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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
JEANNE SHAHEEN, a Senator from the
State of New Hampshire.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Almighty God, the center of our joy,
guide our lawmakers through this day
by Your higher wisdom. Give them the
clarity of thinking needed to solve the
complex problems of our time. As they
depend on Your words and guidance,
give them peace that comes from
knowing they are instruments of Your
glory. Lord, help them never to be si-
lent in the presence of injustice or im-
purity. Replace fear with faith, false-
hood with truth, and greed with jus-
tice.

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN 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, December 13, 2011.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN, a
Senator from the State of New Hampshire,
to perform the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Senate

Mrs. SHAHEEN thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

——
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, fol-
lowing leader remarks, the Senate will
be in a period of morning business for
2 hours. The Republicans will control
the first half and the majority will con-
trol the final half.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will begin consideration of S.J.
Res. 10 and S.J. Res. 24, both resolu-
tions regarding balanced budget
amendments. The Republican leader
and I, yesterday, arrived at an agree-
ment that we would have 8 hours of de-
bate on this matter, and I think it
should be a good debate. People have
been looking forward to this debate for
some time. Some are more interested
than others, and this should give them
ample time to say whatever they feel
about this issue that is ripe for debate
in the Senate and certainly the votes
we will have tomorrow morning.

The Senate will recess this afternoon
from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. for the
weekly caucus meetings.

———————

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 1633

Mr. REID. Madam President, H.R.
1633 is at the desk and due for a second
reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bill by
title for the second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 1633) to establish a temporary
prohibition against revising any national

ambient air quality standard applicable to
coarse particulate matter, to limit Federal
regulation of nuisance dust in areas in which
such dust is regulated under State, tribal, or
local law, and for other purposes.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I object
to any further proceedings on this mat-
ter at this time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the
bill will be placed on the calendar
under rule XIV.

———

WORKING TOGETHER

Mr. REID. Madam President, in the
last month, Republican leaders have
repeated this mantra over and over: We
support a payroll tax cut for working
families. But we have not seen any
proof of this yet. It has only been talk.

Senate Republicans have twice voted
down their own payroll tax proposal,
and House Republicans were unable to
bring their plan to a vote for weeks. We
understand they are going to have a
run at that tonight.

I have served in the House of Rep-
resentatives. When I served in the
House of Representatives, no one would
ever consider pushing something
through with a majority of the major-
ity. When I served there, Bob Michel
was the Republican leader, Tip O’Neill
was the Speaker, Jim Wright was the
majority leader and the Speaker, and
they always worked together on a bi-
partisan basis to get legislation passed.
It is only a new thing that now the Re-
publicans are saying: We are not going
to pass anything unless we can do it on
our own. That is unfortunate.

I spoke to the Speaker yesterday. I
have the highest regard for him. I con-
sider him a friend. But I said to him, as
seriously as I could, we are not going
to finish the work for our country this
year unless we work together. You can-
not pass anything in the House unless
you get Democratic votes because any-
thing you pass with strictly Repub-
lican votes fails over here; and over

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

58493



S8494

here we cannot pass anything unless
we get Republican votes. It is a fact of
life.

We have issues we have to complete
this year. So we have to understand, as
I explained to the Speaker yesterday,
we are going to have to do this to-
gether. We cannot magically say 53
Democrats are going to pass something
here. In the House, even though the Re-
publicans have a majority, they know
we have a bicameral legislature, and
they have to get something passed over
here also.

I am very disappointed in what the
Speaker has done to get a vote over
there that he thinks will pass. He
keeps adding ideological candy to the
proposal. Last week, they were sup-
posed to have a vote. At that time,
they could not get the Republican
votes to do it. I suggested they go to
either the former Speaker, NANCY
PELOSI, or STENY HOYER, the minority
leader over there—I do not know the
exact title—but the two leaders, PELOSI
and HOYER, and the suggestion was
turned down.

This ideological candy they have
added to this bill to get rebellious,
rank-and-file Republicans on board is
not going to sell over here.

They recently added a provision to
fast-track the controversial pipeline
proposal attractive to the tea party,
which is not opposed by President
Obama. It is not opposed by him. He is
saying this is such a big deal that, for
example, the State of Nebraska feels it
would—unless there are some major
changes made—badly damage that
most important aquifer we have in that
part of the country. In fact, it is prob-
ably the biggest, most important one
we have anyplace in the country.

So as was announced yesterday by
the Secretary of State, she said: If the
Republicans are trying to push this on
me, I cannot make a decision in 3
months. That is what the legislation
calls for. If they do that, I will have to
turn it down. The Secretary of State
has said that in writing.

In effect, as some have said, what
they are trying to do is kill the hos-
tage. The hostage is the Keystone Pipe-
line. If they push this through, it is
bound and doomed to failure.

But to tell everyone where they are
coming from—they, the Republicans—
JIM JORDAN, who is a Republican Con-

gressman, said about the Keystone
Pipeline:
Frankly, the fact that the President

doesn’t like it makes me like it even more.

I repeat, the President has not said
he does not like it. But as a result of
what has happened in Nebraska and
other places along that pipeline, there
are some major studies that need to go
forward.

President Obama and the Democrats
in the Senate have already declared the
House legislation dead on arrival.
Yet—after weeks of delay—Republicans
are going to vote on it tonight. They
are wasting time catering to the tea
party folks over there, when they
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should be working with us on a bipar-
tisan package that can pass both
Houses. We have offered solutions—se-
rious, good-faith proposals with bipar-
tisan support.

If Republicans continue to block
these reasonable plans to cut taxes for
160 million workers, there, of course,
will be consequences. Middle-class
Americans will notice when they open
their paychecks in January they will
have less money to spend, and they will
have Republicans in Congress to
blame—no one else.

Also, for the third time in 2 weeks,
Senate Republicans have filibustered a
qualified nominee, one of the Presi-
dent’s nominees.

Last night, they blocked confirma-
tion of Mari Aponte to serve as Ambas-
sador to El Salvador—the job she al-
ready has. She has done it well for 15
months. She has finalized an important
international anticrime agreement
with the people of El1 Salvador and
forged a strong partnership with El
Salvador in many different areas dur-
ing her time as Ambassador.

I hope the Republicans will come to
their senses before her term expires at
the end of the year and approve this
good woman.

I had a Republican Senator come to
me after the vote and say he believed
Republicans wanted to vote for her,
and he was glad I moved to reconsider
the vote. I hope that, in fact, is the
case.

Last week, Republicans blocked the
nomination of Richard Cordray to
serve as head of the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau—the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau. Mr.
Cordray has a record of protecting con-
sumers from predatory lenders.

Two days before that, Republicans
blocked the nomination of Caitlin
Halligan to be on the Court of Appeals
for the DC Circuit. She is an exception-
ally well-qualified person, with a great
resume, an exceptional legal mind. She
was blocked.

All three nominees were qualified.
All three had bipartisan support. All
three were committed, enthusiastic
public servants. Yet Republicans op-
posed their nominations for one purely
partisan reason: to deal a blow to
President Obama.

This kind of Republican obstruc-
tionism has, unfortunately, become
very commonplace. But it also has con-
sequences, and Republicans aiming to
hurt the President have once again
harmed our country instead.

————
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

———
A BALANCED APPROACH

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
today the House of Representatives
will vote on a bill that extends the
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temporary payroll tax cut as well as
unemployment insurance and which
will not add a dime to the Federal def-
icit. In other words, the House bill
would do both of the things the Presi-
dent and Senate Democrats have de-
scribed as their top legislative prior-
ities before the close of this year.

So it was surprising, to say the least,
to read this morning that President
Obama and my friend, the majority
leader, are now plotting to block this
very legislation—even to the point of
forcing a Government shutdown—over
the inclusion of a job-creating measure
that the President thinks will com-
plicate his reelection chances next
year.

That is what is happening in Wash-
ington this week, and the American
people need to know about it. So let me
repeat what is unfolding right now in
the Capitol.

Yesterday, the members of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee—Demo-
crats and Republicans alike—agreed to
a spending bill that would fund the
government through the end of the fis-
cal year; that is, next September 30.
Today, Republicans in the House will
consider a bill that contains the Presi-
dent’s top priorities: an extension of
the payroll tax cut and unemployment
insurance.

But here is the problem: The House
bill also includes a provision to accel-
erate construction of the Keystone XL
Pipeline, a project that has been de-
scribed as the biggest shovel-ready
project in America. Evidently, the
President does not want this project
approved before his election next No-
vember—because a small faction of
very liberal voters he is counting on to
get reelected do not like the pipeline.

We have already had 3 years of envi-
ronmental studies. This project was
not only ready to go from an environ-
mental point of view, it is shovel
ready. It will produce jobs almost im-
mediately, as soon as the President
signs off on it.

Here is a project that would create
tens of thousands of jobs, as I indi-
cated, right away. It also would not
cost the taxpayers a dime to build. It is
being built by the private sector. It
would reduce the share of energy we
import from unfriendly countries over-
seas, and it is a project which every-
body from labor unions—labor unions—
to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce says
they support because it would create
tens of thousands of jobs right away.

The Teamsters support getting the
pipeline started right now. The AFIL~
CIO supports getting the pipeline start-
ed right now. This is the kind of
project the Democrats themselves, in-
cluding the President, have been say-
ing all year they want.

But the Presidential campaign seems
to be getting in the way, to the point
that my friend, the majority leader,
now says he is willing to hold up a bi-
partisan bill to fund our troops, border
security, and other Federal responsibil-
ities rather than letting the President
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decide if this pipeline project should
move forward.

Let me say that again. The President
and the Democratic majority leader,
my friend, HARRY REID, are now saying
they would rather shut down the gov-
ernment than allow this job-creating
legislation to become law. That is what
would happen if they succeed in block-
ing this bipartisan funding bill from
coming to the floor for a vote.

House Republicans are giving the
President everything he asked for
today. They just think that instead of
simply providing more relief to those
who continue to struggle in this econ-
omy, we should also help prevent fu-
ture job loss and incentivize the cre-
ation of new private sector jobs, all at
the same time.

That is what the House bill does. It
goes beyond government benefits—be-
yond government benefits—and takes
us a step toward addressing the jobs
crisis at hand.

Most people would view this proposal
as evidence that the two parties are
putting their best ideas on the table
and addressing both sides of this jobs
crisis—the relief side and the incentive
side. Most people would call it a bal-
anced approach.

Unfortunately, the President does
not seem to be happy these days unless
he has an issue over which to divide us.
If the Republicans are proposing it, he
is against it, regardless of how many
job losses it prevents or how many pri-
vate sector jobs it would help create,
and he is not even trying to hide it.

The majority leader signaled yester-
day that he and the President are so
determined to turn even the most bi-
partisan job-creating legislation into a
political issue that he will ask his
Members to hold off signing the gov-
ernment funding legislation—that they
have already agreed to on an a bipar-
tisan basis—just to hand the President
what they view as a political victory
this week.

This is not just irresponsible, it is
reckless. The House is about to pass a
bill we believe—certainly going to con-
sider today—would help working Amer-
icans by extending the temporary pay-
roll tax cut, help unemployed Ameri-
cans by extending unemployment in-
surance, and which would help Ameri-
cans looking for work by accelerating
the construction of the single biggest
shovel-ready project in America. This
is the biggest construction project in
America, ready to go. It only needs a
signoff from the President of the
United States.

It deserves to pass with broad bipar-
tisan support. They had a vote on that
earlier this year in the House. Forty-
seven House Democrats voted to get
this project started. So I would suggest
that our friends put the political games
aside and give the American people the
certainty and the jobs they deserve.
Take up the House bill, pass it right
here in the Senate, and send it to the
President for a signature without the-
atrics and without delay.
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I yield the floor.

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 for 2 hours with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first half and
the majority controlling the final half.

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
20 minutes.

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

————

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, this
morning I rise to speak to the question
the Senate will be focused on over the
next day or so regarding a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. I do not think there is any doubt
that we have to reverse this fiscal
recklessness, not just for our time but
for all time.

I have consistently and vehemently
championed a balanced budgeted
amendment for the past three decades
in both the House and the Senate to
prevent precisely the kind of fiscal
quagmire we are enmeshed in today,
with our Federal Government bor-
rowing an astonishing 40 cents of every
dollar we spend.

In my 30 years in Congress, I have co-
sponsored a balanced budget amend-
ment 18 times. I spoke or made state-
ments in favor of it 35 times. So I have
had some experience in this battle to
get the Federal Government to balance
revenues with expenditures.

I learned that without a self-restrain-
ing mechanism, the debt over time
only goes in one direction—up. In fact,
since 1981 we have debated a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et in the Senate on five different occa-
sions and on four occasions in the
House of Representatives through 1997.
In the meantime, we have seen what
has happened with the mounting debt.

The impending vote to amend the
Constitution represents an unambig-
uous choice between changing busi-
ness-as-usual in Washington or embrac-
ing the status quo that we can no
longer afford, that has brought this
country to the edge of our fiscal
chasm; the status quo that has led to
more than 3 years without passing a
Federal budget; the status quo that has
brought us the first ever downgrade of
America’s sterling AAA credit rating;
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the status quo that was exemplified by
the supercommittee’s inability to
agree on $1.2 trillion in debt reduction
over the next 10 years.

Now we have two competing balanced
budget proposals pending before the
Senate in a partisan duel that has be-
come regrettably all too predictable in
Washington. Our Nation is on the edge
of a fiscal cliff and 20 million Ameri-
cans are unemployed or under-
employed. There should not be two
competing proposals on an issue as
critical as our Nation’s fiscal health
and survival.

We have been in legislative session
for 86 days since July 1lst, yet we can
only consign about 8 hours or so to the
idea on debating the mighty question
of a constitutional amendment to bal-
ance the budget.

Prior consideration in the Senate,
whether it was in 1982—it was 11 days;
in 1986 it was 8 days; in 1995 it was
more than a month; in 1997 it was an-
other month. We are giving 8 hours to
debate two competing proposals rather
than addressing the differences
through the amendment process so we
can ultimately resolve the question
once and for all of whether we should
have a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget.

Amending is consistent with the tra-
dition and practice of the Senate. Yet,
regrettably, we will be denied that op-
portunity which is unprecedented,
frankly, on this question. It is a ques-
tion that clearly deserves much greater
deference than is being accorded in the
Senate.

Thomas Jefferson once wrote,

I place economy among the first and most
important republican virtues.

And, yes, that is republican with a
small “‘r.”

He went on to say,

Public debt is the greatest of dangers to be
feared.

He wrote in 1798:

I wish it were possible to obtain a single
amendment to our Constitution . . . I mean
an additional article taking from the Fed-
eral Government the power of borrowing.

Jefferson understood the perils of
borrowing. We are not even going as far
as Thomas Jefferson was advocating.
But he also recognized the danger of
debt and deficits do matter.

He said:

One generation should not pay for the
debts of another no more than we should pay
the debts of a foreign nation.

Jefferson could not have been more
right. We have now entered what some
economists have labeled an economic
danger zone because our gross national
debt is approaching 100 percent of gross
domestic product. Our outstanding
Federal debt exceeds the size of entire
economy. There is no question that
high levels of debt have stunted eco-
nomic growth, costing millions of
American jobs at a time when we are
experiencing the longest period of long-
term unemployment and the worst
postrecession recovery in the history of
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this country, the second worst reces-
sion in 100 years.

Just as disturbingly, the government
currently pays $200 billion annually in
interest to foreign countries—to for-
eign countries that hold our Treasury
bonds, countries such as China and
Russia. The cost of the net increase
alone in interest will more than triple
in the next 10 years by the year 2021.
That is just the net interest that we
will pay to foreign countries because of
our bonded indebtedness.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s most recent long-term outlook
states that by 2035 interest costs on our
Nation’s debt will reach 9 percent of
the gross domestic product, more than
the United States currently spends on
Social Security or Medicare. CBO
warned that growing debt would in-
crease the probability of a sudden fis-
cal crisis during which investors would
lose confidence in the government’s
ability to manage its budget and gov-
ernment would thereby lose its ability
to borrow at affordable rates.

That is exactly what is happening in
Europe. It could also happen here at
any moment in time. It could be a
small item that ultimately precip-
itates and triggers a debt crisis, that
puts this economy in jeopardy and
peril as we experienced so dramatically
in America in 2008. We do not know
what all could ignite this explosive
growth in debt.

If interest rates were just 1 percent-
age point higher per year over the next
decade, the deficit would balloon by
$1.3 trillion from increased costs. To
put these numbers in perspective, we
have to look at the past. It took our
Nation 200 years to accumulate its first
trillion-dollar debt. Yet in just the past
3 years alone the national debt has
soared by nearly $5 trillion.

Let’s just repeat that for a moment.
In the first 200 years we accumulated $1
trillion in debt. In the last 3 years we
have accumulated $5 trillion.

So when the President stated last
summer that we do not need a con-
stitutional amendment to do our jobs,
well, not exactly. If that were true, if
such an amendment were not required
for us to do our jobs then why do we
find ourselves wallowing in this eco-
nomic morass? If Congress actually
possessed the capacity to forestall the
skyrocketing debt of its own volition,
why are we mired in a major debt cri-
sis? Why are the CBO and other eco-
nomic forecasters reiterating and un-
derscoring the negative outlook for the
future if we do not grapple with this
debt?

The facts speak for themselves. In
1986 when the Senate failed by one vote
to pass a balanced budget amendment,
the national debt topped $2.1 trillion.
In 1995, the Senate failed again by one
vote to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment, and the national debt at that
time was $4.8 trillion. In 1997, when the
Senate yet again failed to pass it by
one vote, the national debt was $5.3
trillion, a number we found staggering.
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But, apparently, it was not staggering
enough, as the abysmal track record
following 1997 dramatically dem-
onstrates. In 1999, just 2 years after
that fateful vote, the debt rose to $5.6
trillion. By 2009 it rose to $11 trillion,
and last year to $13.5 trillion. Today, it
is at $15.1 trillion. The bottom line is
that from 1997 to 2011 the national debt
has almost tripled.

In 1992, when I was serving in the
House of Representatives, we debated a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. During one particular bal-
anced budgeted debate on the floor, I
said we have no way of knowing how
bad things might get if we continue
without a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget.

Unfortunately, we can only speculate
where we would be today had we passed
that balanced budget amendment some
14 years ago. But we can no longer af-
ford to speculate about where we will
be with respect to our debt 14 years
from now.

Let’s not be confused as we hear all
of the usual diversionary excuses why
this amendment should not pass. I have
heard it time and time again over the
last three decades, as I have indicated.
Those excuses have been reiterated
time and again in the nine times it has
been considered between the House and
the Senate over the last three decades.

I have heard how a balanced budget
amendment will be overly restrictive,
spending reductions too substantial,
and that other measures would be
equally effective without changing our
Constitution.

Let’s not be distracted by the siren’s
call with the masterful art of deflec-
tion. As I recall, during the course of
that debate in 1992 in the House of Rep-
resentatives, I was challenged by a col-
league when he asked:

What if appropriations exceed esti-
mated revenue? What if the President
and Congress underestimate the
amount of Federal revenues in a fiscal
year? What if it requires budgetary ad-
justments as a result of a contracting
economy, or inaccurate estimates?

Well, I said at the time, as I do now:
welcome to the real world of families
and businesses in America that are try-
ing to project their costs every day—
current costs, future costs, whether
they will have a job, how much they
will get paid, and how much health in-
surance will cost—not to mention the
49 States that have adopted a balanced
budget requirement That is the real
world, but apparently not in the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives.
It is one we have long ignored to our
fiscal peril.

These are issues that day in and day
out the State capitals have to deal
with, as the Chair knows, being a
former Governor of New Hampshire.
My husband was a former Governor of
Maine, and I know that States have to
make tough choices and establish pri-
orities, and they have to understand
what is coming in and what is going
out. Why should the Federal Govern-
ment be any different?
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So now we have a fiscal gap here in
Washington where there not only is a
disparity between revenues and expend-
itures, but there is also a shameful im-
balance between the trust people place
in us as elected officials and the re-
sponsibilities we must carry out if we
are to demonstrate the worthiness of
that trust.

Absent a permanent mechanism that
compels and forces the Congress to set
and fulfill its fiscal priorities, we will
blithely continue in our wayward prac-
tices. Obviously, we only have to learn
from the past to understand the future.

Rest assured that we have already
tried every statutory mechanism pos-
sible. Yet nothing we have imple-
mented has withstood the test of time,
circumvention, or clever gimmickry to
bind both the House and Senate to pro-
vide continuity from Congress to Con-
gress—nothing.

We have witnessed the positive ef-
fects of statutory Ilimits with past
budget enforcement mechanisms, such
as the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act,
the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act, and
the 1997 Balanced Budget Act that
combined saved upward of $700 billion.
Unfortunately, we allowed them to
lapse because we could do it statu-
torily. We allowed these efforts to
wither on the legislative vine. You
could not do that with a constitutional
amendment.

When we talk about a deficit reduc-
tion package for the future, anything
we implement today could be undone
by tomorrow or by the next Congress if
we do not have the binding effect of a
constitutional amendment. That is the
big difference. Congress does not want
its hands tied. That is what this is all
about—not tying Congress’s hands, ir-
respective of the impact on the moun-
tains of debt.

We have squandered historic opportu-
nities. I tried for a legislative trigger
back in 2001 when we had projected sur-
pluses to pay down the national debt
and invest in Social Security and Medi-
care, but it was dismissed and derided.
Senator Bayh and I tried to get that
through, but people were not thinking
about the future. I had seen from our
experience in the past and I knew we
had to protect the surpluses we had and
invest them in the future. That didn’t
happen. People want to spend without
restraint.

As we sadly know, the promises to
get a handle on budget and deficits
were empty which is why we have not
had budgets in the last 3 years—or why
we passed only one appropriations bill
last year for the first time since the
1974 Budget Act. If you have no dis-
cipline in the budget process, you have
no discipline in spending and a mount-
ing debt. That is the net effect of what
has happened over the last three dec-
ades.

The reality could not be more stark
about the necessity for a balanced
budget amendment. Yes, we do need
one if we are ever to ensure fiscal bal-
ance and restraint.
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Finally, even Vice President BIDEN
spoke to this issue in 1995, expressing
the same frustration I do today. He
said:

There is nothing left to try except
the balanced budget amendment.

That is where we are. And I still do
not understand why we have two com-
peting amendments now. It is not as if
we don’t have differences, but why not
amend one legislation? That is what
the Senate is all about. Regrettably, it
has become another cynical process in
the Senate, an all-or-nothing propo-
sition, a zero sum game, either your
way or no way.

We have two separate votes on two
separate measures, creating a parallel
universe with two different balanced
budget amendments but zero oppor-
tunity to reconcile our differences. We
know what the strategy is. It is called
lip service. It is to allow everybody to
say they voted for a balanced budget
amendment, while the armies of the
status quo employ every weapon to en-
sure it does not happen.

I regret that we are not treating this
issue with the deference it deserves—an
issue that 70 to 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people support at a time in which
the U.S. Congress has an approval rat-
ing of 9 to 12 percent—it varies from
day to day. We should be embarrassed
about how this reflects on the institu-
tion because we are not focusing on the
issues that matter to people in their
daily lives. It matters because they un-
derstand that we are shackling future
generations.

We can either bring disrepute upon
ourselves by continuing to mortgage
our future to cover the fiscal offenses
of today or we can rise to the occasion
and meet our moral responsibility and
bequeath the generation to come a na-
tion unencumbered by the shackles of
perpetual debt. The decision is ours
and history awaits our answer.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CORNYN. I inquire of the Chair,
how much time remains on our side for
morning business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 39% minutes remaining.

Mr. CORNYN. I am sure I won’t need
all that time, but I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for as much time as I
may use of that time.

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

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I ex-
press my appreciation to the Senator
from Maine for her leadership on the
balanced budget amendment issue for
so long now. This is a fight that people
have fought for so long that some have
become very cynical about whether we
will actually ever act in a responsible
fashion to deal with the runaway debt
our country continues to accrue where
about 40 cents out of every dollar being
spent today is out of borrowed money.

We know this is not just a theo-
retical problem, it is very real. When
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we look at what is happening in Eu-
rope, with countries engaged in sov-
ereign debt crises that have made
promises they cannot afford to keep,
the day of reckoning has come to Eu-
rope. The day of reckoning for the
United States may not be far behind.

I think it is really important to lay
a few foundational points. Let me start
with the preface of the Constitution of
the United States of America because
what we are talking about doing is
amending the Constitution—something
we have only done 27 times since the
founding of our country. But the Con-
stitution of the United States starts
this way:

We the people of the United States of
America, in order to form a more perfect
union, establish justice, ensure domestic
tranquility, provide for the common defence,
promote the general welfare, and secure the
blessings of liberty to ourselves and our pos-
terity, do ordain and establish this Constitu-
tion for the United States of America.

It is important to recognize that this
is a constitution created by the Amer-
ican people. This is not something
handed down from on high that we can-
not change or should not change. This
is our Constitution. We own it. It is
within our power to amend the Con-
stitution when circumstances make it
prudent for us to do so.

Let me also refer to article V of the
U.S. Constitution. This is the basis
upon which we are seeking to amend
the Constitution by this vote tomor-
row. Article V says to Congress:

When two-thirds of both Houses shall deem
it necessary, shall propose amendments to
the Constitution.

And then should the joint resolution
pass with two-thirds the vote in both
Houses, then it goes to the States,
where 38 States—three-quarters of the
States—would have to ratify that
amendment before it would become the
fundamental law of the land.

There is another provision in article
V that I will talk about in a minute
which allows the States, in the face of
inaction by Congress, to ask for a con-
stitutional convention to be estab-
lished for that purpose. As I said, I will
save that for a later time.

Madam President, all 47 Members on
this side have cosponsored S.J. Res. 10.
But this doesn’t have to be a partisan
endeavor. Indeed, the last time, in 1997,
when there was a vote on a constitu-
tional amendment—and it failed by 1
vote in the Senate—11 Democrats
joined Republicans to come within 1
vote of passing that joint resolution,
which had already passed the House of
Representatives. So this doesn’t have
to be and indeed should not be a par-
tisan undertaking.

Let me remind my colleagues, what
did our financial situation look like in
1997? Our deficit was $107 billion—that
is right, $107 billion. Today, it is rough-
ly $1.3 trillion. Our national debt,
which recently broke the $15 trillion
mark, back then was roughly $5 tril-
lion. So we have seen almost a three-
fold increase in our national debt since
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1997, when we came within one vote of
passing a constitutional amendment
and sending it to the States.

We know that throughout American
history, our government has faced fis-
cal challenges. Our Founders had their
own when they had to amend the Arti-
cles of Confederation to provide for a
constitution that allowed us to deal
with our financial problems. But what
are the differences between those faced
by the founding generation and those
we face today? Back then, government
was the solution to the problem.
Today, the size and growth of govern-
ment is the problem. The American
people understand the difference, clear-
ly.

As I said, the American people are
absolutely repulsed by the idea that
Congress continues to spend 40 cents
out of every dollar that is spent in bor-
rowed money. I know people like to say
this is a problem for the next genera-
tion and beyond, but all you have to do
is look across the Atlantic Ocean to
what is happening in Europe today, and
you realize, no, this is our problem, in
this generation now, in Europe. The
ramifications could easily extend to
the United States and create a reces-
sion, if not worse, as we go through a
sovereign debt crisis.

The American people also understand
this huge debt we bear is a job killer
because it dampens economic growth.
Only by the private sector economy
growing do you get the sort of job cre-
ation that will help get us out of this
mess. Right now, we are muddling
along at roughly 2 percent of GDP,
which is not even enough to deal with
the unacceptably high unemployment.
Yes, we had a break last week, when we
saw the unemployment rate come down
a little bit. But a closer look at the
statistics reveals it was because so
many people had quit looking for a job.
They gave up.

We also know this is a national secu-
rity risk, this high debt. Former Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admi-
ral Mullen, said the debt was the single
largest threat to our national security.
This is the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. You wouldn’t think
that was part of his portfolio, but that
is what keeps him awake at night and
worries him—our debt, and the fact
that China is the major purchaser of
that debt, a country with interests
that are not exactly aligned with ours,
to say the least.

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
has said the debt undermines our ca-
pacity to act in our own interests and
sends a message of weakness inter-
nationally. Then there is a quote from
a former colleague of ours way back in
2006, who said this:

Increasing America’s debt weakens us do-
mestically and internationally.

He also said:

It is a sign that we now depend on ongoing
financial assistance from foreign countries
to finance our government’s reckless fiscal
policies.
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You may have guessed who said that.
Yes, that was then-Senator Barack
Obama.

What I think people find absolutely
unnerving, disappointing, and, yes,
even shocking is the lack of leadership
on this issue, not only because our na-
tional debt is a growing fiscal problem
as well as a national security risk, but
it has created a crisis of confidence in
our political system and people’s con-
fidence in the Congress’s ability to do
what we get paid for, what we got
elected to do, and that is to solve our
Nation’s problems, including our Na-
tion’s fiscal problem.

President Obama understands this
very well. That is why he appointed a
bipartisan fiscal commission, now
called the Simpson-Bowles commis-
sion, which came up with $4 trillion in
debt reduction along with other rec-
ommendations, such as tax reform,
which would make us more competi-
tive globally. But since December 2010,
when that report was rendered, what
has the President done with regard to
that report that received bipartisan
support—I believe it was 11 out of the
18 members, including 3 Republican
Senators at that time, Judd Gregg,
MIKE CrAPO, and ToM COBURN? The
President walked away from it. He
walked away from it. What did he do
when he gave his State of the Union
speech shortly thereafter? He didn’t
even mention it.

But what did he do? Did he come up
with a counterproposal or a different
proposal? No, he held back, and he
waited until the chairman of the House
Budget Committee, PAUL RYAN, and
House Republicans passed a budget out
of the House—something that has not
happened in the Senate for more than
900 days—and then the President at-
tacked. He engaged in scare tactics
that I believe are beneath the dignity
and responsibility of the Office of the
President of the United States.

Leadership on the national debt has
not only been lacking from the White
House, but Congress hasn’t done much
better. It is true what the Senator
from Maine has said, the basic conun-
drum we have had at times when we
have passed deficit reduction legisla-
tion, such as Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
and others, is that purely statutory
fixes are fine but they can’t bind future
Congresses. We need a constitutional
amendment that will make it the law
of the land that cannot be ignored by
future Congresses. This is what I hope
we will do by embracing our responsi-
bility and passing this constitutional
amendment.

The facts show that the time for a
strong balanced budget amendment is
now. It is today. Joint Resolution 10 is
a strong balanced budget amendment
that will protect the American people
from runaway deficits and reckless
spending. If ratified by three-quarters
of the States; that is, 38 States, it
would require a two-thirds super-
majority of Congress in both Chambers
to approve a deficit in any fiscal year.
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A supermajority would be needed in
times of emergency to approve a deficit
in any given year. And it can’t be open-
ended. It has to happen each year a def-
icit might be run.

We can imagine that emergencies
could occur, but it shouldn’t be a rou-
tine matter, as it is now, where we en-
gage in deficit spending. This amend-
ment would provide exceptions where
it would require a majority of both
Chambers to approve a deficit during a
time of declared war and a three-fifths
supermajority in both Chambers could
approve a deficit during military con-
flicts.

So for those of our colleagues who
are worried this balanced budget
amendment would provide such a
straitjacket it would deny us the flexi-
bility to respond to our Nation’s emer-
gencies, the amendment itself provides
the means to deal with those extraor-
dinary circumstances.

Joint Resolution 10 would also re-
quire a two-thirds majority to approve
outlays beyond 18 percent of GDP.
That is roughly what our revenue has
been—roughly 18 percent of GDP—al-
though today our spending is at 25 per-
cent. Because of the recession and the
fragile economic recovery, our income
is roughly 15 percent. So we are run-
ning at roughly a 10-percent annual
deficit.

This amendment would require a
two-thirds majority to raise taxes. We
don’t have a tax problem; we have a
spending problem, and we are not able
to keep up with the promises we have
made both in terms of entitlements
and other spending. This would require
the discipline of a two-thirds super-
majority to raise taxes in order to bal-
ance the budget. So we could do it
when there was a broad consensus that
it was necessary but not provide the
easy out to raise taxes in order to bal-
ance the budget unless two-thirds said
that was all right. It would also pro-
vide for a three-fifths supermajority to
raise the debt limit.

Finally—and this is important—the
balanced budget amendment, Senate
Joint Resolution 10, would require the
President to submit a balanced budget
to the Congress each year. The Presi-
dent has historically submitted a budg-
et in, I believe, roughly February of
each year, but it is rarely balanced. In-
deed, the last budget submitted by
President Obama was not even brought
up for a vote by our friends across the
aisle. When we insisted upon a vote on
that budget, it lost 97 to 0. No Demo-
crat and no Republican voted for Presi-
dent Obama’s last budget because it
continued the reckless spending and
the debt.

It is important this body support a
strong balanced budget amendment
and not a fig leaf or cover vote, because
Senate Joint Resolution 10 has the
strongest provisions on spending and
taxes in addition to provisions that
would allow us to balance the budget.

I know there is another alternative
that will be voted on, but I am afraid
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this alternative offers more of a mirage
than a real solution. First of all, it
does not include all spending. This
would make government accounting
even more mystifying, even more
opaque, less transparent. Can you
imagine families and small businesses
doing something such as that, saying,
well, we are going to balance our budg-
et, but we are not going to include all
the spending we do? Small businesses
and/or families don’t have the luxury of
moving things off the balance sheet—in
sort of Enron-style accounting—and
neither should their government. Ei-
ther you balance the budget or you do
not.

The alternative we will be presented
an opportunity to vote on, next to this
strong balanced budget amendment,
does not protect the middle class from
higher taxes. It would not have stopped
the 21 tax increases that were enacted
in the first 3 years of the Obama ad-
ministration. That is right, 21 tax in-
creases during the first 3 years of this
administration. The problem in Wash-
ington is not that it is too difficult to
raise taxes, the problem is it is too
easy.

A real solution to our debt crisis
must permanently change the propen-
sity to tax and spend with reckless dis-
regard. A strong balanced budget
amendment will actually solve the
problem. Let’s remember the disease
here in Washington the balanced budg-
et amendment is designed to cure is
out-of-control Federal spending, and
big deficits are a symptom of that dis-
ease. Any doctor will tell you just
treating the symptom doesn’t cure the
disease. Without treating the under-
lying cause of those symptoms, we
would not be making matters better,
we would be creating again another il-
lusion of a solution.

The strong balanced budget amend-
ment which I support, along with 46 of
my Republican colleagues—and I hope
a significant showing on the other
side—will treat the disease along with
the symptoms. An amendment with too
many exceptions and loopholes will
not. A strong balanced budget amend-
ment will reassure financial markets
and the American people that we un-
derstand the magnitude of the problem.

As I talk to my constituents in Texas
and others around the country—who
are the type of people we are looking to
to create jobs by making the invest-
ments, by starting businesses, and by
growing existing businesses—they tell
me with the growing debt, with uncer-
tainty about tax policy, with overregu-
lation, and with Washington’s unwill-
ingness to deal with a potential sov-
ereign debt crisis, and slow economic
growth in the private sector, they are
going to sit it out. They are sitting on
the sidelines. They are not going to
take imprudent risks with the capital
they have acquired after going through
this recession and becoming leaner and
becoming more efficient. They are not
ready to get back in the game until
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they get a signal from us we are actu-
ally serious about solving our financial
problems.

Unfortunately, the President not
only has neglected his own bipartisan
fiscal commission—the Simpson-
Bowles commission—and fallen for the
siren call of his political advisers to
not offer a constructive solution but,
rather, attack those who do, the Presi-
dent has compounded his mistake in
this area by saying, “We don’t need a
constitutional amendment to do our
jobs.” Presumably, that refers not only
to our balanced budget amendment but
to an amendment offered by the Demo-
crats as an alternative to the Senate
Republican balanced budget amend-
ment.

The President has claimed a balanced
budget amendment is not necessary be-
cause ‘‘the Constitution already tells
us to do our jobs and to make sure that
the government is living within its
means and making responsible
choices.” Who does he think he is fool-
ing? Who does he think he is kidding?
The President does himself no credit,
and, indeed, I think demonstrates a
lack of commitment to dealing with
our Nation’s problems when he says
things such as that. He knows the expe-
rience of this Congress—whether it is
Republican administrations or Demo-
cratic administrations—has been that
without a balanced budget amendment
we simply are not going to have the
tools necessary to get the job done.

According to one White House
spokesman, balancing the budget is
“not complicated.” Well, if it is not
complicated, why hasn’t the President
of the United States submitted a bal-
anced budget proposal? His last one
broke the bank, made the debt worse,
didn’t solve the problem, and was re-
jected 97 to 0 by a bipartisan vote in
this body.

The same White House spokesman
said:

All that is needed is that we put politics
aside, quit ducking responsibility, roll up
our sleeves, and get to work . . . get beyond
politics as usual.

I have to say, what bunk is that?
Don’t they know how little credibility
that sort of rhetoric has when it comes
to solving the problem? Just saying it
does not make it so. What people are
looking for is concrete action by the
Congress.

The strange thing to me was, when
the President of the United States in-
vited the Republican conference over
to the executive office building several
months back, he asked for ideas around
the table. Several of us, including me,
told him: Mr. President, if you would
embrace solutions to solving these
problems, we would work with you be-
cause we are Americans first and not
members of political parties first. We
are Americans. We didn’t come here
just to posture and to act like we were
solving the problem while doing noth-
ing. We actually are willing to do it be-
cause, frankly, we are concerned. Many
of us are beyond concerned; we are
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scared. This is no longer just for our
children and grandchildren. This is
about the present generation. This is
about us, and all we need to do is look
at what is happening in Europe, and it
could be our problem in the foreseeable
future. I am not just talking about dec-
ades, I am talking about years. It could
be earlier.

Everything we read about the sov-
ereign debt crisis in Europe and the
history of these crises in the past is,
once the public loses confidence in the
ability of a sovereign nation to pay
back its debt, then things slip away
very quickly. We have seen that hap-
pen in Europe with the price of the
debt on Italian bonds and Greek bonds
going through the roof because people
know they can’t be paid back. If people
begin to doubt for a minute our lack of
resolve at dealing with this fiscal crisis
and this debt crisis, we could well be
not just in a similar mess, we could be
worse off because there will be no Eu-
ropean Union, there will be no IMF to
bail out the United States of America,
the largest economy of the world.

Let me close for now by saying this
is not just a matter of conjecture
whether a balanced budget amendment
would help and would work; 49 different
States have some form of balanced
budget requirement. Vermont is the
only one that does not. Of these, 32
States have constitutional provisions.
Additional States require that their
Governor actually propose a balanced
budget or require a balanced budget in-
directly by prohibiting the State from
carrying a deficit into the next year.

But the point is, this is not just a
matter of conjecture and guesswork.
We know because we have seen at the
State level that balanced budget re-
quirements are effective. What do they
do? Well, we know State balanced
budget requirements are only effective
when combined with limitations on
taxing and spending. States with limi-
tations on taxing and spending are less
likely to raise taxes to balance the
budget than States without such a lim-
itation. States with taxing and spend-
ing limitations have a slower growth of
government than States without such
limitations.

In other words, States with taxing
and spending limitations have a slower
rate of growth and cost and size of gov-
ernment than States without them. So
we know a balanced budget amendment
could work.

I hope my colleagues—as frustrated
as I am, on a bipartisan basis, with the
lack of leadership on this—will show
leadership. We shouldn’t just look for
leadership at the White House or any-
where else. We ought to look at our-
selves in the mirror and ask what can
we do to solve this problem. I submit
that a balanced budget amendment
would go a long way to putting us on
the path to fiscal responsibility.

Now, we can’t do it overnight be-
cause we didn’t get into this mess over-
night. But just as Vice President BIDEN
said back in 1995:
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I have concluded that there’s nothing left
to try except the balanced budget amend-
ment.

That is what Vice President BIDEN
said in 1995. I agree with him. But if it
was true then, it is even more true
now.

So I hope tomorrow, when we have a
chance to vote, we will vote for a real
solution—a real balanced budget
amendment, S.J. Res. 10—that will
avoid the temptation to act once again
as if we are doing something, without
actually delivering a solution to the
problem, by providing a cover, a fig
leaf that, once again, will undermine
the public’s confidence in our commit-
ment, in our willingness, in our leader-
ship when it comes to the Nation’s
problems. Ultimately, the American
people will have the final say. If we
don’t do it tomorrow, then the Amer-
ican people will have another chance to
have an election and vote and presum-
ably choose people who will deal with
the problem.

Ultimately, we know—getting back
to article V of the Constitution—if
Congress does not propose a solution,
to quote article V, the Congress ‘‘on
the Application of the Legislatures of
two-thirds of the several States, shall
call a Convention for proposing Amend-
ments.”

So the final word is not with the
Members of Congress. Although we can
solve the problem tomorrow if we voted
on it and we passed it and encouraged
our colleagues in the House to pass it,
ultimately, there will be an inter-
vening election. But, ultimately, be-
yond that, the Constitution—which is
the Constitution of we, the people of
the United States—the people of the
United States will have the final word,
whether it be in the next election in
2012 or by means of a constitutional
convention called on the application of
two-thirds of the States, of which I am
told about 20 applications are already
pending.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, I re-
serve the remainder of my time, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 10 minutes.

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

———
JOB CREATION

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I
rise today to talk about jobs and poli-
tics.

