I ©believe we are making
progress. The majority leader has some
needs, and I want to let him know I am
willing to work with him and others to
end the Senate well before we go out on
Easter break. I thank him for the help
he has given me to take care of a prob-
lem that no one could have antici-
pated. But it is a real problem for the
people of South Carolina. I wish to let
him know I appreciate the effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BEGICH). The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina, I am aware of the 12
ports that need help. But out of the 12,
there is none more needed—and we as a
country would get such a bang for our
buck—to do what is necessary than the
port of Charleston. I first compliment
the Senator from South Carolina for
his proposed solution to a challenge
facing the State. He is dogged in rep-
resenting the State of South Carolina.
This is an issue that is important to
the people of his State. His solution
would not in any way violate any of
the rules we have in the Senate. It is
something that would not be part of
congressionally directed spending in
the true sense of the word that has
been not approved by people in recent
years. I have been part of the Appro-
priations Committee since I first came
to the Senate.

I love that committee. I know the
good things it can do for our country

(Mr.
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and has done for our country. This
merit-based competitive port fund that
has been suggested would not be lim-
ited to South Carolina, even though I
think it is the most needy of the 12.
This would not guarantee that the port
study in Charleston would go forward
but would provide the Corps the oppor-
tunity to move forward should they
choose.

Mr. President, I not only have been a
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, but for a long, long time—a
long time—the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Mr. Domenici, and I—that was our
subcommittee, Energy and Water, and
that is where this money comes from.

This is so necessary to be done. I un-
derstand the Corps’ obligations. This is
something we have to do. And even
though my friend acknowledged this
vote we just took care of the funding
until the end of this year—but that is
the end of this fiscal year. There are
going to be other pieces of legislation
to come to this floor. We could, at any
time—any time—move forward on this.
I thought we had a solution because of
the anomaly we found ourselves in to
work this out with the House of Rep-
resentatives.

It is not often that I am a cheer-
leader for pieces of legislation that are
suggested and moved forward by Re-
publicans, but I was on this one. This is
something that is merit-based and is
fair. I am going to continue to do ev-
erything I can for my friend from
South Carolina to see if before the end
of this fiscal year we can get some-
thing done. It is important to him. It is
important to our country because of
the value that port has to our country.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the majority
leader very much. It is appreciated on
behalf of all of us in South Carolina.
And I look forward to finding a solu-
tion for the country as a whole.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

————

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SPECIALIST DENNIS ‘‘DANNY’’ POULIN

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to SPC Dennis
“Danny’’ Poulin, a Rhode Islander who
served in the Massachusetts National
Guard.

On March 28, Specialist Poulin was a
gunner in an MRAP when it rolled over
in Kunar Province, Afghanistan. He
was medically evacuated to Landstuhl
Regional Medical Center in Germany,
where, tragically, he died 2 days later
but surrounded by his loving family.
He was laid to rest today in Rhode Is-
land.

Specialist Poulin grew up in Paw-
tucket, RI, and graduated in 2004 from
Tolman High School. He joined the Na-
tional Guard in 2008 and was promoted
to specialist in May of 2010. As a mem-
ber of the Massachusetts National
Guard Headquarters Company, 1st Bat-
talion, 181st Infantry Regiment, he de-
ployed to Afghanistan in July 2010.

Each generation of Americans is
called upon to protect and sustain our
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democracy. And there are no greater
heroes than the men and women who
have worn the uniform of this Nation
and who have sacrificed for this coun-
try to keep it safe and to keep it free.

It is our duty to protect the freedom
they sacrificed their lives for through
our service, our citizenship. We must
continue to keep their memories alive
and honor their heroism.

Today, our thoughts are with Spe-
cialist Poulin’s mother Doris, his fa-
ther Richard, his sisters, Jennifer and
Angelique, his longtime girlfriend Ash-
ley and their son Nikolous, and all of
his family, friends, and his comrades-
in-arms. We join them in commemo-
rating his sacrifice and honoring his
example of selfless service, of love, and
of courage that he has demonstrated to
all of us.

Specialist Poulin is one among many
Rhode Islanders who have proven their
loyalty, their integrity, and their per-
sonal courage by giving the last full
measure of their lives in service to
their country in Afghanistan, in Iraq,
and throughout the centuries. Today,
we honor his memory and honor the
memory of those who have served and
those who have sacrificed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am honored to join my senior Senator
from Rhode Island, JACK REED, today
on the floor of the U.S. Senate to honor
the brave service of SPC Dennis C.
Poulin, who died of injuries sustained
while serving his country in Afghani-
stan.

Specialist Poulin, or ‘“Danny,” as he
was known, had been assigned to the
Kunar Provincial Reconstruction Team
in Afghanistan. I have visited on sev-
eral occasions the Kandahar Provincial
Reconstruction Team, and I am well
aware of the demands that are put on
the security teams who allow the pro-
vincial reconstruction offices to do
their vital work.