There are a lot of folks in Wash-
ington who pay lipservice to jobs and a
lot of people that are playing politics.
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But it sure doesn’t seem that many
folks are interested in doing the hard
job of creating jobs.

Folks all over Montana have been
asking for good-paying, liveable-wage
jobs, the kind of jobs that can’t be
outsourced, jobs that put folks to work
in our forests, jobs that build the en-
ergy infrastructure this country needs.
Right now there are two proposals that
will do just that.

First, I would like to talk about my
Forest Jobs and Recreation Act. This
bill will stabilize the wood products in-
dustry in Montana by ensuring a de-
pendable timber supply that will give
certainty to loggers in the woods and
workers in the mills.

This bill will allow for the restora-
tion of 100,000 acres of national forest
lands in Montana, reducing the chances
of out-of-control forest fires that could
devastate our communities, our water-
sheds, and our way of life.

Recent data released by the Forest
Service shows that wildfires that burn
where the trees were thinned were less
expensive to fight, they were easier to
control, and did less structural damage
to neighboring buildings.

This bill also puts people to work by
rolling up roads, improving our water
quality, and protecting big game habi-
tat. It protects nearly 1 million acres
for our children and grandchildren in
wilderness and recreation areas.

This is a bipartisan solution, sup-
ported by industry and conservation-
ists. It is the product of people who
were on polar opposites of the issue
who came together to find solutions for
how we can manage our forests better.
We could take a lesson from their ex-
ample. They brought those solutions to
me to be put into law. This is a bill
that will move the country in the right
direction with a responsible balanced
solution, and it will create jobs.

But rather than getting this bill
passed, it has become a political foot-
ball in the appropriations process.
Some House Republicans seem to be
more concerned with their own job
rather than creating Montana jobs by
passing my Forest Jobs and Recreation
Act. That isn’t fair to Montanans who
are anxious to get back to work, to re-
claim a life that has been disappearing
in a rapid rate. We lost over 1,700 jobs
in the timber industry in 2009, more
last year, and still more this year.

I would ask folks who are negotiating
this final deal right now to think about
the folks who are counting on us to set
politics aside and do what is right for
our country and for Montana.

This same logic applies to the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. Right now, the
President has the power to create jobs
by approving this pipeline. He could
make the decision to approve this pipe-
line in the very near future.

Now, let me be clear. He should do it
right. Doing it right means approving
this pipeline while respecting private
property rights. I support the pipeline.
But I will never support any corpora-
tion—much less a foreign corporation—
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given the right to take away property
from Montanans or any other Amer-
ican without a fair deal that is nego-
tiated in good faith.

Doing it right also means ensuring
that the highest possible safety stand-
ards are followed throughout Montana
and rural America. I do not believe we
should have to wait until January of
2013 for a decision that can create
American jobs right now. In Montana,
we need the jobs. We need the ability
to provide incentives to boost produc-
tion in places where it makes the most
sense, such as the Bakken formation in
eastern Montana.

Now, many folks don’t know that the
Keystone Pipeline will actually include
an onramp in Baker, MT. That onramp
will tap into the booming Bakken for-
mation, and it will ensure that we are
getting the most out of American en-
ergy resources. That matters to our
economy and it matters to our energy
and national security. The Keystone
XL pipeline will transport North Amer-
ican oil and will help move this coun-
try away from spending billions of dol-
lars per day in Middle Eastern coun-
tries that do not like us very much.

At the same time, I am concerned
about the way folks on both sides of
this issue are handling it right now. We
do not need to entangle this issue with
a payroll tax in the House bill that
would add more than $25 billion to our
debt and that would cut Medicare bene-
fits.

It is time to quit playing politics and
start doing what is right, whether it is
the Forest Jobs Act or the Keystone
pipeline. It is time to move forward,
working together to create jobs in this
country.

Instead, politicians on both sides are
using these important items as polit-
ical footballs and that is too bad. We
should be acting responsibly to create
jobs with this pipeline and to put folks
back to work in the woods with my
bill. Instead, we are watching political
maneuvering designed to score points
rather than create jobs. We all know
this is how Washington acts. The peo-
ple who lose are the hard-working
Americans and Montanans who want to
get back to work. They want to build
and maintain the infrastructure that
powers and protects America.

I am proud to again offer my support
for the Keystone XL pipeline and the
jobs it will create. We need a quicker
decision based on the merits of the
project. After setting aside their dif-
ferences and working together to pro-
tect our forests, Montanans also de-
serve the passage of the Forest Jobs
and Recreation Act. Instead of irre-
sponsible partisan fights, it is time
that Congress finally takes a page from
those who constructed the forest jobs
bill. They set aside nearly 30 years of
partisan bickering to find solutions
where everyone gives a little and gains
a lot. It is the right way to do it.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.
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Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent I be permitted
to engage in a colloquy with my col-
leagues for the remainder of the Demo-
cratic time in morning business.

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

——
GLOBAL WARMING

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
understand that some of my colleagues
here in the Senate and in the House as
well do not believe global warming is
real and they do not want to see our
country and, in fact, other countries
around the world take the necessary
actions to deal with this issue. That is
fine; everybody is entitled to their
opinion. But it does seem to me to
make a bit of sense that we listen to
the leading scientists of this world, not
only in our own country but through-
out the world, and hear what they have
to say about global warming and the
need to respond.

The National Academy of Sciences in
our country, the United States, joined
by academies of science in the United
Kingdom, in Italy, in Mexico, Canada,
France, Japan, Russia, Germany,
China, India, Brazil, South Africa, have
said ‘‘climate change is happening even
faster than previously estimated’” and
the ‘‘need for urgent action to address
climate change is now indisputable.”

They are not talking about whether
climate change is real or not real.
What they are saying and what sci-
entists all over the world are saying is
that climate change is happening even
faster than previously reported. Eight-
een scientific societies, including the
American Geophysical TUnion, the
American Chemical Society, and the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science said:

Observations throughout the world make
it clear that climate change is occurring,
and rigorous scientific research dem-
onstrates that the greenhouse gases emitted
by human activities are the primary driver.
These conclusions are based on multiple
independent lines of evidence, and contrary
assertions are inconsistent with an objective
assessment of the vast body of peer-reviewed
sclence.

That comes from the American Geo-
physical Union, the American Chem-
ical Society, and the American Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of
Science. Further, it is not just sci-
entists in our own country or through-
out the world who are talking about
climate change, who are talking about
the need to respond vigorously to that
crisis, but right within our own govern-
ment, the U.S. Government, we have
the Department of Defense saying:

Climate change is an accelerant of insta-
bility.

What that means is that when there
is drought, when countries around the
world are unable to grow the food they
need, when there is flooding and people
are driven off the land, and when peo-
ple migrate from one area to another,
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this creates international instability,
which is of concern to the Department
of Defense.

The CIA understands that ‘‘climate
change could have significant geo-
political impacts around the world,
contributing to poverty, environmental
degradation, and the further weak-
ening of fragile governments,” as well
as ‘‘food and water scarcity.” That is
from our own CIA.

But it is not just scientists around
the world, not just government agen-
cies in the United States; you have a
business whose life and death, whose
profit margin depends upon under-
standing this issue and that is the in-
surance industry. If the insurance in-
dustry ends up paying out a whole lot
of money when there are disasters,
they are going to lose money. They
have to understand climate change and
the disasters, the weather disturbances
that occur from that. This is what they
say, in a report from the National As-
sociation of Insurance Commissioners.
They found there is ‘‘broad consensus
among insurers that climate change
will have an effect on extreme weather
events.” These are guys whose profit
margins depend upon that analysis.

Many Americans and people around
the world are concerned about the fu-
ture impacts of global warming on our
planet and what is going to happen 10
or 20 years down the line, and that is
terribly important. We have to under-
stand what climate change is going to
do to our planet in years to come. But
we do not have to just look at what
may happen 20 or 30 years from today;
we should be looking at what is hap-
pening right now, in the year 2011. The
World Health Organization reports an-
nual weather-related disasters have tri-
pled since the 1960s, causing more than
60,000 deaths per year. The National
Climatic Data Center shows that 26,500
record-high temperatures were re-
corded in weather stations across the
United States this summer. Texas set
the record for the warmest summer of
any State since instrument records
began in 1895. Oklahoma set a record
for its warmest summer, exceeding
records set during the Dust Bowl era of
the 1930s. Drought in Texas has led to
wildfires that destroyed more than
1,500 homes in Texas.

A 2010 heat wave in Russia killed
56,000 people. The heat wave in Europe
in 2003 killed 35,000 people. We can look
at Pakistan, which in 2010 had a record
129-degree temperature. All of that is
consistent with what scientists have
been warning us about for years.

NASA’s James Hansen said climate
change ‘‘loads the dice” in favor of
more extreme weather events. Hansen
said the answer to whether greenhouse
gas emissions are contributing to these
extreme weather disturbances is ‘‘yes

humans probably bear responsi-
bility for the extreme event.

There is much to be said. I think a
number of colleagues are coming to the
floor. But I want to yield the floor to a
Senator who has been an absolute lead-
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er on this whole issue, fighting for the
environment, and that is Senator
WHITEHOUSE of Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank my col-
league.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TESTER). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
the statement my colleague has made
is truthful and important, but there is
absolutely more to this story even
than that. At another time I will dis-
cuss at greater length the oceans di-
mension to what is happening to our
planet as a result of the carbon pollu-
tion we are emitting at literally un-
precedented levels in human history.
But for now let me say it is very se-
vere, very dire, and to everyone who is
listening and paying attention, the
ocean is emitting warning signs that
we disregard at our peril.

In addition to the threat of environ-
mental harm, connected to the problem
of carbon pollution is a huge oppor-
tunity and that is the opportunity of
clean energy. Clean energy will drive
the decades to come. Clean energy jobs
can and should be powering our eco-
nomic recovery.

We are in a race right now. We are in
a race for dominance and for pre-
eminence in the clean energy economy
that is emerging. All around the world,
other countries see it. They are com-
peting in that race. They are putting
everything they have into winning that
race. But because we have a political
system that is still listening to the
dirty, polluting energy industry and
using the politics of Washington to
interfere, we are constantly having to
fight to stay even. One of the things we
are fighting right now to preserve is
the section 1603 Treasury grant pro-
gram, which will expire at the end of
this year if we do nothing. This pro-
gram has been vital for our renewable
energy industry. It has leveraged near-
ly $23 billion in private sector invest-
ment, supported 22,000 projects which
collectively power more than 1 million
homes. This is big. This is no longer
some tiny little cottage industry. The
National Renewable Energy Lab esti-
mates the 1603 program has supported
up to 290,000 U.S. jobs.

If we look more largely at the renew-
able energy sector, renewable energy is
more labor intensive, creates more jobs
than fossil fuel energy per dollar in-
vested, creates more jobs than fossil
fuel energy per megawatt generated,
and the clean economy as a whole, in-
cluding renewable energy and energy
efficiency and environmental manage-
ment, employs 2.7 million workers in
this country. It is more than the fossil
fuel industry, but the fossil fuel indus-
try owns this town and they keep step-
ping on this larger, growing, clean en-
ergy industry.

We are seeing it, unfortunately, out
there in real life. Americans invented
the first solar cell in 1995. America had
40 percent of the global manufacturing
volume. We are now down to 7 percent
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of the global manufacturing volume of
solar cells.

China is investing $20 billion more in
clean energy every year to accelerate
ahead of us. European countries have
feed-in tariffs so investors can know
what their clean energy product will
sell for and that is attracting capital
and growth there, and we simply are
not keeping up. We are now, in the
United States of America, the home to
only 1 of the top 10 wind turbine manu-
facturers. This is an unhealthy place to
be and we need to get back into this
fight. The mature industries that
America leads have demonstrated the
important role of government interven-
tion at their early days. Our commer-
cial aviation industry has been the
envy of the world through its entire
history. The United States of America
subsidized airmail to help support this
fledgling industry. They purchased
planes for military purposes to help
support it and supported it with aero-
nautics R&D.

The same thing should be happening
in clean energy, and we need to work
very hard to make sure this 1603 Treas-
ury grant does not die on the cutting
room floor as we come to the end of
this year. If it does, jobs will go with
it. There will be an immediate re-
sponse. Projects will be terminated,
people will be laid off, divisions of com-
panies and smaller companies will
close, and it is an unnecessary, self-in-
flicted injury we should avoid.

Let me bring it home. In Rhode Is-
land this project has facilitated solar
panel installation on three new bank
branches. The TD Bank has opened in
Barrington, East Providence, and
Johnston, RI. Those projects created
jobs, put people to work, and lowered
the costs of their electrical energy.
Step by step it gets us off foreign oil
and these foreign entanglements to de-
fend our supply.

The city of East Providence, RI, is in
the middle of planning a 3-megawatt
solar project on an old landfill, land
that had gone out of use effectively but
now will be generating power for that
city. Construction has also begun on
three wind turbines at the Fields Point
wastewater treatment facility in Prov-
idence. The turbines will meet more
than half of our big water utility’s en-
ergy needs.

A company called Hodges Badge—if
your child has ever won an award in a
track meet, in a horse show, or in a
school production, they probably got a
ribbon for it, and that ribbon was prob-
ably made by Hodges Badge. It is a
great Rhode Island company. It has 95
employees. They have gone completely
clean energy, and they are doing that
to protect those 95 jobs. They are doing
it to lower their energy costs, and they
are doing it to do the right thing.

I salute Senator SANDERS for his elo-
quence on the real problem of climate
change and the campaign of lies and
propaganda that has interfered with
our ability to deal with what is a real
and emerging problem, and also to
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point out that the second step in this is
that there are jobs and there is eco-
nomic success behind the clean energy
industry that will lead us out of the
predicament we are creating for our-
selves because people here are in the
thrall of the polluting industries.

I thank Senator SANDERS very much.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I want
to reiterate the very important point
that Senator WHITEHOUSE has made.
This struggle is not only to transform
our energy system, to move away from
fossil fuel, and to end the absurdity of
importing over $300 billion a year in oil
from Saudi Arabia and other foreign
countries and move toward energy
independence, this effort is to cut
greenhouse gas emissions so that we
save the planet. This effort also has to
do with creating jobs in the midst of
the worst recession since the Great De-
pression.

I hope that every Member of the Sen-
ate is on the side of the American
workers in helping us to grow sustain-
able energy companies so we create the
jobs we need in this country rather
than let China and other countries
dominate those industries.

Mr. President, I am very proud to
give the floor over to the chairperson
of the Environmental and Public
Works Committee, certainly one of the
great environmental leaders here in
the Senate, Senator BARBARA BOXER of
California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, what is
the time remaining in Senator SAND-
ERS’ block?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
36v2 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Is the Senator satisfied
if I take about 7 minutes?

Mr. SANDERS. That would be fine.

Mrs. BOXER. I want to say how
proud I am of the Environment and
Public Works Committee. To be chair-
man of the committee that has such in-
credible Senators, such as those you
have heard from—Senator SANDERS,
Senator WHITEHOUSE; we also have Sen-
ator CARDIN, Senator CARPER, Senator
BAUCUS, Senator GILLIBRAND, Senator
MERKLEY, and Senator LAUTENBERG. I
hope I am not leaving anyone out.
These are the environmental voices,
the commonsense voices for jobs, for
clean technology, for a bright future
for our Nation, so to be the chairman
of that committee is an honor beyond
my every expectation.

It is not to say we don’t work with
Republicans; we do on public works
matters. We work very well with Sen-
ator INHOFE and his team of Repub-
licans on public works, but when it
comes to the environment, there is no-
body home over there. As a matter of
fact, they do harm.

Today I am going to talk about the
need to create jobs through this sector,
but I also want to say, while my col-
leagues are here, an interesting devel-
opment that has happened on the pay-
roll tax cut bill that the House is about
to pass. We have a kind of inside-the-
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Beltway term when extraneous provi-
sions are added to a bill that will bring
down the bill, and we call that a poison
pill amendment. I have never said to
you when I coined that phrase ‘‘poison
pill”’ amendment that it is literal. In
this case they have attached to the
payroll tax cut—which is on the one
hand giving a tax cut to the middle
class—a literal poison pill by rolling
back a Clean Air Act provision that
will require a very small percent of the
boilers in this country to cut back on
the filthiest of all pollution, including
mercury, arsenic, and lead. I will say
that again: mercury, arsenic, and lead.

If I were to stop anyone in the street,
they don’t need a degree in science to
know if those are good things or bad
things for you. They didn’t even have
to see the movie ‘‘Arsenic and Old
Lace” to know that arsenic is bad.
Lead damages the brains of our kids.
Mercury has horrible impacts, particu-
larly on children. So they have at-
tached a poison pill, literally, because
it will kill 8,100 more people than oth-
erwise would have been killed from pol-
lution. They have attached that to the
payroll tax cut. How is that for a
Christmas gift? Hi, I am your Senator,
here is a tax cut for you of about $1,000,
but, sorry, you might die from breath-
ing in too much poison in the form of
mercury, lead, and arsenic.

That is what is going on here. Hon-
estly, we have asked for a lot from
Santa in our day, but we never asked
for lead, arsenic, and mercury.

The reason Senator SANDERS took to
the floor today—and the reason I am
proud to be here—is because we all say
here in this Chamber that we care
about jobs. We all say here in this
Chamber that we want to be energy
independent. We should all add that we
want less pollution. Our colleagues on
the other side never mention it. We
should add that we want less carbon
pollution, which is leading us to ex-
treme weather conditions, climate
change, but they don’t say that. We say
that.

How do you do it? Well, there are
many ways. One is to enforce the clean
air laws we have, by the way, that will
help get carbon out of the air. But a
very easy way as we extend this pay-
roll tax cut, which we all want for our
middle class, is to say we should extend
those clean energy tax breaks that
allow us to move toward innovation.
You hear a lot of talk from the other
side about how solar energy is in de-
cline and they talk about Solyndra and
the problems there. Let me tell you
something, that mindset would mean
we never would have made it to the
Moon because we know what happened
to Apollo 1. It was not good. We didn’t
walk away from going to the Moon. We
expected there would be problems with
the program that we put together.
That is why we had $2 billion to offset
any companies that might not make it.
Do we stop cancer research because a
lot of the scientists’ leads don’t pan
out? We don’t walk away from cancer
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research. But our friends on the other
side, the minute they can seize on
something to walk away from clean en-
ergy, they do. I have come to the con-
clusion that there is only one reason
for it, and that reason is they rep-
resent—and this is my opinion—big oil,
big polluters, the people who, over the
years, have tried to stop us from mov-
ing away from those fossil fuels.

All you have to do is read the history
books to see how big oil teamed up
with the auto industry to take out all
the railroad tracks that they could to
stop the competition. All you have to
see is the movie “Who Killed the Elec-
tric Car.” You cannot even find those
GM cars. They took them and literally
flattened them and they bought time
for the gas-guzzling cars until finally,
with President Obama’s leadership, we
were able to influence the companies in
Detroit to make them understand the
very simple fact that if we move to
cleaner burning fuels, if we move to
fuel economy, they are going to make
a lot more money because that is the
future.

What we face here instead of seeing
an extension of the clean energy provi-
sions to help us move toward solar, to
help us move away from fossil fuels, to
help us get a better balance of pay-
ments, to move away from the Middle
East dictators, we see nothing. What
do we see? We see another poison pill in
another one of their bills over there to
repeal the standards for light bulbs.
What are these people thinking? They
need a light bulb to go off in their own
head. We have to move toward energy
efficiency. It is a win-win-win.

I am going to talk about California
in my remaining time. We have seen
great progress there. We have added
79,000 jobs in the clean energy sector in
the past 7 years, and that clean energy
sector remains one of the most prom-
ising industries in our State, and peo-
ple are happy. We are going to put a
million solar rooftops on in California.
I know Senator SANDERS has been call-
ing for this for years. California is
doing it with Governor Brown leading
the way with the legislature. Do you
know what that means? It means that
people are going to work in California.
You cannot be in China unless you
have an extremely long arm and put a
solar rooftop on in Los Angeles or in
Riverside County or San Francisco or
San Diego. So we need to reauthorize
1603, the Treasury grant program,
which allows developers to receive a
grant in lieu of a credit, in lieu of a
writeoff. That means they will get the
funding and they can move forward
with their front. It is leveraged by $22
billion in private sector investment. If
we extend the program, we will be cre-
ating 37,000 jobs.

I have to ask rhetorically: What is
wrong with the Republican Party that
they don’t understand that when you
extend these kinds of tax credits, you
move away from the dictators who con-
trol the oil supply and who would turn
on us in a minute, and instead you cre-
ate jobs here at home, the air is less
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polluted, the kids have less asthma?
There are very few things that we
could come to the floor and say are
such a win-win-win.

There is 48-C in the manufacturing
tax credit, which provides a credit for
facilities that make clean energy
equipment components. We know there
is a demand for these programs.

I want to say to my colleagues on the
other side who are on the EPW Com-
mittee, I hope they will join me at 2:30
p.m. We are going to have a press con-
ference to talk about the need for pro-
tecting the air that we breathe and for
the need to see a payroll tax cut that
doesn’t come over here loaded down
with things that are going to lead to
riders that are unrelated, that are
going to lead to the death of our peo-
ple.

Simple message: No poison pills that
poison the people, please. I hope they
will join me there. But I want them to
know, and I want to say, Senator
WHITEHOUSE organized a letter that
was critical to get all of us on this let-
ter. I ask Senator WHITEHOUSE,
through the Chair, how many signa-
tures did you get?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. We had over 30.
The number is still climbing retro-
actively—but more than 30 Democratic
Senators.

Mrs. BOXER. That is a very large
number of Senators to have put their
names on a letter. These letters are
hard. People are busy. They do not
have time. You get 30 names on a let-
ter, and we say: Extend these tax cuts
for jobs, for the environment, for all
the good things. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter Senator WHITE-
HOUSE organized printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,

Washington, DC, December 7, 2011.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MAX BAUCUS,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Hon. MITcH MCCONNELL,
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington. DC.
Hon. ORRIN HATCH,
Ranking, Senate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER REID, REPUBLICAN
LEADER MCCONNELL, CHAIRMAN BAUCUS, AND
RANKING MEMBER HATCH: We are writing to
urge your support for the extension of key
expiring clean energy and efficiency tax pro-
visions that create jobs and protect our envi-
ronment. Allowing these incentives to expire
would harm the U.S. economy, eliminate
tens of thousands of jobs, and sideline bil-
lions of dollars of private sector capital in-
vestments. In particular, the renewable en-
ergy industry would be negatively impacted
by an expiration of provisions.

One of the most critical tax provisions set
to expire this year is the 1603 Treasury Grant
Program (TGP), which has provided a way to
finance renewable energy projects despite
the breakdown of tax equity markets and
has proven a particularly effective job cre-
ation tool. Over the last two and a half
years, the TGP has leveraged nearly $23 bil-
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lion in private sector investment for 22,000
projects in every state and across a dozen
clean energy industries, including solar,
wind, biomass, fuel cell, combined heat-and-
power, and hydropower projects. To date, the
program has spurred the construction of suf-
ficient new generation capacity to power
more than one million American homes and
has supported roughly 290,000 U.S. jobs. Al-
lowing the TGP to expire would shrink fi-
nancing available for renewable energy
projects by 52 percent, according to a July
2011 survey by the U.S. Partnership for Re-
newable Emnergy Finance. This would Kkill
tens of thousands of jobs across all clean en-
ergy industries and states.

We have seen what happens when these
credits expire. The biodiesel production tax
credit lapsed in 2010, and fuel production
dropped dramatically, shuttering dozens of
plants and putting thousands of people
across the country out of work. Given our
nation’s urgent need for more transportation
fuels from domestic sources that are both se-
cure and environmentally sound, we cannot
let that happen again. With the biodiesel tax
credit in place again for 2011, domestic pro-
duction has more than doubled, supporting
more than 31,000 jobs and generating at least
$3 billion in GDP and $628 million in federal,
state, and local tax revenues.

We also support additional funding for the
Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credit
(48C), which has leveraged timely private in-
vestments in new, expanded, or re-equipped
advanced energy manufacturing projects
throughout the country. The program has
been able to leverage $5.4 billion in private
investment, boosting growth and creating
new U.S. manufacturing jobs producing com-
ponents and equipment for the burgeoning
global renewable energy industry. Applica-
tions to the program have far exceeded the
program’s original allocation, indicating a
tremendous potential for continued invest-
ment and job creation in the manufacturing
sector. Without funding for programs like
this, we effectively forfeit clean energy man-
ufacturing to countries like China.

The Production Tax Credit (PTC) has fa-
cilitated tens of billions of dollars in new
clean energy generating capacity, particu-
larly in the wind industry, which has created
thousands of new manufacturing and con-
struction jobs in many of the hardest hit
parts of our country. Last year, new wind
power represented over one-third of all new
U.S. electricity generation capacity. This is
an industry in which the United States cur-
rently has a trade surplus with China, Brazil.
and other fast-growing developing econo-
mies. We need a timely extension of the PTC
to keep these jobs in the U.S. and provide
certainty to investors.

These expiring tax provisions have dem-
onstrated their effectiveness in catalyzing
private investment and job growth, spurring
U.S. technological innovation, and diversi-
fying our nation’s energy mix. In light of the
critical role these incentives and others have
played in fostering U.S. economic growth,
now is not the time to let them lapse, even
temporarily. We believe it is important these
critical tax provisions be part of any year-
end tax legislation.

Sincerely,

John F. Kerry, Sheldon Whitehouse, Bar-
bara Boxer, Jeff Bingaman, Maria Cantwell,
Benjamin L. Cardin, Jeanne Shaheen, Robert
Menendez, Bernard Sanders, Richard
Blumenthal, Dianne Feinstein.

Mark Udall, Sherrod Brown, Ron Wyden,
Daniel K. Akaka, Debbie Stabenow, Tim
Johnson, Tom Udall, Jeff Merkley, Michael
F. Bennet, Mark Begich, Amy Klobuchar.

Jack Reed, Patrick J. Leahy, Al Franken,
Joseph I. Lieberman, Tom Harkin, Chris-
topher A. Coons, Frank R. Lautenberg, Bar-
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bara A. Mikulski, Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Carl
Levin, Bill Nelson, Daniel K. Inouye.

Mrs. BOXER. I would yield back to
our leader on this important block of
time. I would yield my time back to
Senator SANDERS. We are determined
to get this done right for the American
people.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank Senator
BOXER very much, not only for her
words but for her leadership on the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee.

I wish to reiterate a very important
point Senator BOXER made. She re-
minds us of great moments in the his-
tory of this country. This country,
with great difficulty but persistence,
built a railroad ahead of the rest of the
world that went from the east coast to
the west coast. It was not easy. This
country led the world in putting a man
on the Moon. It was not easy, at great
expense, difficulties, but we did it.
Does anybody not think this country
can lead the world in transforming our
energy system away from polluting fos-
sil fuels to energy efficiency, to sus-
tainable energies such as wind, solar,
geothermal, biomass, other tech-
nologies? Can we not lead the world in
making our own country more energy
efficient, making our air cleaner but
also in creating large numbers of jobs
as we weatherize our buildings, as we
build the solar panels we need to build
the wind turbines, as we put more engi-
neers and scientists to work to help us
in this energy transformation.

I wish to pick up on a point Senator
WHITEHOUSE made a moment ago,
which is that while we talk about en-
ergy transformation, while we all un-
derstand that over a period of years,
the oil industry, for example, has re-
ceived billions and billions of dollars of
permanent tax breaks, what we are
fighting for right now is to see that the
1603 renewable energy grant program is
renewed. As Senator WHITEHOUSE indi-
cated, 1603 allows renewable energy de-
velopers to get a grant instead of a tax
credit. Since 2009, when this program
was enacted, it has leveraged nearly $23
billion in private investment sup-
porting 22,000 projects in all 50 States
and supported approximately 290,000
jobs, according to the National Renew-
able Energy Lab. Since 1603 was en-
acted, solar jobs doubled to more than
100,000 jobs.

We have to make sure that before
Congress adjourns for the Christmas
holidays, we renew 1603. It is enor-
mously important for the renewable
energy industry, enormously impor-
tant for jobs in our country.

With that, I would yield the floor to
Senator WHITEHOUSE.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank Senator
SANDERS. Senator CARDIN has arrived
so I will hand off to him in a moment.
But to the Senator’s point about the
imbalance between support for the fos-
sil fuel energy industry and the renew-
able energy industry; the first being
one that hurts our national security,
pollutes our air and costs a fortune and
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is phasing out and the second being one
that is growing, that is clean, and that
is the way of the future.

According to the Environmental Law
Institute, the U.S. invested almost six
times more in subsidies for fossil fuel
from 2002 to 2008 than we did in renew-
able energy. So by a factor of six times,
we have our thumb on the scales sup-
porting the old dirty industry against
the new, rather than supporting the
new the way our international com-
petitors are doing.

I ask unanimous consent that a re-
sponse from Secretary Chu to a letter
Senator SANDERS and I and other Sen-
ators wrote to him about the status of
and success of our clean energy invest-
ments be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, November 16, 2011.
Hon. BERNARD SANDERS, Hon. JEFF BINGA-

MAN, Hon. DEBBIE STABENOW, Hon.

SHERROD BROWN, Hon. JOSEPH I. LIEBER-

MAN, Hon. CHRISTOPHER COONS, Hon. SHEL-

DON WHITEHOUSE, Hon. RICHARD

BLUMENTHAL, Hon. JoN TESTER, Hon.

PATTY MURRAY, Hon. MARK UDALL, Hon.

PATRICK LEAHY, Hon. ToM UDALL, Hon.

JOHN KERRY, Hon. CARL LEVIN, Hon. ROB-

ERT P. CASEY, Jr., Hon. TiM JOHNSON, Hon.

MICHAEL F. BENNET, Hon. JACK REED, Hon.

DANIEL AKAKA, Hon. JEFF MERKLEY, Hon.

KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS: Thank you for your Octo-
ber 5, 2011 letter requesting an update on
United States investment in clean energy
technology and job creation. I strongly agree
that the United States faces a critical deci-
sion point in our Nation’s energy future if we
hope to compete in and win the global clean
energy economy. As President Obama has
said, ‘“The country that leads the clean en-
ergy economy will lead the 21st century
global economy.”’

The annual global clean energy market is
estimated to be worth more than $211 billion,
up 32 percent from 2009. The global market
for solar photovoltaic systems alone rep-
resents an $80 billion market this year. It is
estimated that the global renewable energy
market will grow to $460 billion by 2030, with
a cumulative investment from 2010 to 2030 of
approximately $7 trillion in new capital.
This increased market is being driven by in-
creased global demand and technological ad-
vances that are rapidly making renewable
energy cost competitive with fossil energy.

The economic stakes are high. However, we
are currently at risk of falling behind our
global competitors who are seizing the op-
portunity by investing more heavily and es-
tablishing market policies that give them a
strategic advantage. The United States cur-
rently ranks first in only one of the top ten
clean energy benchmarks. Thanks to our
world-class universities and national labs,
we still hold an edge in technology innova-
tion, but we are falling further and further
behind in key areas such as manufacturing
competitiveness and exports. Countries like
China are moving forward with large invest-
ments.

There are some who say that we cannot
compete with China. I respectfully disagree.
However, time is of the essence. I would like
to work with you to establish a comprehen-
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sive energy policy that targets all aspects of
the energy value chain—innovation, manu-
facturing, deployment, financing, and mar-
kets—to provide the certainty American
businesses and entrepreneurs need to com-
pete with their global counterparts. Without
a comprehensive, long-term energy policy
framework focused on this full energy value
chain, American business will continue to
move capital and jobs overseas to take ad-
vantage of more business friendly policies.

The questions you have posed in your let-
ter are very important to understand Amer-
ica’s current position in the clean energy
economy, including where we have been suc-
cessful and where we need to improve. While
these questions are very complex, I have at-
tempted to succinctly answer each of them
as directly as possible. I also have included
additional background information related
to each question you raise to provide a fuller
understanding of our domestic clean energy
landscape.

I know that you care deeply about these
issues and that you understand the oppor-
tunity presented by the growing demand for
clean energy technologies. There is a grow-
ing debate in Congress on issues relating to
the clean energy innovation chain and the
steps we can take to position America to win
the clean energy technology race. I want to
make sure you know that I am personally
available, along with my senior staff and the
full resources of the Department to assist
you in gathering information and in pro-
viding technical assistance on these issues. I
am fortunate to have a thoughtful team of
professionals who wrestle with these issues
every day, and I would be happy to make
them available to you.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond
and for your commitment to America’s en-
ergy future. I look forward to working with
you and your colleagues to help recapture
our leadership role in clean energy by estab-
lishing smart policies to win the clean en-
ergy technology race.

Sincerely,
STEVEN CHU.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

1. How have the investments that the
United States has made over the last several
years contributed to the growth in energy ef-
ficiency deployment and renewable energy
generation, and what projections can you
share for the near future?

Jobs: The clean energy sector directly em-
ploys nearly 1.6 million people in the U.S.
The Recovery Act alone has already saved or
created over 225,000 clean energy jobs and is
estimated to add an additional 800,000 jobs by
the end of 2012. As of August 2011, the U.S.
had created over 100,000 solar-focused jobs
and at least 75,000 jobs related to wind in-
stallation in 2010.

Renewable Energy: Through investments
in clean energy, the United States is on
track to double U.S. renewable energy gen-
eration in four years (from 71 TWh in 2008 to
178 TWh in 2012). For example, the highly le-
veraged 1603 grant in lieu of tax credit pro-
gram has led to the deployment of more than
5,000 renewable energy projects across the
country. These projects have enough capac-
ity to power more than one million homes.

Energy Efficiency: Over the last two years,
the Department of Energy’s Weatherization
Assistance Program has helped more than
750,000 low-income households save on aver-
age more than $430 per year on their energy
bills. The program has supported over 14,000
jobs across the country and thousands of ad-
ditional jobs throughout the supply chain.
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Residential efficiency standards are cur-
rently saving consumers about $25 billion per
year in energy costs—a savings of approxi-
mately $250/year per household. A recent
analysis estimates that appliance standards
have created an industry supporting 340,000
jobs, with expected growth to 380,000 jobs by
2030.

Transportation: Three years ago, American
businesses accounted for only two percent of
the market for advanced batteries. We are
now on track to establish annual production
capacity for 500,000 plug-in hybrid electric
vehicles, helping support a projected total of
1 million electric vehicles on the road by
2015. New fuel economy standards will save
American families an average of more than
$8,000 at-the-pump for cars in 2025 compared
to those in 2010. These improvements will re-
duce America’s dependence on o0il by an esti-
mated 12 billion barrels, and, by 2025, reduce
oil consumption by 2.2 million barrels per
day—enough to offset almost a quarter of
the current level of our foreign oil imports.

Near-Future Projections: All the trends
suggest that the cost of electricity from
solar and onshore wind is either already or
will soon be cost competitive without sub-
sidies with electricity from natural gas in
many parts of the country. This will result
in sharp increases in renewable energy de-
ployment. Between 2010-2030, estimates sug-
gest a 7.9 million cumulative net job-years of
direct and indirect employment to be cre-
ated as a result of this electricity supply
forecast. The renewable energy and energy
efficiency sectors are estimated to see a 6.4
million net job-years increase (an 80 percent
share of total increase) during this period,
with the rest of the increase mostly coming
from natural gas.

2. In particular, how is clean technology
playing a role in rebuilding our manufac-
turing base, and creating jobs in construc-
tion and manufacturing supply chains?

Roughly 26 percent of all clean energy jobs
lie in manufacturing. On average, clean en-
ergy manufacturing exports represent rough-
ly twice the value of traditional exports on a
per job basis ($20,000 versus $10,000). Between
2003 and 2010, technology manufacturing pro-
duced explosive annual job growth rates (e.g.
18.4 percent for solar thermal, 14.7 percent
for wind, 10.7 percent for solar photovoltaics,
etc.).

3. How do our policies and investments in
clean technology compare to foreign com-
petitors, how would proposed reductions in
clean energy research and development fund-
ing impact American competitiveness, and
do American manufacturers have a level
playing field?

The table gives a global score card for
clean energy investments. The U.S. has fall-
en behind China and other nations in total
clean energy investments. Venture capital
investments are largely focused on tech-
nology innovation, and the U.S. is the over-
whelming leader. However, technology inno-
vation is a lagging indicator of prior invest-
ments in science and engineering R&D, the
majority of which is government sponsored.
In 2008, the U.S. invested only 0.03 percent of
its GDP on public energy R&D, which ranks
behind China, Japan, and Canada and is tied
with S. Korea. Finally, U.S. public energy
R&D investments have declined by a factor
of four since the late 1970s. While the U.S. is
currently the leader in technology innova-
tion, increases in Chinese investments in en-
ergy R&D suggests that U.S. leadership in
the future is not guaranteed.
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Categories (Year) Top Rank N#Dn;bgggﬁr US Ranking  US Numbers
Total Clean Energy investments (2010) China $54.48 3 $34B
Clean Energy Investments as Fraction of National GDP (2010) Germany 1.40% 9 0.23%
Five Year Growth Rates in Clean Energy (2010) Turkey 190% 11 61%
Venture Capital Financing (2010) USA 6B 1 $6B
Public R&D Investment as a fraction of GDP (2008) China 0.11% 5 0.03%

In relation to China alone, the U.S. leads
China in only 1 of the 6 key clean energy in-
vestment indicators. In particular, China is
outpacing the U.S. by over 2 to 1 in clean en-
ergy asset financing, which typically pro-
duces the largest number of jobs.

Chinese trade practices are also having a
significant impact on the ability of U.S.
clean energy manufacturers to compete in
the global marketplace.

4. How do current incentives for renewable
energy compare to support for other energy
technologies when those technologies were
first emerging?

The success of fuels and technologies in
the energy market depend on a wide range of
factors, one being subsidies. The Environ-
mental Law Institute found that between
2002 and 2009, fossil fuels received more than
double the amount of subsidies (approxi-
mately $70 billion) than renewable fuels ($29
billion) over the same period. Moreover,
their report suggests the most significant
portion of the fossil fuel subsidies are in the
form of Foreign Tax Credits, indirectly sup-
porting the overseas production of oil.

Over the longer term, another report sug-
gests that the historical average of annual
energy subsidies is roughly $4.86 billion for
oil and gas (1918-2009), $3.5 billion for nuclear
(1947-1999), $1.08 billion for biofuels (1980-
2009) and $0.37 billion for renewables (1994-
2009). Accordingly, for the first 15 years since
the birth of each technology, non-hydro re-
newables for electricity generation seem to
have received lower subsidies in equivalent
dollars than the other technologies.

In energy R&D alone, federal spending
since 1978 on fossil fuel and nuclear energy
sources has significantly outpaced spending
on energy efficiency and renewable energy:
nuclear energy (37 percent); fossil energy (26
percent); renewable energy (16 percent); en-
ergy efficiency (14 percent).

5. What is the potential for continued
growth in energy efficiency deployment and
renewable energy supply, and job creation in
these sectors, over the next 10 years and be-
yond?

The current world market for renewable
energy is projected to grow from approxi-
mately $195 billion in 2010 to approximately
$395 billion in 2020 and $460 billion by 2030.
The cumulative investment from 2010 to 2030
will be approximately $7 trillion in new cap-
ital. The potential growth for energy effi-
ciency is also significant. McKinsey and
Company estimates that the U.S. economy
has the potential to reduce annual non-
transportation energy consumption by
roughly 23 percent by 2020, eliminating more
than $1.2 trillion in energy waste. This would
also result in the abatement of 1.1 gigatons
of greenhouse-gas emissions annually—the
equivalent of taking the entire U.S. fleet of
passenger vehicles and light trucks off the
roads for one year. The Center for American
Progress estimates that retrofitting just 40
percent of the residential and commercial
building stock in the United States would:

—Create 625,000 sustained full-time jobs
over a decade;

—Spark $500 billion in new investments to
upgrade 50 million homes and office building;

—Generate as much as $64 billion a year in
cost savings for U.S. ratepayers, freeing con-
sumers to spend their money in more produc-
tive ways.

FACT SHEET

The U.S. imports roughly 50 percent of the
oil we use, much of it from countries that
are not always friendly to the U.S., and we
pay an estimated $1 billion per day. Our
economy and our people are vulnerable to
fluctuations and steady rise in global oil
prices, and we do not have much control over
them. We are more dependent on foreign oil
today than we were at the time of the first
‘‘energy crisis’ nearly 40 years ago.

We urgently need to develop alternatives
for transportation energy that are based on
domestic, clean and sustainable resources.
The U.S. invented the lithium ion battery
that is used in plug-in hybrid cars, and in
2009 it had only about 2 percent of the
world’s manufacturing volume. We need to
innovate to regain our lead; otherwise we
will become importers of batteries instead of
oil.

Between 2003 and 2010, the technology-fo-
cused ‘‘cleantech’ sector produced explosive
job gains in the U.S. and the clean economy
has outperformed the overall nation’s econ-
omy. Roughly 26 percent of all clean energy
jobs lie in manufacturing, compared to just 9
percent in the broader economy. On average,
clean energy manufacturing exports rep-
resent roughly twice the value of traditional
exports, on a per job basis ($20,000 versus
$10,000). The renewable energy sector is esti-
mated to see a 5.7 million net job-years in-
crease (a T2 percent increase) between 2010-
2030, with the rest of the increase mostly
coming from natural gas (1.6 million job-
years). This is a fast-growing sector to cre-
ate new jobs in the U.S.

The cost of renewable energy has fallen
dramatically (solar over 70 percent in the
last three years) and these costs will con-
tinue to decline. Renewable energy costs are
competitive with conventional energy costs
in many parts of the world and will be in the
U.S. within several years. Therefore, the cur-
rent world market for renewable energy grew
30 percent between 2009 and 2010, and is pro-
jected to grow from approximately $200 bil-
lion in 2010, to approximately $400 billion in
2020 and $460 billion by 2030. The cumulative
investment from 2010 to 2030 will be approxi-
mately $7 trillion in new capital. Other na-
tions are positioning themselves to avail of
this massive opportunity because this will
create new domestic jobs.

The U.S. invented the modern solar cell,
and had more than 40 percent of the global
manufacturing volume in 1995. Today, it has
about 7 percent of the manufacturing vol-
ume. This is a rapidly growing industry, and
we are falling behind.

The global competition for clean energy
jobs is fierce. China ranks first among all na-
tions in overall investment, clean energy
asset financing, and the use of public mar-
kets to invest in clean energy. The United
States currently ranks first in only one of
the top 10 clean energy benchmarks—3rd in
overall investments, and 9th when it comes
to investment as a percentage of GDP.
Trends in 5-year investment growth rates in
clean energy show that U.S. does not appear
among the top 10 countries.

America faces a choice about what to do
with the opportunity presented by the global
clean energy race. We can compete in the
global marketplace—creating American jobs
and selling American products—or we can
buy the technologies of tomorrow from

abroad. I believe all Americans would agree
that the U.S. should compete to win the fu-
ture.

How can we win the future? We must lever-
age our Nation’s strengths and core com-
petencies to simultaneously address the five
components of our energy value chain—inno-
vation, manufacturing, deployment, finance
and markets.

1. We have the world’s best and most inno-
vative universities, national labs and small
businesses in clean technologies. We must
double down with smart and sustained in-
vestments in R&D to unleash our unique ca-
pacity to innovate clean energy tech-
nologies.

2. We must provide long-term predictable
support for American entrepreneurs and
businesses so that they can catalyze private
sector investments to translate these inno-
vations into manufacturing and jobs. This
will enable these technologies to become
globally competitive, affordable worldwide,
and to be sold without subsidies.

3. American entrepreneurs and businesses
need access to low-cost, long-term, and
large-scale capital if they are to be globally
competitive. We have the world’s largest
capital markets. We must find ways to lever-
age this strength by unlocking this capital
to finance clean energy investments for both
manufacturing and deployment.

4. Finally, innovation, manufacturing and
deployment occur only if there is a demand
for these technologies here in the U.S. Just
like the new fuel efficiency standards are
creating a market for domestic innovations
in transportation, policies such as the Clean
Energy Standard can create demand for
clean electricity from renewables, nuclear
and clean fossil fuels produced in the United
States, and provide certainty for American
entrepreneurs.

The stakes are too high to wave the white
flag and surrender. It is a fight we can and
must win.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield to Sen-
ator CARDIN.

Mr. CARDIN. Let me thank my col-
league for yielding. I wish to thank
Senator SANDERS, Senator WHITE-
HOUSE, and Senator BOXER, who were
on the floor on this issue.

I just wish to underscore the point
that was just made about having a
level playing field, where we have tilt-
ed the scales in favor of fossil fuels
over renewables. My colleagues have
already talked about the direct dif-
ference in our subsidies. I would like to
add an additional element; that is,
when you look at the subsidies we give
to the fossil fuel industries, they are
permanent. They are in the Tax Code.
They do not go through the annual ex-
ercise of an extender.

What does that mean? That means
the lack of predictability in sustain-
able energy means there is a higher
cost for investment. It tilts the scale in
favor of oil and gas, rather than on sus-
tainable, renewable energy sources. I
would just mention three. The Congres-
sional Research Service did a report on
this, just three of the provisions that
benefit the oil industry: the excess of
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percentage over cost depletion, the ex-
pensing of exploration and develop-
ment costs, and the amortization of ge-
ological and geophysical expenditures.
Just those three provisions that are
permanent in our Tax Code, between
2010 and 2014, will cost the taxpayers
over $10 billion.

We are subsidizing the oil industry,
and we should not be doing that. We
should be encouraging a trans-
formation to sustainable energy issues
as my colleagues have pointed out for
the purposes of national security. It is
good for our environment and it is good
for jobs. This is about jobs. That is why
we cannot go home until we have ex-
tended the tax provisions, particularly
1603 but others of the energy-related,
sustainable energy provisions.

I wish to talk for one moment, if I
might, about the production tax credit
we need to extend because I want to
talk about one specific project in
Maryland, on a brownfields site that
we are dealing with that relates to en-
ergy. Some might say: OK. That does
not expire until 2013. But here is the
problem. You have to have it in pro-
duction by that date. Our waste-to-en-
ergy projects—it is not going to be in
production by that date. So if we do
not extend it this month, the project
will be at a standstill in Baltimore.

There are 1,900 jobs at stake—1,900
jobs are at stake on just that omne
project which, by the way, helps our
environment, helps our energy, and
also helps our economy. That is why it
is critically important that before we
leave, we extend these sustainable en-
ergy tax credits, so we can get the in-
vestment.

Quite frankly, I would like to see us
make some of these permanent. We
make them permanent, we get predict-
ability. We get predictability, it is less
cost, it encourages more activity in
this area. That is what we should be
about, creating jobs for our country.
The wind energy credit alone would
allow us to create another 54,000 jobs.
So this is about job growth for Amer-
ica. It is about our energy security,
and it is about a cleaner environment.
It is about America’s future.

That is why we have taken the time
to point out to the American people
that Congress needs to make sure it is
active on these areas before we adjourn
for the year. We owe that to the people
of this country.

With that, I will yield to my friend
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I
wanted to thank the Senator from
Maryland not only for his important
remarks now but for, year after year,
the strong work he is doing in trying to
create jobs in America in sustainable
energy.

I would like to yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island for his thoughts.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank Senator
SANDERS. I wish to go back to this
question of the jobs and the economic
value we get from clean energy. The
Department of Energy reports that the
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clean energy sector alone directly em-
ploys nearly 1.6 million people in the
United States. So nearly 1.6 million
families are depending on the pay-
checks they get from the clean energy
sector.

Within that, it is growing. The
United States has created over 100,000
solar-focused jobs—100,000 solar-focused
jobs—and at least 75,000 jobs related to
wind energy installation in 2010. In
Rhode Island, we are seeing that com-
ing on. The newspaper today, the Prov-
idence Journal, reported on a permit
application for the cable that will con-
nect an offshore wind facility that is
going in off Block Island back to the
grid onshore to bring the power from
that installation back and into the
New England energy grid.

But when it gets going, think of the
jobs that are going to be involved in
that. Senator REED and I worked very
hard to shore up—get money to shore
up the waterside, the side of the pier at
Quonset so it would be capable of deal-
ing with very heavy-duty installation
barges and things such as that.

So the Quonset Point facility is now
ready for this construction. We have
the trains and new highways that bring
in the pieces of those big turbines. The
turbines are so big you cannot build
them in China, in Europe. We have to
assemble them onshore and put them
right on the barge. So the assembly of
them will take place in Rhode Island,
right at Quonset, and that will mean a
lot of jobs.

Then we have to barge them out and
we have the barge operators and the
barge captains and the tugs. Then we
sink the base, and we have to have div-
ers and builders and people who are ex-
perts in that kind of marine construc-
tion.

Then we put them up. We have to op-
erate them. We have to maintain them.
What they do is they contribute clean
energy to the grid. They are a constant
supply because of the wind over the At-
lantic being such a powerful resource,
and it is kind of a win-win situation.
So we see the need to get behind this in
an immediate way in Rhode Island.

It would be one of the great tragedies
if we let the Chinese and the Belgians
and the French and the Dutch and who-
ever else get ahead of us in this com-
petition. We do not need to. It is
wrong. We are taking ourselves out of
a race we should be winning when we
do that. I commend Senator SANDERS
for his effort to bring us together to
continue to make this point. There are
jobs here. There is an energy industry
that is going to lead the economy of
the next decades of this world, and we
want America to be at the front of it
and not to have sand thrown in our
gears by the dirty, polluting energy in-
dustry that is on its way out as its last
contribution to the damage it is now
doing to our economy and to our envi-
ronment.

Mr. SANDERS. I wish to thank my
friend from Rhode Island for his re-
marks and for his extraordinary effort

December 13, 2011

in fighting for jobs and protecting our
environment.

If we read some headlines today in
the media, we might think, especially
the rightwing media, that renewable
energy in America is on the verge of
collapse. Quite literally—this is quite
literally the case. A recent headline
from FOX News said: ‘“‘Entire solar in-
dustry on brink of collapse.”

The reality is quite the contrary. The
fact is, not only is the solar industry
not on the verge of collapse, the reality
is the American solar energy industry
is thriving, as is the renewable energy
industry more broadly. We have dou-
bled the number of solar jobs in Amer-
ica since 2009. It does not sound to me
like that industry is collapsing. It
sounds to me like it is doing extraor-
dinarily well.

Today, more than 100,000 Americans
work in the solar industry, at more
than 5,000 companies in every single
State in our country, and that includes
manufacturing, installation, and sup-
ply chain jobs.

Mr. President, last year we installed
nearly 1,000 megawatts of solar power
in the United States—more than dou-
ble the amount installed in 2009. That
doesn’t sound like an industry that is
collapsing to me. With the solar indus-
try growing at a rate of 69 percent an-
nually, it is one of America’s fastest
growing industries and is creating jobs
all over our country. The cost of solar
panels has fallen 30 percent over just
the last 2 years, continuing a long-
term decline in the price of solar and
making it more and more competitive
with other energy technology.

(Mrs. HAGAN assumed the Chair.)

Madam President, everyone, from
Walmart to the U.S. Marine Corps, is
looking toward a future in solar.
Walmart is installing solar panels at
130 stores in California, and they say:

Walmart has reduced energy expenses by
more than a million dollars through our
solar program.

The military—the U.S. Department
of Defense—is using solar energy with
battery storage to fully power forward
operating bases in Afghanistan.

Marine COL Bob Charette said:

For the Marines, renewable energy is about
saving lives by reducing the number of dan-
gerous fuel convoys needed for resupply.

The reason I am making these points
is that many people don’t know the ex-
tent to which we are already making
progress in sustainable energy. We are
on the verge of something extraor-
dinary. But it is important to under-
stand where we are today and to refute
those people who suggest that solar
and wind are not the technologies for
the future.

In terms of wind, that technology is
growing rapidly. Texas alone has more
than 10,000 megawatts of wind energy
installed. That is equal in capacity to
10 nuclear powerplants—in Texas
alone. Iowa now gets 20 percent of its
electricity from wind. There are 75,000
wind energy jobs in America today and
more than 400 manufacturing facilities
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in 43 States. The price of wind energy
has dropped by 90 percent since 1980,
and wind electricity today is competi-
tive with fossil fuels at 5 to 6 cents per
kilowatt hour. At the same time, we
are increasing American manufac-
turing of wind turbines, and now 60 per-
cent of turbine components installed in
the United States are made in Amer-
ica, up from 25 percent in 2005.

In the midst of this horrendous and
painful recession, the story of renew-
able energy in the United States is ac-
tually a rare good news story. It is a
good news story. Renewable energy is
helping to cut pollution and green-
house gas emissions, it is making our
country more energy independent, and
it is creating hundreds of thousands of
jobs.

But all of this could be significantly
slowed down if we do not continue Fed-
eral support for the renewable energy
industries at a fraction of the kind of
support we are giving to fossil fuels. It
is absurd that we even have to fight to
extend renewable tax credits and
grants when fossil fuel industries enjoy
permanent subsidies. Mature indus-
tries, such as oil and gas, continue to
reap billions every year in Federal sub-
sidies and massive tax breaks that
never expire, despite the fact that the
top five o0il companies earned nearly $1
trillion in profits over the last 10 years.
So here we are struggling to help wind
and solar—new technologies—and we
are giving massive tax breaks to ma-
ture industries that are incredibly
profitable.

Contrast what we do for renewable
energy to what we do with fossil fuel
and specifically with regard to the pro-
duction tax credit for wind energy,
which was allowed to lapse three times
in recent years—1999, 2001, and 2003—
leading to an average dropoff of 81 per-
cent in new wind energy installation
each time the credit expired. The wind
credit is set to expire again in 2012.

The point here is the one Senator
CARDIN made a moment ago. Unless
there is predictability, unless the in-
dustry knows these tax credits will be
there, they are not going to start in-
vesting or working on new projects
only to have the rug pulled out from
underneath them. They need stability
and predictability, which is why we
have to move not only to extending
these tax credits but to making them
permanent.

I also want to say a word about the
Keystone XI. Pipeline, and that is to
say there are some in the House and
some in the Senate who want to use
year-end legislation to tack on a rider
that says to the State Department:
You have to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline within 60 days.

Let’s be clear about what we are
talking about in terms of the Keystone
XL Pipeline. What we are talking
about is a 1,700-mile oil pipeline from
Canada to the gulf coast that would
carry tar sands oil. Tar sands oil is not
like regular oil. It requires an energy-
intensive process to get it out of the
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ground, extract it, and, in fact, to re-
fine it. That means it emits approxi-
mately 82 percent more carbon emis-
sions when produced compared to reg-
ular oil, according to the EPA.

Tar sands oil is also hard to clean up
when it spills. Refining tar sands also
produces more toxic air pollution com-
pared to conventional oil. A tar sands
spill in the Kalamazoo River in Michi-
gan that happened in 2010 is still being
cleaned up, at a cost now exceeding
$700 million.

In my view, the last thing we need is
to eliminate the environmental and
safety reviews now taking place and
fast-track approval of this pipeline.

I also note to my colleagues who
want to fast-track Keystone XL that I,
along with several other Senators and
Congressmen, asked the State Depart-
ment inspector general to look into al-
legations of conflicts of interest in the
preparation of the environmental im-
pact study of Keystone XL. The con-
tractor the State Department used for
the impact study, Cardno Entrix, has
financial ties to the project developer,
TransCanada. Those ties need to be in-
vestigated to ensure that the Federal
environmental and safety reviews were
done correctly and without bias. That
inspector general special review is
under way right now. I think it is com-
pletely inappropriate to try to fast-
track this pipeline when we have not
even heard back from the inspector
general about potential conflicts of in-
terest. I urge my colleagues to allow
that special review to play out before
any decisions are made.

I will conclude my remarks this
morning by thanking my colleagues for
joining me—Senators WHITEHOUSE,
BOXER, and CARDIN—who speak for
many other Members of Congress and I
think who speak for tens of millions of
Americans, who see an energy future in
this country in which we break our de-
pendence on foreign oil, in which we no
longer spend over $300 billion a year for
oil from Saudi Arabia and other foreign
countries; who see a future in this
country where we move toward energy
independence; who see a future in this
country where the United States is a
leader in reversing global warming by
not only cutting greenhouse gas emis-
sions in America but providing tech-
nology and expertise for countries all
over the world, for them to do the
same; and also understand that, as we
move to energy efficiency—and I have
to tell you that in Vermont we are
leading the country in energy effi-
ciency. What we are seeing as we
weatherize homes is fuel bills going
down for the middle-class, working-
class people by 30, 40, 50 percent. We
are investing in weatherization, and
the payback is pretty good. It takes
place over a very few years, when you
cut fuel prices 30 to 50 percent.

In Vermont, we are probably doing as
well as any other State in that area,
but we can and will do a lot better.
Tens of thousands of homes in our
State can be weatherized. When we do
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that, we not only cut greenhouse gas
emissions, we not only reduce the need
to import foreign oil, we also create
jobs. We create jobs for those people
who are producing the insulation, the
new doors, the windows, and the new
roofing that makes homes and build-
ings more energy efficient.

Furthermore, in our State and
around the country, we are seeing, as I
indicated a moment ago, significant
progress in moving to sustainable en-
ergy—the solar industry, growing very
rapidly; wind energy, growing very rap-
idly; other technologies, growing very
rapidly. As a nation, we should be
proud of the change that is taking
place. But understand that we have a
long way to go to be the kind of energy
efficient and sustainable energy Nation
we know we can become and to help
lead the world in a new energy direc-
tion.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———————

PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO

THE CONSTITUTION RELATIVE
TO REQUIRING A BALANCED
BUDGET—S.J. RES. 24

PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO
THE CONSTITUTION OF THE
UNITED STATES RELATIVE TO
BALANCING THE BUDGET—S.J.
RES. 10

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Judiciary Com-
mittee is discharged from further con-
sideration of S.J. Res. 10 and S.J. Res.
24, and the Senate will proceed to the
consideration of the resolutions en
bloc, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 24) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution relative
to requiring a balanced budget.

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 10) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to balancing the budg-
et.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 8
hours of debate on the resolutions,
equally divided and controlled between
the two leaders or their designees.

Under the previous order, the title of
the joint resolutions is amended.

The amendments (Nos. 1459 and 1460)
are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1459

To amend the title so as to read:
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“Joint resolution proposing a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution of
the United States”

AMENDMENT NO. 1460

To amend the title so as to read:

“Joint resolution proposing a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution of
the United States”

————

RECESS

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to recess under the
previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB).

————

PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO
THE CONSTITUTION RELATIVE
TO REQUIRING A BALANCED
BUDGET—S.J. RES. 24—Continued

PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO

THE CONSTITUTION OF THE
UNITED STATES RELATIVE TO
BALANCING THE BUDGET—S.J.
RES. 10—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER
WEBB). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it occurs
to me that all Senators swear an oath
to support and defend the Constitution
of the United States. I carry a copy
around with me. It is our duty. It is our
responsibility. But the pending amend-
ments to the Constitution that are on
the floor of the Senate threaten the
constitutional principles that have sus-
tained our democracy for more than 200
years.

In addressing the Nation’s debt and
deficit, what is lacking are not phrases
in our Constitution. What is lacking is
the seriousness within today’s Con-
gress to act, and the willingness in
Congress to cooperate in forgoing solu-
tions that meet the real needs of our
country and its people. These are
human failures, not the failure of our
constitutional framework. Nor are
these failures insoluble or inherent. We
balanced the budget and even created
budget surpluses less than two decades
ago.

Now we are being asked to put the
problem once again under the pillow
for another day—this radical partisan
proposal would be out of place in our
national charter.

Never in our history have we amend-
ed the Constitution—the work of our
Founders—to impose budgetary restric-
tions that require supermajorities for
passing legislation. Yet now it seems
every Member on the other side of the
aisle has joined to put forth a radical
proposal to burden our Constitution
with both of these kinds of strictures.

The Hatch-McConnell proposal is dif-
ferent in kind than any other amend-
ment to our Constitution. It is not con-

(Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sistent with the design of our founding
document or the stance taken by our
Founding Fathers.

It is a bad idea to write fiscal policy
into our Nation’s most fundamental
charter. It is simply unnecessary. We
do not need a balanced budget amend-
ment to balance a budget. A vote for
this amendment does absolutely noth-
ing to get our fiscal house in order.
Congress can work to continue our eco-
nomic recovery. We can pass the appro-
priate legislation that leads to a Fed-
eral balanced budget, just as we did in
the early 1990s.

I remember that very well because 1
was here. I remember, in this body, not
a single Republican voted to balance
the budget. It took the Democrats in
the Senate and the Vice President of
the United States to pass that balanced
budget. Not a single Republican voted
for a balanced budget in the House.
They gave a lot of speeches on the floor
that if we passed that balanced budget
amendment, everything would come to
a screeching halt. Actually, what hap-
pened was we passed it, and President
Clinton was able to leave his successor
a huge surplus.

With a growing economy, with what
we did by votes in the House and the
Senate—not by a constitutional
amendment—we were able to create
significant budget surpluses and pay
down the debt until those surpluses
were squandered. We have done it be-
fore. We can do it again. We need only
work together to make the tough deci-
sions, not to pass something that is a
feel-good, bumper-sticker kind of item
which kicks the can down the road and
binds future Congresses to a fiscal pro-
posal that is fundamentally unsound
and the consequences of which are not
understood.

The Republican proposal in the Sen-
ate is significantly more radical than
the version the House of Representa-
tives rejected in a bipartisan vote last
month. In fact, the Hatch-McConnell
constitutional amendment is the most
extreme of all the pending proposals.
The proposal, by its terms, will neither
balance the budget nor pay down the
Nation’s debt, something everybody
says they want. Instead, at a time of
partisan brinksmanship that has led to
the first-ever downgrading of our coun-
try’s credit rating this summer and
when ideological gridlock is the Repub-
licans’ operating principle, it would re-
quire supermajorities to pass legisla-
tion for the first time in our Nation’s
history. It would require a super-
majority to raise the debt ceiling in
times of economic crisis. Did we learn
nothing from the disaster we went
through last summer, which should
have been a routine lifting of the debt
ceiling and became a political free-for-
all for weeks and months, cost the
American taxpayers billions of dollars
and caused people to lose their retire-
ment money in the stock market? Do
we want to do that again? I hope the
Senate rejects this proposal.

Two weeks ago, the Judiciary Com-
mittee’s Subcommittee on the Con-
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stitution held a hearing to examine the
Hatch-McConnell proposal. All those
witnesses, including those who were in-
vited by the measure’s cosponsors, pre-
sented thoughtful critiques of this ex-
treme proposal and voiced serious con-
cerns about its wording. Even Repub-
lican cosponsors discussed possible
changes to the language in order to
better achieve their goals. This is not
the proposal that Senator HATCH pre-
viously favored. This is one of more
than two dozen pending versions. In
fact, we were not told which of the
many versions of the proposal would be
pending until yesterday. This proposal
has not been considered by the Con-
stitution Subcommittee or the Judici-
ary Committee. The House of Rep-
resentatives has already voted down a
less-extreme version of this proposal by
a bipartisan majority. Yet here is the
Senate of the United States, being
forced to vote on some proposal for a
constitutional amendment without
doing any of the hard work or the votes
that are expected to accompany an
amendment to America’s Constitution.
This is no way for the Senate to pro-
ceed on a proposed constitutional
amendment. This is not some feel-good
resolution. We are talking about
amending America’s charter.

The Hatch-McConnell proposal con-
tains many problematic provisions and
it leaves many significant questions
unanswered. Section 10 of this proposal
relies on estimates for outlays and re-
ceipts. We know that economists’ esti-
mates and recommendations do not al-
ways agree. So what do these proposed
constitutional provisions really mean?
We know that estimates are not static
but ever changing. What if during the
course of a fiscal year, there was a nat-
ural disaster, a terrorist attack, or a
shift in the economy? What then? What
if estimates were recalculated or re-
vised, as employment statistics are
every month? Would that make every
penny expended by the Government
over a revised estimate unconstitu-
tional? Would that mean we could not
help disaster victims or could not re-
spond to a terrorist attack?

Another provision would limit total
outlays for each fiscal year to 18 per-
cent not 16, not 20, not 17.9 of the pre-
vious year’s Gross Domestic Product
(GDP). But who is to decide what the
“GDP” was for a particular time pe-
riod? What is to be included and what
is not? How often do those estimates
and artificial constructs get revised?
Since when do economic surveys and
shifting estimates belong in the Con-
stitution? And what policy decision
justifies the constitutional permanence
of the number 18? I note that not even
the budget proposed this year by Rep-
resentative RYAN and the House Repub-
licans, with all its draconian cuts and
the end of Medicare as we know it,
would satisfy this arbitrary 18 percent
of GDP limit. None of the budgets pro-
posed by or passed under President
Reagan, not one, would have satisfied
this proposal. At the end of the Bush
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administration we survived the worst
economic downturn since the Great De-
pression and are now in economic re-
covery. This is not the time to enact
such a measure which would take us in
the wrong direction. We cannot ‘‘cut”
our way to a balanced budget without
imposing great suffering. It would tank
the economy rather than aid our con-
tinuing recovery.

Besides its arbitrary nature, limiting
outlays to 18 percent of the previous
year’s GDP would leave Congress un-
able to respond swiftly and effectively
to economic downturns and natural
disasters. The Hatch-McConnell pro-
posal would require a two-thirds super-
majority to spend in excess of 18 per-
cent of the previous year’s GDP for a
specific purpose. Filibusters and re-
quirements for supermajorities have
become routine to the detriment of the
American people. They have stymied
congressional action on behalf of the
American people. This proposal would
give a minority in Congress even more
power to hold the country and our
economy hostage. Have we not seen
what that can mean? Have the lessons
of the last year been lost on the Sen-
ate?

The Hatch-McConnell proposal would
make permanent bad policy choices.
Section 4 is a transparent attempt to
enshrine tax breaks for millionaires
and wealthy corporations by requiring
a two-thirds supermajority to impose
any new tax or even to close existing
tax loopholes. We need a balanced ap-
proach to fix the deficit problem. And
the wealthiest among us are those who
least need a heavy hand on the scales
in favor of their interests.

Let’s look at what has happened. We
have fought two unfunded wars. It is
the first time in our history that we
not only did not pass a tax to pay for
a war we are in but actually passed a
tax cut and borrowed money to pay for
these wars. We squandered the sur-
pluses the last administration inher-
ited, ran up deficits and the national
debt.

I would remind everybody, we can
achieve a balanced budget. We have
done it before. Working with President
Clinton, Democrats in Congress voted
for a balanced budget. But I don’t want
to hear lectures from the other side,
when every single Republican voted no
the last time we had a successful bal-
anced budget. Our strong economy in
the Clinton years led to budget sur-
pluses. If we are serious about reducing
the deficit and paying down our debt,
we need to get to work improving our
economy, getting Americans back to
work, and continuing to recover from
the worst economic conditions since
the Great Depression.

One of the most glaring problems
with this proposal is it provides no
clear enforcement mechanism or stand-
ards for enforcement. Section 8 of the
Hatch-McConnell proposal expressly
prohibits courts from increasing reve-
nues to enforce the amendment, but re-
mains silent on judicial enforcement of
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the amendment by cutting spending.
This proposal assumes our Federal
courts are equipped to enforce this
amendment. Do we want to say we will
simply relinquish Congress’s constitu-
tional power of the purse to an
unelected judiciary with no budget ex-
perience—something no Congress, Re-
publican or Democratically con-
trolled—has ever done before? Do we
want judges deciding fiscal policy? Do
we want judges to decide whether we
cut Social Security or Medicare?

I recently asked Justice Scalia at a
hearing before the Senate Judiciary
Committee whether the Federal judici-
ary was equipped to handle such a
task—the same task my friends on the
other side of the aisle want the Federal
judiciary to do. Do you know how he
answered? He laughed. He indicated
that budget issues and determining the
allocation of resources is not the judi-
ciary’s proper role. Of course he is
right, and I expect this is one area
where all nine members of the Supreme
Court would have answered the same.
The proponents of this effort to trans-
form courts into budget-cutting bodies
are wrong. The Republican proposal
does not even make clear who, if any-
one, has standing to bring such chal-
lenges in court. None of these ques-
tions has been adequately debated or
considered. Such a drastic change to
the time-honored role of the judicial
branch of our government should not
be written into our Constitution pre-
sumptuously.

In addition to all these concerns, the
American people need to understand
what the real-world effect of such an
amendment would be on their daily
lives. In the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, we received alarming testi-
mony from the president-elect of
AARP, warning of the damaging effects
such a constitutional amendment
would have on Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid. He testified that if
such a constitutional amendment were
in place today, the average Social Se-
curity benefit would be cut by 27 per-
cent. Maybe that is what Members of
this body want to do, cut Social Secu-
rity by 27 percent. I do not. Do they
want to balance the budget on the
backs of hard-working, lower income,
and elderly Americans by drastically
cutting the safety net? I would say
that is not the answer to our economic
challenges, especially as we continue
to give tax breaks to millionaires and
continue to fight unfunded wars.

The notion of amending the Constitu-
tion to require a balanced budget is not
new. The Senate rejected balanced
budget amendments in 1995, 1996, and
1997. We proved after the Reagan and
Bush administrations had tripled the
national debt that we could through
hard work and legislation, balance the
budget. That is what Congress did in
the late 1990s. We helped create hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in surpluses
that were paying down the national
debt. Those surpluses were squandered
by tax cuts for the wealthy and two un-
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funded wars. That is the cause of our
budget imbalance.

We should not, for the first time in
American history, amend the Constitu-
tion to set fiscal policy. It is a bad
idea. It is even more irresponsible to
consider doing so when we do not yet
understand the full weight of the con-
sequences of who is going to bear the
burden.

I have never seen the solemn duty of
protecting the Constitution treated in
such a cavalier manner as it is today.
I have heard many say they revere the
Constitution. Let us show it the re-
spect it deserves rather than treating
it like a blog entry or a bumper-sticker
slogan. Let us not be so vain in this
body to think we know better than our
Founders and better than the constitu-
tional Framers who preserved our lib-
erties for more than 200 years.

Our constitutional principles have
served the test of time. They deserve
protection. I will stand with the Con-
stitution. I will stand with the Con-
stitution of this country, and I will op-
pose this ill-conceived proposal to
amend it.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD my full state-
ment, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have the good fortune of serving with
Senator LEAHY on the Senate Judiciary
Committee. He is the chairman; I am
the ranking Republican. In that capac-
ity, we have jurisdiction over constitu-
tional amendments. So I rise to sup-
port S.J. Res. 10, which is cosponsored
by all 47 Republicans.

I am very pleased we are taking up a
balanced budget amendment. The Sen-
ate has passed a balanced budget
amendment in the past. More recently,
it has come close to passing a balanced
budget amendment.

I regret that this amendment has not
become law. I believe that had the Con-
stitution been amended to require a
balanced budget, we would not be faced
with the dire budgetary situation that
is before us—a $1.5 trillion deficit for
each of the last 2 or 3 years, and maybe
as far as we can see into the future if
we don’t get things under control.

The balanced budget amendment be-
fore us is very straightforward. It pro-
vides that total outlays shall not ex-
ceed total receipts unless each House of
Congress, by a two-thirds vote, agrees
to do otherwise. It provides spending
discipline. Total outlays cannot exceed
18 percent of gross domestic product
unless two-thirds of both Houses of
Congress vote to waive the cap. The
President will be required to submit a
balanced budget to the Congress.

To avoid balancing the budget by im-
posing tax burdens, new taxes or in-
creases in total revenue can be imposed
only by a two-thirds vote of both
Houses, and the debt limit will be able
to be raised only with concurrence of
three-fifths of both Houses.

To provide a level of flexibility in
wartime—and that would call for con-
siderable flexibility because wars are
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never predictable—the provisions on
outlays and receipts, total outlays, and
the debt limit can be overcome by less
than the normal two-thirds vote by a
three-fifths vote.

To minimize disruption, the amend-
ment will not take place for 5 years.

Finally, the courts cannot enforce
the balanced budget amendment by or-
dering a tax increase.

Reverence for the Constitution is a
sentiment we all share. But the Con-
stitution provides for an amendment
process. When it is necessary, each gen-
eration has amended the Constitution
when a guarantee of free speech or the
abolition of slavery or giving women
the right to vote required a constitu-
tional amendment. No one has said rev-
erence for the Constitution was the end
of the matter.

We have reached that point of neces-
sity with the balanced budget amend-
ment. The Congressional Research
Service reports—and I wish to quote a
fairly long quote:

The budget deficit each year from 2009 to
2011 has been the highest ever in dollar
terms, and significantly higher as a share of
GDP than at any time since World War II.
Under current policies, the Federal debt is
projected to grow more quickly than the
GDP, leading observers to term it
unsustainable.

That is the end of the quote from the
CRS.

The very purpose of the Constitution,
according to its preamble—and I know
the preamble is not governing on any-
thing we do or what the Supreme Court
does, but it shows intention—the pre-
amble was meant to extend the bless-
ings of liberty to ourselves and our pos-
terity—and I want to emphasize that
word ‘‘posterity.” It is because the
growth in the mnational debt is
unsustainable, as I read from the Con-
gressional Research Service, that our
posterity may not receive the blessings
that several generations of Americans
so far have received. It is hard to imag-
ine an amendment more in keeping
with the goals of the Constitution than
this one. Otherwise, runaway debt will
expand exponentially. A permanent
spiral can be created in which the debt
feeds on itself. We are kind of in that
spiral right now. Is it permanent? I
sure hope not.

Take a look at Europe today, where
we ought to learn lessons about the
lack of fiscal soundness. Nations there
risk default when they overspend, and
they are in that position of almost de-
fault now. If we are not careful, our
country, the United States, at some
point will face the same crisis. It is
frightening to contemplate, and par-
ticularly frightening as a threat to the
blessings we ought to give to genera-
tions after us.

We hear from opponents that Con-
gress can balance the budget now with-
out a balanced budget amendment, but
the fact is it cannot. For more than 40
years, Congress has been unable to
summon the ability to balance the
budget. Statutes that sought to pro-
vide a path to a balanced budget failed.
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Let me speak here about a personal
involvement I had when I was a Mem-
ber of the other body, working with
Senator Harry Flood Byrd of Virginia.
The Byrd-Grassley amendment was
adopted in either 1979 or 1980. It was a
statute that was just a few words. It
said Congress can’t spend any more
money than it takes in.

Do you know what happened? For
several years after that until it was fi-
nally repealed in the early 1990s, Con-
gress delayed it for a year at a time as
part of the appropriations process. So
statutes are not a good way of making
this happen. Gramm-Rudman was prob-
ably a little more successful, at least
once or twice, but it soon was repealed.
By putting something in the Constitu-
tion requiring a balanced budget, it is
going to discipline Congress in a way
that statutes cannot provide discipline;
in other words, a constitutional
amendment will succeed where stat-
utes have been proven to have failed
based upon the examples I gave and
other examples that can be given.

The only exception was when we had
3 years going into this century when a
financial bubble provided windfall reve-
nues. We all know about that. I believe
it is $5668 billion we paid down on the
national debt for 4 fiscal years after a
Republican Congress was elected in
1994.

Anyway, except for that, we have not
been able to have very sound fiscal pol-
icy. Then because Congress has been
unable to control spending, the budgets
have been in deficit and the national
debt has increased. The only way Con-
gress will exercise the discipline to bal-
ance the budget is if the Constitution
forces it to do so.

We can say this from some experi-
ence, particularly if you believe the
States are the laboratories of our polit-
ical process and of government policy,
because 46 State constitutions require
their budgets to be in balance. They
meet that requirement. As Members of
Congress, we do take an oath to adhere
to and defend the Constitution. We
take that oath seriously. If the bal-
anced budget amendment became part
of the Constitution, we would adhere to
it or face the consequences from the
voters.

This amendment wisely contains ef-
fective tax limitations as an integral
part. I have favored a balanced budget
with tax limitations for more than 20
years. For decades, Federal spending
has far outpaced even the steady and
sizable growth in taxes and revenues.
Raising taxes does not produce sur-
pluses. The historical fact is they spur
more spending. For every additional
dollar in taxes Congress has raised
since World War II, it seems as though
it has given us a license to spend about
$1.13 for every $1 that has come in for
additional taxes.

Don’t take my word for that. A per-
son who studied that for a long period
of time, Professor Vedder, of Ohio Uni-
versity, has written about that. You
will find his figures just about the
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same. I think he said on average since
World War II, $1 coming into the Treas-
ury was a license to spend $1.17 instead
of the $1.13 1 give here.

Raising taxes, then, would make bal-
ancing the budget harder, not easier.
Bring a dollar in here, spend $1.13. You
hardly get ahead. It seems we cannot
ever reach an agreement of how high
taxes have to be in this body to satisfy
the appetite of Congress to spend
money. That is not just a Democratic
problem, that is a problem on both
sides of the aisle here in Congress.

That brings us to this issue about a
supermajority requirement for tax in-
creases. A balanced budget amendment
may well encourage tax increases, fuel-
ing greater spending and the continu-
ation of additional debt and costs in
servicing that debt. The failure to bal-
ance the budget is a fiscal issue of
greatest importance.

But getting back to our obligations
to posterity under our Constitution, it
is also a moral issue. Maybe the moral
aspects of it are more important than
the economic aspects of it. Without a
balanced budget amendment, our chil-
dren and grandchildren will pay for
this generation’s chronic inability to
live within its means. We live high on
the hog and worry about our children
and grandchildren paying for it.

In the absence of an amendment, the
standard of living of future generations
will likely decline. The fears of many
Americans that the next generation
will not live as well as this one are in
many respects traceable to decades of
fiscal irresponsibility on the part of
Congress. This balanced budget amend-
ment would mean a stronger economy.
It would surely mean good government,
as fiscal responsibility ought to be a
part of good government. Obviously
people are concerned now about the
problem of jobs. Employers are par-
ticularly concerned that Congress does
not have a sound fiscal policy. That
leads them not to hire anybody. A bal-
anced budget is going to mean more
jobs.

I believe the American people are
willing to do their part to prevent fu-
ture generations from being saddled
with an unconscionable level of debt.
They are willing to do so even if it
means that some Federal spending
they support would be affected. This is
especially true if our budgeting is done
fairly.

I believe if one listens closely to the
arguments of the opponents of this
measure, one will hear more arguments
against a balanced budget than against
a balanced budget amendment. There
will need to be difficult actions taken.
It is those difficulties that have pre-
vented Congress from balancing the
budget. Those difficulties are, there-
fore, reasons for a constitutional
amendment, not reasons against a con-
stitutional amendment. But balancing
the budget is necessary and it will take
an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States of America to make
sure it is done consistently.
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We also hear arguments about the
need to run deficits when the economy
is in a recession. That kind of brings us
to where we are right now. We have
been in a recession for 3 years. The
amendment before us permits Congress
to vote to run a deficit in that situa-
tion, but be skeptical of that argu-
ment. If deficits and debt gave us a
strong economy, right now we would be
in the midst of the greatest economic
boom in our history. Obviously we are
not in that economic boom. Deficits of
$1 trillion-plus and a national debt of
$15 trillion are not stabilizing the econ-
omy in the way that people who argue
that maybe in a time of recession you
ought to have a lot of deficit spending
have claimed.

In fact, I believe the size of the def-
icit and debt is one reason the economy
is not performing well. The size of
looming deficits and debt is another.
The markets are not viewing the debt
as stabilizing a weak economy. Rather,
they view it correctly as a drag on the
economy. That is why jobs are not
being created. That is why corpora-
tions have $1 trillion in their treasuries
in the United States, $1 trillion in their
treasuries overseas, $2 trillion that is
not being spent, that is not making
corporations any money. It is lying
there. They want to invest it in jobs
and machinery and get the economy
going and make more money.

On the issue of enforcement, the op-
ponents attack straw men. They say ei-
ther that the amendment cannot be en-
forced, so it is toothless, or they say
the courts will enforce it, leading to
chaos. Both of these arguments cannot
be true. This amendment will be en-
forced by the President submitting a
balanced budget and Congress com-
plying with the amendment, as do
State legislators all over the country.
Members take an oath and voters will
punish those who do not obey the con-
stitutional command.

With respect to the courts, the text
of the amendment prohibits courts
from raising taxes. Of course, judicial
standing requirements, ripeness, and
the doctrine of political questions will
mean that the courts will continue to
lack the power of the purse, as has
been the case throughout 225 years of
history of our country.

In the past dozen years, Congress has
been unable to balance the budget even
when times are good. Had we passed a
balanced budget amendment when it
was before us in the past, we would not
have racked up the huge deficits that
now confront us.

We have heard in the past that a bal-
anced budget amendment was not nec-
essary because Congress could balance
the budget on its own. We know how
successful Congress has been doing
that. Those arguments were wrong.
Today we face one of the worst debt
pictures in our history. If nothing is
done, the future will be even worse. We
owe a responsibility to the American
people and to future generations to
maintain the fiscal discipline that has
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allowed us to be the world’s biggest
economy.

Our pleas for a balanced budget
amendment have been denied by its op-
ponents in the past. We warned at that
time what road lay ahead if we failed
to pass a balanced budget amendment.
Time has unfortunately proved us
right. It is not too late if we act now,
but time is growing shorter each year.

I urge my colleagues to do the right
thing and enact a constitutional re-
quirement that the budget be balanced.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to speak in favor of legisla-
tion I have authored to amend the
United States Constitution to require
that Congress balance the Federal
budget. The Senate’s debate on the bal-
anced budget amendment, which will
occur over the next few days, is an in-
credibly important debate. It is a de-
bate that will spark a wide range of
emotions and it will test our policies,
goals, and philosophies. Thus, I want to
recognize at the outset that we hold
strong and differing opinions about the
wisdom of adding a balanced budget
amendment to our U.S. Constitution.
Amending the Constitution is not
something any of us in the Senate
takes lightly. In fact, we have only
amended our Constitution some 27
times in the history of our Nation. Our
Founding Fathers in their wisdom de-
signed the Constitution to discourage
amendments. They created a high hur-
dle to clear before an amendment can
be passed by the Congress and ratified
by the States.

I intend today to make a case for
why my proposal, which has been co-
sponsored by several of our colleagues,
meets that elevated standard. Today 1
aim to explain why this balanced budg-
et amendment will help restore the fis-
cal health of our Nation, protect our
national security, and spur our future
competitiveness in the global economic
race.