Danny’s vehicle overturned while he
was conducting a mounted combat pa-
trol, causing severe injuries. Sadly, as
a result of those injuries, he passed
away on March 31, 2011, at Landstuhl
Medical Center surrounded by his fam-
ily.

Danny was born in Pawtucket, RI,
where he lived for most of his life.
After graduating from Tolman High
School, he joined the Army National
Guard and served with the Massachu-
setts National Guard’s Alpha Company,
1st Battalion, 181st Infantry Regiment.

Specialist Poulin served with honor
and distinction, receiving numerous
awards and decorations, including the
Army Commendation Medal, the Army
Achievement Medal, the Good Conduct
Medal, the Meritorious Unit Com-
mendation Medal, the National Defense
Service Medal, the Afghanistan Cam-
paign Medal, the Global War on Ter-
rorism Service Medal, the Army Serv-
ice Ribbon, the Overseas Service Rib-
bon, the NATO Medal, and the Combat
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Infantry Badge. We hope that upon re-
view of this incident, he will be award-
ed his Nation’s Purple Heart.

Danny will be remembered for his
commitment to his family and unit. He
was a devoted father, son, and brother,
who loved his family very deeply. His
fellow soldiers describe him as a hero
and the kind of guy who always put
others before himself.

As family and friends gather today in
Rhode Island for his memorial service,
I would like to join Senator REED in
expressing my most sincere condo-
lences for this terrible loss to his fam-
ily and to our State. And on behalf of
all Rhode Islanders, I want to thank
Danny for his selfless service and his
ultimate sacrifice.

Our hearts go out to his mother
Doris, to his father Richard, to his sis-
ters, Jennifer and Angelique, to his
girlfriend Ashley, and especially to his
5-year-old son Nikolous, who will carry
on his legacy and spirit.

We will never forget the sacrifice
Danny and his family and friends have
endured for our country, and my
thoughts and prayers are with them
during this difficult time.

Mr. President, I thank the Senate for
its attention to these remarks, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

——

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 493

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 11 a.m., Tuesday,
May 3, the Senate resume consider-
ation of S. 493, the small business jobs
bill; that no amendments, points of
order, or motions be in order during
the pendency of this agreement other
than the amendments listed in this
agreement and budget points of order
and applicable motions to waive; that
the pending amendments be set aside
and Senator LANDRIEU or her designee
be recognized to call up the following
amendments: DeMint No. 300 to Paul
No. 299; Carper No. 289, with a modi-
fication, which is at the desk; Pryor
No. 278; Merkley No. 272; and Landrieu
No. 234; that the DeMint second-degree
amendment No. 300 be agreed to; that
the time until 2:15 p.m. be equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees; that at 2:15 p.m., the Senate
proceed to votes in relation to the fol-
lowing amendments in the order listed
below: Cornyn No. 186; Paul No. 199, as
amended; Hutchison No. 197; Cardin No.
240; Snowe No. 253; Carper No. 289, as
modified; Pryor No. 278; Merkley No.
272; and Landrieu No. 234; that there be
no amendments in order to the amend-
ments prior to the votes other than the
DeMint second-degree amendment to
the Paul amendment; that each amend-
ment be subject to a 60-vote threshold;
and the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table;
further, that the Vitter amendment
No. 178 and the Pryor amendment No.
229 be withdrawn.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I reserve
the right to object, I have an addi-
tional amendment I would like to have
considered on this list. I thought we
had an agreement that there would be
an even number of amendments offered
on both sides, and now I understand
that in the request that is put forward
by the majority leader, there are five
amendments on the Democratic side
and four amendments on our side.

I would like to ask consent, because
I thought my amendment—Snowe
amendment No. 299—would also be in-
cluded in the agreement. So I am ask-
ing unanimous consent that the order
be modified to include Snowe amend-
ment No. 299.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
leader modify?

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to
my friend’s request with the following
explanation: We have worked very hard
to get this bill done. This is a com-
mittee of which the Senator from
Maine was chairman. She is now the
ranking member. This legislation—un-
derline this—is extremely important.
It has done in the past wonderful
things for our country. This innovation
that this bill allows to go forward has
created things such as the electric
toothbrush and many other things. It
is a good piece of legislation.

The legislation of my friend from
Maine is not relevant or germane to
this legislation. What is going to hap-
pen—if she objects to the request I
have offered, this bill will not go for-
ward. And that is too bad. We have
worked all week long—in fact, some
into last week—trying to get these
amendments cleared and agreed to.

The sad part about her amendment is
that we cannot get agreement not only
from our side but on her side. Without
going into detail who they are, people
do not want to do this amendment be-
cause it has no direct relevance to this
legislation.

In addition to that, Mr. President,
her legislation has not had a hearing.
It is something that is a big bill not
only in content but in pages, and it
should have a hearing. Senators should
know what they are voting on in more
detail. The other amendments we have
gone through have been perused very
closely and people understand what is
in them and people can vote intel-
ligently on those.

Now, my first inclination is to say:
Well, let’s go ahead and do it and try to
defeat it, but that is not the way we
should do legislation.

So I am terribly disappointed that
the Senator from Maine, the former
chairman of this committee, recog-
nizing the importance of this legisla-
tion, is going to cause this legislation
to fail, and we very likely will not have
time to bring it up again. Now, if that
is what my friend wants on her legisla-
tive conscience, that is fine. But I
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think it really should not be there. For
someone who understands this legisla-
tion as well as she does, it is wrong to
stand in the way of our completing it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the original request?

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, further
reserving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments that have been
made by the majority leader. But to
the contrary, this is very relevant to
the underlying legislation. It is about
regulatory reform. And if you were to
ask the small business community ex-
actly what is their major priority in
the U.S. Congress, it would be regu-
latory reform. Undeniably, it is one of
the most onerous burdens placed on
small businesses today, and our eco-
nomic well-being. We have had numer-
ous hearings within our committee
that touch on the issue of regulatory
reform, and my legislation would re-
form the process to ensure that small
businesses are free to compete and to
create jobs.

What could be more important at a
time when we are struggling to create
jobs in our economy, where we need to
create millions of jobs if we are ever
going to turn around this serious un-
employment rate that is plaguing our
Nation today and critically affecting
the personal financial well-being of all
Americans?

So, Mr. President, I am surprised
with the standard proposed now about
hearings. We have had numerous hear-
ings touching on the subject. The ques-
tion is that we never addressed the
issue in the U.S. Senate. As I look
through the number of amendments
that are going to be offered to vote on
in the majority Ileader’s unanimous
consent request, many of these amend-
ments have not had hearings either,
they have not been the subject of very
specific hearings.

The point is, everyone has had the
opportunity and would have the oppor-
tunity to review this legislation and
debate it amply, and would be able to
explore these issues. My legislation has
drawn the broad support of the small
business community nationwide. They
reviewed the legislation. They under-
stand the implications. They under-
stand the benefits if we do regulatory
reform, and they understand the con-
sequences if we do not.

So I am just surprised that there is a
new standard here because we have
passed numerous pieces of legislation
on the floor of the Senate that may not
be subject to a specific hearing, but
have been touched upon in numerous
hearings on various subjects. The same
is true of the amendment that had been
included in the majority leader’s unan-
imous consent agreement.

So I will have to object at this time
to the underlying consent agreement
since I am unable to have a vote on my
amendment. Hopefully, we can review
this upon return from the recess so we
can go forward with these votes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would fi-
nally say that this legislation, under
any circumstances, is not relevant or
germane to the underlying bill. That is
very clear. This legislation that now
has to be considered by the Senate has
not had a hearing. Sure, we have had
hearings on regulatory reform. We
have had hearings on the environment
also. But when you bring up a piece of
legislation that is new, we deserve to
know what it is about.

These other amendments, we Kknow
what they are about. Hers is too de-
tailed and complicated. It is not ger-
mane or relevant. It has had no hear-
ings. I am stunned by the new standard
suggested by my friend from Maine:
Democrats have more amendments
than Republicans; therefore, we should
consider an amendment that is not ger-
mane, irrelevant, and has never had a
hearing.

So I am disappointed my friend from
Maine is killing this legislation. We
have spent enough time on this legisla-
tion, and it is really too bad. The
chairman of the committee doesn’t
support it. The chairman of the Small
Business Committee does not support
this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I heard
the majority leader’s comments, and I
appreciate them. It is not about the
evenness of the amendments, but that
was the agreement. That was the un-
derstanding before I arrived on the
floor. My staff worked in concert with
the staff of the Small Business Com-
mittee chair, Senator LANDRIEU from
Louisiana, so that was the agreement.
So that agreement obviously changed
sometime in the last hour.

Getting beyond that point, though, in
talking about hearings, when I look at
the list of amendments that are going
to be voted on and put forward in the
majority leader’s unanimous consent
agreement, many of these amendments
have not had specific hearings. But ev-
erybody in the small business commu-
nity, every small business in America,
understands the value of regulatory re-
form. It is a very straightforward piece
of legislation.

Many of these issues have been ad-
dressed in hearings. Last fall we had a
small business jobs bill, part of which
was a $30 billion lending facility, and,
believe me, there were serious prob-
lems with that lending facility. But
that was not the subject of one Senate
hearing, and I just want to understand,
to garner clarity with respect to the
standards that are now being estab-
lished.

This issue is very important. Regu-
latory reform is absolutely crucial and
central to small business job creation,
not to mention survival. You don’t
have to take too many Main Street
tours to figure out what is happening
on Main Street. They are struggling to
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survive. Last year alone there were $26
billion in additional regulatory costs
that was imposed on small businesses
across this country as a result of new
regulations—$26 billion. But what is
the total cost of regulations in Amer-
ica? It is $1.7 trillion.

So is there any question in terms of
the urgency and the imperative of ad-
dressing this issue? It is very central to
the underlying legislation. It is about
small businesses. It is about regulation
and the hardships and the costs that
are associated with it, and it is dis-
proportionate on the small business
community. It is disproportionate.
They pay more than $10,000 per em-
ployee, more than the large companies
because they don’t have the number of
employees to be able to fill out the
forms and do all that is required that is
associated with the complexities and
the costs of complying with those regu-
lations.