Let me start by discussing some
basic facts that color this debate.
First, our government debt now totals
over $15 trillion. That is $48,000 for
every man, woman, and child in our
country. Let me say that again: $48,000
for every man, woman, and child.
Moreover, we borrow 40 cents of every
dollar that the Federal Government
spends. The total amount of public
debt now held by us equals 68 percent,
almost 69 percent, of our gross domes-
tic product. That reflects a level rarely
seen in our country’s history.

Finally, in August of this year, one
of the major credit agencies down-
graded our Nation’s credit rating be-
cause of Congress’s inability to work in
a bipartisan manner to reduce our
debt. I don’t think I have to tell the
viewers that the last thing our strug-
gling economy or job creation efforts
needed was that downgrade. It is little
wonder that Americans hold us in such
low regard or that other countries won-
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der what we are doing in the Nation’s
Capitol.

I could go on and on, but I will not.
These facts are appalling enough to
most Americans. These are hard-work-
ing Americans who balance their
checkbooks on a weekly and monthly
basis. It is appalling to me that Con-
gress is so unable to resist the tempta-
tion to spend without limit while also
trying to keep taxes as low as possible.
We have even been willing to watch the
debt grow to a level where national se-
curity experts are telling us that our
own self-created problem is a bigger
threat than any of our enemies.

In the last several years Congress has
taken steps to try to reach an agree-
ment on how to reduce our deficit and
pay down our debt. Many of us have
spent countless hours working in bipar-
tisan groups to chart a commonsense
balanced debt reduction plan. I have
not given up hope that we may eventu-
ally reach a comprehensive plan to cut
spending, reform the Tax Code, and
shore up programs such as Social Secu-
rity and Medicare which are critical to
our Nation’s middle class. To give up
on that goal would be to say to hard-
working Americans, we are not serious
about ensuring that the American
dream is within everyone’s reach. After
watching Congress struggle to reach
even a basic plan to cut spending or
reasonably raise new revenues to pay
our bills, I am convinced we need addi-
tional tools that force fiscal discipline.
If we don’t put limits on how Congress
does its budgeting, the question won’t
be whether we can stop the bleeding, it
will be how much do we cut to the bone
or even into vital organs the programs
that we value. In other words, without
some fundamental reforms now, the
foundations of our government will be
severely weakened later.

To be sure, a balanced budget amend-
ment will not solve the problem on its
own, but a reasonable balanced budget
amendment would help us ensure we
never get into this position again.
Passing my middle-ground, common-
sense balanced budget amendment
would send a strong signal to the finan-
cial markets, U.S. businesses, and the
American people that we are serious
about stabilizing our budget for the
long term. That is the signal they want
to see to give them the confidence to
expand and create jobs.

Before I move to making the case for
specifics in my balanced budget pro-
posal, I want to make a few points
about exactly how our skyrocketing
national debt affects all of us. As a
start, our debt threatens investments
we need to make. It harms our ability
to compete with countries around the
world, it inhibits job growth here at
home, and it dampens our innovative
spirit. If we don’t address our debt now,
it would sap the economic power that
has enabled our Nation to become the
most powerful force on the globe.

Throughout most of our history—nper-
haps aside from the Great Depression—
our economic strength has enabled the
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United States to create an environ-
ment that is good for business. This
strength has then helped our own peo-
ple on our Main Streets thrive in com-
munities all over Colorado and across
our Nation, and it has meant that
every generation has been able to build
on their parents’ success, seize oppor-
tunity, and live the American dream.
We all know this is what has made the
United States exceptional. But today
across our great country, families are
wondering whether the American
dream is still within their reach.
Whether you are a college graduate and
living at home because you are unable
to find a job or a middle-aged factory
worker laid off for the second or the
third time struggling to pay your bills,
our economic future seems a bit tough-
er.
Our country has endured a terrible
economic slump for over 3 years now.
In order to move quickly to turn things
around, we need businesses to hire
again. Business and community leaders
across Colorado and elsewhere have
told me that in order to have the con-
fidence to do that, they need to know
our national debt is not poised to send
our economy off a cliff. The cochair-
man of President Obama’s bipartisan
commission on debt reduction tapped
into that sentiment and called our debt
a cancer that is eating away at our
economic health. Beyond pure eco-
nomic factors, our growing debt bur-
dens us more broadly.

The former Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, for whom we all have
enormous respect, ADM Mike Mullen,
warned that our national debt is ‘‘the
single biggest threat to our national
security.” By now these are familiar
arguments here on the floor of the Sen-
ate. We know the challenges that con-
front us. The problem is Congress is
not doing what every economist and
every one of us in this body acknowl-
edges we must do, and that is get our
out-of-control budget under control.
We all have our theories for why this is
the case. I personally believe that part
of the problem is the nature of Con-
gress itself. We are all temporary sin-
gle Members of a greater body. We each
have our own constituents, goals, and
responsibilities. It is sure tempting to
come to Washington, fight like hell for
our corner of the Nation, and lose sight
of or willfully ignore the bigger pic-
ture. As Members of Congress, it seems
as if we are hardwired to fight for re-
sults that are important to our con-
stituents and our political ideologies.

Let me give you a couple of exam-
ples. Democrats are reticent to support
meaningful adjustments in entitlement
spending, and many of my Republican
friends turn a blind eye to the revenues
needed to support retiring baby
boomers and our national security
needs.

My father, who had the great privi-
lege of serving for 30 years in the House
of Representatives as a Congressman
from southern Arizona, witnessed this
same phenomenon several decades ago,
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and he used to recall the advice that
was given to freshmen House Members.
That advice was: “If you want to get
ahead in Congress, do two things—vote
for every appropriations bill and
against every tax bill.”

In many ways the Federal budget
deficits we face are so daunting today
because too many Members of Congress
have taken that advice literally over
the past decades, but also because it is
what Americans expected of us. It is
only natural that people want the best
of both worlds. We cannot continue
down this budgetary path and hope
that the results will be any different
than they have been in the past.

In fact, the results get worse by the
day. Based on what I hear from Colo-
radans, our constituents are now ready
to make a little sacrifice. They are
ready for us to make some tough deci-
sions that may cause a little budget
pain. Americans now get it, and that is
why it is time for some serious action.
A balanced budget amendment to our
Constitution is serious action. It would
require us to consider our larger, col-
lective obligation to the national econ-
omy.

I will admit that my support of the
balanced budget amendment has not
made me particularly popular with
some of my Democratic colleagues.
Democrats traditionally have not been
big fans of the balanced budget amend-
ment idea. These days Democrats are
suspicious that balanced budget pro-
posals are a Trojan horse. They look
good on the surface, but actually they
are designed to further dismantle gov-
ernment programs that most Ameri-
cans value. But a few decades ago
Democrats were leading the charge for
a reasonable balanced budget amend-
ment.

Most notably, Senator Paul Simon of
Illinois—a progressive and serious-
minded legislator—was perhaps the
greatest champion of a balanced budg-
et, and I want to share with my col-
leagues some of his words. In debating
the balanced budget amendment in
1993, Senator Simon said the following,
which he addressed to his fellow pro-
gressives:

I am here to tell you that the course we
are on, unless it is changed soon, absolutely
threatens all of the programs that you and I
have fought for and believe in so strongly.
The fiscal folly that we followed for more
than a decade has brought us to a crossroads.
We face a basic decision, whether through
default or through our actions to choose
wisely the course that will lead us away
from the brink.

If we do not act, interest payouts will spi-
ral upward until they consume not only So-
cial Security but health care, education,
transportation investments—every need on
our national agenda. My warning to you
today is that a rising tide of red ink sinks all
boats.

That is a powerful warning from a
very wise and respected colleague. His
warning is even more serious in Decem-
ber of 2011 than it was in 1993.

There are not any easy answers here,
especially since our aging population
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and the post-9/11 national security
needs have squeezed our Nation’s budg-
et in ways we have seldom seen in our
country’s history. But it is time for us
to listen to hard-working Americans
who are telling us loudly and clearly,
make the tough decisions necessary to
get our national debt under control. So
I say to my colleagues here today, it is
time to put aside our political dif-
ferences, check ultimatums at the
door, work across the aisle, and chal-
lenge ourselves to put our country
first.

I want to reiterate a point I made
earlier, which is that a balanced budget
amendment is not the sole answer to
the problems we face. It is not a perfect
solution, and I recognize that. For ex-
ample, it will not help us deal with our
current debt, much less reduce it. For
that we need a comprehensive plan
along the lines of the recommendations
of President Obama’s bipartisan com-
mission. It has been headed by former
Clinton Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles
and former Senator Al Simpson.

Two years ago I helped create the
Bowles-Simpson Commission, and I
continue to believe its recommenda-
tions, which would lower the debt by
more than $4 trillion over the next dec-
ade, are the best place to start on a
path toward fiscal soundness. Let’s
own up to the mistakes of our past and
take charge of the opportunity staring
us in the face by passing the Bowles-
Simpson debt reduction plan. That
plan would require all of us to put
some skin in the game, and it rep-
resents our best path to balance our
books.

I have also fought for bipartisan pro-
posals to create a Presidential line-
item veto to ban earmarks and to en-
force pay-as-you-go budgeting. These
should all be and could be and must be
tools in our responsible budgeting tool-
box. Even though we have to find the
courage to get our current fiscal house
in order, we also need to have stronger
rules in place to ensure Congress is not
tempted to fall off the wagon in the fu-
ture. In my view, passing a balanced
budget amendment to prevent us from
ever again trading fiscal responsibility
for political expediency is a critical
step we must take.

That long windup brings me to the
balanced budget amendment proposals
under debate in the TU.S. Congress
today. Let me start by saying that I
was Dpleasantly surprised to see last
month the U.S. House of Representa-
tives pursue a balanced budget amend-
ment that was more realistic than
what some of my Republican col-
leagues here in the U.S. Senate have
proposed. The House proposal required
a balanced budget unless three-fifths of
the House and Senate agreed there was
an economic downturn, a national dis-
aster, or another emergency that re-
quired temporary expenditures and in-
creases thereon.

It was a straightforward measure,
and it was designed to garner a broad
range of support. However, the House
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proposal fell short by nearly two dozen
votes, largely because it did not win
enough support from Democrats. As we
know, in order for a balanced budget
amendment to succeed, it must be bi-
partisan. So I was surprised to see that
after the House balanced budget
amendment failed, instead of seeking
to find consensus with those who could
bring along additional Democratic
votes like me, my colleagues in the
Senate on the other side of the aisle,
led by my dear friend Senator HATCH,
have taken an altogether different
route.

There are important differences be-
tween the two approaches the Senate
will vote on this week, my amendment
and Senator HATCH’s amendment. So I
want to spend some time differen-
tiating between the two proposals be-
cause they represent two philosophi-
cally different ideas. We will have a
vote on both of these proposals later
this week.

Balancing our books is a simple equa-
tion based on the principle that our
Nation is healthier without an unrea-
sonably large debt load. Members of
both parties can agree on that. Yet
Senator HATCH’s proposal goes a num-
ber of steps further and seemingly
seeks to shrink government altogether.
Not only does it require an unwieldy
two-thirds majority to waive it in case
of national emergencies, it also locks
in special interest tax breaks and could
weaken Social Security, Medicare, and
other important programs that are
supported by a vast majority of Ameri-
cans.

Ironically, Senator HATCH’s pro-
posal—at least by some analyses—
could jeopardize our national defense
as well. Why do I say that?

I see my dear friend on the Senate
floor. I look forward to engaging with
him over the course of this important
debate.

The Republican proposal prevents
government from spending more than
18 percent of gross domestic product,
which is less than the historical aver-
age, less than what George W. Bush
spent, less than what Ronald Reagan
spent, and less than what is required to
care for our Nation’s seniors and pro-
tect our homeland against terrorist at-
tacks. Quite simply, to my way of
looking at this, Senator HATCH’s alter-
native proposal goes too far and has
the potential to harm our middle class
and future economic growth.

So what am I proposing? Well, let me
tell you what I think my proposal
would do, and I would note that it is
cosponsored by a number of my col-
leagues from across the country.

My amendment would allow us to
avoid the mistakes of the last decade
without locking ourselves into a re-
quirement that could tie our hands in
an emergency. In such a case, if we tie
our hands, we could make our economy
worse for the middle class and small
businesses and therefore for all of us.

My balanced budget amendment pro-
poses and incorporates a big dose of
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Colorado common sense. It is aimed at
finding common ground that both par-
ties and a big majority of Americans
can support. It starts with a strict re-
quirement for balancing our books. My
proposal would then allow deficits only
when three-fifths of the House and Sen-
ate vote to address serious economic
downturns or a war or other emer-
gencies. However, it would also prevent
some of the worst mistakes Congress
has made in the past 10 years. For ex-
ample, it would prevent deficit-busting
tax breaks for Americans who earn $1
million or more per year. I think the
Presiding Officer and I have a funda-
mental question. We wonder why we
should continue to give tax breaks to
the wealthiest among us during times
when we are running huge deficits and
aggregating debt like never before.

My amendment would also create a
Social Security lockbox to keep Con-
gress from raiding the trust fund to
hide the true size of our annual defi-
cits. Right now, the Treasury Depart-
ment owes close to $3 trillion to the
Social Security Administration. What I
want to do is to see that never again is
Social Security used as a slush fund to
remedy our budgeting problems.

In sum, my proposal upholds the
principle that we should pay for our
government in a responsible manner,
with waiver authority to be used only
in exceptional circumstances. I think
most Americans could agree to that.
Coloradans certainly do.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
acknowledge that passing a balanced
budget amendment will require some
flexibility and cooperation, and my
version is designed to do just that. It is
meant to bridge the divide between us.

The American people are demanding
that we get our fiscal house in order.
As usual, they are a few steps ahead of
us. We have an opportunity to catch up
to the American people. So I am here
on the floor of the Senate today to ask
my colleagues of both parties and both
Chambers to support my proposal. As I
have said, amending the Constitution
may not be the solution desired by
many in this Chamber. It is not some-
thing to be done without great
thought. I, therefore, look forward to
an honest and spirited dialog about the
balanced budget amendment. I look
forward to discussing the best ways to
dig ourselves out from under our suffo-
cating debt in a way that will encour-
age investment and job creation and
help Americans and small businesses
feel secure about their economic fu-
ture. Our children’s future depends on
it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRANKEN). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I care a
great deal for my colleague from Colo-
rado, and I appreciate his explanation
of his amendment. Unfortunately, as I
view his amendment, it might work as
long as you accept the rachet up of
spending and taxing. That is what we
are trying to stop around here. His S.J.

(Mr.
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Res 24 would be a band-aid on the sys-
tem. It does not address the cause of
our unbalanced budgets. An amend-
ment that does not limit spending and
does not limit taxes will never solve
this crisis. It is just that simple. And
to work, they have to use budget gim-
micks.

I wish to begin by thanking my
friend, the ranking member of the Ju-
diciary Committee, Senator GRASSLEY.
In his service on the committee, he has
always been a champion of our limited
government, and with his remarks
today he has again proven himself a
strong advocate of constitutional gov-
ernment. So, too, my good friend and
collaborator on a balanced budget
amendment, Senator CORNYN, deserves
recognition, as well as my partner in
the Senate, MIKE LEE, and a whole raft
of others—47, to be exact. Earlier
today, Senator CORNYN highlighted ad-
mirably the threat our debt poses to
the liberty and prosperity of all of
America’s citizens. And although he
has not spoken yet, I know in advance
that my friend and colleague from
Utah, Senator MIKE LEE, with whom I
worked closely in drafting S.J. Res 10,
will deliver powerful remarks later
today in support of this amendment
and about the importance of restoring
meaningful limits on the power of the
Federal Government.

Today we are engaged in a historic
debate. You might not know it from
the amount of time dedicated to the
subject, but I am confident that when
the history of our country is written,
today will be marked as a turning
point.

Today is the day that every Repub-
lican in the Senate stood up for a
strong balanced budget amendment
that will begin to restore this Nation’s
fiscal integrity. It is the day that con-
servatives stood up and supported a
constitutional amendment that would
reset the limit on the size and power of
a federal government that has grown
far too large. It is the day that the peo-
ple of this country stood up for serious
constitutional limits on Congress and
the President, who have spent with im-
punity for far too long.

We are having this debate for a sim-
ple reason: Our Nation is now $15 tril-
lion—actually more than $15 trillion
and going up every day—in debt. This
chart shows just how much it was just
a few minutes ago. It is important to
put this number in perspective.

The Nation achieved the ignominious
landmark of a trillion-dollar deficit in
President Obama’s first year in office.
We are now in our third straight year
of trillion-dollar deficits. The Federal
Government is now borrowing more
than 40 cents of every dollar it spends.
The burden of this debt is more than
$48,000 for every man, woman, and child
in America.

The Congressional Budget Office
projects that interest payments alone
on all of this debt will total $4.5 tril-
lion, crowding out many other national
priorities. For 2010, spending on inter-
est on the national debt is greater than
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the funding for most other Federal pro-
grams. Let’s look at that. As you can
see, in 1 year, spending on interest on
the national debt is greater than fund-
ing for most programs—$656.7 billion
for the Department of Defense; $414 bil-
lion for interest expense; $173 billion
for the Department of Labor; $129 bil-
lion for the Department of Agriculture;
$108 billion for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; and just one other I will
mention, $92.9 billion for the Depart-
ment of Education.

Well, the impact of this quickly esca-
lating debt burden could prove cata-
strophic for economic growth and for
American families. In a letter to the
then-ranking member of the House
Budget Committee, PAUL RYAN, the
Congressional Budget Office deter-
mined that ‘‘beyond 2058, projected
deficits in the alternative fiscal sce-
nario become SO large and
unsustainable that CBO’s model cannot
calculate their effects.” That ought to
tell you something. In other words, the
CBO model crashes when it even at-
tempts to calculate the impact of all of
this debt on economic growth. Yet all
of these numbers might be under-
stating the Nation’s debt burden. What
happens if interest rates rise? Right
now they are at historic lows, but that
will not always be the case, and we are
figuring on historic lows right now as
though they are going to continue.

According to CBO’s alternative fiscal
scenario, which is our most realistic
fiscal scenario, debt held by the public
will reach 82 percent of GDP by 2021.
Now, that is if they are right, and they
have never been right yet over the long
term; they are always low. Absent real
fiscal reforms, it will reach 100 percent
of GDP by 2035. But this does not tell
the whole bleak story. The fact is,
when you include the IOUs the govern-
ment has issued to itself, intergovern-
mental holdings, our debt is already at
100 percent of GDP—Ilarger than our en-
tire economy.

When are our friends on the other
side going to start thinking about
these things and start realizing that
they are taking us right down into
bankruptcy in this country? This debt
burden we have is simply not sustain-
able. If interest rates go back to their
average in the 1990s, our public debt
will increase by 77 percent over even
these grim estimates I have just men-
tioned. We are spending at historical
highs and going higher, and with inter-
est on the debt taking a larger and
larger share of spending, we need to be
very concerned as a nation that we are
entering a debt spiral from which we
will have a difficult time extricating
ourselves.

For these reasons, ADM Mike
Mullen, former Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, concluded that our na-
tional debt is the ‘‘biggest threat we
have to our national security.” For
these reasons, Standard & Poor’s
issued its historic downgrade of U.S.
Treasuries this past summer.

The impact of this debt is more than
academic; it will eventually lead to
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higher interest rates for all Americans,
undermining the ability of people to
purchase a home, buy a car, or even
start a business. Most importantly, it
will fundamentally alter the relation-
ship of citizens to their government. It
will further undermine personal lib-
erty. It will lead to more government
control of the economy. And it will
jeopardize the livelihoods of American
business owners and workers as ever-
escalating debt and government spend-
ing embolden those who seek higher
taxes to finance this leviation.

The solution to this problem is S.J.
Res. 10, the balanced budget amend-
ment supported by every Senate Re-
publican, all 47 of us.

In the time I have been fortunate
enough to serve the people of Utah, I
have sponsored b5 balanced budget
amendments and have been an original
cosponsor of 18. These amendments
have not been identical. Their provi-
sions have been honed over time. I am
confident this version strikes just the
right balance.

It is the right amendment for the
right time. We face a crisis of spending
and a government that has clearly ex-
ploded in size. This constitutional
amendment is the only one that will be
debated this week that will address
that crisis and would reduce the size of
this Leviathan government.

The President has strongly opposed
not only this balanced budget amend-
ment but any balanced budget amend-
ment. As he said: “We don’t need a con-
stitutional amendment to do our jobs.”
My goodness. That is what he said on
July 15 of this year.

I wish to spend a few moments con-
sidering the President’s claim. The
President claimed that a balanced
budget amendment is not necessary be-
cause ‘‘the Constitution already tells
us to do our jobs—and to make sure
that the government is living within
its means and making responsible
choices.”

The President’s spokesman, Jay Car-
ney, elaborated in greater detail on
why a balanced budget amendment is
not necessary. According to him, bal-
ancing the budget is ‘“not com-
plicated.” All that is needed is that we
put politics aside, quit ducking respon-
sibility, and roll up our sleeves and get
to work. Yet all I hear from the White
House is that we have to have more
taxes and more spending.

This is the lament of the tough
chooser, a term coined by the jour-
nalist Andrew Ferguson. The tough
chooser talks a lot about making tough
choices. But when it comes to actually
making them, the tough chooser goes
missing.

Tough choosers, concerned about our
deficits and debt, voted for ObamaCare,
even though it increased spending by
$2.6 trillion and taxes by over $1 tril-
lion.

Tough choosers reject a balanced
budget amendment because all that is
required, in their view, is some tough
choosing by legislators. The problem
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with this theory is that the so-called
tough choosers never step up.

The past history of the balanced
budget amendment is all the evidence
we need that a constitutional amend-
ment is required to force legislators
and the White House to make these
tough choices. But given President
Obama’s rejection of the balanced
budget amendment, it is worth consid-
ering his own actions this year and his
personal contributions to deficit reduc-
tion. That record is a weak one of de-
nial and avoidance.

Following the clear statement of the
American people last November that
Washington needed to address deficits
and debt, the President had an oppor-
tunity to lead with his fiscal year 2012
budget. Yet this is how the Washington
Post described the impact of that budg-
et. After next year, ‘‘the deficit will
begin to fall, settling around $600 bil-
lion a year through 2018, when it would
once again begin to climb as a growing
number of retirees tapped into Social
Security and Medicare.”’

So the President, who today is tell-
ing us that he and Congress are willing
to buckle down and make tough
choices to balance the Nation’s books,
gave us a budget that did little to put
this country on a path toward long-
term fiscal sustainability.

The President’s budget landed with
such a thud and was so unresponsive to
the desire of the American people to
tackle the debt, that he took a mul-
ligan and attempted a budget do-over
in the Spring. In an April 13 speech at
George Washington University, Presi-
dent Obama offered a revised budget.
True to form, he did not stick his neck
out and actually offer anything that
could be scored by the CBO. Yet Repub-
licans did analyze the President’s
speech, and after stripping out the gim-
micks and the rosy scenarios, they
found that far from making any tough
choices, his do-over actually added $2.2
trillion to the deficit.

This avoidance of tough choosing by
Washington’s tough choosers is, unfor-
tunately, the norm.

We have heard the President’s argu-
ment before. I have heard it now for 35
years, maybe not just from him but
from others as well. We hear it every
time a balanced budget amendment
comes to the floor and is debated in the
Senate. The opponents claim there is
no need for a balanced budget amend-
ment; all that is necessary is that we
put politics aside and make the tough
choices.

So how is that working out for our
country?

When I introduced my first balanced
budget amendment in 1979, the na-
tional debt was $827 Dbillion. We
thought that was astronomical. In 1982,
when the Senate passed a balanced
budget amendment that I cosponsored,
the national debt had risen to $1.1 tril-
lion. In 1986, when the Senate failed by
one vote to pass a balanced budget
amendment that I cosponsored, the na-
tional debt topped $2.1 trillion. By 1997,
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when this body voted on a balanced
budget amendment that I introduced,
the national debt had passed the $5
trillion mark. Today, it is three times
that amount—over $15 trillion.

The record is clear. Absent the con-
stitutional restraint of a balanced
budget amendment, Congress and the
President do not make the tough
choices. Instead, they take the path of
least resistance. They gladly disperse
Federal dollars today—to grateful spe-
cial interests—and then figure out a
way to pay for it tomorrow, except
they never figure out the way.

This is not the political and eco-
nomic philosophy of the Founders, who
warned at the birth of our Republic
against debt and overspending. That is
the political philosophy of J. Wel-
lington Wimpy, who would ‘‘gladly pay
you Tuesday for a hamburger today.”’

A balanced budget amendment is not
an abdication of Congress’s responsi-
bility. On the contrary, it would force
Congress to live up to its responsibil-
ities. It would force Congress and the
President to make the choices about
national spending priorities they have
thus far been unwilling to make.

I don’t think there are many Ameri-
cans who question whether our fiscal
situation would be better today if we
had enacted and the States had ratified
a constitutional amendment when Ron-
ald Reagan was President.

This is where we are headed as a
country if we don’t get our fiscal house
in order. We are headed off a cliff. I
could have put up a map of Greece, but
that might have understated our pre-
dicament.

Yet to hear the opponents of a bal-
anced budget amendment talk, one
would think the problem we face as a
country is the amendment, not the
out-of-control spending that demands
such an amendment.

These misplaced priorities fundamen-
tally understate how much government
spending is accelerating in this coun-
try and the threat this spending poses
for personal liberty, constitutionally
limited government, and free enter-
prise.

As I noted earlier, our true debt bur-
den is already 100 percent of GDP. This
is very dangerous territory. According
to the economists Carmen Reinhart
and Kenneth Rogoff, public debt bur-
dens above 90 percent of GDP are asso-
ciated with 1-percent lower economic
growth.

I ask unanimous consent that a short
article outlining their thesis be printed
in the RECORD.

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

[From Bloomberg.com, July 14, 2011]
Too MUCH DEBT MEANS THE ECONOMY CAN’T
GROW: REINHART AND ROGOFF
(By Carmen M. Reinhart and Kenneth S.
Rogoff)

As public debt in advanced countries
reaches levels not seen since the end of
World War II, there is considerable debate
about the urgency of taming deficits with
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the aim of stabilizing and ultimately reduc-
ing debt as a percentage of gross domestic
product.

Our empirical research on the history of fi-
nancial crises and the relationship between
growth and public liabilities supports the
view that current debt trajectories are a risk
to long-term growth and stability, with
many advanced economies already reaching
or exceeding the important marker of 90 per-
cent of GDP. Nevertheless, many prominent
public intellectuals continue to argue that
debt phobia is wildly overblown. Countries
such as the U.S., Japan and the U.K. aren’t
like Greece, nor does the market treat them
as such.

Indeed, there is a growing perception that
today’s low interest rates for the debt of ad-
vanced economies offer a compelling reason
to begin another round of massive fiscal
stimulus. If Asian nations are spinning off
huge excess savings partly as a byproduct of
measures that effectively force low-income
savers to put their money in bank accounts
with low government-imposed interest-rate
ceilings—why not take advantage of the
cheap money?

Although we agree that governments must
exercise caution in gradually reducing crisis-
response spending, we think it would be folly
to take comfort in today’s low borrowing
costs, much less to interpret them as an ‘‘all
clear’” signal for a further explosion of debt.

Several studies of financial crises show
that interest rates seldom indicate problems
long in advance. In fact, we should probably
be particularly concerned today because a
growing share of advanced country debt is
held by official creditors whose current will-
ingness to forego short-term returns doesn’t
guarantee there will be a captive audience
for debt in perpetuity.

Those who would point to low servicing
costs should remember that market interest
rates can change like the weather. Debt lev-
els, by contrast, can’t be brought down
quickly. Even though politicians everywhere
like to argue that their country will expand
its way out of debt, our historical research
suggests that growth alone is rarely enough
to achieve that with the debt levels we are
experiencing today.

While we expect to see more than one
member of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development default or re-
structure their debt before the European cri-
sis is resolved, that isn’t the greatest threat
to most advanced economies. The biggest
risk is that debt will accumulate until the
overhang weighs on growth.

HISTORICAL PRECEDENTS

At what point does indebtedness become a
problem? In our study ‘‘Growth in a Time of
Debt,” we found relatively little association
between public liabilities and growth for
debt levels of less than 90 percent of GDP.
But burdens above 90 percent are associated
with 1 percent lower median growth. Our re-
sults are based on a data set of public debt
covering 44 countries for up to 200 years. The
annual data set incorporates more than 3,700
observations spanning a wide range of polit-
ical and historical circumstances, legal
structures and monetary regimes.

We aren’t suggesting there is a bright red
line at 90 percent; our results don’t imply
that 89 percent is a safe debt level, or that 91
percent is necessarily catastrophic. Anyone
familiar with doing empirical research un-
derstands that vulnerability to crises and
anemic growth seldom depends on a single
factor such as public debt. However, our
study of crises shows that public obligations
are often hidden and significantly larger
than official figures suggest.

CREATIVE ACCOUNTING DEVICES

In addition, off-balance sheet guarantees

and other creative accounting devices make
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it even harder to assess the true nature of a
country’s debt until a crisis forces every-
thing out into the open. (Just think of the
giant U.S. mortgage lenders Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac, whose debt was never officially
guaranteed before the 2008 meltdown.)

There also is the question of how broad a
measure of public debt to use. Our empirical
work concentrates on central-government
obligations because state and local data are
so limited across time and countries, and
government guarantees, as noted, are dif-
ficult to quantify over time. (Until we devel-
oped our data set, no long-dated cross-coun-
try information on central government debt
existed.) But state and local debt are impor-
tant because they so frequently trigger fed-
eral government bailouts in a crisis. Official
figures for state debts don’t include chronic
late payments (arrears), which are substan-
tial in Illinois and California, for example.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DEBT

Indeed, it isn’t unusual for governments to
absorb large chunks of troubled private debt
in a crisis. Taking this into account, chart 1,
attached, shows the extraordinarily high
level of overall U.S. debts, public and pri-
vate.

In addition to ex-ante or ex-post govern-
ment guarantees and other forms of ‘‘hidden
debts,” any discussion of public liabilities
should take into account the demographic
challenges across the industrialized world.
Our 90 percent threshold is largely based on
earlier periods when old-age pensions and
health-care costs hadn’t grown to anything
near the size they are today. Surely this
makes the burden of debt greater.

There is a growing sense that inflation is
the endgame to debt buildups. For emerging
markets that has often been the case, but for
advanced economies, the historical correla-
tion is weaker. Part of the reason for this ap-
parent paradox may be that, especially after
World War II, many governments enacted
policies that amounted to heavy financial re-
pression, including interest-rate ceilings and
non-market debt placement. Low statutory
interest rates allowed governments to reduce
real debt burdens through moderate inflation
over a sustained period. Of course, this time
could be different, and we shouldn’t entirely
dismiss the possibility of elevated inflation
as the antidote to debt.

EXTREMELY RARE

Those who remain unconvinced that rising
debt levels pose a risk to growth should ask
themselves why, historically, levels of debt
of more than 90 percent of GDP are rel-
atively rare and those exceeding 120 percent
are extremely rare (see attached chart 2 for
U.S. public debt since 1790). Is it because gen-
erations of politicians failed to realize that
they could have kept spending without risk?
Or, more likely, is it because at some point,
even advanced economies hit a ceiling where
the pressure of rising borrowing costs forces
policy makers to increase tax rates and cut
government spending, sometimes precipi-
tously, and sometimes in conjunction with
inflation and financial repression (which is
also a tax)?

Even absent high interest rates, as Japan
highlights, debt overhangs are a hindrance
to growth.

The relationship between growth, inflation
and debt, no doubt, merits further study; it
is a question that cannot be settled with
mere rhetoric, no matter how superficially
convincing.

In the meantime, historical experience and
early examination of new data suggest the
need to be cautious about surrendering to
“‘this-time-is-different’> syndrome and de-
creeing that surging government debt isn’t
as significant a problem in the present as it
was in the past.
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, while one
might quibble with the particulars of
Reinhart’s and Rogoff’s assessment,
failure to take it seriously, given the

recent struggles of the eurozone,
amounts to whistling past the grave-
yard.

To be clear, the long-term source of
our fiscal problem is overspending, not
a lack of revenue. Our friends at the
Heritage Foundation have done an ex-
cellent job of putting all this spending
into historical perspective.

I will run through some charts high-
lighting just how unusual and
unsustainable recent levels of Federal
spending have become. Any way we cut
it, spending is up. Federal spending per
household is skyrocketing, even with
the $2.1 trillion in deficit reduction
achieved by this summer’s Budget Con-
trol Act.

In 1965, Federal spending per house-
hold was $11,431. In 2010, it was $29,401.
It is projected to hit $35,773 in 2020.
That is per household.

Federal spending is growing faster
than median income. Between 1970 and
2009, total Federal spending rose by 299
percent, while median household in-
come has gone up 27 percent in the
same time period.

Federal spending that is far out of
line with historical averages is the
cause of our annual deficits and total
debt—not the much reviled 2001 and
2003 tax relief extended by President
Obama and a Democratic Congress.

Historically, revenues have averaged
around 18 percent of GDP. As the econ-
omy recovers, CBO projects revenues to
return to that historical average. Yet
spending is going higher and higher.

The end result of all this spending is
not pretty to look at. Our national
debt is going to skyrocket. Up to 344
percent by 2050.

The problem the Senate Republican
balanced budget amendment is meant
to address is reckless spending. We will
hear many arguments against this
amendment. We will hear it prevents
tax increases. We will hear it prevents
deficit spending in an economic down-
turn. We will hear it hamstrings the
Nation in times of military emergency
and that it prevents spending in excess
of 18 percent of GDP.

It does no such thing. What it does do
is require a broad national consensus
before Congress spends beyond its
means. It makes certain that there is
deep bipartisan agreement before rais-
ing taxes—a provision the Nation
would have benefited from prior to the
decision of the President and congres-
sional Democrats to drive through $1
trillion in ObamaCare tax increases on
nearly party-line votes, and it demands
wide support for spending in excess of
18 percent of GDP.

As my friends at Americans for Pros-
perity put it in their letter of support
for the Republican proposal, the
amendment ‘‘strikes a balance between
allowing flexibility for some deficit
spending in times of national emer-
gency, while requiring supermajorities
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in both Chambers to do so. This assures
citizens that the Federal Government
will only run a deficit when there is
broad consensus that a genuine crisis
demands it.”

That sounds like pretty good lan-
guage to me.

I ask unanimous consent that that
letter from Americans for Prosperity
be printed in the RECORD.

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

AMERICANS FOR PROSPERITY,
March 31, 2011.

DEAR SENATOR HATCH AND COSPONSORS: On
behalf of more than 1.7 million Americans
for Prosperity (AFP) activists in all 50
states, I applaud you for proposing a bal-
anced budget amendment to the United
States Constitution that includes a strong
limit on total federal spending. Over the past
decade or so, it has become increasingly
clear that unless there are firm constitu-
tional guardrails to constrain federal spend-
ing elected officials are either unable or un-
willing to overcome the institutional forces
that facilitate endless profligacy. Your pro-
posed amendment seeks to establish those
guardrails in a responsible and, hopefully, ef-
fective way.

One of the most important provisions in
your proposed amendment is a spending cap
that would limit federal outlays to 18 per-
cent of GDP. This limitation reflects a prop-
er vision of limited government and the rela-
tionship of spending to GDP in the post-
WWII period. Additionally, by insisting that
spending is restrained in order to balance the
budget you guard against the amendment
being hijacked and distorted to advance eco-
nomically-destructive tax increases.

Your amendment also strikes a balance be-
tween allowing flexibility for some deficit
spending in times of national emergency,
while requiring supermajorities in both
chambers to do so. This assures citizens that
the federal government will only run a def-
icit when there is a broad consensus that a
genuine crisis demands it.

Several other provisions nicely round out
your balanced budget amendment. Your in-
sistence on two-thirds majority vote to ap-
prove tax increases or spending above 18 per-
cent of GDP is laudable. Your measure to
prohibit courts from legislating tax in-
creases from the bench is important and pre-
scient. Finally, a five-year transitionary pe-
riod from ratification to legal efficacy will
give budgeteers enough notice to take mean-
ingful action without the politically-conten-
tious transition that could otherwise be used
as a pretext to oppose the amendment.

While it is always difficult to predict how
the Judicial Branch will interpret any por-
tion of the Constitution, the mere presence
of a balanced budget amendment will serve
to compel the tough decision making that is
often skirted in today’s federal budget proc-
ess. It’s time for the federal government to
balance its books, and AFP is proud to sup-
port your amendment. I urge your colleagues
to support its passage and I look forward to
working with you in the future.

Sincerely,
JAMES VALVO,
Director of Government Affairs.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we will
hear there is a reasonable alternative
being offered. But we need to under-
stand this for what it is. It doesn’t put
any spending limitations on Congress.
It leaves wide the door for massive tax
increases to pay for levels of spending
that are far outside our constitutional
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traditions. Even the requirement for
balance—that outlays not exceed reve-
nues—lacks strength, if we read it
carefully.

The bottom line is that there is no
substitute for the strong balanced
budget amendment being offered by the
Senate Republicans.

A number of protaxpayer groups
committed to liberty and constitu-
tionalism have written in support of
our balanced budget amendment—Let
Freedom Ring, Americans for Tax Re-
form, the National Taxpayers Union,
the 60 Plus Association, Americans for
Limited Government, and the Council
for Citizens Against Government
Waste, just to mention a few.

I ask unanimous consent that their
letters be printed in the RECORD.

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

MARCH 30, 2011.
Hon. JON KYL,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. ORRIN HATCH,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. PAT TOOMEY,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MIKE LEE,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN CORNYN,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS: We write to encourage
your colleagues to support your Balanced
Budget Amendment to the United States
Constitution, signaling the United States
Senate is serious about reforming federal
government spending.

The amendment limits spending to 18 per-
cent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Cap-
ping spending at this level puts spending in
line with the historical average of revenue
receipts. Since 1970, spending has averaged 21
percent of GDP while tax revenues have con-
sistently stayed around 18 percent. However,
CBO projects spending will explode over the
next decade, averaging over 23 percent of
GDP. Capping spending at 18 percent dem-
onstrates that the government should be
cognizant of its means—and live prudently
within them.

Most importantly, your Balanced Budget
Amendment places the onus of responsible
budgeting on lawmakers, rather than passing
the burden onto taxpayers who are already
shouldering the weight of failed ‘‘stimulus”
programs and bailouts. It does this by re-
quiring any net tax increases to overcome a
two-thirds supermajority in each chamber of
Congress.

This clause is vital to keep the debate
where it should be—federal overspending.
Americans are not taxed too little; Wash-
ington spends too much. In the same vein,
the spending restraint in the amendment
cannot be waived unless a two-thirds major-
ity agrees to do so.

While the bill could be strengthened to re-
quire a supermajority to waive the spending
cap during a declared war, it does require a
vote of three-fifths of the Congress to ap-
prove spending beyond the cap in the times
of a military conflict. What’s more, the
amendment requires a three-fifths vote to
raise the debt limit, forcing Congress to con-
front its poor spending habits rather than
simply increasing its borrowing authority.

Thus, we support the Balanced Budget
Amendment and encourage your colleagues
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to cosponsor the measure to signal law-
makers are serious about fiscal restraint.
Sincerely,
GROVER NORQUIST,
President, Americans
for Tax Reform.
MATTIE CORRAO,
Ezxecutive Director,
Center for Fiscal Ac-
countability.
NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
March 31, 2011.
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE UNITED STATES SEN-
ATE: SUPPORT THE CONSENSUS BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT!

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 362,000
member National Taxpayers Union (NTU), I
write to provide our strong endorsement of
the ‘‘Consensus Balanced Budget Amend-
ment”’ (BBA), which is the product of nego-
tiations among advocates of several BBA
measures. We commend Senator Hatch and
his colleagues, Senators Lee, Cornyn, Kyl,
McConnell, Toomey, Snowe, Risch, Rubio,
DeMint, Paul, Vitter, Enzi, Kirk, and Crapo,
for introducing this legislation and urge all
Senators to cosponsor the resolution.

NTU has approached the current legisla-
tive evolution of the BBA not merely as an
interested observer or even as a concerned
stakeholder. Instead, we view this process
through a 40-plus-year organizational his-
tory in which constitutional limits on the
size of government have occupied the central
part of our mission.

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, my organi-
zation helped to launch and sustain the
movement for a limited Article V amend-
ment convention among the states to pro-
pose a Balanced Budget Amendment (BBA)
for ratification, all while pursuing a BBA
through Congress. Our members were elated
over the passage of S.J. Res. 58 in 1982, and
the passage of H.J. Res. 1 in 1995 through the
House of Representatives. In both cases the
measures, whose provisions varied some-
what, fell short of enactment in the other
chambers of Congress. More recently, we
have provided endorsements to BBA legisla-
tion such as S.J. Res. 3 and H.J. Res. 1.

To our members, a BBA would provide the
very lifeblood that will restore and sustain
the financial health of our Republic. We are
therefore elated over the intensifying inter-
est among Members of Congress and state
legislators in a unified BBA concept. The
proposal admirably harnesses this energy, by
combining and refining elements from sev-
eral amendments introduced thus far in Con-
gress. These include strong ‘‘supermajority”’
safeguards against reckless tax or debt in-
creases as well as override provisions to con-
front the realities of military conflicts.

Also of great importance is the amend-
ment’s spending limitation clause. Although
several types of mechanisms could answer to
the purpose of controlling growth in expendi-
tures, any such protection incorporating
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) must pay
careful heed to historical experience. In this
case, an annual spending cap at 18 percent of
GDP is clearly the most prudent choice.
Such a level reflects the share of economic
output that federal revenues have typically
represented since World War II. Given that
constitutional amendments should be de-
signed with a long nod to the past and an
equally farsighted view to the future, 18 per-
cent is a most stable and logical benchmark.

In addition, setting the expenditure limit
at 18 percent would make a vital contribu-
tion toward harmonizing all parts of the
amendment so that the whole functions as
intended. An assumption that spending
should normally be linked to the average and
customary federal revenue proportion would
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by its very nature give Congress and the
President a starting point that is closer to
balance. Indeed, the limit helps to remedy
Washington’s increasingly metastasized af-
fliction of tax-spend-and-borrow, by ele-
vating the concept of expenditure restraint
to its rightful place in policymaking. While
the two-thirds ‘‘supermajority’’ override re-
quirement is essential to ensuring this place,
so is the 18 percent cap on expenditures. If
set too high, the spending limit would mere-
ly institutionalize, rather than minimize,
deficits. Recent spending-to-GDP ratios in
excess of 20 percent—and the resulting pres-
sures to borrow or tax even more—ought to
convince fiscal disciplinarians of the need for
a carefully-designed limit.

We understand the political environment
within which the consensus BBA was crafted,
and, given our history, we appreciate the
many challenges in the legislative effort
that lies ahead. Yet it is precisely our long-
standing devotion to this reform that gives
us cause to make several observations. Mov-
ing forward, Senators must commit to pas-
sage of the BBA in this Congress, not simply
another ‘‘test vote’ tied to some legislative
urgency. This means making the Amend-
ment a part of the Congress’s everyday nar-
rative on tax and spending policy, thereby
leading a national discussion that occupies a
primary place in the public square. Nor
should the BBA be held as some proxy to
other reform approaches. Indeed, statutory
or regulatory steps to control the nation’s fi-
nances are not ‘‘second-best’” substitutes;
their very effectiveness depends upon a con-
stitutional foundation that will set the
boundaries within which they can operate.

Furthermore, supporters of this BBA must
reach far and wide across the aisle to obtain
the necessary bipartisan backing that will
ensure passage of the measure. The tempta-
tion to put electoral calculations first is un-
acceptable to taxpayers, who (properly) sur-
mise that concerted action to control defi-
cits cannot wait until after 2012. Likewise,
Senators must engage their House colleagues
as well as state legislators in their capitols
back home, many of whom have both the
commitment and the experience to see the
BBA through to passage and ratification.

Through all of these means, and toward
the critical end of enacting a Balanced Budg-
et Amendment, NTU and members pledge the
fullest possible measure of their time, en-
ergy, and resources. Together, we can fulfill
this long-overdue obligation to future gen-
erations.

Sincerely,
PETE SEPP,
Executive Vice President.
THE 60 PLUS ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, March 31, 2011.

DEAR SENATOR HATCH: On behalf of more
than seven million senior citizen activists,
the 60 Plus Association thanks you for intro-
ducing the joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to balancing the budg-
et.

Thanks to your outstanding leadership,
this effort shows a solid commitment to re-
store the fiscal stability of the United States
by balancing the nation’s budget.

We applaud your efforts to respond to the
overwhelming concern Americans have to
the spiraling debt and out-of-control spend-
ing and cannot stress strongly enough that
senior citizens and soon-to-be-seniors believe
that current budget policy cripples our eco-
nomic stability and threatens our nation’s
future.

Sincerely,
JAMES L. MARTIN,
Chairman.
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AMERICANS FOR

LIMITED GOVERNMENT,

Fairfax, VA, March 31, 2011.
Senate Minority Leader MITCH MCCONNELL,
361-A Russell Senate Office Building, Wash-

ington, DC.

Senator ORRIN HATCH,
104 Hart Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR LEADER MCCONNELL AND SENATOR
HATCH: As you are well aware, the nation is
risking a fiscal calamity that threatens a
catastrophic default on the $14.2 trillion na-
tional debt and the collapse of the dollar as
the world’s reserve currency. If something is
not done to bring the nation’s fiscal house
into order, soon the debt will become too
large to even refinance, let alone be repaid.

That is why Americans for Limited Gov-
ernment strongly endorses the Senate Re-
publican Balanced Budget Amendment and
urges all members of the Senate to fight for
its immediate adoption. Soon the gross na-
tional debt will become larger than the en-
tire economy, and by 2021, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget projects it will soar to
over $25 trillion.

Interest payments alone threaten to desta-
bilize the nation’s finances very soon. In
2010, the Treasury paid a total of $413 billion
in interest, including $216 billion to the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds. The
total interest is a real obligation that re-
quires real borrowing to meet, and cannot be
readily discounted as revenue to the entitle-
ment programs when it is in fact a liability
to taxpayers.

The total interest owed on the debt will ac-
tually be over $1.2 trillion in 2021. And since
the government never anticipates the debt
being paid down, the number will easily grow
to over $2.4 trillion by 2030. Moody’s has
warned that when interest owed on the debt
reaches 18 to 20 percent of revenue, the na-
tion’s gold-plated Triple-A credit rating will
be downgraded. The trouble is that the Office
of Management and Budget projects total in-
terest owed for 2011 to be $430.4 billion, which
is already 19.79 percent of the projected $2.174
trillion of revenue. That means time has al-
ready run out.

Currently, the $14.2 trillion national debt
already stands at 95.5 percent of the nation’s
$14.8 trillion Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
While it is unclear at what percentage of
debt-to-GDP that the debt will become too
large to refinance, the warning signs are al-
ready there that we cannot even meet our
current obligations honestly.

Pimco reports that in 2009, 80 percent of
treasuries were purchased by the Federal Re-
serves, and in 2010, it had to buy 70 percent,
bringing its current U.S. debt holdings to
$1.3 trillion. As a result, the Fed is the larg-
est lender to the U.S. government in the
world—all with printed money—more than
China or Japan. When the Fed ends QE2 in
June, it will likely keep a high water mark
of $1.5 trillion in treasuries holdings.

Printing money to refinance the debt can-
not continue for long without very severe
consequences, including a potential collapse
of the dollar as the world’s reserve currency,
hyperinflation, and a complete default on
the nation’s obligations. The time to pass
the Balanced Budget Amendment is now, be-
fore it is too late and it becomes impossible
for the debt to ever be repaid.

The Balanced Budget Amendment being
proposed, once implemented, will make it
possible that for the first time since 1957, the
national debt can be reduced. This must
begin to occur to reassure the nation’s credi-
tors that the U.S. intends to honor its obli-
gations with real money, not with a ‘‘pre-
tended payment’” that economist Adam
Smith warned against.

With the upcoming vote on increasing the
national debt ceiling above $14.294 trillion,
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now is the opportunity to use your leverage
not just to get an up-or-down vote on the
Balanced Budget Amendment, but to get it
adopted. To do so, we urge you to take your
case directly to the American people, who
will join with you in fighting to make cer-
tain that another increase in the debt will
never again be necessary.

The American people must be advised of
these cataclysmic risks of inaction. There is
a very dangerous misconception that the na-
tion can just continue borrowing and print-
ing money perpetually. It cannot. Nor will it
long endure as the world’s foremost eco-
nomic and military superpower if it tries to.

Besides a failure to meet our fiscal obliga-
tions, a national default will mean that the
U.S. will be unable to meet its security obli-
gations around the world, destabilizing
whole regions, and threatening national se-
curity. It is likely for this reason that Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral
Mike Mullen, described the debt as the num-
ber one danger facing America.

With a projected $1.645 trillion budget def-
icit for this year alone, the hour grows late
for real action to rein in the federal govern-
ment’s unsustainable spending binge. It is
clear that Congress lacks the political will
to do what is necessary on its own. It needs
the constitutional limits on spending, tax-
ation, and the balanced budget requirement
outlined in your amendment to compel it to
act prudently when handling the American
people’s finances.

We thank you for your work on this crit-
ical issue, and urge you to use all the tools
at your disposal, including the leverage of
increasing the national debt ceiling, to en-
sure speedy adoption of the Balanced Budget
Amendment. If you will take a courageous
stand to save this nation from certain ruin,
the American people will surely stand with
you.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM WILSON,
President.
COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS
AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE,
Washington, DC, March 31, 2011.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR, Senator Orrin Hatch (R-
Utah) will soon introduce an amendment to
the Constitution requiring that the federal
budget be balanced. This amendment has re-
ceived wide support, including that of Sen-
ators Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.), Mike Lee (R-
Utah), John Cornyn (R-Tex.), Jon Kyl (R-
Ariz.), Pat Toomey (R-Pa.), John Thune (R-
S.D.) and Marco Rubio (R-Fla.). On behalf of
the more than one million members and sup-
porters of the Council for Citizens Against
Government Waste (CCAGW), I urge you to
support this legislation.

Federal spending has ballooned out of con-
trol. Taxpayers are bracing themselves as
the nation rapidly approaches its statutory,
record-breaking $14.3 trillion debt limit. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office,
recession-depleted tax revenues are sched-
uled to rebound to their historical average of
18 percent of gross domestic product (GDP)
by 2018 and reach 18.4 percent by 2021. Fed-
eral spending, which has historically been
20.3 percent of GDP, however, is projected to
reach 26.4 percent of GDP by 2021. America is
on a dangerous trajectory as Congress con-
tinues to increase spending and raise debt
ceilings without regard to incoming levels of
revenue. Washington has put taxpayers at
risk by violating a Budgeting 101 rule of
thumb: Don’t spend more money than you
take in.

This proposed constitutional amendment
would ensure that total outlays will not be
allowed to exceed 18 percent of the U.S. GDP
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of a fiscal year and will require the president
to submit a balanced budget to Congress
that reflects the 18 percent cap. A two-thirds
majority vote would be required of both the
House and Senate to override the spending
cap, increase taxes or levy a new tax. Addi-
tionally, a three-fifths majority vote in both
Houses would be needed to increase the debt
limit. In times of declared war, a simple ma-
jority vote will be necessary for a specific
excess amount above the 18 percent cap, and
in times of military conflict a three-fifths
majority will be required. In order to protect
taxpayers, the amendment prohibits courts
from raising revenue as a means of enforce-
ment.

The federal government has a moral and
fiscal responsibility to Americans that it has
simply been shirking. Congress cannot con-
tinue on a spending rampage while ignoring
the nation’s balance sheets. This legislation
proposes a practical and necessary constitu-
tional amendment that will safeguard tax-
payers and force Congress to balance the na-
tional budget. All votes on the Balanced
Budget Amendment will be among those con-
sidered in CCAGW’s 2011 Congressional Rat-
ings.

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. SCHATZ,
President.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am so
pleased conservative leaders such as Ed
Meese, Dick Thornburgh, and Ken
Blackwell have stood in support of a
strong balanced budget amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at this point the
op-eds to which I just referred.

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

[From Bloomberg.com, July 20, 2011]

DEFICITS NEED BALANCED-BUDGET
AMENDMENT FIX

(By Dick Thornburgh)

A late entrant in the budget deficit-debt
ceiling talkathon in Washington is increas-
ing support for a constitutional requirement
that the federal budget be balanced every
year. Liberals will no doubt characterize this
proposal as a nutty one, but careful scrutiny
of such an amendment to our constitution
demonstrates its potential to prevent future
train wrecks in the budgeting process.

Constitutional budget-balancing require-
ments are already available to most gov-
ernors and state legislatures, along with a
line-item veto and separate capital budg-
eting, which differentiates investments from
current outlays. They work.

Any debate in Congress will probably in-
clude the following arguments against a bal-
anced-budget amendment:

First, that the amendment would clutter
our basic document in a way contrary to the
intention of the Founding Fathers. This is
clearly wrong. The framers of the Constitu-
tion contemplated that amendments would
be necessary to keep it abreast of the times.
It has, in fact, been amended 27 times.

Moreover, at the time of the Constitu-
tional Convention, one of the major pre-
occupations was how to liquidate the post-
Revolutionary War debts of the states. It
would have been unthinkable to the framers
that the federal government would system-
atically run a deficit, decade after decade.
The Treasury didn’t begin to follow such a
practice until the mid-1930s.

Second, critics will argue that the adop-
tion of a Dbalanced-budget amendment
wouldn’t solve the deficit problem overnight.
This is absolutely correct, but begs the issue.
Serious supporters of the amendment recog-
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nize that a phasing-in of five to 10 years
would be required.

During this interim period, however, budg-
et makers would have to meet declining def-
icit targets in order to reach a final balanced
budget by the established deadline.

As pointed out by former Commerce Sec-
retary Peter G. Peterson, such ‘‘steady
progress toward eliminating the deficit will
maintain investor confidence, Kkeep long-
term interest rates headed down and keep
our economy growing.”

Third, it will be argued that such an
amendment would require vast cuts in social
services, entitlements and defense spending.
Not necessarily. True, these programs would
have to be paid for on a current basis rather
than heaped on the backs of future genera-
tions. Difficult choices would have to be
made about priorities and program funding.
But the very purpose of the amendment is to
discipline the executive and legislative
branches, not to propose or perpetuate vast
spending programs without providing the
revenue to fund them.

The amendment would, in effect, make the
president and Congress fully accountable for
their spending and taxing decisions.

Fourth, critics will say that a balanced-
budget amendment would prevent or hinder
our capacity to respond to national defense
or economic emergencies. This concern is
easy to counter. Clearly, any sensible
amendment proposal would feature a safety
valve to exempt deficits incurred in response
to emergencies, requiring, for example, a
three-fifths majority in both houses of Con-
gress. Such action should, of course, be based
on a finding that such an emergency actu-
ally exists.

Fifth, it will be said that a balanced-budg-
et amendment might be easily circumvented.
The experience of the states suggests other-
wise. Balanced-budget requirements are now
in effect in all but one (Vermont) of the 50
states and have served them well.

Moreover, the line-item veto, available to
43 governors, would ensure that congres-
sional overruns—or loophole end runs—could
be rejected by the president. The public’s op-
position, the elective process and the courts
would also restrain any tendency to ignore a
constitutional directive.

In the final analysis, most of the excuses
for not enacting a constitutional mandate to
balance the budget rest on a stated or im-
plied preference for solving our deficit di-
lemma through the political process—that is
to say, through responsible action by the
president and Congress.

But that has been tried and found wanting,
again and again.

Surely the U.S. is ready for a simple, clear
and supreme directive that compels elected
officials to fulfill their fiscal responsibil-
ities. A constitutional amendment is the
only instrument that will meet this need.
Years of experience at the state level argue
in favor of such a step. Years of debate have
produced no persuasive arguments against it.

The stakes are high. Perhaps Thomas Jef-
ferson put it best: “To preserve our inde-
pendence, we must not let our rulers load us
down with perpetual debt.”

That is the aim of a balanced-budget
amendment. Reform-minded members of
Congress should support such an amendment
to our Constitution as a means of resolving
future legislative crises and ending credit-
card government once and for all.

A nutty idea? Not by a long shot.

[From the Patriot Post, Apr. 5, 2011]
HATCH AND LEE’S BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT: A WIN FOR AMERICA
(By Ken Blackwell)

Senators Orrin Hatch and Mike Lee intro-
duced a Balanced Budget Amendment (BBA)
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to make it a constitutional requirement for
Washington, D.C., to end our deficit spending
and culture of debt. And our national grass-
roots organization, Pass the Balanced Budg-
et Amendment, is working with them to
compel lawmakers to approve this change to
the Supreme Law of the Land.

The BBA requires that the U.S. cannot
spend more than it takes in. There are a few
exceptions, such as allowing two-thirds of
the House and Senate to suspend it for a spe-
cific reason for one year, with lower thresh-
olds to respond to a military threat to our
national security or an official, declared war
against a specific nation (not some open-
ended or global military operation).

The amendment is cosponsored by all 47
Senate Republicans. This raises eyebrows in
that the last time a proposed BBA was voted
on, 1997, it enjoyed Democratic support with
66 votes, falling a single vote short in the
Senate.

A separate story here is Utah’s leading
role. That state’s senior senator, Orrin
Hatch, designed one version of the BBA.
Utah’s junior senator, Mike Lee, designed
another. Both senators—one tied as the most
senior Republican in the chamber and the
other among the newest—then designed a
composite version.

The resulting BBA addresses several major
economic priorities. In addition to forcing a
balanced budget, the BBA caps federal spend-
ing at 18 percent of GDP. It also requires a
60-percent vote to raise the national debt
limit. It requires a two-thirds vote to raise
taxes. And in forbids courts from ordering
any tax increase. The BBA thus addresses
multiple aspects of fiscal policy in a full-
spectrum response to America’s debt-and-
deficit nightmare.

Utah’s predominance regarding a constitu-
tional amendment is no surprise. Hatch is
the former chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Committee and was talked up as a potential
Supreme Court nominee years ago. Lee is the
only former Supreme Court law clerk in the
Senate, and is already mentioned as a poten-
tial Supreme Court nominee. These two sen-
ators may be bookends in seniority and age,
but they are the foremost constitutional
scholars in the Senate.

The Constitution is extraordinarily dif-
ficult to amend, requiring two-thirds of the
House and Senate to propose it to the states,
then three-fourths of the states (38) to ratify
it.

To turn the BBA into reality, Senators
Hatch and Lee are working with a national
grassroots organization, Pass the Balanced
Budget Amendment, to organize volunteers
in every legislative district in America to
mobilize political momentum.

We are very grateful to have Senators
Hatch and Lee as Honorary Chairman. With
their leadership, as well as others such as
Co-Chairman Ken Buck of Colorado, the BBA
has the best chances of passing since Amer-
ica’s fiscal mismanagement began decades
ago.

This is not just about economic conserv-
atives. We must balance our national budget
for the sake of our children’s future. And our
national debt has now become a national se-
curity concern as well. This is the perfect fu-
sion of the three legs of the Reagan Coali-
tion, and will benefit all Americans.

There are also serious political implica-
tions. TBBA could change the national de-
bate. With several GOP presidential con-
tenders endorsing the idea, this will likely be
an issue for the 2012 elections. Those of us in-
volved at the grassroots level with this issue
and determined on making it so.
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[From the Heritage Foundation, July 21,
2011]

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT: INSTRUMENT
To FORCE SPENDING CUTS, NOT TAX HIKES
(By Edwin Meese III)

As Congress considers what to do about
federal overspending and overborrowing,
conservatives must maintain focus. We must
pursue the path that drives down federal
spending and borrowing and gets to a bal-
anced budget, while preserving our ability to
protect America and without raising taxes.
An important part of that conservative agen-
da is adoption of a sound—repeat, a sound—
Balanced Budget Amendment. A Balanced
Budget Amendment is not sound if it leads
to balancing the federal budget by tax hikes
instead of spending cuts. Thus, a sound Bal-
anced Budget Amendment must prohibit
raising taxes unless a two-thirds majority of
the membership of both Houses of Congress
votes to raise them. Without the two-thirds
majority requirement, the Balanced Budget
Amendment becomes the means for big
spenders to raise taxes.

Supporters of the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment rightly want to force the federal gov-
ernment to live within its means—to spend
no more than it takes in. Because the gov-
ernment has failed for decades to follow that
balanced budget principle, America is now
$14.294 trillion in debt, a debt of more than
$45,000 for every person in the United States.

President Obama is making things worse.
In discussions with congressional leaders, he
has pushed hard to get authority to borrow
yet more trillions of dollars and hike taxes.
And the White House reiterated this week
that President Obama opposes amending the
Constitution to require the federal govern-
ment to balance its budget.

A Sound Balanced Budget Amendment
Must Require Two-Thirds Majorities to
Raise Federal Taxes. Like 72 percent of the
American people, The Heritage Foundation
favors passage by the requisite two-thirds of
both Houses of Congress and ratification by
the requisite 38 states of an effective Bal-
anced Budget Amendment to become part of
our Constitution. Heritage has made clear
that an effective Balanced Budget Amend-
ment must control spending, taxation, and
borrowing; ensure the defense of America;
and enforce, through the legislative process
and without interference by the judicial
branch, the requirement to balance the budg-
et. A sound Balanced Budget Amendment
will drive down federal spending and end fed-
eral borrowing.

To date, Congress has proposed one largely
sound Balanced Budget Amendment for con-
sideration—Senate Joint Resolution 10, often
called the Hatch-Lee Amendment after its
main proponents. It has a number of impor-
tant features, such as an annual federal
spending cap of not to exceed 18 percent of
the economy’s annual output of goods and
services (called the gross domestic product,
or GDP) that Congress cannot exceed, except
by a law passed with two-thirds majorities in
both Houses of Congress or in specified cir-
cumstances involving military necessity.

A crucial feature is included in section 4 of
the Balanced Budget Amendment proposed
by Senate Joint Resolution 10: ‘“‘Any bill
that imposes a new tax or increases the stat-
utory rate of any tax or the aggregate
amount of revenue may pass only by a two-
thirds majority of the duly chosen and sworn
Members of each House of Congress by a roll
call vote.” The requirement that no tax
hikes occur without the approval of 290 Rep-
resentatives and 67 Senators is essential in a
sound Balanced Budget Amendment. With-
out the requirement for two-thirds majori-
ties for any tax increase, the Balanced Budg-
et Amendment becomes a sword for big
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spenders to use to raise taxes, instead of a
shield to protect Americans from tax hikes.
Those who seek to anchor into our Constitu-
tion a requirement to balance the budget
must always remember that, if the only re-
quirement is ‘‘balance,” that can be achieved
two ways—cut spending or hike taxes. A
sound Balanced Budget Amendment will bal-
ance the budget by driving down federal
spending and not by driving up federal taxes.

Balanced-Budget States that Allow Simple
Majorities for Tax Hikes Face Situations
Very Different from that of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Some look at the experience of
states that have requirements in their con-
stitutions for a balanced state budget and
draw the wrong conclusion about the need
for two-thirds majorities for taxation. They
mistakenly conclude that a requirement
merely for simple majorities in state legisla-
tures to raise taxes suffices to keep state
taxation under control and therefore that a
federal Balanced Budget Amendment should
require only simple majorities in Congress to
raise taxes. But the balanced budget require-
ment at the state level occurs in a very dif-
ferent context from such a requirement at
the federal level.

As a practical matter, state legislators
regularly work and live among the people
they represent, often do their legislative
work face-to-face with their constituents,
and often depend upon direct contact with
voters to persuade voters to keep the legisla-
tors in office. As a result, state legislators
tend to be closely attuned and responsive to
the need of their constituents for reasonable-
ness in taxation. In contrast, U.S. Senators
and Representatives spend much of their
time distant from the people they represent,
often deal with their constituents through
the insulation of large staffs, and amass
large campaign funds through political fund-
raising that allow them to depend more upon
expensive mass communications than upon
direct contact with voters to persuade the
voters to keep them in office. As a result,
U.S. Senators and Representatives tend to be
less directly attuned and responsive to the
need of their constituents for reasonableness
in taxation than state legislators are. Ac-
cordingly, while a requirement for merely
simple majorities in state legislatures to
raise taxes may suffice to keep taxes under
control in that state, simple majorities are
not likely to keep taxes under control at the
federal level—as the experience of federal tax
increases in the last 50 years proves.

Some who recognize the need for taxpayer
protection by requiring supermajorities,
rather than just simple majorities, of the
two Houses of Congress to raise taxes think
a supermajority of three-fifths of both
Houses would suffice. While three-fifths
would add a modicum of taxpayer protection
in the House, three-fifths would add little if
anything in the way of taxpayer protection
in the Senate, which already often requires a
three-fifths majority to proceed to consider-
ation of legislation. The existing three-fifths
rule in the Senate has often failed to protect
taxpayers from federal tax increases in the
past. A sound Balanced Budget Amendment
would add protection for taxpayers in both
Houses of Congress by a requirement for two-
thirds majorities of the membership of both
Houses to raise taxes.

Conclusion: Adopt the Two-Thirds Major-
ity Requirement for Tax Hikes, to Make the
Balanced Budget Amendment the Instru-
ment of Spending Cuts and Not Tax Hikes.
America’s soon-to-be New Minority—people
who pay federal income tax—need protection
from unreasonable taxation. When all Amer-
icans have the right to vote, but only a mi-
nority has the duty to pay the federal in-
come taxes from which all Americans ben-
efit, the risk is high that a non-taxpaying
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majority will elect a Congress pledged to
adopt taxation that oppresses the taxpaying
minority The impulse to seek something for
nothing has regrettably taken root in the
American body politic in the past century.
The requirement in the Balanced Budget
Amendment of a two-thirds majority of the
membership of both Houses of Congress to
raise taxes will protect a taxpaying minority
against oppressive taxation.

As Congress continues on the path toward
adopting a joint resolution to recommend a
Balanced Budget Amendment to the states
for ratification, Congress should ensure that
the Amendment includes a requirement for
approval by two-thirds of the membership of
the two Houses of Congress for tax hikes. Ab-
sent such a requirement, the Balanced Budg-
et Amendment will encourage tax hikes in-
stead of spending cuts as the means to bal-
ance the budget, making the Amendment the
friend of the tax, spend and borrow crowd,
instead of the friend of those who believe in
limited government, free enterprise, and in-
dividual freedom.

Mr. HATCH. While a number of lib-
eral groups committed to more govern-
ment spending have lined up against
our proposal, there 1is hardly a
groundswell of support for the Demo-
cratic alternative. In fact, the lack of
support for that proposal demonstrates
more than anything I can say that it is
a proposal designed with politics in
mind. It is designed to provide cover
for Members who want to say they sup-
port a balanced budget amendment
while opposing the only amendment
that would actually reduce government
spending.

The bottom line is that not all bal-
anced budget amendments are created
equal. The Senate Republican amend-
ment is one to restore liberty and con-
stitutional government by reducing the
size and power of Washington. By con-
trast, the Democrats’ alternative
promises more of the same. It does
nothing to rein in spending or address
the fiscal crisis this Nation faces. The
differences between these proposals
highlight clearly the distinctions be-
tween conservatives in Congress and
the President and his supporters.

Although I am ever hopeful, I am re-
alistic about the chances the Senate
will pass S.J. Res. 10 tomorrow. I sus-
pect the vote for the Senate Repub-
lican amendment will be as low as any
the Senate has taken on a balanced
budget amendment. This, though,
shows how stark the differences have
become between the two parties. The
Democratic Party is now openly the
party of tax and spend, the party of
bigger and bigger government.

That is why today’s debate and to-
morrow’s vote represents what Ronald
Reagan called ‘‘a time for choosing.”

As President Obama’s speech in Kan-
sas showed the other day, he is not
backing away from his goal of fun-
damentally reordering American soci-
ety in a way that transforms individ-
uals and businesses into the arms of
the State. The President, having com-
pletely abandoned the political middle
and thrown in with the far left to se-
cure his reelection, is now arguing that
it is wrongheaded to believe one’s suc-
cess in life is owing to one’s own hard
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work. Because the President seems to
believe that individual success is ulti-
mately not the result of personal effort
but, instead, due to society, adherence
to and respect for property rights, and
the simple notion that one owns the
fruit of one’s labors becomes for him
and his supporters a quaint artifact of
an earlier era in American history.

The candidate of hope and change has
turned out to be the President of
spreading the wealth around. To suc-
ceed, he has embraced the politics of
envy and class warfare that is far out-
side the mainstream of our political
heritage.

The Republicans’ balanced budget
amendment offers nothing so gran-
diose. All we seek is the restoration of
some limits on the power of the Fed-
eral Government and meaningful re-
ductions in spending, and we give the
time to get there too in our amend-
ment. All we promote is a decent re-
spect for the right to one’s own wages
and the freedom promised in our Dec-
laration of Independence.

The Senate Republican balanced
budget amendment secures these bless-
ings of liberty, and I urge every one of
my colleagues to support it.

The opponents of this amendment
will say it is somehow improper to con-
stitutionalize a requirement for a bal-
anced budget. Hogwash. Many of those
same individuals do not bat an eye
when five unelected Justices on the Su-
preme Court rewrite the Constitution
to fit their own preferred policy goals.
Yet it is somehow inappropriate for the
Senate to send a balanced budget
amendment to the people in the States
for ratification.

What are they afraid of? The Con-
stitution ultimately belongs to the
sovereign American people. It is only
law because of their sovereign actions
of ratification and amendment.

It seems odd the Democratic Party
that claims Thomas Jefferson as its
founder would oppose giving the Amer-
ican people a voice on this
foundational constitutional issue.
After all, if President Obama, the pro-
gressive Democrat, was so confident in
the strength of his arguments, he could
rest easy knowing the people would de-
cline to ratify a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment.

So what are they so afraid of? Why
are they so afraid to send this amend-
ment to the people for ratification?
Thirteen States could defeat this
amendment. All they need to do is get
13 States to go against this amend-
ment. That is what it would take to de-
feat it. That is all it would take. But it
would be the people who would decide,
not just a bunch of people here. If that
is all the opponents of this amendment
need, why are they so worried about
sending it to the States for ratifica-
tion? Why the lack of confidence in
their powers of persuasion?

I can tell you why. The people of this
country would ratify this amendment
so quickly its opponents’ heads would
spin. Those who oppose sending this
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balanced budget amendment to the
States for ratification know the people
are eager to ratify it. That is certainly
the case in Utah. Earlier this year,
Utah passed S. Con. Res. 201 expressing
support for S.J. Res. 10, the balanced
budget amendment I introduced, along
with my friend and colleague from
Texas, Senator CORNYN, and my friend
and colleague from Utah, Senator LEE,
as well as 44 other Senators, all of
whom deserve credit for this amend-
ment.

I commend to my colleagues the
Utah Senate’s Concurrent Resolution
201 of the 2011 Second Special Session.

Mr. President, I take the instruction
from Utah’s State representatives very
seriously. The Utah Legislature made
it clear it supported ratification of this
amendment, and I am confident if the
Members of this body listen to their
own State legislatures—49 of which are
required to balance their own budg-
ets—similar instructions would follow.

Here is the bottom line. Liberal spe-
cial interests oppose the Senate Repub-
licans’ balanced budget amendment be-
cause they know the people would rat-
ify it. And if the people ratified it, the
government-funded gravy train would
come to an end.

I look forward to this debate today.
It is an important one, and I am con-
fident that eventually the American
people will ratify a balanced budget
amendment and restore the promise of
America’s Declaration of Independence
and Constitution for future genera-
tions.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the balanced budg-
et amendment. In fact, it is beyond me
to imagine how anybody in this body
could oppose a balanced budget amend-
ment. I ran my election last year pri-
marily on this fact—that government
spending was out of control and the
debt was consuming our country and
that we needed new and more serious
rules to bring the budget under con-
trol.

We have tried in the past. This body
passed Gramm-Rudman-Hollings with
bipartisan support in the 1990s and im-
mediately began to evade it. This body
passed pay as you go and then pro-
ceeded to disobey their own rules 700
times. And we wonder why 9 percent of
the people approve of Congress? It is
because we cannot even obey our own
rules.

So we need new rules. We need a bal-
anced budget amendment that would
be an amendment to the Constitution
because we do not adhere to the rules
we pass. This body is literally out of
control.

Now, the other side says: Trust us.
Trust us. We can balance the budget.
The other side hasn’t passed a budget
this year or last year—not just a bal-
anced budget, the other side can’t pass
any budget. So I think we need new
and stronger rules to force us to do
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what is right, do what every American
family has to do; that is, balance their
family budget. A nation is no different.
A nation has a printing press and can
run deficits for longer, but there are
ramifications.

The enormous debt we are accumu-
lating as a country—we are borrowing
$40,000 every second. During the time of
my 5-minute speech, we will have bor-
rowed millions of dollars. So there are
ramifications. We have to pay for our
debt in some way. We can either tax
people or we can borrow—we are at the
limits of both—or we can simply print
the money. But as we print money to
pay for our debt, we destroy the value
of the existing currency. So those who
have savings, those who are on fixed in-
comes—senior citizens, the working
class—those who use every penny of
their paycheck to pay for their needs
are being robbed on a daily basis by in-
flation. Inflation is the end result of
debt.

If we look at the approval of Con-
gress being 9 percent, and we contrast
that with how much of the public is for
a balanced budget, 75 percent of the
public—Republicans, Democrats, and
Independents—would vote in favor of a
balanced budget amendment. Yet this
body is out of touch because we can’t
get anybody from the other side even
to talk to us about a balanced budget
amendment. We worked for months to
see what it would take to make one ac-
ceptable to the other side, and we got
nowhere.

We need to balance our budget be-
cause the debt is a threat to our coun-
try. This is not just me saying this.
The Chairman of the Federal Reserve
has said our debt is unsustainable. Ad-
miral Mullen, part of this administra-
tion, has said our debt is the greatest
threat to our national security. Er-
skine Bowles, who led the deficit com-
mission and has been known as a Dem-
ocrat, said we are approaching the
most predictable crisis in our history,
and it will be a debt crisis.

All throughout Europe there is a debt
crisis: Italy is having trouble paying
its debt; Greece is underwater; Por-
tugal, Spain, and Ireland are all tenu-
ously holding on and trying to pay
their debts. That European crisis, that
destruction of the Euro, is coming this
way. Our debt now equals our economy.

Senator HATCH mentioned we have a
$15 trillion debt and a $15 trillion econ-
omy. Many economists say when our
debt approaches 100 percent of GDP—
where ours is now—we are losing 1 mil-
lion jobs a year. So this is having a
drain on the here and now. It is not
just that this debt is being passed on to
our kids and grandkids. The debt is af-
fecting jobs.

When I talk to college Kkids, I say:
The chance of you getting a job de-
pends on what we do with the debt. If
we continue to finance our spending
through debt, you will not have a job.
You will have less likelihood of getting
a job.

Now, some say it would be too hard
to balance the budget. It is just too far
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out of whack. We can’t do it. It is pret-
ty bad. We are borrowing 40 cents on
every dollar. If we look at the spend-
ing, borrowing 40 cents on every dollar
is remarkable. When we look at our
budget, the revenue coming in is being
consumed by entitlements and inter-
est. Everything else we spend—na-
tional defense, roads, everything else—
the rest of the 40 percent of the budget
is being borrowed. It is out of control.

Can you imagine any business or any
family in this country borrowing 40
percent every year, year after year
after year? It can’t be done. There are
ramifications and a day of reckoning is
coming.

Some say: How could we ever balance
our budget? I will tell you how. If we
cut 1 percent of spending—this is called
the penny plan—cut one penny out of
every dollar in Federal spending for 6
years and freeze spending for 2 years,
the budget will balance in 8 years. If we
were to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment and send it to the States, there is
a b-year window in the amendment,
plus it takes a couple of years to pass,
so it would be about 8 years.

So we could balance the budget in 8
years simply by cutting one penny out
of every dollar. One might ask: How
could that be, when they are cutting
trillions of dollars and not balancing
the budget? The reason is, when they
talk about cutting spending around
here, they are always talking about
cutting proposed increases in spending.
They are never talking about real cuts
in spending. What I am talking about
is a real cut.

We spend $3.8 trillion in our budget
this year. One percent is $28 billion.
Next year, we would spend $3.8 trillion
minus $38 billion. A real cut of 1 per-
cent each year for 6 years balances our
budget in 8 years. It could happen, but
it is going to take some resolve.

People need to understand the alter-
native. The alternative, if we do noth-
ing, is that our debt is going to con-
sume us as a nation. We have been
warning about this for some time. Sen-
ator HATCH has been active. The last
time we voted on this was in 1997.
Fourteen years later we have had a sig-
nificant revolution at the polls, and
people are anxious to say: Do some-
thing, protect us from this mountain of
debt. Yet there is still great resistance
in this body.

I would say people in this body who
vote against the balanced budget
amendment do so at their own peril
and do it against the will of the people.
If they think it is so important to con-
tinue to accumulate debt, and that
debt is fine, they should vote against
this amendment. But they are thumb-
ing their nose at the people. They are
thumbing their nose at the American
people who are very worried about our
Republic and very worried about this
debt.

So, Mr. President, I rise today in sup-
port of the balanced budget amend-
ment and encourage my colleagues to
give serious thought to voting for this
amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I too
rise in strong support of the balanced
budget amendment—the strong, mean-
ingful, balanced budget amendment
presented on this side of the aisle be-
cause it is an important, necessary ef-
fort to rein in the biggest economic
problem and threat we have facing us.

I want to dovetail and expand on
some of Senator PAUL’s comments,
with which I certainly agree.

First of all, I hope it is perfectly
clear that our debt—our growing,
unsustainable level of debt—is a clear
and present danger and an immediate
danger to our Republic, to our democ-
racy, to our economy, and to our fu-
ture.

Overspending has been a problem for
quite a while in Washington. It has
been a problem under Republican and
Democratic administrations and Con-
gresses. But forever it was a problem
because we were passing on these big
debt figures, this big burden to our
kids and grandkids, and we were Kick-
ing the can down the road. It was a
problem for the future which we should
correct now but largely a problem for
the future.

As Senator PAUL said, that is not
true anymore. It is an immediate
threat right now. It is not a question of
just our kids and grandkids; it is a
question of next month, next year,
whether we avoid a crisis, as is brewing
in Europe, which could be the biggest
hit to our economy since the Great De-
pression, bigger than what we went
through in 2008. So this issue is an im-
mediate threat, and it is not some eso-
teric issue about balance sheets. Again,
as Senator PAUL said, it is an imme-
diate threat to the health of our econ-
omy, to the prospect and ability of
Americans, including young Americans
coming out of college, to get good jobs,
to settle into good careers.

The second thing, which I hope is ob-
vious, is that to get ahold of this prob-
lem, to deal with this threat, Congress
needs enforced discipline. We need a
fiscal straitjacket because we have
proven, unfortunately, over and over,
under Democratic and Republican ma-
jorities, under Democratic and Repub-
lican Presidents, that we are not going
to do it on our own. We need the en-
forced discipline—the fiscal strait-
jacket, if you will—of a balanced budg-
et amendment.

Why do I say this? Well, even know-
ing the threat we face right now, what
does Congress do? Congress passes a
debt plan. We pass cuts. While the so-
called cuts of $2.1 trillion sounds like a
lot of money—it is in some sense—it is
largely cuts to the growth of govern-
ment spending. Even under this plan
that Congress recently enacted, we are
still racking up new debt. We are still
adding on $7 trillion to our already
unsustainable level of debt in the next
decade, increasing it 50 percent, from
$15 trillion to $22 trillion. That is the
best we can do without enforced dis-
cipline even in the crisis atmosphere
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we have now, even with the under-
standing we have now. I hope that
proves we need this enforced discipline.
The balanced budget amendment Re-
publicans have put forward gives us
that discipline we need.

First of all, I wish to compliment so
many who have worked with me on it—
Senator HATCH, Senator LEE, many
others. I was in the working group, and
I was in several meetings to get the de-
tails right because the devil is in the
details. We don’t need a fig leaf. We
don’t need a talking point. We need a
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment that will work.

The details are right in this proposal,
and it will work. Why do I say this?
Well, within 5 years of ratification,
under the amendment, Congress must
pass a budget, the President must sub-
mit a proposal that is balanced, but
not only that, the size of the Federal
Government is limited to 18 percent of
GDP. That is the long-term historical
average of revenues in modern history.
That is where we need to be. That is
not my decision; that is not the deci-
sion of a single Member of Congress;
that is the average of where revenues
have been in the modern period.

It requires a strong supermajority to
ensure that we don’t continue the prac-
tice of exceeding spending caps with
gimmicks and emergency spending for
things that are not truly emergencies.
For instance, a two-thirds vote of both
Houses is required for a specific deficit
for a fiscal year. A majority vote is re-
quired for a specific deficit when we
have a declared war, and it needs to be
a declared war in that instance. A
three-fifths vote is required for a def-
icit during a military conflict and—
this is important—with the require-
ment specifically that that is ‘‘nec-
essary by the identified conflict.” In
other words, the overage from a bal-
anced budget is only for that conflict,
not just a general exemption. A two-
thirds vote of each House is required to
increase taxes, and that is important
so that this is not just a mechanism for
ever-increasing tax rates that will
quickly stagnate the economy. A
three-fifths vote of each House is re-
quired to increase the debt limit, which
is also important.

The details are important. I am con-
fident we have gotten the details right
in this proposal.

We also have a Udall proposal, a
Democratic balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment. Unfortunately, I
think that gets the details very wrong.
I am pleased that Senator UDALL and
Democratic colleagues on the other
side are committed to the notion of a
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment. That is important, and that is
progress. But the devil is in the details,
and I am afraid they got some of those
details very, very wrong. For instance,
there is a huge loophole exemption for
whenever the country is in a military
conflict—not just a formally declared
war but any military conflict. Unfortu-
nately, we are going to be in that situ-
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ation for a lifetime under the present
war against terror, so that is a huge,
gaping loophole. Under that loophole,
the amount beyond a balanced budget
which is allowed isn’t specific to that
conflict, it is just a general exemption.
So it is a big loophole.

There are other loopholes too. Social
Security is completely exempt from
this structure. I think that is a big
mistake because that is part of our
budget situation and because we need
this very enforced discipline to fix and
to save Social Security. That is one of
the top items I want to fix and save.
That is one of the first places we need
this enforced discipline to fix and save
Social Security.

I urge all of my colleagues to come
together behind this important and
necessary enforcement tool. The Amer-
ican people recognize the problem.
They recognize this—a strong, mean-
ingful balanced budget amendment—as
an important part of the solution.
They want us to act in a positive way,
and I urge that support for this bal-
anced budget amendment and for that
solution.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DEMINT. I wish to thank my col-
league from Louisiana, who has made
great points about where we are.