So that is the issue. We had a $30 bil-
lion lending facility as part and parcel
of a piece of legislation that was voted
on and became law. There are issues
with it today and it was not subject to
even one Senate hearing.

So what I am saying is it was my un-
derstanding that we had an agreement.
That is what I understood, that we
were going to have an even number of
amendments on both sides to be offered
and that my amendment was going to
be included and brought up for a vote.
If Members of the Senate don’t want to
vote for the amendment, they don’t
have to vote for the amendment. It is
just saying: Please allow us to have a
vote on this specific amendment just
like the others that are in the majority
leader’s unanimous consent request.
That is all T am asking.

We have had this bill pending for the
last month, and I wanted to bring it up,
but, unfortunately, for a lot of reasons,
we are where we are today. That
doesn’t mean to say that we should not
have the opportunity to vote on this
particular amendment that had been
prepared to go more than a month ago
to be considered on the floor of the
Senate. But, in any event, I regret we
are in this position tonight. Hopefully,
we can work through this during the
course of the recess so that we have the
opportunity to vote on this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the longer
the Senator from Maine talks, the
more reason there is not to bring that
up in the status that it is in now.

She is absolutely right. The issue she
talks about in the Wall Street reform
bill was brought in at a time when
there hadn’t been hearings, and it has
created a furor around the country.
Now there are people on all sides of the
issue trying to change that. That is
why we need to hold hearings. She is
absolutely right. The more she talks,
the more reason there is not to do this
amendment.
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For her to suggest that regulatory
reform is something she is all-knowing
about—and she hasn’t said that, but
that is the implicit statement she is
making—I understand regulation re-
form. It is a burden, and we have to
change it.

We have been through a number of
procedures here. We can remember dur-
ing the Clinton administration when Al
Gore was in charge of reducing regula-
tions, and we did a lot of that. It was
good, but we didn’t do enough. I
worked with a Republican Senator by
the name of Nichols from OKlahoma.
We changed the law drastically, and it
has been used in this Congress and the
last Congress on several occasions to
get rid of bad regulations that an ad-
ministration promulgates. We now
have the ability to do that.

Is there more we can do? Yes. But to
march into this, as suggested by my
friend from Maine, would cause people
to make a decision on legislation that
has not been adequately reviewed. That
is why, I repeat, the more she talks
about what needs to be done around
here, the more reason there is not to do
her legislation.

As far as an agreement, I had no
agreement with anybody. This consent
agreement was drafted just a short
time ago. I have never suggested to the
Senator from Maine—we have never
had a conversation about this until
during the last votes.

I moved to proceed to this bill more
than a month ago—more than a month
ago. There comes a time when we have
to move the bill or move to something
else.

During our next work period, we have
some big, important things to do. We
are going to have to deal with the PA-
TRIOT Act. We have other things that
are extremely important. We cannot
spend more time on this legislation. It
is unfair to our country, and it is un-
fair to the small business community
that badly wants this legislation to go
forward so they can do things, as I re-
peat, such as invent more electric
toothbrush-type items.

There comes a time when we have to
make a decision as to whether people
are just stalling this legislation or try-
ing to send some political message say-
ing: Look, I was able to offer an
amendment; I want to do regulation re-
form, when there is no chance in the
world that the Senators have adequate
information upon which to vote.

So I am very disappointed that very
likely this legislation will be killed as
a result of my friend, the former chair-
man of this committee, and certainly—
I hope she understands how important
this underlying legislation is and how
her legislation has nothing to do with
what is in keeping with the germane-
ness or relevancy to this legislation.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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



April 14, 2011

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

——
TRIBUTE TO REBECCA EYSTER

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today, after
more than 20 years of service to the
U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Rebecca Eyster will re-
tire. Rebecca is one of the official re-
porters of the debates and proceedings
in this Chamber. She is one of the
many dedicated employees who are es-
sential to the daily operations of the
Senate.

For more than 12 years, Rebecca has
been part of the team that produces a
verbatim transcript of all of the Senate
floor proceedings. Before that, Rebecca
spent 8 years in the House of Rep-
resentatives in a similar capacity.
These jobs can be very demanding.
When speeches and votes go late into
the night, our dedicated reporters like
Rebecca are always here. They produce
a historical record about some of the
most important legislative debates in
our Nation’s history.

I am proud to have worked with Re-
becca and appreciate her important
contributions to the Senate. I know I
speak for the Senate family as we wish
you the best in your future endeavors.

SCHOOL SAFETY PATROL
LIFESAVING AWARD RECIPIENTS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today
to show my appreciation for the ac-
tions of seven young Americans who
make up this year’s School Safety Pa-
trol Lifesaving Award recipients as
chosen by the American Automobile
Association. In 1920, the American
Automobile Association, AAA, began
the School Safety Patrol Program in
hopes of promoting traffic safety
amongst school children. The AAA
School Safety Patrol Program has been
awarding its highest honor, the Life-
saving Award, to those patrollers who
have acted to save the life of another
since 1949. This year, seven heroic
school safety patrollers are receiving
this award, and it is my honor to recog-
nize their courageous actions.

On February 2, 2011, Paul Hardin, a
fifth grader at Canterbury Woods Ele-
mentary School in Annadale, VA,
averted a possible tragedy by bpre-
venting an adult female pedestrian
from stepping out into oncoming traf-
fic. When the pedestrian approached
the crosswalk, Paul verbally warned
her to stop. She ignored Paul’s warning
and continued walking into the cross-
walk at which time Paul stepped off
the sidewalk and grasped the woman’s
arm to prevent her from crossing. An
approaching car was within 5 feet of
the crosswalk. Paul put the safety of a
parent before his own in his heroic ef-
fort to prevent a dangerous situation.

Marisha Little and Sierra Walters,
safety patrollers at Ranson Elemen-
tary School in Ranson, WV, worked to-
gether to save the life of a Kkinder-
garten student who wandered away
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from the school heading toward a
major road crossing. This life saving
incident that occurred on January 18,
2011, was the first of two that Marisha
Little took part in at Ranson Elemen-
tary. The patrollers remembered seeing
the student walking alone away from
the school and became worried when
they no longer had him in sight. After
alerting her safety patrol advisor, Si-
erra left her post to find him. Sierra
found him and brought him back to the
post where she instructed him to stand
behind Marisha. Shortly after, he dart-
ed into the street in the path of an on-
coming car when he saw his aunt ap-
proaching the school area. Marisha
jumped into action, grabbed him and
pulled him back to the sidewalk. Their
keen awareness and quick thinking
brought him back to school and pre-
vented him from being hit by the car.

Marisha Little and Talyn Underwood
were credited with the second life sav-
ing incident at Ranson Elementary
School in the same month. On January
31, 2011, they prevented a second grade
student from being struck by a moving
vehicle. The student was horsing
around, talking to his friends while
running backwards into oncoming traf-
fic. Marisha and Talyn noticed that the
vehicle driver closest to the student
was looking in the other direction.
Marisha and Talyn screamed loudly to
alert the student at the same time
working their way toward him. Talyn
reached him first and pulled him by his
jacket from the direct path of the mov-
ing car. Both students were very quick
to respond and didn’t think about their
own safety in their effort to save their
fellow student.

Kamryn Mendell is a safety patroller
at the Fox Chapel Elementary School
in Germantown, MD. On September 28,
2010, during morning patrol duties,
Kamryn immediately reacted when she
realized that a first grade student was
beginning to walk into the pathway of
a school bus that was turning into the
school’s bus loop. Kamryn and her
partner were holding back students
from crossing when Kamryn’s partner
had to step away to remove a cone to
allow the bus to enter the loop.
Kamryn kept the children from cross-
ing with one hand and reached out to
grab the first grader who was now 4 to
5 feet in front of the bus. The bus driv-
er didn’t see him and continued driving
into the loop. Kamryn’s fast thinking
and immediate actions averted a cer-
tain life threatening injury.

Evan Siegel, a safety patroller at
Salmon Creek Elementary School in
Vancouver, WA, saved a T-year-old girl
from being hit by an oncoming car. On
a December morning in 2010, Evan no-
ticed a car approaching the intersec-
tion. It was driven by a teenager who
was texting and totally unaware that
the little girl had entered the cross-
walk without permission. Evan reacted
quickly by putting his crosswalk stick
in front of her and pulling her to safe-
ty. At the time the car was 10 feet
away from her and the driver was not
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slowing down. Evan’s courage and
quick actions are to thank for keeping
this young girl safe.

Jake Vowell, a fifth grader at George
B. Carpenter Elementary School in
Park Ridge, IL, is credited with saving
the life of a 6-year-old student on Feb-
ruary 2, 2010. He was on morning patrol
duty, when two cars failed to stop at
the stop sign when Jake noticed a
young girl attempting to cross the
street. He bravely went out into the
street and pulled her back to safety.
His dedication and awareness put him
in a position to save this young girl
from harm.

These seven heroic young leaders
demonstrate courage, awareness, and a
commitment to safety. Moreover, these
traits are what the AAA School Safety
Patrol Program embodies as an institu-
tion. Patrollers exemplify the kind of
services that are needed so that young
people safely navigate traffic hazards
to and from school. I applaud their
commitment to improving our commu-
nity.

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SPECIALIST BRENT M. MAHER

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is
with deep sadness that I address my
colleagues today. A hero from my
home State, SPC Brent M. Maher of
Honey Creek, IA, was killed in action
on Monday, April 11, 2011 in the Paktya
Province of Afghanistan. He was 31
years old. Specialist Maher was the
gunner on a ‘‘Cougar’” mine-resistant
ambush protected vehicle, MRAP, that
was struck by an improvised explosive
device.