I do think it is good news that we are
talking about balancing the budget,
but unfortunately, as we often do, this
is really a political show more than a
real attempt to actually balance the
budget. The whole process is set up to
fail.

We know the President has said that
we don’t need to balance our budget
and that it is an extreme idea. The ma-
jority leader here in the Senate has
called a bill that cuts spending and
caps spending and sends a balanced
budget amendment to the States to
ratify the worst legislation he has ever
seen. NANCY PELOSI, the Democratic
leader in the House, has said that to
balance the budget would cost jobs and
that we would do it on the backs of the
poor. Now we are to believe that our
colleagues on the Democratic side here
are serious about working with us to
balance the budget.

The situation is too serious to just
play politics, and I know from talking
to a number of my Democratic col-
leagues that they feel the same way,
that they know we need to balance the
budget. It is very difficult for them as
a party because a lot of their platform
is based on more promises for govern-
ment and more government spending.

In effect, a balanced budget amend-
ment that meant we couldn’t spend
more than we were bringing in would
change politics in Washington forever,
which is something we have to do. But
at least we are discussing the idea of
balancing the budget.

We know that the President’s budget,
the only budget we have seen—we
haven’t seen one out of the Senate in
the last several years—increased our
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debt another $10 trillion over the next
10 years. It didn’t balance it.

Just about every Republican voted
for a budget, a 10-year budget offered
by Senator PAT ToOOMEY that balanced
in 10 years without cutting Social Se-
curity or Medicare. So we can do it. We
can do it without hurting Americans. If
we do it now, we can actually control
our own destiny rather than what we
see across the Atlantic in Greece and
other European countries. They lost
control of their destiny. They are now
in the control of other countries and of
fate. But America is still in a position
that, if we make the decisions now to
begin the process to balance our budg-
et, even if it took 10 years, we could
save our country and perhaps save free-
dom for the world. But there is no
question that if we continue on the
same course we are on today, we will
bankrupt our Nation, lose control of
our destiny, and change the world for-
ever. But at least we are talking about
balancing the budget, and maybe that
is a good first step.

Today, the Democrats have offered a
weak alternative to the Republican
balanced budget so that they can say
they are for it. Again, I think that is
important to get on record, that we are
at least for the idea of stopping spend-
ing more than we are bringing in. For
the past 2% years, as I mentioned, the
Senate Democrats, who are in charge
here, haven’t even produced a budget,
let alone the idea of balancing one.
President Obama, as I said, proposed a
budget that doubled the national debt
in the next 10 years. That is not re-
sponsible leadership at a time when we
are already at an unsustainable debt
level.

Despite all the bipartisan promises to
cut spending, Washington is still vot-
ing to make government bigger and
more expensive than ever. And this in-
cludes some Republicans joining the
fray here to just increase spending.
Federal spending went up 5 percent in
the first 9 months of the year despite
all the hoopla about us doing some-
thing about spending.

There is one way to judge whether we
are cutting spending or not, despite all
the rhetoric here and the Washington-
speak. If we want to know whether we
are spending more, we just have to ask
ourselves: Are we spending more than
we did last year? The answer is yes.
And we are going to spend more next
year than we did this year, based on
the bills we are passing this week and
next. So this isn’t austerity. It is glut-
tony. It is political gluttony.

Since Obama became President, the
debt limit has been raised four times.
The debt is rising faster and higher
than ever. Yet the Senate refuses to
pass a budget or cut spending. We must
budget and balance the budget or we
are going to bring down our whole
country.

Republicans have offered a strong
balanced budget amendment that lim-
its government spending to 18 percent
of gross domestic product—GDP—and
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requires a two-thirds majority to raise
taxes, and it has earned the support of
every Republican in the Senate. That
is pretty unusual for us. Passage of
that amendment should have been tied
to the last increase in the debt limit,
but it wasn’t. President Obama was
given another $2 trillion to borrow, and
Americans received nothing in return,
no cuts in spending.

The Democratic amendment differs
in three ways from the Republican
amendment.

What Republicans are trying to do is
to reduce the level of spending relative
to our total economy and to make sure
it is difficult to raise taxes to balance
the budget. And we should all agree on
that. We shouldn’t go back to the tax-
payer every time we spend too much.
The emphasis should be on reducing
our spending. But the Democratic
amendment doesn’t cap spending to the
historical levels, which means we can
balance the budget by raising taxes and
continuing to increase spending. So our
amendment is designed to cap that
spending at a certain level.

Secondly, the Democratic balanced
budget amendment does not require a
supermajority to raise taxes. So during
regular order here, we can increase
taxes to meet the requirement to bal-
ance the budget. It would be a nice
safeguard for the American taxpayer
that we would at least have to get a
supermajority to raise taxes in order to
balance the budget.

For some reason, the Democratic bal-
anced budget amendment inserts just
an element of class warfare, saying
that we cannot decrease taxes on those
making over $1 million. It doesn’t
sound like something we would do any-
way, but it is not something that
should be part of a constitutional
amendment that we send to the States
to ratify.

The strong Republican balanced
budget amendment would force both
parties to find ways to cut spending
and reform entitlements. Those are the
things we have to do. The weaker
Democratic version does not do that
because it preserves the status quo
where it is easier to raise taxes than
cut spending, which is where we are
today.

For the past 2% years, Senate Demo-
crats have not produced a budget, let
alone a balanced one. President Obama
proposed a budget this year that dou-
bled the national debt. Again, that is
not a budget; that is a loan application
and this country cannot continue to
operate based on more borrowed money
and more spending and more threats of
raising taxes.

If we want to get the economy going
and balance our budget, we have to cut
spending. That is the whole idea of the
Republican balanced budget amend-
ment. Let’s get serious about saving
our country and the freedoms for which
so many have fought. If we do not do it
soon, we will lose control of our des-
tiny.

I yield the floor.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I rise today to join many of my col-
leagues, as Senator DEMINT has said, to
endorse the balanced budget amend-
ment that Republicans are offering. We
have 47 Republicans in the Senate and
there are 47 cosponsors and supporters
of this approach to a balanced budget.
Our approach addresses the funda-
mental problem in America and that is
government spending. Big problems re-
quire bold action. Today’s staggering
national debt, $15 trillion, is crippling
our economy. We must take action to
stop it.

The 40-year average of total U.S.
Federal Government spending is 20.8
percent of gross domestic product. For
2011, Federal spending was 24.1 percent
of GDP. Looking forward, if we stay on
the same course we are on, Federal
spending is projected to be 40 percent
of GDP in 2046, and by 2085 it will reach
75 percent of GDP. We are reading a lot
of stories about European countries
that are doing exactly what we are
talking about how the future for Amer-
ica will look like if we do not curb
spending right now.

Some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle think increasing taxes
will reduce the deficit. However, the
facts state otherwise. The trajectory of
government spending, as I have out-
lined, could not be met with tax in-
creases. There are not enough tax in-
creases if you went to 100 percent rate
of tax. There would not be enough to
support that kind of government
spending.

In addition to that, as we have been
saying, increasing taxes is going to
lower the capability of our small busi-
nesses to hire. That is what we are try-
ing to spur right now, more employ-
ment. It is going to take systemic
changes in government spending to get
the debt and deficits down in this coun-
try. Lower spending is the only way we
can have the systemic changes that are
necessary to lower the government
burden so the debt begins to get less
and less.

My colleagues across the aisle have
proposed their solution with a different
approach to a balanced budget amend-
ment. In our opinion, it is flawed be-
cause it fails to include a super-
majority requirement to raise taxes
and it separates Social Security from
the Federal budget. That might seem
like a good idea on its face, to assure
that Social Security never goes under
because there would not be a connec-
tion between Social Security and the
Federal budget, but in fact as we speak
today it is part of our Federal budget
because the Social Security outlays ex-
ceed what is coming in revenue from
Social Security. Excluding Social Se-
curity from our Federal budget would
not solve our deficit spending or shore
up Social Security’s finances for cur-
rent and future generations. Right
now, Social Security is on a glidepath
toward insolvency.
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I firmly believe that entitlement re-
form is vital to any long-term solution
to our Nation’s financial problems. It
is essential that we assure the markets
that long-term financial challenges are
being confronted, and that includes en-
titlement reform so that Social Secu-
rity will be on a glidepath toward sol-
vency rather than the other way
around.

BEarlier this year I proposed a modest
Social Security reform that would
gradually increase the retirement age
so it more closely resembles today’s
actuarial tables and life expectancy. It
would decrease the annual cost of liv-
ing slightly by adjusting it if inflation
exceeds 1 percent. If inflation exceeds 1
percent, then you would have a cost-of-
living adjustment. Otherwise, you
would not.

In addition to spending reduction and
entitlement reform, we need long-term
progrowth tax policies in place, not
constant threats of tax increases. When
we hear our small business people talk-
ing about why they are not hiring—be-
cause I think probably every one of us
in this Senate as we travel around our
States and in the country asks our
small business people why aren’t you
hiring? Why aren’t you adding to our
economy?—they say two things. They
say, No. 1, the regulations of this coun-
try are driving them down. It is like a
blanket over their capability to
produce, get more traction and hire
people. So it is overregulation that we
are seeing rampant in this administra-
tion.

The second thing is our President is
always talking about tax increases. He
talks about it every time I see an
interview or a speech. Those people out
there need to pay more taxes. You
know what, if you are being constantly
threatened with more taxes, you know
you have to look at your budget and
adjust, and that adjustment usually
means you are not going to hire people
if you know your expenses are going to
go up through regulations and more
taxes.

If we are going to make conditions in
this country better for private sector
job growth in this country, which cer-
tainly would lead to a stronger econ-
omy, we have to address spending and
tax policy. Our balanced budget amend-
ment moves forward on these fronts.
We reduce spending responsibly, to put
our country on a fiscally responsible
path. We can shift the spending trajec-
tory in this country by passing the bal-
anced budget amendment and imple-
menting a long-term plan that caps
Federal spending. The Federal Govern-
ment has grown exponentially in the
last few years. We cannot sustain that.
That is not a responsible position when
we know unemployment is almost 9
percent. We have to have policies that
will encourage employment. That is
the way to grow revenue.

We can grow revenue, but not by tax-
ing the people who are hiring. Rather,
we can do it by giving them a regu-
latory playing field that is responsible
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and not overbearing, and by making
sure we have not only a tax policy that
encourages hiring but one that is sta-
ble and predictable.

If taxes are going to change every
year, that is not predictable and it is
not stable. I hate it when I talk to an
international company and I am talk-
ing to someone in that company—
maybe the CEO, or chief financial offi-
cer—and I say, why are you moving
that part of your company overseas?
They will invariably say: Because there
is a better regulatory environment.

That is shocking. It is shocking for
an American CEO to say we can better
predict what the conditions for regula-
tions are in foreign countries than we
can in America. That is not the founda-
tion to revive our economy.

We have a balanced budget amend-
ment that we believe addresses the
issues of this economy. It will put caps
on Federal spending. It will start
bringing down the size of government
to meet the gross domestic product of
our country. Right now it is off balance
and we need to put it right so we do
start hiring in this country in the pri-
vate sector. Hiring in the government
sector is not a long-term growth strat-
egy. We need jobs in the private sector
for permanency and we will do that
with a balanced budget amendment
that puts caps on spending. Systemic
change is what is necessary in this
kind of environment. I hope Members
on both sides of the aisle will look at
these amendments and realize we could
help the jitters in the market get
calmed by addressing this in a long-
term way.

The balanced budget amendment we
are offering—and we will vote on to-
morrow—is the best approach. It is
looked at by people in the real world,
the business world, the hiring world.
They are saying what they need is sta-
ble regulatory environment and taxes
that are not confiscatory so they will
have the ability to hire more Ameri-
cans and create greater revenues
through people who are working and
producing—people who are going to pay
taxes, people who are going to export
and keep our economy on a growth pat-
tern rather than one that continues to
sit there with a high unemployment
rate that is stagnating our country.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
rise today to join with the Senator
from Texas and agree with her about
the need for a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution and agree
with her comments about the economy
in this country and our need to focus
on jobs and debt and the spending. I
agree with her and I agree with the ma-
jority of the American people. That is
why I am here today to talk about the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

We are at a time in the calendar year
where the holidays are rapidly ap-
proaching. Americans across the coun-
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try are looking very closely at their
budget. That is what families do, they
look at their budget and they consider
what costs are out there and what
money is available to deal with those
costs. They are looking at gifts and
travel and holiday celebrations. They
are carefully balancing their regular
monthly expenses with these addi-
tional special costs in order to avoid
starting the new year with a mountain
of new debt. Americans understand
there are consequences for irrespon-
sible spending. Folks know if they
make decisions which they later decide
were not the best decisions, then by
New Year’s Day bills will come due and
they will have real concerns.

Formulating a responsible budget is
not always easy, but it is absolutely
necessary. It is the right, the reason-
able, and the responsible approach. The
problem is, unlike the rest of this
country, Washington does not seem to
be concerned about responsible budg-
eting. In fact, Washington does not
seem to be concerned about any kind of
budgeting. In Washington, the Presi-
dent is responsible for submitting a
budget every year. Congress is then re-
sponsible for passing a budget every
year. It has not happened this year; it
did not happen last year. The House of
Representatives did their job when
they passed PAUL RYAN’s budget, but
this body, the Senate, did nothing. In
fact, this Senate has not passed a budg-
et in over 950 days.

What has happened in the last 950
days? Well, in 2010, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff said: ‘““The single
biggest threat to our national security
is our debt ... »” The single biggest
threat to our national security is our
debt. Washington did nothing.

A year ago this month, the Presi-
dent’s Dbipartisan commission made
recommendations to rein in the debt.
The recommendations have been large-
ly ignored. More recently, the Joint
Select Committee on Deficit Reduction
failed to present a plan to cut $1.2 tril-
lion from the deficit as required by the
legislation. Our national debt is now
over $15 trillion. Our credit rating has
been lowered for the first time in the
history of this great Nation. So here
we are, $15 trillion in debt and no real
plan to get out of it. The American
people deserve better. They expect bet-
ter.

Back home in Wyoming folks under-
stand the importance of balancing
budgets and living within their means.
What they don’t understand is why
Washington doesn’t get it. A con-
stituent from my hometown of Cas-
per—Mike Brewster is his name—wrote
to me earlier this year. Folks in Wyo-
ming like Mike get it. Mike wrote:

One of the values that makes our state and
our communities so strong is being finan-
cially solvent. We do not spend more than we
make. If we max out our credit cards, we
don’t ask for higher credit limits, we cut our
spending. To do anything else would label
one a fool.

Referring to the national debt, he
went on in his letter and said:
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Let’s be clear; this is a crisis. This crisis
wasn’t caused by a lack of revenue; it was
caused by spending way beyond our means.
The only logical solution is to reduce spend-
ing—that is the ‘“Wyoming Way.”” That is
what your constituents would have to do if
they had the same mess in their personal fi-
nances, and that is what you must do to
properly represent us.

Mike is absolutely right, this is a cri-
sis. It is a crisis that could have been
prevented and a crisis where we need to
solve it by doing the right thing. If we
are going to balance Uncle Sam’s
checkbook, we need to stop charging
everything under the Sun to the tax-
payers’ credit card. That means we
need to stop spending more than we
take in, and in order to achieve this, I
believe that now, more than ever, we
need a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.

Amending the Constitution is not
something I take lightly. This is the
single most important document in our
Nation’s history, and I am very hesi-
tant to suggest amending it. However,
Washington’s unwillingness and inabil-
ity to be responsible stewards of tax-
payers’ dollars has left us no choice.
We need to begin the long road to fi-
nancial recovery by balancing each and
every budget. We do it in Wyoming,
and Washington should follow suit.

The balanced budget amendment is
not a new idea. In fact, a bill that
would have sent a balanced budget
amendment to the States for ratifica-
tion failed by one vote in 1997 right
here in the Senate. Over the years
many Democrats who serve in the Sen-
ate today have voiced their support for
a balanced budget amendment.

Senator SHERROD BROWN, Democrat
of Ohio, said:

Before I ask for your vote, I owe it to you
to tell you where I stand. I'm for . . . a bal-
anced budget amendment.

That was what he said in 2006.

DEBBIE STABENOW had another simi-
lar quote in 2000: ‘‘I crossed the line to
help balance the budget, as one of the
Democrats that broke with my party.”

Senator HARRY REID, the majority
leader, said back in 1997 when they
were voting on a balanced budget
amendment: ‘I believe we should have
a constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. I am willing to go for
that.”

Senator ToM HARKIN said: “Mr.
President, I have long supported a bal-
anced budget amendment. I expect to
dosoagain. . .”

We could go on and on with Demo-
crats who in the past stood up to sup-
port a balanced budget amendment.

It seems to me if folks on the other
side of the aisle are serious about bal-
ancing the budget, they will support
the only balanced budget resolution
with teeth. The Republican plan im-
poses real spending discipline that can-
not be undermined by simply raising
taxes on hard-working Americans. If
we are going to amend the Constitu-
tion, we need to make sure the bal-
anced budget requirement cannot be
easily sidestepped by either party. The
Republican plan does just that.
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Our creditors will not wait for a po-
litically convenient time to collect our
debts. We simply cannot afford to wait
any longer to reduce those debts. Irre-
sponsible, unsustainable spending and
debt has consequences, consequences
we simply cannot afford to pay.

If you don’t believe me, look at Eu-
rope. Everyone in this body needs to
take a long, hard look at Europe and
then decide what future they want for
our great Nation. This is not about
doing what is right for Democrats or
Republicans; it is about doing what is
right for all Americans and for this en-
tire country.

As Art Middlestadt from Cheyenne,
WY, said in a recent e-mail: Allowing
our children to suffer the consequences
of Washington’s reckless budgeting is
unconscionable. Well, this is about
showing Art and the rest of America
that we hear them and we understand
them. Families know this, individuals
know this, and the sooner Washington
knows this, the better.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in
favor of balancing the Federal budget.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, one
of the things about a debate such as
this is that I have something I always
do, and that is I will sit down and cross
off things I was going to say that some-
body else has already said. Unfortu-
nately, almost everything has been
said, but there are a few things that
have not. I wish to put this in a more
of a historic perspective.

I can remember back in 1968. In 1968
I was elected to the Oklahoma State
Senate, and at that time we were all
concerned about the deficit spending
and the debt in this country. I remem-
ber so well a kind old gentleman from
Nebraska. He was U.S. Senator Carl
Curtis. Carl Curtis contacted me—be-
cause I was kind of an aggressive per-
son at that time—and said, I have an
idea. I have been up here trying to pass
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution and I have been trying for
years to do it. One of the primary ob-
jections they have is they could never
get the majority, the three-fourths
necessary to ratify the Constitutional
Amendment. He said, this is my idea:
Let’s go ahead and get three-fourths of
the States to preratify a budget-bal-
ancing amendment to the Constitution.
I thought that was an ingenious idea,
and so we did.

I passed a resolution in the OKkla-
homa State Senate in 1968 that said we
were going to preratify it. In fact, we
came within one State of having the
three-fourths necessary to do that; not
that that would have preratified it, but
it would have taken away the argu-
ment that Carl Curtis had that they
objected to in that they would never be
able to ratify this in the States. I
thought that was a great idea. We
came close to doing it way back in 1968.
I remember this very well. I was trying
to impress upon the American people
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how much that debt was, and at that
time the debt was $240 billion. I said, if
you take dollar bills and stack them
up, by the time you get to $240 billion,
it is the height of the Empire State
Building. That was only $240 billion.

A lot of the groups and Members who
are opposed to passing the balanced
budget amendment think we don’t need
one. They actually believe Congress
and the President can balance the
budget without any enforceable ac-
countability. But in 1986 when the
amendment failed by one vote—and I
remember that year so well because
that was the year I was elected to the
House of Representatives here in Wash-
ington—the national debt at that time
was $2.1 trillion. By 1997, when the Sen-
ate considered the amendment again,
the debt had risen to over $5 trillion,
and it got up to about $10 trillion when
this President took office, and that is
where this all starts.

What has happened since President
Obama has been in office is something
that is totally unprecedented in the
history of this country. In the years he
has been there, it has gone up 42 per-
cent. I was concerned back in 1968 with
$248 billion, and now the increase in
this short period of time has gone from
$10 trillion to $15 trillion.

I think everyone knows the need to
reduce spending is evident. We don’t
have to do anything more than look
across the Atlantic. I think my friend
from Wyoming covered that pretty
well. When you stop and think what
has happened to these countries over in
Europe—and it is not just Greece and
Italy; there are other countries too.
They could not resist their insatiable
appetite to spend money they did not
have. What has happened there is hap-
pening in this country. I agree with my
friend from Wyoming, we are right be-
hind Europe in this case.

I remember, and probably everyone
in this Chamber remembers, during
your elementary years reading about
the history of this country. A guy
named Alexis de Tocqueville came to
the United States. He came here, oddly
enough, to study our penal system.
That was back in the founding years of
this country. When he got here, he was
so impressed with the wealth of our
Nation that he stayed and wrote a
book. In this book he talked about how
one plot of land was given to each per-
son who came over and they were able
to keep the benefits of their hard labor,
and the prosperity was indescribable at
that time. It is said in the last para-
graph of the de Tocqueville book that
once the people of this country find
they can vote themselves money out of
the public trust, the system will fail.
That is why I say this is not an ordi-
nary time. This is not 1968, 1986, 1997,
where we tried this before. This is to
the point where we will realize the ac-
curacy of de Tocqueville’s prediction.

It has been publicized recently that
47 percent of the people are not paying
Federal taxes and not paying income
taxes. That is dangerously close to
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that 50 percent he was talking about
several hundred years ago. So this year
Washington has been patting itself on
the back with the Budget Control Act
we passed in August which cut spend-
ing by $900 billion over the next 10
years. We are slowly starting to chip
away at appropriations bills. These
have not been as advertised. They have
not come close to solving the problem.
This is demonstrated by the fact that
next year’s deficit is still expected to
be right around $1 trillion. I know this
is kind of offensive to some of the peo-
ple who participated in this great com-
mittee that was charged with the great
responsibility of finding $1 trillion over
10 years.

When I talked to a large chamber
group in Oklahoma on Monday morn-
ing—we had over 500 people there—I
said: Can you understand what is hap-
pening here in terms of the request
that has been made of coming up with
$1 trillion over 10 years?

As the Senator from Wyoming said,
the President submits a budget. It is
not the Democrats, not the Repub-
licans, not the House, not the Senate.
It is the President. He has now sub-
mitted three budgets. In his three
budgets he has had deficits each year of
almost $1.5 trillion.

I remember in 1997 going down to the
floor when Bill Clinton was President
of the United States, and that was the
first $1.5 trillion budget to run the
country. That was $1.5 trillion to run
the entire United States of America.
Yet this President has come up $1.5
trillion in deficit over and above the
revenues we had each year for 3 years.

If you have the requirement of com-
ing up with $1 trillion over 10 years and
yet this President has increased the
deficit by almost $56 trillion in the
short period of time—it probably will
be $6 trillion by the time the last budg-
et is realized—then how in the world
are you ever going to dig out of this?
Well, the answer is you cannot.

Further, when I was talking to the
people in Oklahoma on Monday, and I
said, the requirement for the first year
was $44 billion—if you take $44 billion
as a requirement to cut spending in the
first of 10 years and yet the President
has had an increase of $1.5 trillion in
his budget for 1 year, obviously that is
not much of a requirement.

Obviously, that is not much of a re-
quirement. That is not going to do. So
to me that demonstrates what we are
not able to do without having a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution. The amendment we have
makes it difficult to raise taxes. It also
requires that the President and Con-
gress pass a balanced budget each year.
It does something else that is very sig-
nificant. The amendment would also
limit the amount of spending allowed
to 18 percent of GDP, which is the his-
toric level of revenue the Federal Gov-
ernment has collected since World War
II.

So it covers these things. People
complain about it, saying: Well, we do
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not know. There could be times of cri-
sis. There could be times of war.

This has it built in. If we are in a de-
clared war, you do not have to follow
the guidelines in the balanced budget
amendment. In fact, you could actually
violate it because that is in times of
war. We understand that. If it is not a
declared war, you can do it with a
supermajority. So this has those built
in safeguards to take care of contin-
gencies that we cannot determine what
they are right now, such as war, such
as a crisis we have.

Now, some of those people—not too
many people will come to the floor and
say this, but in their own minds they
still believe this idea that more gov-
ernment spending can actually make
the economy grow. And I do not know
how they can still believe that after
what they call the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act. It was $825 bil-
lion. That was supposed to be a stim-
ulus package. That was supposed to
stimulate the economy. Yet only 3 per-
cent of that actually went to things
that specifically would stimulate the
economy, such as roads, bridges, and
things we were supposed to do. It was
all financed with extra government
debt and with projects such as
Solyndra, which has gotten a lot of at-
tention recently, and other projects. It
was more social engineering. We all
know that. So we know you cannot in-
crease spending to pull us out of the
situation we are in. They also said that
would cause the unemployment rate to
get down to well below 8 percent. Of
course, we know now that it did not do
that. So none of the projections actu-
ally came to be realized. The economy
is still very weak despite the fact that
the President was able to secure nearly
$1 trillion in stimulus spending. It did
not help this time. It is not going to
help again. It never helped in the past.

To enforce the amendment, the
courts would be prevented from man-
dating tax hikes. Further, to raise the
debt limit, a three-fifths majority of
both Chambers—both, not just one—
would be required.

So it does take care of all of these
contingencies that I think would be
necessary and answers the complaints
that people have who say it would be
dangerous to have a balanced budget
amendment.

I know it works. The funny thing
about it, when they say it will not
work, look at the laboratories we have
for the Federal Government. My State
of Oklahoma, balanced budget amend-
ment. It has all of these things built
into it. In fact, it is not as generous as
the one we are advocating. But none-
theless, I remember my years in the
State legislature. We would get up to-
ward the end of the year, and they
would say: Well, wait a minute, we
can’t do that because we can’t go into
a deficit. If the States can’t do it, we
can pass the same thing.

So I would merely say, try to put it
in the historic perspective. If you do
that, then you will see why it is a sense
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of urgency that 47 percent of the people
are on the receiving end of govern-
ment. It would turn around and get to
that point where, as Tocqueville said,
we cannot go beyond.

Remember in 1968 the Carl Curtis
thing. That was a $240 billion deficit;
1986, $2.1 trillion; in 1990, it was up to
$10 trillion. It took all of that time to
get up to $10 trillion. That has almost
doubled with this one administration,
with this President. So this is not busi-
ness as usual. This is not like the bal-
anced budget amendments have been in
the past. They are structured very
much the same way, but the sense of
crisis is here.

I have 20 kids and grandkids. What
we do here is not going to affect me
personally, but it is going to affect fu-
ture generations. This is an oppor-
tunity to really do something meaning-
ful.

I urge the support of S.J. Res. 10, a
strong balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.

I yield the floor, and I 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.

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

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

Ms. AYOTTE. Madam President, I
rise today to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing my clear and unequivocal sup-
port for a balanced budget amendment
to our Constitution, Senate Resolution
10.

With our out-of-control and
unsustainable debt threatening noth-
ing less than the American dream and
the opportunities that will be available
for our children and our grandchildren,
we need to pass a meaningful balanced
budget amendment, and this, in my
view, can be one of the single most im-
portant steps we can take to get Amer-
ica’s fiscal house in order and to save
our country from looming insolvency.

Madam President, 49 States in this
country have some requirement to bal-
ance their budget. The Federal Govern-
ment should be no different. My home
State of New Hampshire has a legal re-
quirement to balance its budget and
has long followed this commonsense
tradition of fiscal responsibility.

This is a subject I have discussed ex-
tensively with my constituents over
the last year while I have done town-
hall meetings throughout our State fo-
cusing on our Nation’s debt crisis. I
have done a PowerPoint presentation
to show my constituents the hard num-
bers on the fiscal state of this country.
And it is deeply troubling where we are
today: 3 straight years of $1 trillion-
plus deficits, over $15 trillion dollars in
debt, Medicare and Social Security on
a path to insolvency as early as 2024
and 2036, respectively, and nearly half
of our debt—47 percent—currently is
being held by foreign entities, and the
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single biggest foreign holder of our
debt is China.

I also talk about spending and defi-
cits in terms of how it relates to your
average New Hampshire family. In New
Hampshire, if you use Washington’s
budgeting logic where we are bor-
rowing 40 cents of every single dollar—
in 2008, the New Hampshire median
household income was $66,000. If you
used Washington logic, the amount
that family would spend would be
$107,000 or $41,000 more than they
earned. That would never fly in New
Hampshire where families sit around
their kitchen tables and they use their
common sense to balance their budget.
Yet in Washington we continue to per-
petuate this borrowing to sustain our
government every day.

If you look at where we are, one of
the most troubling statistics that real-
ly impacts our economic growth is the
share of our gross debt to the size of
our economy or our GDP. That is now
100 percent. Just 5 years ago, that ratio
was closer to 60 percent.

As many of us in this Chamber are
aware, economists Carmen Reinhart
and Ken Rogoff have concluded in a
study that over the past century, for
nations that reach where we are, where
total debt reaches over 90 percent of
the size of our economy, there is a neg-
ative impact on economic growth. And
we can expect lower job growth and
fewer economic opportunities. We cer-
tainly cannot afford that in this trou-
bling time for Americans.

So not only do we need to get our fis-
cal house in order because it is the
right thing to do so we are not depend-
ent on other countries such as China to
fund our government, we also need to
do it so we can provide opportunities
for future generations of Americans.

New Hampshire citizens understand
we cannot keep spending money we do
not have. They make those common-
sense decisions on their own family
budgets. Small business owners in New
Hampshire are astounded when I tell
them our Federal Government is oper-
ating without a budget. They would
never run their businesses without a
budget. But they do not understand
why Congress cannot even perform
such a basic function of passing a budg-
et blueprint.

It has now been 958 days since the
Senate last passed a budget. I have to
say that I was really honored and ex-
cited to be the newest appointment to
the Senate Budget Committee. How-
ever, I have been incredibly, incredibly
disappointed that we have not in that
committee done the hard work that
needs to be done, the thing that is
right for this country—to sit down, to
make the hard choices, to put together
a budget blueprint and to pass a Senate
budget, to have the robust debate on
the Senate floor about how we
prioritize our spending and how we live
within our means. The American peo-
ple deserve better. They deserve us to
do our job and to pass a budget for our
country that is fiscally responsible.
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In that time, in those 958 days that
the Senate has not passed a budget, the
Nation’s debt has increased by $3.9 tril-
lion. When you think about it, it is
deeply troubling. I am hopeful that if
we bring forward and pass the require-
ment of a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution, it will also force
Congress to do the basic function of
putting together a responsible and bal-
anced budget for our country.

I cannot emphasize enough the ur-
gency of passing this budget control
measure, the balanced budget amend-
ment, Senate Resolution 10. I think it
is important for my constituents and
the American people to know, if we
pass the balanced budget amendment
in this body, in the Congress, this is
putting the question to you, to the
American people, to decide, do you
want the Federal Government to bal-
ance its budget?

So when we pass an amendment to
the Constitution, we are simply send-
ing along to the States the decision of
should we amend our Constitution. I
cannot think of anything more impor-
tant than sending that question to the
American people, to our State legisla-
tures, to decide should we live within
our means; should we be bound by the
same requirements the States have, by
the same common sense we find at
home to balance our budgets and live
within our means.

Madam President, for fiscal year 2011
we spent 24.1 percent of our GDP. That
is well above the historical spending
average of a little over 18 percent, if we
go back to 1960 where the revenue we
had has come in. So we are at a huge
trajectory of spending at 24.1 percent.
Yet in 2011 our revenues only ac-
counted for 15.4 percent of our economy
because of the difficult times we are in
relative to our economic growth.

Under the Republican proposed bal-
anced budget amendment, we put the
handcuffs in place that are needed to
put us on a path to eliminate this by
capping Federal spending at the histor-
ical level of revenue at 18 percent. Why
is this important? It is important be-
cause we can’t continue to spend well
beyond our means. We have to ac-
knowledge that a meaningful balanced
budget amendment will also cap Fed-
eral spending at its historical levels.

It is not difficult to see what will
happen if we don’t get control of our
fiscal situation right now. Budget
shortfalls will only get much worse,
driven by massive increases in entitle-
ment spending and interest payments,
and the reality is the failure to act will
result in America going the way of
what we see happening in Europe right
now, the way of Greece, Italy, and Ire-
land: our economy in tatters and our
standard of living greatly diminished.

We cannot let that happen to our
country. We must act now. We must
pass this balanced budget amendment
in the Senate and send that question to
the House and also send that question
to the States so the people of this
country can decide if we should be re-
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sponsible and have to balance our
budget. Left unchanged, Medicare, So-
cial Security, Medicaid, and other
mandatory health programs alone will
eventually grow to consume every sin-
gle dollar of the revenues our govern-
ment takes in.

Without reform, the Social Security
trustees project the program will be in-
solvent by 2036. As a result, bene-
ficiaries may see a benefit cut of 23
percent in just 256 years. The Medicare
trustees project it is even more imme-
diate and dire. The Medicare trustees
project Medicare will be insolvent by
the year 2024.

It doesn’t have to be that way. We
need to show the political will and
courage to reform these programs,
make them sustainable, and to reform
them and preserve them for those like
my grandparents, who are relying on
them, and for future generations to
know that these programs will be
there. But if we fail to take this chal-
lenge on now and continue to kick the
can down the road, then these pro-
grams will be greatly diminished, and
they will continue on an unsustainable
path that is bankrupting our country.

In this debate, it is important to re-
member that in 1997 the balanced budg-
et amendment failed to pass this body
by only one vote. At that time, our na-
tional debt stood at $5.4 trillion. We
now have a $15 trillion debt. That debt
equates to about $128,000 per household.
That is a huge amount of money to an
average household. Under the Budget
Control Act, which I opposed last Au-
gust, the debt will be allowed to reach
a new limit of $16.4 trillion, left un-
checked.

Congress has raised the debt limit 79
times since 1960, and in just 4 short
months since the debt limit was last
increased, over $700 billion has been
added to our debt, since we took that
action in August.

Speaking of the debt limit, the Re-
publican-backed balanced budget
amendment will require a congres-
sional supermajority to raise the debt
ceiling. That means three-fifths of both
Chambers will have to approve unless
it is a time of war. That would require
a majority in a time of war. That is a
very important measure because we
can’t continue to increase the debt
limit without addressing the under-
lying drivers of this fiscal crisis that
faces our country.

I also want to briefly touch on taxes.
The Republican version of the balanced
budget amendment, S. Res. 10, would
require a supermajority to raise tax
rates. We have a spending problem, not
a revenue problem. Under S. Res. 10, a
two-thirds approval of both Houses of
Congress would be required for any bill
‘“that imposes a new tax or increases
the statutory rate of any tax or the ag-
gregate amount of revenue.”

My friends on the other side of the
aisle are proposing an alternative—S.
Res. 24—to the balanced budget amend-
ment that I have just described. While
this proposal sounds good, it fails to
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squarely address the magnitude of the
challenges we face. It doesn’t apply to
all spending. It also doesn’t contain a
cap on spending. It does nothing to
strengthen our entitlement programs,
and it does nothing to make it harder
to raise taxes. It does nothing to make
it more difficult to raise the debt ceil-
ing. In my view, it is insufficient to be
meaningful to pass along to the States
for a vote.

The Republican alternative contains
the elements that I just talked about—
a balanced budget, spending caps, a
supermajority to raise taxes, and mak-
ing it more difficult to raise the debt
ceiling, unless and until we address the
underlying causes of our fiscal crisis.

This issue is deeply personal for me.
I fundamentally believe all of us have a
duty to make this country stronger
than we found it. As the mother of two
young children, Katherine, now 7, and
Jacob, 4 years old, who are both very
excited for Christmas, I want the
American dream to burn as brightly for
them as it has for me. It is not too late
for our country or for this body to
make the tough decisions that will put
our country on a fiscally responsible
path.

I feel a solemn duty to make sure we
make those choices now and that we
don’t continue to kick this can down
the road to future generations and bur-
den them with a debt they did not
incur. The last thing I want is for my
children to ask me: Mom, you knew we
were going bankrupt. What did you do
to save our country?

Now is the time for courage. All of us
recognize the enormity of the fiscal
challenges we face, as well as the dire
cost of continued inaction in this body.
The Republican balanced budget
amendment provides a solid foundation
that will set our Nation on a fiscally
responsible path. This is an urgent
need that we have right now. We can-
not do what we did in 1997 and fail to
pass the balanced budget amendment.
We should send this question to the
States and let them decide, let the peo-
ple of this country decide: Should we
live within our means? Should we bal-
ance our budget? Should we deal with
this debt crisis now and make sure our
children and all children and our
grandchildren will have the same op-
portunities we have been blessed to
have in the greatest country on Earth?

I urge my colleagues to support S.
Res. 10.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
agree with the Senator from New
Hampshire on some of what she said
with respect to facing up to our deficit
and debt. This debt does present a clear
threat to our country, and it must be
confronted. I agree with her entirely on
the question of the importance of that
and the priority of it.

I disagree entirely with respect to
this amendment that is before us. I
came to the Senate floor to address
this balanced budget amendment be-
cause I believe it would be a profound



S8528

mistake for this country. In fact, I be-
lieve if this amendment were in force
today we would be in a depression. I be-
lieve adopting this amendment would
have and could have disastrous con-
sequences for the economy and for the
future strength of this Nation.

I would like nothing more than to
have a balanced budget. I believe in
balanced budgets. I believe this debt
represents a clear threat to the coun-
try. But I do not believe a constitu-
tional amendment is the way to
achieve it. I believe the way to achieve
it is for us to make the decisions to
balance the budget, to cut the spend-
ing, to raise the revenue, to actually
balance the budget—not leave it to a
constitutional amendment or to
unelected judges or to the States but
to make those decisions here and now.

I have been part of the fiscal commis-
sion where 11 of 18 of us agreed to a
plan to get our debt under control. I
have also been a part of four Demo-
crats and four Republicans who have
produced a plan that would get us back
on track.

Here are the key provisions in the
proposal before us. First, it would re-
quire the adoption of a balanced budget
each year unless two-thirds of the
House and the Senate voted to waive
the requirement.

Second, it would cap spending at 18
percent of the prior year’s gross domes-
tic product, again, unless two-thirds of
the House and the Senate voted to
waive the requirement.

We have not had a spending level of
18 percent of GDP in as long as I can
remember. So that is a formula I think
that goes against the reality of the
needs of this country—not only the
need for support for education but also
for our national defense.

It would prohibit passage of any bills
that increased revenue unless two-
thirds of the House and the Senate
voted to waive the requirement. The
Senator just showed a chart that
showed revenue at the lowest level it
has been in 60 years as a share of our
national income. Again, revenue is the
lowest it has been in 60 years. This con-
stitutional amendment would say it
would take a two-thirds vote to change
it. Really? Revenue is the lowest in 60
years, and we are going to have a two-
thirds vote to change it? Boy, that is a
guarantee we are not going to have the
necessary revenue to balance the budg-
et anytime soon.

It would require a three-fifths vote in
the House and Senate to increase the
debt limit.

Here are what I see as the key prob-
lems with this proposal. First, most
important, it would restrict our ability
to respond to economic downturns. It
would effectively block the implemen-
tation of countercyclical policies. This
would only compound economic de-
clines and possibly throw us into a re-
cession or even into a depression.

Two of the best known economists in
this country did a review of what
would have happened absent a Federal
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response after the events of late 2008.
Alan Blinder, former deputy head of
the Federal Reserve, and Mark Zandi,
the head of Moody’s Economics, a
former campaign adviser to JOHN
MCcCAIN, did an analysis of what would
have happened in this economy absent
the Federal response—the TARP and
the stimulus. Their conclusion is that
had we not had that Federal response,
we would be in a depression today. We
would have 16 percent unemployment.
We would have 8 million more peobple
unemployed.

This amendment would have pre-
vented that response. What a mistake,
what a profound mistake. Further, this
amendment uses Social Security funds
to calculate balance and subjects the
Social Security Program to the same
cuts as other Federal spending. Fur-
ther, it shifts ultimate decisions on
budgeting to unelected and unaccount-
able judges.

Finally, The State ratification proc-
ess for a balanced budget amendment
could take years to complete.

We don’t have years. We need to act
now, and we don’t need an excuse for
inaction by saying: Oh, we passed a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution that will not take effect
for God knows how long.

Here are some additional problems
that are specific to this proposal. The
18 percent of GDP spending cap is Dra-
conian and unrealistic, particularly
given the retirement of the baby boom
generation and rising health care costs.
The restriction on legislation that
raises revenue would effectively pre-
vent any increase in revenue, even if it
is part of a bipartisan, balanced debt
reduction plan.

What a profound mistake that would
be. Again, I repeat: Revenue as a share
of our national income is the lowest it
has been in 60 years. Spending as a
share of our national income is the
highest it has been in 60 years. So this
proposal would absolutely handcuff us
on the revenue side of the equation,
locking in deficits for God knows how
long. It doesn’t make sense.

Making it more difficult to raise the
debt limit, this proposal increases the
likelihood of default. We saw the tur-
moil created by our near default this
summer. Why would we want to make
an actual default far more likely to
occur?