Specialist Maher served in the Iowa
Army National Guard, Company B, 1st
Battalion, 168th Infantry, 2nd Brigade
Combat Team, 34th Infantry Division,
out of Shenandoah, IA. Specialist
Maher has been posthumously pro-
moted to sergeant. Prior to his service
in the Iowa National Guard, Specialist
Maher served over 7 years in the U.S.
Navy. In all, Specialist Maher dedi-
cated 11 years of his life to serving and
protecting our Nation. Words simply
cannot express the debt we owe to Spe-
cialist Maher and all of the other serv-
icemembers fighting for our Nation.

My thoughts and prayers are with
Brent Maher’s family and friends, in-
cluding his wife Brenna and his three
children, as well as his mother Cheryl
and everyone else who will be grieving
his loss.

Specialist Maher truly loved his job
in the U.S. military. He was proud of
the difference that he was making in
the lives of the Afghan people. It is be-
cause of individuals like specialist
Maher and his loving and supportive
family that America is the nation it is
today. At times like these, I think that
it is important that we pause and re-
member the lives of those lost in order
that we can enjoy our way of life. As
we go about our lives as free people, we
ought to bear in mind the sacrifices
made by Specialist Maher and others in
our Armed Forces.
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CYBER SECURITY PUBLIC
AWARENESS ACT

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
rise to speak about the Cyber Security
Public Awareness Act of 2011, which I
have introduced with Senator KYL.

The damage caused by malicious ac-
tivity in cyberspace is enormous and
unrelenting. Every year, cyber attacks
inflict vast damage on our Nation’s
consumers, businesses, and government
agencies. This constant cyber assault
has resulted in the theft of millions of
Americans’ identities; exfiltration of
billions of dollars of intellectual prop-
erty; loss of countless American jobs;
vulnerability of critical infrastructure
to sabotage; and intrusions into sen-
sitive government networks.

These massive attacks have not re-
ceived the attention they deserve. In-
stead, we as a nation remain woefully
unaware of the risks that cyber at-
tacks pose to our economy, our na-
tional security, and our privacy. This
problem is caused in large part by the
fact that cyber threat information or-
dinarily is classified when it is gath-
ered by the government or held as pro-
prietary when collected by a company
that has been attacked. As a result,
Americans do not have an appropriate
sense of the threats that they face as
individual Internet users, the damage
inflicted on our businesses and the jobs
they create, or the scale of the attacks
undertaken by foreign agents against
American interests.

We must not wait for a disaster be-
fore we recognize and respond to the
cyber threats we face. A false sense of
complacency is not a security strategy.
For that reason, I believe that raising
public awareness of cyber security
threats is an important element of the
substantial work that we in Congress
must do to improve our Nation’s cyber
security.

The Cyber Security Public Awareness
Act of 2011 takes up that challenge. It
will raise the public awareness of the
cyber threats against our nation in a
manner that protects classified, busi-
ness-sensitive, and proprietary infor-
mation. By doing so, it will provide
consumers, businesses, and policy-
makers with the continuous flow of in-
formation necessary to secure our net-
works, identities, infrastructure, and
innovation economy.

The bill improves public awareness
with respect to three key issues: at-
tacks on the government, attacks on
infrastructure, and attacks on busi-
nesses and consumers.

The bill enhances public awareness of
attacks on Federal networks by requir-
ing that the Department of Homeland
Security and the Department of De-
fense submit reports to Congress that
detail cyber incidents on the ‘‘.gov”’
and ‘‘.mil”’ domains. These reports
would provide aggregate statistics on
breaches, the volume of data
exfiltrated, and the estimated cost of
remedying these breaches, as well as
the continuing risk of cyber sabotage
after an incident.
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The bill also improves government
reporting in two other ways. It re-
quires the Department of Justice and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to
submit annual reports on their inves-
tigations and prosecutions of cyber
crimes, as well as on the resources de-
voted to cyber crime and on any legal
impediments that frustrate those ef-
forts. It also requires the Department
of Justice, in consultation with the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts, to
study the preparedness of the Federal
courts to handle cases relating to
botnets or other cyber threats, and to
consider whether courts need improved
procedural rules, training, or organiza-
tion to handle such cases.

The bill includes four provisions to
enhance the awareness of threats
against our nation’s critical infrastruc-
ture. First, it requires primary regu-
lators to report to Congress on the
cyber vulnerabilities in our Nation’s
critical infrastructure, including our
energy, financial, transportation, and
communications sectors, and of rec-
ommended steps to thwart or diminish
cyber attacks in each industry. Second,
it requires the Department of Home-
land Security to commission reports on
improving the network security of crit-
ical infrastructure entities, including
through the possible creation of a se-
cure domain that relies on technical
advancements or notice and consent to
increased security measures. Third, it
requires the Department of Homeland
Security to identify producers of infor-
mation technology that are linked di-
rectly or indirectly to foreign govern-
ments. This provision also requires re-
porting of the vulnerability to mali-
cious activity, including cyber crime
or espionage, associated with the use of
these producers’ technologies in the
United States’ telecommunications
networks. And fourth, the bill requires
the Department of Homeland Security,
in consultation with the Secretary of
Defense and the Director of National
Intelligence, to submit a report to Con-
gress describing the threat of a cyber
attack disrupting the United States’
electrical grid, the implications of such
a disruption, the possibility of quickly
reconstituting electrical service in the
event of a cyber attack, and plans to
prevent such a disruption.

The bill also seeks to enhance cyber
awareness in the private sector and
among businesses and consumers using
the Internet. It requires the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to report
to Congress on policies and procedures
for Federal agencies to assist a private
sector entity in the event of a cyber at-
tack that could result in the loss of life
or significant harm to the national
economy or national security. To en-
sure that our markets properly reflect
cyber risks, the bill also tasks the Se-
curities Exchange Commission with re-
porting to Congress on, first, the ex-
tent of financial risk and legal liability
of issuers of securities caused by cyber
intrusions or other cybercrimes, and,
second, whether current financial
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statements of issuers transparently re-
flect these risks. Finally, the bill will
help enhance consumer awareness of
cyber threats by requiring a report to
Congress on legal or other impediments
to public awareness of common cyber
security threats, the minimal stand-
ards of computer security needed for
responsible Internet use, and the avail-
ability of commercial products to meet
those standards. This provision also re-
quires the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to report on its plans to enhance
public awareness of common cyber se-
curity threats and to recommend con-
gressional actions to address remaining
impediments to appropriate public
awareness of common cyber security
threats.

The Senate has a lot of work ahead
as it seeks to improve our Nation’s
cyber security. One vital element of
this work will be to ensure that we
have an appropriate public awareness
of cyber security threats going for-
ward. I look forward to working with
my colleagues on this important task
as well as on cyber security issues
more broadly.

I would particularly like to thank
Senator KYL for working with me on
this piece of legislation. Senator KYL
has worked on cyber security issues ex-
tensively in the past, and we have
worked together on Intelligence issues,
so I very much look forward to
partnering with him on this and other
cyber security bills. As demonstrated
by the hearing we held this week in the
Crime and Terrorism Subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee, as well as by
the important work previously done by
the Commerce, Homeland Security, Ju-
diciary, and other Committees, this is
a vitally important and urgent na-
tional security issue, but one that we
can confront in a serious and bipar-
tisan manner.

——
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the 96th Anniver-
sary of the Armenian Genocide—a trag-
edy that has left a dark stain on the
collective conscience of mankind.

What has made this tragedy even
more painful—particularly for the Ar-
menian people—is the failure of succes-
sive U.S. administrations to acknowl-
edge the deliberate massacre of the Ar-
menians by its rightful name—geno-
cide.

So today, I also rise to reiterate my
call to President Barack Obama to fi-
nally right this terrible wrong.

In 2008, then-Senator Obama said:

. . . the Armenian Genocide is not an alle-
gation, a personal opinion, or a point of
view, but rather a widely documented fact
supported by an overwhelming body of his-
torical evidence. The facts are undeniable.

I could not agree more. And every
day that goes by without full acknowl-
edgement of these undeniable facts by
the United States prolongs the pain
felt by descendants of the victims, as
well as the entire Armenian commu-
nity.
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Countless experts have documented
the atrocities that occurred between
1915 and 1923, when more than 1.5 mil-
lion Armenians were marched to their
deaths in the deserts of the Middle
East, murdered in concentration
camps, drowned at sea, and forced to
endure unimaginable acts of brutality
at the hands of the Ottoman Empire—
now modern-day Turkey.

Yet successive U.S. administrations
continue only to refer to the genocide
by such terms as ‘‘annihilation,” ‘‘mas-
sacre,” and ‘“‘murder.”

This is not only an affront to the
memory of the victims and to their de-
scendants, but it does a disservice to
the United States as it seeks to stand
up to those who are perpetrating vio-
lence today.

In a recent speech President Obama
eloquently said:

Some nations may be able to turn a blind
eye to atrocities in other countries. The
United States of America is different.

The United States is not a nation
that turns a blind eye to atrocities,
and that is why it is so important that
we finally acknowledge the Armenian
genocide for what it was—genocide.

As I have said, genocide is only pos-
sible when people avert their eyes. Any
effort to deal with genocide—in the
past, present, or future, must begin
with the truth.

So this April 24, as we pause to re-
member the victims and to honor the
countless contributions Armenian
Americans have made to our great
country, I hope that the U.S. finally
stands on the right side of history and
calls the tragedy of 1915-1923 by its
rightful name.

——
CITIZENSHIP NOW!