We can also see that on our current
course, by 2021, spending on Social Se-
curity, Defense and other nonhealth
care spending and interest alone will
reach more than 18 percent of GDP.
What is missing? Medicare. If we stay
on our current course, under this bal-
anced budget amendment, Federal
spending on Medicare would have to be
completely eliminated. Let me repeat
that. On our current course, by 2021,
spending just on Social Security, De-
fense, nonhealth care spending, and in-
terest alone will reach more than 18
percent of GDP. What is missing? Medi-
care. Medicare would have to be com-
pletely eliminated if we aren’t to
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change what we are doing with Social
Security, not to change what we are
doing with Defense and other non-
health care spending. Obviously, we
can’t do anything about the interest
expense. That has to be paid.

It is notable an 18-percent spending
limit is so unrealistic that even the
House Republican budget would violate
this restriction in every single year.
Let me repeat that. This 18-percent re-
striction on spending is so unrealistic
that even the House Republican budget
would violate this provision in each
and every year of its life.

Norman Ornstein, a respected scholar
at the American Enterprise Institute—
a Washington think tank—described a
balanced budget amendment as a very
dumb idea. In a column in Roll Call
earlier this year, he wrote:

Few ideas are more seductive on the sur-
face and more destructive in reality than a
balanced budget amendment. Here is why:
Nearly all our states have balanced budget
requirements. That means when the econ-
omy slows, states are forced to raise taxes or
slash spending at just the wrong time, pro-
viding a fiscal drag when what is needed is
countercyclical policy to stimulate the econ-
omy. In fact, the fiscal drag from the states
in 2009-2010 was barely countered by the Fed-
eral stimulus plan. That meant the Federal
stimulus provided was nowhere near what
was needed but far better than doing noth-
ing. Now imagine that scenario with a Fed-
eral drag instead.

Mr. Ornstein has it exactly right. A
balanced budget amendment would
have a devastating impact on our econ-
omy at the worst possible time. Mr.
Ornstein is not alone in that senti-
ment. Macroeconomic Advisers, a lead-
ing economic forecaster firm, had this
to say in a company blog posted in Oc-
tober:

If actually enforced in fiscal year 2012, a
balanced budget amendment would quickly
destroy millions of jobs while creating enor-
mous economic and social upheaval. The ef-
fect on the economy would be catastrophic.

Let me repeat that. The effect on the
economy would be catastrophic.

Continuing the quote:

No model could capture the ensuing chaos
and uncertainty, which would make matters
far worse.

Macroeconomic Advisers went on to
conclude that enforcing a balanced
budget amendment in 2012 would result
in 15 million fewer jobs.

Let me repeat that: 15 million fewer
jobs. That is largely in line with the
Blinder and Zandi analysis of what
would have happened absent the Fed-
eral response to the economic down-
turn.

Here is what Bruce Bartlett, a former
Reagan administration economic ad-
viser, wrote in a New York Times on-
line column in November:

The idea of mandating a balanced budget
through the Constitution is dreadful. And
the proposal that Republican leaders plan to
bring up is, frankly, nuts. The truth is that
Republicans don’t care one whit about actu-
ally balancing the budget. If they did, they
would want to return to the policies that
gave us balanced budgets in the late 1990s. Of
course, no Republican favors such policies
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today. They prefer to delude voters with pie-
in-the-sky promises that amending the Con-
stitution will painlessly solve all our budget
problems.

We must absolutely address the Na-
tion’s deficit and debt. Our friends on
the other side have that exactly right.
Our economic future depends on our
ability to put the budget back on a
sound long-term path. That is why I
believe what is actually needed is for
us to put our energy and effort into
writing a budget that actually bal-
ances, cutting the spending, raising the
revenue, making the tough choices.
That is the best way forward.

A balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution is not the answer, and
this balanced budget amendment is
particularly troubled. It would restrict
our ability to respond to economic
downturns, it would impose a Draco-
nian and unrealistic spending cap, and
it would effectively prevent any in-
crease in revenue, even if it is part of
a bipartisan balanced deficit reduction
plan.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment.

On a separate matter, let me just say
when my colleague said we don’t have
a budget, we do have a budget. I some-
times think our colleagues missed out
on what happened on August 2. We
passed the Budget Control Act. The
Budget Control Act provided a budget
for this year and for next year. That is
the budget we are operating under. It
was passed in the Budget Control Act
on August 2.

So when they put up these signs that
say we haven’t had a budget for 958
days or 858 days, that is not right. We
do have a budget. They may not par-
ticularly like the budget. They cer-
tainly may not like the way it was
done because it wasn’t done through
the regular process. It wasn’t done as a
budget resolution. It was done as a law.
Budget resolutions are not signed by
the President of the United States;
they are purely a congressional docu-
ment. The Budget Control Act is actu-
ally a law. It imposed a budget for this
year and next year and 10 years of
spending caps. That is the law of the
United States. That is a budget.

For my colleagues to stand and say
we don’t have a budget, it almost
makes me wonder, did they miss out on
the debate and the passage and the
signing of the Budget Control Act? I
tell my colleagues, that is our budget.
It is in law. It is not just a resolution,
it is the law of the land.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
listened with a great deal of interest to
my good friend and colleague, and I do
care a great deal for him. He has been
budget chairman for quite a while.
Frankly, he has been a lone voice over
on that side, trying to get all of us to
live within our means. I have great re-
spect for him for at least trying.
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But we call budgets line-by-line dis-
cussions of just exactly what are the
inflows and outgoes as determined by
the Budget Committees. He hasn’t been
able to pass a budget mainly because
he can’t get his side together to do it.
It is a disgrace not for him but because
our colleagues will not do it. Nobody
wants to do that because if they truly
had a budget, that would mean we
would have to get spending under con-
trol. We can’t just keep doing it by
adding taxes. We have a low rate of in-
come coming in right now mainly be-
cause spending is completely out of
whack.

I listened to my colleague very care-
fully. I have to say he made a tremen-
dous case for the constitutional bal-
anced budget amendment because he
kept going on and on about all the
problems we have. He didn’t mention
we have been spending 25 percent of the
GDP. Usually, that is around 20 per-
cent. So 25 percent is a whopping
amount of money. Our former CBO Di-
rector said: I guess the new normal will
be somewhere around 23 percent. We
have been spending around 20 percent,
while the revenues are around 18 per-
cent. Now they are spending 25 percent
of our GDP.

If there was ever an argument as to
why we need some restraint in the Con-
gress of the United States, it is, No. 1,
they can’t get a budget over there. We
have a darned tough enough time over
here when we are in charge. No. 2, we
are spending this country blind. I think
the distinguished Senator made that
case eloquently. I think it is both par-
ties too. But there is certainly one
party that is much more used to spend-
ing than the other—I have to say
that—and it is not the Republican
Party.

Look, all I heard in this last disserta-
tion was what a rough road to hoe our
country has. This amendment allows
for 5 years to gradually reach a point
where we can live with a balanced
budget constitutional amendment.
What it does is send a message to ev-
erybody in this body and the other
body, over in the House of Representa-
tives, that the game is over. We better
get it in shape in 5 years. Some people
don’t think we can do it in 5 years. I
am not so sure we can, but we have to
try.

Let me tell you, this country is in
real trouble. My distinguished col-
league and friend, whom I admire
greatly because he does tell it the way
it is—though sometimes has his own
interpretation as to the way it is—
made a pretty darned good case that
we are out of control. I have only been
here 35 years, but I have to say I
haven’t seen many days where we have
even come close to a balanced budget,
and I have seen spending after spending
after spending and demands for taxes
so they can spend more. Both sides are
at fault, in my opinion, but one side
much more than the other.

I just wanted to make these points,
because, my gosh, he made a great case
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for the balanced budget constitutional
amendment. Frankly, I don’t see how
anybody listening would say the cur-
rent way we are doing things is the
right way to do it. Yes, this amend-
ment would put constraints on Con-
gress, and they would be tough con-
straints, but don’t buy this argument
there is no way we can raise revenue or
no way we can spend under certain cir-
cumstances.

It is just that you have to have a
supermajority vote to do it, and you
are going to have to make a case for it
for the first time, in my time here, I
will tell you that.

I don’t think anybody in this country
thinks Congress is doing what is right
with regard to raising taxes and spend-
ing. I have to say that I have watched
it for all these years I have been in the
Congress, and it is not working because
we don’t have the constraints that
make us have to make it work. That is
what this balanced budget amendment
is all about.

What they offer as a balanced budget
amendment wouldn’t put constraints
on anything. It is just there so they
can have something to vote for so they
can say they voted for a balanced budg-
et amendment. It is anything but a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about the urgent need for
our government to begin living within
our Nation’s means. We face a very
grave fiscal crisis, one that threatens
America today and the American
dream for future generations. It de-
mands that we get our Nation’s fiscal
house in order. So I am pleased the
Senate is now debating a balanced
budget amendment to our Constitu-
tion.

In February 1997, a month after I
came to the Senate, I went to the Sen-
ate floor to urge my colleagues to pass
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution to prevent our growing
debt from swallowing our future pros-
perity. Unfortunately, that effort came
up one vote short. Since that time, our
national debt has ballooned to an as-
tonishing $15.1 trillion.

Sometimes when we deal with large
numbers, it is easy to lose sense of
what they mean and difficult to put
them into context. What $15.1 trillion
in debt means is that a child born
today will automatically inherit a debt
burden of more than $48,000. That debt
has been largely accrued not for that
child’s benefit but for our own. It is dif-
ficult to imagine a more egregious ex-
ample of taxation without representa-
tion than forcing our children and
grandchildren to bear the future tax
burden for today’s excesses.

Unfortunately, as we have seen over
the last decade, the addiction to budget
deficits is not simply a Democratic or
Republican problem. Both parties have
had a difficult time showing restraint
when it comes to spending. We have
had Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, the Def-
icit Reduction Act, and the Budget En-
forcement Act, and yet deficits not
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only persist but have grown larger. The
fiscal year that ended on September 30
marked the third consecutive year in
which the United States has run defi-
cits in excess of $1 trillion. Deficits
have become a part of the way that
Washington does business. Spend now
and let someone else deal with the con-
sequences later.

Those spendthrift ways are catching
up with us. Our skyrocketing debt has
become a drag on our economy and a
threat to our future prosperity. We
simply do not have the luxury of put-
ting off difficult decisions. We are con-
sistently spending more than we take
in, and by a large margin. In the last
fiscal year, government outlays totaled
24.1 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct—the second highest level, after
2009, since World War II. Despite the
very serious warning signs that we are
on the wrong fiscal course, this marks
the second consecutive year that the
Senate has not even bothered to pass a
budget resolution.

It is progress that the Budget Control
Act that passed last summer includes
caps on discretionary spending, and I
have worked very hard with my col-
leagues on the Appropriations Com-
mittee to put together responsible and
thoughtful spending bills that live
within those caps. But, as my col-
leagues know, the biggest driver of our
long-term debt and deficits is not dis-
cretionary spending but the mandatory
spending that continues to balloon on
autopilot.

Like many of my colleagues, I had
hoped that the so-called supercom-
mittee, which was created by the Budg-
et Control Act, would be able to reach
bipartisan agreement to reform manda-
tory spending and change our fiscal
trajectory. Unfortunately, that bipar-
tisan agreement remains elusive as
both parties failed to come up with a
deficit reduction plan that was capable
of winning a simple majority of panel
members. Instead, we have automatic
spending cuts that are set to kick in,
which could have very serious con-
sequences for our national defense.
Again, Congress has avoided making
difficult choices about our national
priorities.

The events currently unfolding
across the Atlantic, with European
leaders scrambling to stop the debt
contagion that threatens the economic
prosperity of the continent, should be a
clear warning signal to us of what
could come if we do not stem the tide
of red ink that is engulfing our Nation.
We must put in place structural re-
forms that will permanently force
Washington to align expenditures and
revenues.

Every day when I enter my office
building, I am reminded of the famous
quote attributed to its namesake, Sen-
ator Everett Dirksen. The wry observa-
tion he offered some four decades ago—
“A billion here, a billion there, and
pretty soon you’re talking about real
money’—seems tragically quaint
today. I am convinced, now more than
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ever, that a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment is what is needed to
address our growing debt and deficits.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to discuss my sup-
port of S.J. Res. 10, which would re-
quire a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. Let me start off by
saying that we need this amendment to
protect the American taxpayer and
bring back fiscal discipline to Con-
gress. We need this amendment not be-
cause the American taxpayer is taxed
too little, it is because Washington in
particular, Congress—spends too much.
Finally, we need this amendment to
show the American taxpayer that we
are serious about eliminating waste,
fraud, abuse, and duplication from the
Federal budget and are serious about
putting our country back on a path to
prosperity, not bankruptcy.

The Nation’s debt now stands at the
unsustainable level of $15.1 trillion.
The Federal Government is borrowing
40 cents of every dollar spent. Accord-
ing to the CBO, by 2021 debt held by the
public will reach 82 percent of GDP.
Without real and meaningful action by
Congress to reform the way we do busi-
ness, the Nation’s debt will balloon to
well over 100 percent by 2035. CBO
projects that the cost of simply paying
the interest on all of this debt will
total $4.5 trillion over the next decade.
And we wonder why there is so much
uncertainty in our economy, why busi-
nesses are not expanding and creating
jobs that we so desperately need, why
the approval rating of Congress is at
alltime lows—and, may I add, justifi-
ably. The writing is on the wall, and
that writing says that Congress can no
longer allow politics and special inter-
ests to direct how hard-earned tax-
payer dollars are spent. We must make
hard choices now and live within our
means as every American family is re-
quired to do.

The President has said that we do not
need a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution to cut spending and
balance the budget. While that may be
true, it is not the reality. When the
Senate passed a balanced budget
amendment in 1982, the national debt
was $1.1 trillion. In 1997, when the Sen-
ate failed by one vote to pass a bal-
anced budget amendment, the national
debt was over $5 trillion. Today, it is
over $15 trillion. Unfortunately, Con-
gress has proven time and time again
that they are unable to cut spending
and must be required by law to do so.
S.J. Res 10 is a strong, meaningful, and
commonsense balanced budget amend-
ment that will reassure financial mar-
kets and the American people, there-
fore, providing confidence that our
economy so desperately needs.

First and foremost this constitu-
tional amendment will require the
President to lead by example and sub-
mit a balanced budget to Congress.
Since being elected, President Obama
has failed to send a balanced budget to
Congress for consideration.

S.J. Res. 10 would also require Con-
gress to pass a balanced budget that
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limits outlays to 18 percent of GDP. In
addition, it would require a vote of
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress
in order to raise taxes on the American
people. This provision is vitally impor-
tant to ensure that we are not pun-
ishing the American taxpayer by mak-
ing them pay for out of control spend-
ing by Washington. Finally, S.J. Res.
10 would require a vote of three-fifths
of both Houses of Congress to increase
the Nation’s debt limit. This constitu-
tional amendment also includes lim-
ited waivers that would, for example,
allow Congress during a declaring of
war to enact deficit spending or to
raise the debt limit by a simple major-
ity vote.

My colleagues on the other side have
brought forth their own balanced budg-
et amendment; however, their proposal
fails to ensure that Congress will make
the hard choices necessary to solve our
current and long-term fiscal crisis. For
example, the Democrats’ balanced
budget amendment does not apply to
Social Security spending. According to
the 2011 report by the Social Security
Trustees, Social Security faces perma-
nent deficits unless the Congress re-
forms the system. In fact, the program
is projected to face a deficit of $46 bil-
lion this year. The Social Security dis-
ability trust fund is projected to be-
come insolvent in 2018. We cannot be
serious about solving our Nation’s fi-
nancial problems unless we include the
Social Security Program, which is one
of the largest drivers of future debt. In
addition, their balanced budget amend-
ment does not cap spending at 18 per-
cent of GDP, it does not require a
supermajority of Congress to raise
taxes and does not require a super-
majority of Congress to raise the debt
limit. As we know too well, Congress
has never voted against raising the
debt limit.

This week, the Senate has the ability
to show the American people that they
are serious about fixing our fiscal crisis
by adopting this balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. This
balanced budget amendment is a vital
step in ensuring that future genera-
tions will have the same opportunities
that all of us here in this body have ex-
perienced. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port S.J. Res. 10.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I see
the distinguished majority whip on the
floor. I would like to propound a UC,
and if he disagrees, please tell me. I
would like to be recognized for 5 min-
utes, followed by Senator SHAHEEN
from New Hampshire for 5 minutes, fol-
lowed by Senator ENZI for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, I would just like to add my
name at the end of the queue for at
least 5 minutes.

Mr. ISAKSON. With no objection
from me.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the time.

I first thank Senator HATCH from
Utah for 16 continuous years of work
on the balanced budget amendment. It
was his fight in 1995 that brought that
amendment to the floor within one
vote of passing in the Senate, and it is
his fight today to bring it back for an-
other vote.

I have listened to a substantial num-
ber of the speeches, and I come back to
three points.

Facts are stubborn, and there are
three facts: First, we are spending too
much; second fact, we are promising
too much to our people; and third fact,
we are borrowing too much.

I ran a real estate company for 22
years. Real estate is all about bor-
rowing and leverage, but you learn a
lesson in real estate and you learn it
very painfully. There is such a thing as
good leverage and there is such a thing
as too much leverage, and our country
is at the breaking point on leverage.

We have a process problem in the
Senate and the House. We can’t deal
with our financial fiscal affairs, our
promises to our people or our bor-
rowing, and it is time we change the
paradigm.

I support a balanced budget amend-
ment because if it is ratified by three-
fourths of the States and becomes a
part of the Constitution, it forces the
Congress to just say no on spending
when we are spending too much, it
forces the Congress to look at entitle-
ments and recognize that we can only
promise that which we can afford, and
it forces us to look at debt and recog-
nize when we are in too much debt and
we have become overleveraged.

I want to put in a plug for something
Senator SHAHEEN and I have been
working on for a long time, and it is a
fundamental process change called a
biennial budget where you appropriate
in odd-numbered years for 2 years, not
1, and you spend that even-numbered
year, the election year, overseeing
your expenditures and your programs
to find savings, to find waste, and to
try to balance your budget. If we
changed our process and forced our-
selves to do something like that, we
wouldn’t be facing the catastrophic
consequences we are today.

I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for being on the floor and recog-
nize her for her leadership on the issue,
also, as one from a State that does bi-
ennial budgeting, as do 20 of the 50
States in the United States of America.

I will tell you an interesting story
about biennial budgeting. The nation
of Israel got in financial difficulty 4
years ago. They were borrowing too
much, they were spending too much,
and they were going in debt too much.
Israel asked around the world: What
should we do to change our funda-
mental process? And they changed to a
biennial budget. Two years later, their
GDP was better, their deficit ratio was
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down, and GDP had gone up about 7.5
percent in 2 years, all because they got
their fiscal house in order.

So while some will argue that you
can’t do a balanced budget because it
won’t work, some will say 18 percent is
too much, some will say you just can’t
do this and you just can’t do that,
there is one thing we can’t do anymore;
that is, spend beyond our means, bor-
row beyond what is good for our chil-
dren and grandchildren, and promise to
our seniors and those in poverty that
we can deliver more than we can de-
liver.

If we face the day of reckoning now
and we reprioritize our entitlements, if
we put our Tax Code on the table and
reform it and we cut spending where we
can, we can come up with a trifecta
that will take this debate to ancient
history, and we will begin getting the
United States of America back in good
fiscal soundness. That is what a bal-
anced budget amendment starts, and I
hope the end of it is that process and a
biennial budget as well.

I thank the President for the time,
and I yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Georgia for
his very thoughtful comments.

Senator ISAKSON has been working on
a biennial budget for a very long time.
I was pleased to join him in this ses-
sion of Congress. And I agree with him.
I believe this is one of the ways we can
encourage more oversight of our spend-
ing and hopefully address some of the
budget issues we face. So I appreciate
and share his beliefs that this is an im-
portant change we should make.

I am actually on the floor not to
speak on the balanced budget amend-
ment, however, but to talk about what
I believe is very important for us to do
before the end of this year; that is, ad-
dress the extension of the payroll tax
cut.

In November, the private sector
added 140,000 new jobs to our work-
force. In fact, businesses have now cre-
ated 100,000 jobs in each of the last 5
months. This is a positive trend we
haven’t seen in the past 5 years. While
this is encouraging, we still have a
long way to go because more than 13
million Americans remain unemployed
and millions more are underemployed.
These individuals and their families
are struggling to make ends meet dur-
ing this holiday season.

At this time last year, Congress
passed bipartisan legislation to put
more money into the pockets of work-
ing Americans. We cut payroll taxes
for workers—an effort that increased
take-home pay for the average house-
hold by almost $1,000 in 2011. This tax
cut isn’t just good for families on a
tight budget, it is good for our fragile
economy. In New Hampshire, the pay-
roll tax cut has meant an extra $600
million in our communities.

There are some who want to allow
this tax cut to expire at the end of the
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year. But let’s be clear. If the tax cut
expires, this would mean the average
family would see their taxes increase
by $1,000 next year. This would mean
taking $120 billion out of our Nation’s
economy, money that would no longer
be spent at our supermarkets, at our
retailers, and at our gas stations. That
doesn’t make sense.

Independent economists have pre-
dicted that allowing this tax cut to ex-
pire could cost our economy 400,000
jobs next year. Some have even pre-
dicted that the United States could
face another recession if we don’t take
action.

Members of this body have also sug-
gested that this tax cut would starve
Social Security of needed revenue and
endanger this bedrock program’s sol-
vency. With Americans relying so
heavily on Social Security to meet
basic needs, this is a serious charge and
one we should take seriously. However,
the program’s Chief Actuary has writ-
ten that this tax cut does not hurt So-
cial Security’s finances. Instead, this
proposal contains provisions to require
that the Social Security trust fund be
made whole.

I recently supported Senator CASEY’s
proposal to not only extend payroll tax
cuts for employees but also to expand
them to increase the average family’s
take-home pay by an additional $500
next year. This proposal would have
cut employer payroll taxes, making it
easier for small businesses to keep cur-
rent workers and hire new ones. That
proposal was fully paid for with a 3-per-
cent tax on people earning more than
$1 million in a year. Because of the way
it was paid for, the legislation was
blocked. My friend from Pennsylvania,
Senator CASEY, also introduced a com-
promise plan that I supported. But
again, unfortunately, it did not pass.

I think that particularly now, at this
time of the year, at this critical stage
for our economy, everyone should
agree on preventing tax increases for
working families. There are some com-
peting ideas about the best way to ac-
complish this, and I welcome that de-
bate, but Congress simply cannot af-
ford to saddle middle-class families
with a $1,000 tax increase in the midst
of an uneven recovery. It isn’t right for
our small businesses, it isn’t right for
our communities, and it isn’t right for
the economy.

Time is running out to extend the
payroll tax cut. I urge my colleagues to
support this effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise today
to discuss the issue I raised during my
maiden speech on the Senate floor in
1997; that is, the need to pass a con-
stitutional amendment requiring a bal-
anced budget.

I am disappointed that we were un-
able to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment in 1997. I commend Senator
HAaTcH for his efforts then. We got
within one vote. We had 66 votes and
we needed 67. Had we gotten that, we



S8532

wouldn’t be in this mess today. In 1997,
our national debt was $5.4 trillion.
Today, it is an astonishing $15 trillion.
Without immediate action, that num-
ber will continue to increase to a level
that is even more unsustainable.

Time and time again, the Federal
Government has proven it is incapable
of the fiscal discipline needed to spend
within its means. Time and time again,
the Federal Government has spent
more money than we brought in. It has
led to the situation we currently face
where we are borrowing more than 40
cents on every dollar we spend and
where we are being threatened with
further downgrades in our credit rat-
ing.

In fiscal year 2010, the government
brought in slightly more than $2.2 tril-
lion in revenue. At the same time we
collected $2.2 trillion, we spent $3.5
trillion. In other words, we overspent
by $1.3 trillion. That is $1,300 billion.
That is an astonishing amount of
spending, and it cannot be sustained. I
encourage everybody to write these
numbers out with all of the zeroes
sometime and see what we are talking
about. We have a spending addiction
that must be controlled. For years we
have tried to hide it, disguise it, or ig-
nore it. We have acted as if it is OK to
keep spending money we don’t have.
We no longer have that option. The
world today is different from the world
of 1997.

We have seen riots in other nations
where their fiscal situations were out
of control. If we don’t act now, we
could see similar events in this coun-
try. We can either balance our budget
or go broke—even more broke than we
already are.

Balancing the budget is not a revolu-
tionary idea. Responsible families bal-
ance the amount they spend with the
amount they make or they go bank-
rupt. Businesses balance the amount
they spend with the amount they bring
in or they go bankrupt. Most States
have amendments requiring them to
balance the amount they spend with
their revenue. Wyoming’s Constitution
requires a balanced budget each and
every year, and they do it. If people in
Washington understood budgeting the
way Wyoming does, we would be in a
much better place right now. If fami-
lies, businesses, and States can balance
their budgets, there is no reason the
Federal Government cannot balance its
budget.

There are two options the Senate is
considering today, and I am pleased
there is consensus from both sides of
the aisle that a balanced budget
amendment would help us. Although
that is the case, there is no doubt in
my mind that the version introduced
by Senator HATCH is far superior to the
version introduced by Senator UDALL.

The Republican balanced budget
amendment gets to the heart of the
problem, which is the need to rein in
out-of-control spending. The Repub-
lican resolution requires that we get
spending down to historical revenue
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levels and forces us to make the tough
choices about which programs will no
longer be necessary. It also prohibits
Congress from raising taxes until a
supermajority of Members support
such a tax increase. This is an impor-
tant provision because the default solu-
tion for our out-of-control spending
should be cutting spending, not raising
taxes. This bill also goes into effect 5
years after ratification, which gives us
the ability to transition to a balanced
budget.

I have a penny solution bill out
there, a 1-cent solution where we cut 1
percent from every dollar we spend for
7 years. At the end of 7 years, the budg-
et would balance. So it is not some-
thing that is undoable. We can balance
the budget.

While I am pleased that my Demo-
cratic colleagues have a balanced budg-
et amendment, the alternative they
offer does not address the heart of the
problem. It does not include a spending
cap to ensure that we move spending to
an acceptable level. It does not include
a requirement for a supermajority to
raise taxes, which will allow pro-
ponents of tax increases to more easily
work to balance a budget on the backs
of the American taxpayers. And the
American taxpayers are only 49 percent
of the people working right now. The
American people are not the ones who
cannot get spending under control.
They should not see tax increases sim-
ply because Congress can’t do its job.

We need to pass the Hatch amend-
ment, and we need to pass it now, be-
cause I must also remind my col-
leagues that passage of a strong bal-
anced budget amendment is the first
step. If we pass a balanced budget
amendment, it still must be ratified by
the States. Three-fourths of the States
have to pass it for it to become a part
of the Constitution. That will take
time, and with a $15 trillion debt we
don’t have a lot of time left. There is
speculation that 2 years might be the
outside. This isn’t going to balance for
b5 years. Two will create some substan-
tial cuts and tax increases.

Passage of the balanced budget
amendment by three-fourths of the
States is a tough test. Because of the
magnitude of what we are trying to do,
it should be. However, we need to give
the States this opportunity to force
the Federal Government to come to
grips with its finances, as the State
governments are required to do.

Why should we give the States the
opportunity to ratify a balanced budg-
et amendment? Because I found that
the best decisions are made closest to
the people. State governments are clos-
er to the people than the Federal Gov-
ernment and they are generally better
at addressing the needs of the people of
their State. Giving the States the op-
portunity to ratify the amendment will
bring the budget closer to the people
and would allow the American people
to decide how they want Washington to
spend their hard-earned money. Most
of the American people get it and they
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are asking us to get it and do a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Amending our Constitution is an ex-
traordinary measure. It is not some-
thing I take lightly. We are in an ex-
traordinary time. We have a budget
deficit that is out of control and a na-
tional debt that is ballooning to levels
that are unsustainable. We need a bal-
anced budget amendment so we can
begin to get our Nation’s finances back
in order.

I commend Senator HATCH for his bill
and appreciate him offering it. I hope
my colleagues will support it. It is es-
sential for our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, there
are very few things on which Members
of Congress agree, but one of the things
that binds us and unites us is the com-
mon oath we take to uphold and defend
this document. This document is not
just another resolution, another law; it
is the Constitution of the TUnited
States. For more than 220 years this
document has guided our Nation and
inspired other nations toward democ-
racy. I think it is fitting that we swear
an oath to uphold and defend it.

But I think we also have to look at
this document not just with respect
but with humility, humility because
we know the words contained have
managed to guide our Nation so suc-
cessfully for so many decades and cen-
turies. Those who are bold enough to
suggest they would change the wording
of this document have to expect to
have hard questions asked as to wheth-
er it is appropriate and whether what
they are setting out to do is consistent
with this great document and the needs
of our Nation.

I can recall when Senator HATCH
chaired the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee and I was a member. There was
a day when they asked me, as a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee, to
give permission for three constitu-
tional amendments to be considered in
the same day. I objected, which was my
right. I said to Chairman HATCH at the
time: You can call two constitutional
amendments on Thursday but, call me
old-fashioned, I don’t think we ought
to amend the Constitution more than
twice a day. The point I was trying to
make was to suggest to my colleagues
to at least have some humility and
maybe even hesitancy to suggest they
can change for the better the wording
of this great Constitution.

It has been changed, there is no ques-
tion about it. From the moment it was
written until a few years later, Thomas
Jefferson called for the Bill of Rights.
Many say that was essential for the
ratification of the Constitution. It in-
cluded some basic rights that we now
revere in this country. So the first
package of amendments, the Bill of
Rights, has become an integral part of
the original document because they
were adopted so quickly—added so
quickly.
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But in the 220 years since 1791, when
the Bill of Rights was added—in the 220
years we have only amended this docu-
ment 17 times and only for the most se-
rious of matters. Consider what our
amendments have done. They have
ended the practice of slavery. They
have established the principle of equal
protection. They have assured the
right of women in America to vote,
among other things. They have pro-
vided for succession in case of Presi-
dential disability, and they have ad-
dressed some of the most fundamental
issues facing our Nation.

Now some Members of Congress be-
lieve we should enshrine in our Con-
stitution their views of what the Fed-
eral budget should look like. They
want to radically reshape our constitu-
tional framework in order to relieve
Congress of its political and moral re-
sponsibility to make tough choices
about taxing and spending. They want
to tie the hands of Congress on budget
decisions and pass important decisions
on to another branch of government,
our Federal judiciary.

That is not what the Founding Fa-
thers intended. The Constitution gives
the power of the purse expressly to
Congress. Fulfilling this constitutional
duty carries some political risk, but we
all signed up for that job. Members of
Congress should not try to change the
Constitution to avoid their duty to
make tough and important decisions.

These days, some in Congress would
rather take a red pen to the Constitu-
tion than to reconsider an anti-tax
pledge they have made to a Washington
lobbyist named Grover Norquist. Mr.
President, 40 Republican Senators, all
of whom are cosponsors of this amend-
ment, have taken a pledge, a public
oath to Grover Norquist when it comes
to the issue of taxes. I believe my col-
leagues who are indentured politically
to Grover Norquist need to get their
priorities right. Our oath to support
and defend the Constitution is much
more important than any allegiance to
any Washington lobbyist.

Congress has balanced the budget not
just in my lifetime but in my term of
service. We ran a budget surplus in fis-
cal years 1998 through 2001. There is
nothing stopping us now from getting
our fiscal house in order except a lack
of political will. We simply do not need
to go to the extreme of amending the
Constitution to get this job done.

It is also clear a balanced budget
amendment proposal has many unan-
swered questions and concerns and it is
our responsibility to ask those ques-
tions. I held a hearing as chairman of
the Constitution Subcommittee of the
Judiciary, well attended by Members
on both sides of the aisle, with wit-
nesses telling us the pros and cons of a
balanced budget amendment. That is
the way the process should work. Now
we come to the floor to consider two
versions of a balanced budget amend-
ment.

It is interesting, when the balanced
budget amendment came before the
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House of Representatives, opposition to
it was bipartisan. Even the Republican
chairmen of the House Rules Com-
mittee and the House Budget Com-
mittee voted against the Republican
version of the balanced budget amend-
ment brought up in the House.

A few weeks ago, when we held this
hearing, witnesses told us why we
should have pause, if not reject, this
notion of a balanced budget amend-
ment. First, it would cause harm to the
economy. I cannot say it any better
than Senator CONRAD did moments ago.
Our budget in Washington is designed
to not only serve the needs of the na-
tion but to help our economy get on
track and stay on track. In fact, when
things go bad in our economy, as they
have in the last several years, our
budget steps in with countercyclical
measures such as unemployment com-
pensation to put our economy back on
track. The balanced budget amend-
ment before us today is going to make
that more difficult to do.

The forecasting firm Macroeconomic
Advisers told us what would have hap-
pened with this balanced budget
amendment if it had been in place
today. They said such an amendment
would double the unemployment rate
in America, cause the gross domestic
product to shrink by 17 percent, and
destroy millions of jobs. That is some-
thing my Republican colleagues will
not acknowledge, and they should. If
we cannot spend in times of recession,
even when receipts are low, we fail to
turn the recession around and of course
we leave many unemployed Americans
with no help when they desperately
need it.

There is also a provision in the
Hatch-McConnell balanced budget
amendment that would increase the
risk of default on our national debt by
requiring a three-fifths vote in each
House to raise the debt limit. I might
tell my colleagues who follow this,
only 3 of the last 11 debt ceiling in-
creases passed both Chambers by a
three-fifths vote; 3 of the last 11. If you
enjoyed the debt limit standoff of a few
months ago and the threat of not only
closing down our Government but clos-
ing down our economy, you would en-
shrine it in the Constitution with the
Republican balanced budget amend-
ment.

It always strikes me as odd, if not
hypocritical, that Members come to
the floor and give speeches about how
much they support a war effort, or
spending for a given issue, and then
when it comes time to raise the debt
limit, which is part of the bargain,
they are nowhere to be found. They
want to be there for the press release
saying, I am for the war, but when the
debt limit needs to be increased to pay
for the war they become fiscal conserv-
atives and are nowhere to be found. I
think there is some political hypocrisy
in that.

Another concern no one has answered
that I commend to my colleagues was
exemplified by the testimony of Pro-
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fessor Alan Morrison of George Wash-
ington University Law School. He
asked the basic question: Who is going
to enforce this amendment? If in fact
Congress does something in violation
of the amendment, who can sue? And
which court would consider it? It is a
valid question because ultimately this
will end up in the courts. The courts
will have to make some rather unique
decisions. What are the outlays and re-
ceipts of the United States? What was
the gross domestic product? These are
issues which many in the court may
find challenging if not impossible to
deal with on a timely basis. The longer
it takes to resolve those issues the
more uncertainty there will be about
our Nation’s economy and its economic
future.

Do we want to put the courts in
charge of budget decisions? Former So-
licitor General and Judge Robert Bork
said ‘‘the result ... would likely be
hundreds, if not thousands, of lawsuits
around the country, many of them on
inconsistent theories and providing in-
consistent results.”

Those who support the amendment
look for stability and certainty. My
guarantee is turning this over to the
Federal courts will give you neither.

The nonpartisan Congressional Re-
search Service looked at balanced
budget amendment enforcement on Au-
gust 3 and said:

The experience of State governments indi-
cates that concern over judicial involvement
in budgeting is realistic. In some States the
judiciary has become involved with the oper-
ation of various aspects of budgeting to im-
pose budget balancing remedies [like] requir-
ing tax increases, limiting expenditures gen-
erally or preventing implementation of spe-
cific spending laws. The possibility that the
Federal courts could invoke such remedies
prompts concern about the potential such
actions would have for causing a significant
shift in the balance of power among the
branches of the Federal Government.

Even former CBO Director Douglas
Holtz-Eakin, who was called in by my
Republican colleagues to testify at our
hearing in support, conceded ‘‘the ques-
tion of enforcement remains a chal-
lenge that should be thoughtfully con-
sidered.”

I might add, parenthetically: No kid-
ding. Enforcement of this is critical.
How can the Senate consider passing a
balanced budget amendment without
answering first the question of enforce-
ment? It would create tremendous un-
certainty.

I would say the balanced budget
amendment that has been sponsored by
all the Senate Republicans raises par-
ticular concerns. Under this proposal,
spending would be capped at 18 percent
of gross domestic product each year, a
level far below the Draconian budget
suggested by Congressman PAUL RYAN
that would end Medicare as we know it.

The Senate Republican proposal en-
shrines the Republican philosophy in
requiring a two-thirds vote in each
House on any bill that increases taxes
or revenue without any ability to
waive that two-thirds requirement,
even in time of war.
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The effect of these reforms would
devastate programs such as Medicare
and Social Security while giving con-
stitutional protection to tax expendi-
tures currently enjoyed by corpora-
tions and the wealthy. This proposal is
not sensible, it is not fair, it would not
serve our country well.

In short, our hearing made it clear
there has not been a balanced budget
amendment proposed that would actu-
ally be enforceable and that would not
cause great collateral damage to the
economy.

I have served on several efforts, and
continue to, in an effort to reduce
spending, to find new revenue, and to
balance our budget. I will tell you that
it takes political will. This kind of ap-
proach, this idea that somehow we can
pass a constitutional amendment and
be done with our responsibility is not
only shortsighted, I think it is counter-
productive. I think it will make our
situation worse instead of better. I
thank Senator MARK UDALL for his of-
fering on his balanced budget amend-
ment. It is a better approach, and while
I don’t support a balanced budget
amendment, if I were to support any
balanced budget amendment it would
be the Udall amendment. But I don’t
believe amending the Constitution at
this point in time is the right way to
approach this. I do not believe either
amendment achieves it without cre-
ating terrific uncertainty in our future
about enforcement.

I urge my colleagues to oppose ef-
forts to amend our Constitution. I urge
them, instead, to show political cour-
age and work hard right now in a bi-
partisan way to address our fiscal chal-
lenges. That is what the American peo-
ple expect of us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to ex-
press my support for the Republican-of-
fered balanced budget amendment, a
measure I worked on with Senators
TOOMEY, LEE, HATCH, and CORNYN, and
thank those Senators for their leader-
ship on the issue.

As Americans know, Washington has
a spending problem. The Federal Gov-
ernment’s fiscal position is
unsustainable. It now borrows more
than 40 cents of every dollar it spends.
Indeed, our debt has climbed to over
$15 trillion and will continue to grow
and threaten our economy and our jobs
and our way of life unless we do some-
thing about it.

Opponents say Congress should do its
job. Sure, it should, but it has not.
Events during the last 30 years have
shown that Congress cannot be counted
on to make the tough choices nec-
essary to control spending and to bal-
ance the budget. Here is a little his-
tory. When the Senate passed a bal-
anced budget amendment in 1982, that
national debt was $1.1 trillion. In 1986,
when the Senate failed by one vote to
pass the balanced budget amendment,
the national debt topped $2.1 trillion.
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By 1997, when the Senate again failed
by one vote, the national debt was over
$5 trillion. Today the debt is over $15
trillion. So there is no evidence that
Congress has been willing to or able to
reduce the debt without the Constitu-
tion requiring it.

The Republican balanced budget
amendment simply requires Congress
to do its job. It includes real reforms
that would help the government live
within its means, including having the
President submit a balanced budget to
Congress every year.

The balanced budget amendment
does not etch rules into stone. Any of
its requirements can be waived by a
supermajority of the Congress; that is,
if there is a real national consensus to
do so. Let’s remember we are in a crisis
today because of deficit spending. Rais-
ing taxes and getting deeper in debt
have been far too easy for Congress.

The Republican balanced budget
amendment contains two key enforce-
ment mechanisms that Congress would
have to abide by. First, Congress would
have to limit spending to 18 percent of
the gross domestic product from the
preceding calendar year. The balanced
budget amendment would also prohibit
spending from exceeding total revenues
in a given year. Why 18 percent? Well,
if the goal is to balance the budget, the
only way to succeed is to limit the
Federal spending to the level of rev-
enue that the economy is willing to
bear.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office’s August Budget and Eco-
nomic Outlook, from 1991 to 2010—the
most recent period of time—revenues
averaged 18 percent of gross domestic
product, and that is why that number
is selected.

It is notable that the Democratic al-
ternative does not contain a spending
cap. It also contains a lower threshold
of votes for waiving the balanced budg-
et amendment, which, of course, would
make deficit spending much easier.

The second mechanism in the Repub-
lican balanced budget amendment is a
prohibition on any bill that increases
taxes from becoming law unless ap-
proved by two-thirds of a rollcall vote
of Members in each Chamber. When
Congress cannot get its hands on
enough revenue for its spending prior-
ities, the temptation is always to look
for more revenue and raise taxes. Well,
it should be more difficult to take
more money from the American people
and to increase the size of the Federal
Government.

Moreover, raising taxes is not a pro-
ductive solution to budget deficits. Not
only does projected revenue usually
fail to materialize, higher taxes dis-
courage work, production, savings, and
investment which all results in lower
revenues in future years. So we cannot
balance the budget by raising taxes.

On the issue of tax increase restric-
tions, the Democratic alternative
again falls short. It does not contain a
mechanism to make it more difficult
for Congress to raise taxes. In fact, it
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does the opposite. It contains a provi-
sion that makes it more difficult to
lower taxes collected from American
job creators.