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, for
the past 8 years, Citizenship Now!, a
project of the City University of New
York and the New York Daily News,
has conducted a citizenship and immi-
gration call-in, which I have visited
every time it has been held at the News
headquarters in Manhattan, NY. On
Monday, April 25, the ninth call-in be-
gins, and it is anticipated that the vol-
unteers who answer the telephone will
handle the 100,000th call by Friday
April 29. That means 100,000 families
received information to help them get
on the path to U.S. citizenship. Among
the sponsors have been the NYS Bu-
reau of Refugee and Immigrant Assist-
ance, the American Immigration Law-
yers Association, CUNY Law School,
Univision, and Radio WADO, with sup-
port from Verizon and Gristedes.

At the weeklong call-in, community
paralegals, CUNY counselors, students,
and other volunteers, supervised by ex-
perienced citizenship and immigration
attorneys and Board of Immigration
Appeals-accredited individuals, answer
callers’ questions. CUNY trains the
volunteers at an all-day training con-
ference that precedes the call-in, and
all volunteers receive a comprehensive
training manual. Whenever I visit the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

volunteers, I bring with me an expert
staff person from my office who han-
dles constituent inquiries from immi-
grants and their families. We fully ap-
preciate the special and unique out-
reach effort this free public service
provides.

The call-in provides an important
safeguard weapon against scammers
engaging in the unlawful practice of
law. Callers who qualify for naturaliza-
tion or another immigration benefit
are referred to reputable non-for-prof-
its. Many are referred to one of CUNY
Citizenship Now!’s nine citizenship and
immigration law service centers where
they can get free application assistance
and advice. The News features the pho-
tographs and biographies of the volun-
teers in print and on its Web site and
runs stories about the people who are
being served. When a caller wishes to
contact a private attorney, she or he is
referred to the New York City Bar As-
sociation referral panel and the Amer-
ican Immigration Lawyers Association
referral service.

The CUNY/Daily News Citizenship
Now! Project is by far the largest uni-
versity-based immigration service pro-
gram in the country assisting many
thousands of individuals with citizen-
ship and immigration law services each
year, all at no cost to the applicants.
This public service partnership de-
serves our recognition and appreciation
for the superb efforts underway to help
people in need. Thank you, CUNY, and
thank you, New York Daily News.

———

NATIONAL COUNTY GOVERNMENT
MONTH

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise to
recognize the contributions made each
day by our Nation’s 3,068 county gov-
ernments and the men and women who
serve in county government. They are
tireless public servants whose daily ef-
forts to ensure that local government
works for all Americans are honored
during National County Government
Month, which takes place each April.

As a former county executive for New
Castle County, DE, I know that county
governments are responsible for pro-
viding essential services important to
our communities. New Castle County
provides critical services in public safe-
ty, land use, parks and libraries, sew-
ers, and economic development. Many
other counties provide a broad range of
services, such as maintaining roads,
bridges, and water systems, and oper-
ating airports and other transit, and
delivering critical health care services.
Counties provide law enforcement,
courtroom, and jail services, schools,
and numerous social services for chil-
dren, seniors and families, and often
serve as the first lines of defense for
emergency response and preparedness.

Since 1991, the National Association
of Counties, or NACo, has encouraged
counties across America to highlight
their programs and services in order to
raise awareness of the important role
county governments play in our na-
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tional life. National County Govern-
ment Month is a great opportunity to
recognize this.

The National County Government
Month theme for 2011 is ‘“‘Serving Our
Veterans, Armed Forces, and Their
Families.”” NACo president Glen Whit-
ley, county judge for Tarrant County,
TX, is urging all counties to honor and
to thank their residents who have
served or are currently serving our Na-
tion in the military. In addition, Judge
Whitley is urging counties to showcase
their many important services to
America’s veterans, military service-
members, and their families, such as
those relating to physical and mental
health, housing, employment, and the
justice system.

In New Castle County, as in many
counties across the country, we felt the
impact of the call to duty on service-
members and their families, as county
employees many in our public safety
community deployed to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan with units of the Reserve
and National Guard. I am pleased to
join Judge Whitley and county officials
across the country in honoring service-
members and veterans and highlighting
the important services county govern-
ments provide.

National County Government Month
also provides the Senate with an oppor-
tunity to acknowledge that county
governments with the help of the Na-
tional Association of Counties are
working together to restore the part-
nership among all levels of government
to serve communities across America
better. We in the Senate share our con-
stituents with county government offi-
cials and face common challenges. It is
incumbent upon us to recognize the
men and women who work tirelessly
within local governments and provide
essential services directly to our con-
stituents. They deserve our sincerest
gratitude.

I encourage all of my colleagues and
all Americans to celebrate April as Na-
tional County Government Month with
their home counties and to recognize
the important role county govern-
ments play in their communities and
the critical services they provide.

———

REMEMBERING SENATOR JOHN
HEINZ

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, twenty
years ago this month we lost Senator
John Heinz in an airplane crash. A
family lost a husband and a father. A
Commonwealth lost a tireless advocate
for older citizens and our workers. I am
honored to serve in the Senate seat he
held from 1977 to 1991.

Senator Heinz understood that
health care has a human face that can-
not be ignored. He appreciated that
employers cannot shoulder the burden
of costs alone and understood changes
needed to be made. He worked hard to
obtain results for individuals through
his posi