Some of our friends on the other side
of the aisle will paint a doomsday sce-
nario that they say would result from
the Republican balanced budget
amendment, one that would mean im-
mediate changes and draconian cuts.
That is not accurate. As we know, Con-
gress cannot amend the Constitution.
We can only propose an amendment for
States to consider in a ratification
process that takes a long time. If it
passed, the balanced budget amend-
ment would not become effective until
5 years after ratification by three-
fourths of the States. So it is not like
we have some immediate concern that
next year’s budget is going to suffer if
the balanced budget amendment were
to pass.

Let’s not punt again on getting our
spending under control. Let’s not keep
kicking the can down the road. Let’s
put on some real constraints so Con-
gress will have to do its job, the job the
American people expect it to do.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the Republican-offered balanced
budget amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to join Senator KYL in sup-
porting the balanced budget amend-
ment that Senators LEE and HATCH
have crafted. I commend them for their
hard work, and I particularly thank
Senator HATCH for his principled lead-
ership over the years in this effort. In
the mid-1990s he almost got us to a bal-
anced budget amendment to send to
the States, and this time I hope he—
showing his leadership again—will be
successful.

Washington’s runaway spending and
crippling debt burden underscore the
need for us to have a balanced budget
in this country. If Washington doesn’t
stop spending more than it takes in, I
fear there will be an economic collapse,
and, perhaps more profoundly, it will
threaten the very foundation of our
Nation—the freedom of individuals to
thrive and to prosper.

There is plenty of evidence to show
that the huge debt burden we have is
already crippling the economy. There
was a recent study done by respected
economists Carmen Reinhart and Ken-
neth Rogoff that shows that the debt
burden of 90 percent of the economy
will reduce a country’s economic
growth by 1 or 2 percentage points. Our
gross debt right now is 100 percent of
our economy. Growth this year is like-
ly to be closer to 2 percent total, pret-
ty weak growth. So 1 percent to 2 per-
cent more would mean a 50-percent or
even a 100-percent growth increase in
this country. This means over 1 million
new jobs could be created right now if
we didn’t have these huge deficits
building up annually to a record debt
that is now over $15 trillion.

It is unacceptable that we have the
economic growth that we do because it
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is keeping people from achieving the
opportunities they seek at a time when
there are almost 22 million Americans
who are unemployed or underemployed,
and we need to do everything we can to
give the economy a shot in the arm.
Part of it is getting our fiscal house in
order and stopping this record deficit
and debt. We should not condemn peo-
ple to chronic unemployment through
inaction in Washington.

However much lawmakers at times
want to do the right thing, it seems as
though the political system and the
budget rules around here create a bias
for spending and deficits. When I left
the post as Director of the Office Man-
agement and Budget in the last Presi-
dential administration—that was in
2007—the budget deficit was $161 bil-
lion, which is about 12 percent of to-
day’s budget deficit, and I thought that
was way too high. In fact, that year I
proposed, on behalf of the President, a
budget that actually balanced over a 5-
year period because at that time we
were so concerned about growing defi-
cits and debts. Again, that was only 12
percent of today’s deficit.

In that time, as OMB Director, I was
convinced that we need to have a dis-
cipline in Washington to balance the
budget because we need to have some
incentive to prioritize. Washington,
again, seems to have this bias toward
spending and deficits that I think can
only be resolved through what 49
States have, which, again, is this power
to be able to tell the elected represent-
atives that we have to figure out how
to prioritize; we have to figure out
how, at the end of the day what every
family in America does, what every
business in America does, which is to
figure out how not to spend more than
we take in.

Study and experience led the Found-
ers of our country to create the best
system of government ever devised: a
Republic with enumerated powers.
Similarly, study and experience should
lead us to enact a balanced budget
amendment. The times demand it. We
need to reverse this system’s bias in
favor of deficits and debts. We need a
balanced budget amendment in order
to preserve the Founders’ vision of a
limited government of enumerated
powers.

But the fact is, Congress has not been
able to get its spending under control
through any other means. Some have
called for a far higher tax rate. In
other words, instead of dealing with
the spending that is increasing dra-
matically—by the way, spending has
gone up 21 percent just in the last
three years. But instead of dealing
with that, people say: Why don’t you
just raise taxes to catch up with the
spending? That way we would have a
balanced budget through higher and
higher revenues.

I guess what I would say is, Congress
has a spending problem not a revenue
problem. The growth in the entitle-
ment programs, of course, is the long-
term driver of this spending problem.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The cost of these entitlements, along
with interest on the debt, is projected
to squeeze out the cost of every other
Federal program within the next cou-
ple of decades, leaving little to nothing
for other government priorities.

People say, well, the revenues as a
percent of our economy are relatively
low now, and that is true. Coming out
of the recession, we have not had the
growth we had hoped for and that has
resulted in lower tax revenues coming
in.

Historically, tax revenues have been
18 percent of our economy. Today they
are lower than that and closer to 14.5
to 15 percent. Spending has been at
about 20 percent of our economy his-
torically since World War II. Today,
that spending is over 24 percent of our
economy.

What happens over the next several
years, based on the Congressional
Budget Office analysis, is the revenues
begin to increase as a percent of the
economy even if the 2001 and 2003 tax
relief is not continued. In that case,
the revenues increase even more dra-
matically up to 21 percent or 22 percent
of the economy.

So the fact is, the spending is on a
trajectory to go up from a historic 20
percent to 24 percent now to 30 percent
to 40 percent to 50 percent over the dec-
ades. We cannot catch that spending
with enough taxes. It simply cannot be
done and have a viable economy. So we
have to deal with the spending side of
the ledger. Even if we do raise taxes to
chase the trajectory, we will upset that
balance between the Federal Govern-
ment and a free, robust private sector
that encourages innovation and gets
people back to work.

If the Federal Government ends up
taxing every dollar of earnings, we will
have taken away the space for Ameri-
cans to pursue and enjoy the rewards of
their hard work, risk-taking and inno-
vation. The Founders might have used
another phrase to describe what a free
economy promotes: life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness. Today we are
talking about how we ensure that we
have economic growth so that we can
bring back the jobs, and that will not
happen through the level of taxation
that would be required to catch up to
the record levels of spending.

To address Washington’s natural in-
clination toward taxing and spending,
a successful balanced budget amend-
ment needs to do more than just re-
quire the outlays be less or equal to re-
ceipts. Again, it should include a
spending cap because of the problems I
have talked about with regard to the
projections by the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office over the com-
ing years and decades. It should also
demand a supermajority should Con-
gress seek to enact antigrowth tax
hikes.

I think this balanced budget amend-
ment, crafted by Senators HATCH and
LEE, by doing that strikes a good bal-
ance. It also addresses the concern
about a balanced budget amendment
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limiting the Federal Government’s
ability to spend in a time of war. If
there is a declaration of war against a
nation-state, a majority vote in both
Houses would allow for deficit spend-
ing. If the Armed Forces are engaged in
a military conflict that has not been
given a full declaration of war, a three-
fifths vote in both Houses would allow
for deficit spending. This is in keeping
with the intention of the Founders.

In Federalist 34, Alexander Hamilton
drew a distinction between monarchies
and republics. He said, the chief source
of expense in every government was de-
fense spending. But republics, Ham-
ilton counseled, should not use this to
live beyond their means. He wrote:

There should be as great a disproportion
between the profusion and extravagance of a
wealthy kingdom in its domestic administra-
tion, and the frugality and economy which in
that particular become the modest sim-
plicity of republican government.

Washington has spent and overspent.
This has led us away from that fru-
gality that was the intention of our
Founders. A balanced budget is the
only way to get back to frugality and
to that ‘“‘modest simplicity of repub-
lican government.”” And that is repub-
lican with a small ‘“‘r.”

If we don’t restrain spending through
a balanced budget amendment, we will
effectively inhibit and ultimately un-
dermine the liberty of the Americans.
We will threaten the American dream,
the hope that each generation is able
to pass on to the next generation a bet-
ter life so that they are able to flourish
and to meet, again, their achieve-
ments, their objectives in life through
opportunity that can be created
through a growing economy.

It is time for Congress to prioritize.
It is time for Congress to make tough
decisions. We should do it with the dis-
cipline of a balanced budget. Time has
shown us there is a need for a require-
ment to make those decisions.

My home State of Ohio has that dis-
cipline. In fact, over the past year,
Ohio has had to make some tough deci-
sions to close a budget gap of about $8
billion. Here in Washington, we have a
budget gap that is far higher. This year
the government will bring in about $2.2
trillion and spend about $3.7 trillion.
This gap is huge and growing, and just
as 49 States do, we need to discipline
Washington to force Congress to make
these tough decisions to prioritize on
behalf of the American people so that
we don’t have this crippling effect on
economic growth, so that we can begin
to see the kind of robust recovery we
hope for coming out of the recession.

For all these reasons I urge my col-
leagues to join me in support of the
Hatch-Lee balanced budget amend-
ment.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes.

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

(The remarks of Mr. BROWN of Ohio
pertaining to the submission of S. Res.
347 are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Congress
cannot absolve itself of the responsi-
bility to balance the budget by passing
a constitutional amendment. Congress
has an existing constitutional duty to
control the purse. If Congress has the
will to balance the budget, it can do so.
If it does not have that will, no con-
stitutional amendment can be a sub-
stitute.

We knew that in 1996, which I believe
was the last time the Senate seriously
evaluated a balanced budget amend-
ment. While we did not pass the bal-
anced budget amendment, we did adopt
budgets and policies that created the
first surpluses in decades, enabling the
United States to begin to reduce its
debt load. Unfortunately, that fiscal
sensibility was washed away by irre-
sponsible, unfunded Bush tax cuts in
2001 and 2003 and two unfunded wars.
Once again, we find ourselves in a deep
fiscal hole.

We can and must dig ourselves out of
it, as we did in the 1990s, by taking a
balanced approach, restoring revenues,
and making sensible spending cuts. But
that is not a constitutional question.
That is a political one. Can we, as a
Congress, pass the tough measures
needed to restore fiscal discipline?

I have proposed a seven-point plan
for reducing the deficit. Bipartisan
commissions have proposed making
spending cuts and increasing revenues
and realistic folks from all parts of the
political spectrum agree Congress
needs to address revenues, as well as
spending, if we are to achieve real def-
icit reduction.

Congress mneeds to make tough
choices and is failing to do so. One
more procedural promise—this time in
the form of a constitutional amend-
ment—is not going to get the job done.

While the details of the two amend-
ments before us differ in many re-
spects, there are real questions as to
how either could be enforced.

For instance, the Udall amendment
says:

The Congress shall enforce and implement
this article by appropriate legislation, which
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may rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts.

What would happen if Congress failed
to adopt the implementing legislation
that lives up to the terms of the
amendment? If it does not have the
will to make cuts and raise revenues,
what makes people think Congress will
be able to agree on implementing legis-
lation?

The amendments raise far more ques-
tions than they answer. For example,
would a court be willing to hear a case
alleging a failure by the Congress to
fulfill its duties or would a court treat
such a challenge as a political question
that is beyond its reach? Who would
even be able to bring a case alleging a
violation? Who would the case be
brought against and what would the
remedies be?

Could a judge nullify a budget or a
law on the basis that it somehow vio-
lated the amendment? Which appro-
priations bill pushed us over the
limit—the last one adopted?

Would a judge have the power to put
the budget in balance by ordering spe-
cific spending cuts? How would those
cuts be identified and set? Would the
judge be tasked with reviewing the en-
tire Federal budget and then making
cuts? Would the judge be able to com-
pel Congress to enact cuts? What would
happen if Congress failed to comply
with such an order? Does the judge
make changes and substitute his or her
priorities for those of Congress?

These same questions could be asked
about revenue increases as well. A
judge cannot mandate revenue in-
creases under the McConnell amend-
ment. The resolution, apparently,
would allow judges to make spending
cuts, however. But that dangerous shift
of power to the judiciary arises only by
implication in the McConnell resolu-
tion. What is explicit under McConnell
is that taxes and revenues can only be
raised by a two-thirds vote. So even
closing loopholes to end tax dodges and
raise revenue would require a super-
majority. That is the opposite of a bal-
anced budget amendment provision.
That makes it more difficult to bal-
ance the budget.

The American people do not need new
processes or hollow promises. They do
not need a constitutional amendment
that raises more questions than it an-
swers. They need Congress and the
President to do our jobs. A balanced
budget amendment will not force Con-
gress and the President to do anything,
because it is, as a practical matter, un-
enforceable. And when it does not
work, public cynicism would only deep-
en. It already is plenty deep. There is
only one way to balance the budget.
That is with the willpower to make the
hard choices. Those of us elected to
public office have that obligation now.
And if we fail, we as individuals will be
judged by our own electorate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand
today to urge my colleagues to support
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one of the most important pieces of
legislation that has come before this
body in decades, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 10, the Hatch-Lee balanced budget
amendment proposal.

The reason why I insist this is so im-
portant is because of a crisis we are
facing today. We have accumulated
about $15 trillion in sovereign debt on
behalf of the United States—$15 tril-
lion. It works out to about $50,000 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica. This is an amount of money that
could represent an expensive car. It
could represent a college education. It
could represent all kinds of things. But
it represents ultimately debt that Con-
gress has incurred, debt that Congress
cannot afford to continue to incur at
this same rate, which we are doing
every day. We are adding to that debt
at an unsustainable rate of about $1.5
trillion every single year.

Here is why that is so distressing to
me. As the White House itself acknowl-
edged a few months ago, we are now
within about a decade, perhaps much
less, of owing about $1 trillion a year
just in interest on our national debt.
Currently we are paying a little over
$200 billion a year in interest. By the
end of this decade, that number is like-
ly to rise to an astounding $1 trillion a
year. We could reach that number
much sooner than that. It could happen
perhaps in half that amount of time if
interest rates suddenly started to
climb, as they easily could do, particu-
larly given the fact that we are about
350 basis points below the historic aver-
age for yield rates on U.S. Treasury in-
struments, the means by which our
governmental debt is financed.

We have to get this problem under
control now, because if we wait until
then, until we have to pay $1 trillion a
year in interest on our national debt, it
will be too late to do anything. By
waiting, by postponing the day of our
accountability, we will have made a
choice, a devastating choice, that will
prove to signal the downfall of the
greatest economy the world has ever
known. We cannot allow that to hap-
pen—not now, not on our watch, not
when the stakes are this high.

If we have to make up that dif-
ference, the difference between the $200
billion a year we are paying now and
the trillion a year we will have to be
paying in interest on our national debt
a few years from now, that money has
to come from somewhere. That money
is not something we can expect simply
to obtain through an increase in tax-
ation.

Over the long haul, we have learned
that our tax system is capable of gen-
erating a revenue stream equaling a
little over 18 percent of all of the rev-
enue that moves through the American
economy every single year—a little
over 18 percent of our gross domestic
product. As this chart shows, that per-
centage remains relatively constant. It
has remained that way for many dec-
ades, going back to at least 1960. It
averages out a little over 18 percent of
gross domestic product.
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That remains true even when we go
back 30 years or so when our top mar-
ginal income tax rates were approach-
ing 90 percent. The economy finds a
way to produce no more than a little
over 18% percent—a little over 18 per-
cent of GDP. So we cannot just raise
taxes at that point in order to generate
more revenue, because our income tax
system, no matter how we tweak it, no
matter how high we raise top marginal
rates, is not capable of generating that
much revenue. What we do when we
simply ratchet up those tax rates, if
anything, is we shrink the size of our
economy. We chill economic growth to
the point where we are actually gener-
ating less revenue, not more. So we
cannot tax our way out of that prob-
lem, nor can we at that point simply
borrow our way out of that problem. In
other words, we cannot borrow an addi-
tional $800 billion a year on top of the
present-day $1.5 trillion a year we are
borrowing, because if we did that, our
interest rates would go up that much
more. That would make our decision
that much more crippling on our econ-
omy.

There are a lot of reasons why this
matters. My colleague from Ohio, Mr.
PORTMAN, acknowledged a few minutes
ago that this chills job growth when we
have this much debt. It is also true
that this impairs our ability to fund
every conceivable government program
from defense to entitlements, such that
if we wait in order to make the nec-
essary changes to the way we spend
money in Washington, we will wait at
our own peril. We will wait at the peril
of those who have become dependent on
those very government programs that
will have to have their budgets slashed
immediately, abruptly, severely. We
cannot afford to do that. Those who
have become dependent on Social Secu-
rity, on Medicare, on Medicaid, on
other entitlement programs, on supple-
mental nutritional assistance, would
be devastated if all of a sudden we cut
off funding for those programs, we had
to slash those budgets by 30, 40, 50 per-
cent overnight. It is these abrupt
changes that prove most difficult for
our economy to absorb.

I have often said it is something that
we can analogize to being on top of a
large building. Let’s say our $15 trillion
debt can be compared to a 15-story
building. If you need to get down off of
that building, you need to get to the
ground floor. If you want to do it
quickly, you could decide to jump. If
you decide to jump, it is not the fall
that will kill you, it is the abrupt halt
at the end of that fall. So you need to
do something to cushion the fall, to
slow it down a little bit so it can be ac-
complished gradually, so nobody gets
hurt. That is where the balanced budg-
eted amendment comes in. The Hatch-
Lee balanced budget amendment, Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 10, would bring
about severe, significant, systemic
changes, but it would do so gradually
so that the cuts, while significant over
the long haul, are not abrupt, so that
the impact is not severe, other than
avoiding the severeness of the impact
that would otherwise occur.
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We have to get down from that 15-
story building, from that $15 trillion
debt. We do that through a balanced
budget amendment, one like Senate
Joint Resolution 10, which contains a
b-year delayed implementation clause.
That would give us time to work out a
phased-in glidepath toward balancing
our budget. That is what we need do in
order to protect and preserve our eco-
nomic stability, our jobs market, and
our ability within the Federal Govern-
ment to fund everything from defense
to entitlements.

Those who ignore the need for this
amendment ignore the fact that our
spending continues to escalate. I want
to talk about how much we have spent
as a country as a percentage of our
overall economy, as a percentage of our
gross domestic product. Between the
early 1790s and the early 1930s, the Fed-
eral Government spent, on average, be-
tween 2 and 4 percent of gross domestic
product every single year with only
two notable exceptions, once during
the Civil War and the second time dur-
ing and in the immediate aftermath of
World War I. With those two excep-
tions, Congress’s spending was modest,
between 2 and 4 percent of GDP.

That all started to change in the
early 1930s when we reached the double
digits during peacetime for the first
time in our history. We have, unfortu-
nately, never retreated from that
cycle. Federal spending today, as a per-
centage of GDP, stands close to 25 per-
cent, meaning that for every dollar
that moves through the American
economy, a quarter of that goes to
Washington, is sucked in by the Fed-
eral Government, and cannot move on
and help to continue to stimulate the
economy.

That pattern of increased Federal
spending as a percentage of GDP is ex-
pected to increase in the next few
years. It is expected, based on the data
provided by the Congressional Budget
Office, to reach 26.4 percent of GDP
within the next 10 years, by 2021. Some
say that figure is too optimistic and
that it could actually be much higher
than that, it could be significantly
higher than 30 percent. At a minimum,
we know it will be 26.4 percent or more
unless we take pretty significant steps
to control our spending.

So I find it interesting that many are
saying we do not need to make
changes, that we can somehow have
Congress do its job, that Congress
needs to follow the Constitution and do
its job and balance its budget.

Let me tell you the problem with
that. First of all, there is nothing cur-
rently in the Constitution that re-
stricts Congress’s power to borrow
money. Clause 2 of article I, section 8
of the Constitution gives us power to
do that, and we have done it. We have
done it again and again and again. We
have done it so many times in recent
years that we have almost lost track.

Congress first placed a statutory
limit on the acquisition of new Federal
debt in 1917, which was the Second Lib-
erty Bond Act. Since 1962, Congress has
altered the debt limit through 74 sepa-
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rate measures, and has raised it 10
times since 2001, in the last 10 years.

Since 1990, the debt limit has been
raised by a total of $10.1 trillion. Near-
ly half of that increase has occurred in
the last 4 years, since late 2007. So this
is not a situation in which we are see-
ing the normal growth of government
spending, either in normal numbers, in
numbers adjusted for inflation, in num-
bers measured as a percentage of GDP.
By any metric, the amount of Federal
spending and the amount of debt acqui-
sition has grown exponentially, giving
us this hockey stick-like curve in the
acquisition of Federal debt.

We cannot continue this practice. We
especially cannot continue it given the
fact we know that the natural limit on
our ability to receive revenue through
the income tax system is a little over
18 percent of GDP. So we have to have
something in place that keeps us from
spending more than we take in. That
cannot possibly by accomplished, in
my opinion, without something that
ups the ante, something that makes it
structurally more difficult on a perma-
nent basis for Congress to engage in
deficit spending and to spend more
than 18 percent of GDP. That is why
there are a few critical features in Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 10, the Hatch-Lee
balanced budget amendment proposal,
that I think any viable balanced budg-
et amendment proposal ought to have.
First, it needs to apply to all spending.
Second, it needs to cap spending at 18
percent of GDP. It also needs to require
a supermajority vote in order to exceed
that percentage of GDP spending limit
in order to raise taxes or in order to
raise the debt limit. Without these
kinds of provisions, this kind of redun-
dant protection against the inexorable
growth of Federal spending generally,
and the inexorable growth of deficit
spending in particular, our debt will
crush the very programs we purport to
be protecting.

Those who plot against this say we
cannot limit spending to 18 percent of
GDP or else we will hurt program X, Y
or Z. While they are making this argu-
ment, it is in reckless disregard of the
fact that those same programs will be
jeopardized if we continue to borrow
recklessly, without structural spending
restraint or reform on the horizon.

Others have argued we don’t need
this because somehow it is unenforce-
able. I am not quite sure what they
mean. Perhaps they don’t know what a
court would do with it. They are for-
getting we have other provisions in the
Constitution that raise the vote
threshold, which is essentially what
the Hatch-Lee balanced budget amend-
ment does. In other words, we have
other provisions in the Constitution
that are followed routinely, without
the need for litigation, just based on
Members of Congress taking an oath to
uphold the Constitution, as we are all
required to do pursuant to article VI.
Those are complied with every day.
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For instance, we all know none of us
will dispute the fact that it takes a
two-thirds supermajority vote in both
Houses of Congress to override a Presi-
dential veto. It takes a two-thirds
supermajority vote in both Houses of
Congress to propose a constitutional
amendment. It takes a two-thirds
supermajority vote in the Senate to
ratify a treaty. We don’t dispute the
fact that these vote thresholds exist.
We don’t have to wait for the courts to
intervene for us to enforce them within
Congress. We follow them. That is what
this would do.

This says that because Congress has
the ability to destroy itself, destroy
the economy, destroy the very govern-
ment we have created through reck-
less, indefinite, perpetual deficit spend-
ing, we must protect Congress from
itself—perhaps better said, we must
protect people from Congress by requir-
ing that Congress approve any amount
of money spent in excess of what Con-
gress brings in or in excess of 18 per-
cent of GDP or in excess of the debt
limit by a supermajority vote. We have
to have that. It will be followed, and it
is absolutely necessary.

It is interesting that few, if any, of
my colleagues will dispute the fact
that Congress should balance its budg-
et. There is perhaps a difference of
opinion—maybe even a widespread dif-
ference of opinion—as to how best we
should try to close this gap, how best
we should close the gap between the
money Congress brings in each year
through the tax system and the money
it spends. There is widespread dispute
about where cuts need to be made. I
think we all agree we need to balance
our budget.

That begs the question, if we all
agree, as I think we all do, then why
can’t we agree we need to adopt a per-
manent structural mechanism that
will be embodied in the Constitution
that will ensure that actually happens?
This proposal remains agnostic as to
where cuts will be made. All it says is
if we are going to spend more than we
take in or more than 18 percent of GDP
or raise taxes or the debt limit, we are
going to do it by a supermajority vote.
That is something the American people
support. In fact, 75 percent of the
American people support the basic
principle that Congress should not, for
example, spend more than it takes in
each and every year.

That brings me to the question of
why it is that we should support S.d.
Res. 10, the Hatch-Lee balanced budget
amendment, and not another pro-
posal—for example, S.J. Res. 24, which
I might refer to alternatively as the
“Trojan  horse” balanced budget
amendment or as the ‘‘do nothing”
amendment proposal, which purports
to be a solution when, in fact, it is not,
for one simple reason: It gives Congress
unfettered discretion to exempt itself
out of the budget balancing require-
ment it contains. This would, in effect,
I am certain, render this amendment,
were it to take effect, virtually a dead
letter provision.
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We have seen what Congress does
when it has the option of exempting
itself out of statutory spending caps—
in the pay-go rule, the Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings Deficit Control Act, and
in other statutory provisions such as
this. Congress giveth and Congress
taketh away. Congress has become a
walking, breathing waiver unto itself.
When Congress is given the option of
saying: I know we are supposed to bal-
ance the budget, but we don’t feel like
it today, it ends up doing that. All Con-
gress would have to do under S.J. Res.
24—the ‘‘do nothing’” amendment pro-
posed—is simply acknowledge that the
United States is involved in a military
conflict, and by simple majority vote it
can exempt itself out of these provi-
sions entirely.

By contrast, the Hatch-Lee balanced
budget amendment proposal acknowl-
edges that in a time of war or military
conflict, it may be necessary to spend
more than we take in. But in the case
of an armed military conflict, it re-
quires a three-fifths supermajority
vote, and in either a war or another
armed military conflict, it specifically
provides that in that war or conflict,
any overage, any amount spent above
and beyond what Congress brings in
has to be limited to that required to
prosecute that war or that military
conflict effort. That is a huge dif-
ference. We can’t simply give Congress
the option of complying with a bal-
anced budget amendment provision
only when Congress feels like it. This
is a little akin to telling an alcoholic
they have to give up drinking, while
leaving an open container of whiskey
on the table and requiring that person
to walk past that bottle or even to
carry it around every day. It doesn’t
work. You have to take it out of the
house. You certainly have to take it
out of the possession of the recovering
alcoholic.

This is the challenge of our time—to
figure out how to prevent Congress’s
chronic abuse of its own borrowing au-
thority from collapsing under its own
weight, from bringing about the eco-
nomic collapse of the United States of
America.

We have to have these structural
spending reform mechanisms because
our government is run by imperfect
people. Benjamin Franklin has often
been quoted for a line that says: ‘“‘He’ll
cheat without scruple who can without
fear.”” When looking at Congress today,
we might say Congress will spend more
money than it has whenever it possibly
can, whenever it has the option of
spending more.

As Madison said: “If men were an-
gels, no government would be nec-
essary. And if angels were to govern
men, neither external nor internal con-
trols on government would be nec-
essary.”

We are, as human beings, not angels,
and our government isn’t run by angels
either. This is why we need the struc-
tural permanent spending reform
mechanism. We cannot afford to accept
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a substitute, a cheap imitation, a ‘“Tro-
jan horse’ balanced budget amendment
such as S.J. Res. 24, because if we adopt
something such as that, we will create
the illusion to the American people
that we are actually undertaking ef-
forts to control our out-of-control def-
icit spending program when, in fact, we
are doing nothing. Because it is always
the case that we are involved in a mili-
tary conflict somewhere. Congress will
always be able to muster a simple ma-
jority, saying we cannot be expected to
balance our budget because of that.

We have to draw that line in the sand
and stand for those who support every-
thing from defense to entitlements. We
have to stand for our children and our
grandchildren, those who will come
after them, those who are not yet old
enough to vote, those who have not yet
been born and whose parents have yet
to meet. Those people are not here to
vote against us as we spend their
money.

This is a particularly pernicious form
of taxation without representation. We
fought a war over two centuries ago
over that practice, and we won that
war. We should not subject our chil-
dren, their children, and their grand-
children after them to that same prac-
tice. This is contrary to liberty, con-
trary to economic prosperity. We can-
not stand for it to occur anymore.

We have two choices. One choice in-
volves supporting, passing, and submit-
ting to the States for ratification of
the Hatch-Lee balanced budget amend-
ment proposal, putting in some perma-
nent restraint, at long last, on
Congress’s self-destructive borrowing
capacity.

The other option can take many
forms. It can take the option of sup-
porting S.J. Res. 24, which doesn’t
solve the underlying problem, or it can
take the form of doing nothing at all.
If we do nothing, we have still made a
choice—a devastating choice—a choice
that will inure to the detriment of the
American people and of the Federal
programs that we all rely on, the Fed-
eral programs that people rely on to
keep them safe, protect them from the
ravages of nature, and protect them
from the conditions of poverty we seek
to avoid in this country. It is, after all,
the objective of us all to seek a better,
more prosperous, more safe country,
but we jeopardize all those interests
the longer we allow this practice of
perpetual deficit spending to continue.

At the end of the day, we have to face
our own constituents. Those who
choose not to vote for the Hatch-Lee
balanced budget amendment will have
to face their constituents and tell them
why they were unwilling to stand for a
proposition so basic as we should bal-
ance our budget.

There is no excuse, based on the fact
that we cannot do this overnight, be-
cause it has a delayed implementation
clause. It will not take effect until 5
years after it has been ratified by the
States. In the meantime, we will be
able to set in motion a sequence of
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events, a series of implementing bills
that will allow us to put ourselves on a
smooth glidepath toward balancing our
budget. We will be able to do that.
Those who vote against this cannot
look their constituents in the eye and
tell them they did everything they
could do to get our out-of-control
spending habits or our out-of-control
deficit spending habits under control.

I urge each of my colleagues to do
this for themselves, for the programs
they want to save, and for their chil-
dren and grandchildren. Our pros-
perity, our success as Americans, our
survival as a nation, and the success of
our government requires nothing less.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I rise to
talk about the balanced budget amend-
ment. It is obvious America’s govern-
ment is spending, taxing, and bor-
rowing too much. That is why Congress
should approve the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. It was
a good idea when Thomas Jefferson
supported it, and it is an even better
idea today.

America is a great experiment in
self-government. Self-government re-
quires self-control. Early thinkers
about America’s democracy worried
about the capacity of the government
to borrow in a way that would cripple
our freedom.

Children cannot vote, but the Con-
gress of their parents can put our kids
into debt. We should fight fiscal child
abuse by ending such borrowing that
hurts our kids’ long-term economic fu-
ture.

In recent days, we witnessed clear
warning signs that the days of big bor-
rowing are ending, not because Con-
gress has changed its free-spending
ways but because lenders are increas-
ingly worried that they will never be
repaid. This summer, America lost its
triple-A credit rating, according to
Standard & Poor’s. This loss of con-
fidence mirrors a crisis in Europe re-
flecting a collective judgment that
Greece and Ireland and Portugal and
Spain and even Italy may not be able
to repay the amount of money they
have borrowed. As Prime Minister
Thatcher reportedly said, ‘‘Eventually
governments run out of other people’s
money.”’

In this environment, it is important
to show how we are different from Eu-
rope. If we approve the balanced budget
amendment and cut spending, we will
restore confidence in the Federal debt,
in America’s economy, but most impor-
tant, in the ideal of self-government.

America owes $15 trillion or about
$40,000 for each new American born.
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For their sake, we need to restrict the
ability of the current generation to ob-
ligate young Americans to pay their
debts.

Should this amendment fail, we will
wound the long-term credit of the
United States. More deeply, we will
hurt the ideal of self-government and
self-control that is the foundation of
our freedom.

EGYPT

I would like to take this moment to
talk about another issue; that is, we as
Americans support freedom and democ-
racy and the rights of all peoples. But,
as Gaza taught us in 2006, free elections
by themselves do not make up a de-
mocracy. There are times when people
are offered a chance to elect party
leaders who offer them only one elec-
tion to affirm a dictatorship. We can
also learn from the year 1938 that the
dangers of ignoring developments
abroad are huge. Now, in the wake of
the Arab Spring, we turn away from
that region at our own peril.

On November 28, the first stage of the
Egyptian elections began, which will
inaugurate a new electoral system
forming a bicameral legislature. This
first stage determines about 30 percent
of the 498 seats for the government’s
lower chamber, called the People’s As-
sembly.

Before Egyptians arrived at the polls,
protesters filled Tahrir Square in
Cairo. As a result, over 40 Egyptians
were killed. Many are objecting to the
military’s interference in the electoral
process and the decision to force elec-
tions well before secular parties had
time to build their capacities. Accord-
ing to public polling and sources on the
ground, this will likely hand an elec-
toral victory to the Muslim Brother-
hood and more radical Islamist ele-
ments within the Egyptian society. Al-
though elections will last until March
of 2012, the prediction of a Muslim
Brotherhood victory is already becom-
ing a reality. Early data shows an
alarming trend of Islamist domination
of the Egyptian Parliament.

On December 5, the High Electoral
Commission announced that leaders of
the Freedom and Justice Party, the po-
litical arm of the Muslim Brotherhood,
had received a plurality of 36 percent of
the vote, while the secular Egyptian
Bloc had gained less than 12 percent.
When we include the runoff elections,
which took place last week, it appears
that the Muslim Brotherhood has won
73 out of 150 seats or 49 percent of the
currently contested outcomes. This is
the same party that led a pre-election
rally of 5,000 chanting ‘‘one day we
shall kill all the Jews’ and ‘‘Tel Aviv,
Tel Aviv, Judgment Day is coming.”

While many expected the Brother-
hood to do well, there were other sur-
prises. Salafist parties, made up of
anti-Western hardliners who follow a
particularly radical version of Islam,
are also faring particularly well. Sur-
passing predictions, they received 24
percent of the vote in the first round.

Importantly, these elections also in-
cluded the so-called liberal districts of
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Cairo and the Mediterranean port city
of Alexandria. The weakness of liberal
parties—namely, their inability to
reach out to voters effectively with a
serious agenda—is now fully exposed.
Islamists are taking full advantage of
deeply rooted networks that extend
from the mosques into Egypt’s poor
districts. Their grip in the tradition-
ally conservative areas of Alexandria
proved particularly tight, and these
areas are also home to a majority of
the Coptic Christian community.

It is clear that if Islamist parties and
candidates continue their currently
won gains in other elections, they will
capture 60 percent of the national vote
in Egypt. This will situate the new
Egyptian Parliament around deep ideo-
logical differences between Salafis, the
Muslim  Brotherhood, and liberal
groups, making the Brotherhood the
power brokers between Egyptian left
and right.

What does this all mean? By Janu-
ary, the United States could face an
Egypt defined by a hatred of Israel and
many of the freedoms we hold dear—a
freedom of expression, of women’s
rights, and the right to practice any re-
ligion. This Egypt counts Iran as a
friend and poses a threat to the Camp
David Peace Accords, which have
served as the cornerstone for Egypt’s
strategic position for 30 years.

Do we expect that an Islamist-led
Egypt will prevent weapons from arriv-
ing in the hands of Hamas? Will an
Islamist-led Egypt help preserve a free
South Sudan? Will an Islamist-led
Egypt act to protect Coptic Christians
who make up about 10 percent of
Egypt? Will we see continued violence,
as we saw on October 9 in Maspero,
which killed 27 civilians and injured
hundreds? Will an Islamist-led Egypt
do what we expect with more than $1
billion of U.S. foreign assistance? Will
they continue to share intelligence and
to work against terrorism? These are
all questions that may become critical
issues for the national security of the
United States very shortly.

All of this instantly prevents foreign
investment and tourism that would
help the Egyptian economy. The IMF
has forecasted a little over 1 percent
growth for the Egyptian economy next
year. They said inflation will top 11
percent, while almost 12 percent of
Egyptians will be out of work. Re-
cently, the Egyptian pound traded at
its lowest level against the dollar in 7
years.

This time last year the region was on
the threshold of exciting change, but
today Egypt sits instead on the thresh-
old of a very dangerous path.

The United States—and especially
our State Department in particular—
should do what it can to keep Egypt at-
tached to peace and good relations
with the West. The United States is
now on the verge of a historic defeat
and reversal of American interests in
Egypt. Currently, if there is an Obama
administration plan for handling a new
Islamist Egypt that rejects peace with
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Israel and allies with Iran, I don’t
know it, and I don’t know if anyone
does. We must keep our finger on the
pulse of this process. Liberal voices in
Egypt must work to preserve the demo-
cratic goals of the January revolution.

Recently, I had the privilege of meet-
ing some of Egypt’s best and brightest
young liberal leaders. They would like
to build a free Egypt that respects
women’s rights and religious minori-
ties and the rule of law. I was encour-
aged in meeting with them but only
hope that the coming election is not
like a 1930s election in Germany, where
people in Egypt are given one choice—
to affirm a dictatorship—and then that
is the end.

If a radical Islamic government
arises in Egypt—one that disavows the
Camp David Peace Accords and no
longer acts as a stable strategic part-
ner in the Middle East—then we will
look back on the recent election in
Egypt and its successors in December
and January as the turning point for a
historic reversal of the United States.

My hope is that the State Depart-
ment watches this very carefully. My
hope is that we have a plan to make
sure this critical country stays within
the U.S. orbit. But my fear, given the
recent elections in Egypt, is that we
have already lost quite a bit of ground.

If current trends continue, then by
the middle of next year we will have a
Muslim Brotherhood government in
command of the Suez Canal, in charge
of Cairo—the second center of learning
in the Arab world—along the border of
our Israeli allies, friendly to Hamas,
friendly to Iran, and hostile to Europe
and the United States. My hope is that
over the holidays we will work very
hard and diligently with our allies—
and especially liberal forces in Egypt—
to make sure that reversal doesn’t hap-
pen.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

UDALL of Colorado). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

————
DEAD ON ARRIVAL

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the bill just
passed by House Republicans tonight is
a pointless, partisan exercise. The bill
is dead on arrival. It was dead before it
got to the Senate. The Senate will not
pass it. The sooner we demonstrate
that, the sooner we can begin serious
discussions on how to keep taxes from
going up on middle-class Americans.
Democrats were ready to vote tonight
to prove that the bill was DOA, dead on
arrival. But I spoke to Minority Leader
McCONNELL this evening, and he told
me he will need more time. He will not
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be able to make a decision until tomor-
row morning on when to vote on the
House-passed bill. I cannot set the vote
without his approval at this time.

This is a 180-degree change in his po-
sition from just a few hours ago. Just
this morning, Senator MCCONNELL said
we should ‘‘take up the House bill, pass
it right here in the Senate, and send it
to the President for signature without
theatrics and without delay.”” That is a
direct quote. I repeat, he said we
should vote on this bill ‘‘without
delay.”

He is correct, and I can only wonder
what happened in the last 8 hours to
change his position so dramatically, so
radically. As I said, we already know
this bill is dead. We need to begin real
negotiations on how to prevent a $1,000
tax hike on American families. The
sooner we get this vote, the sooner
those negotiations can begin in ear-
nest.

I will speak with Senator MCCONNELL
again tomorrow to determine how soon
we can hold this vote—an exercise in
futility. Work continues toward final-
izing an omnibus to fund the govern-
ment for the rest of the year. In the
meantime we should not hold up this
middle-class tax cut.

On January 1, every American work-
er will have less money. In fact, 160
million American workers will have
less money to spend on groceries and
gas and rent unless Congress acts on
their behalf.

T.S. Eliot said it about as good as I
could figure a way to say it, when he
said: ‘“‘Hurry up please, it’s time.”

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to a
period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10
minutes each.

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

————
REMEMBERING FRANK ANDERSON

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
rise to honor a long-time friend and a
hero to veterans and to those who be-
lieve in justice in Ohio: Frank Ander-
son, a long-time leader of paralyzed
veterans in Ohio, who passed away last
week from complications of an infec-
tion.

Frank was a friend and a trusted ad-
vocate. He always spoke eloquently
about issues facing veterans and people
living with disabilities.

Confined to a wheelchair as a para-
plegic for the overwhelming majority
of his adult life, Frank was soft spo-
ken, yet larger than life, with a com-
manding presence.

As a leader of the Buckeye Chapter of
the Paralyzed Veterans Association, he
drove himself to veterans events across
Ohio.

He spoke out against inequality in
disability pay—and the barriers that
face disabled veterans, from health
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care to transit accessibility, to eco-
nomic opportunity.

He was a strong advocate for the
Americans with Disabilities Act. He
fought to ensure housing was afford-
able and accessible for all Americans.

He testified in front of Congress on
issues facing veterans in rural areas
and would return that night to Cleve-
land to fight for veterans in cities.

He would always do so the right
way—prepared in facts and figures,
armed with anecdotes and stories.

Born in Cleveland in 1953, Frank An-
derson graduated from East Tech High
in 1971.

In 1976, he left Bowling Green State
University to enlist in the Ohio Army
National Guard’s 107th Armored Cav-
alry Regiment.

In 1981, Frank was paralyzed after an
18-wheeler crashed into an Ohio Na-
tional Guard convoy he was traveling
in. He recovered and rehabbed at what
is now the Louis Stokes VA Medical
Center in Cleveland, meeting other dis-
abled veterans—hearing their stories,
learning from them, all becoming advo-
cates charged with helping veterans.

While taking away his ability to
walk for the rest of his life, the experi-
ence strengthened his will to serve and
to live his life on his terms.

He remained active in wheelchair
sports—playing tennis, lifting weights,
and throwing a discus and a javelin.

He became a longtime leader for all
Americans with disabilities and be-
came a trusted leader in the African-
American community.

He embraced life’s challenges. He
made the world better for all of us—
even dressing as Santa for children at
the Cleveland Clinic’s Children’s Hos-
pital.

He traveled the country. He cooked
his favorite seafood. He listened to his
favorite old rhythm and blues music.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD
Frank Anderson’s obituary from the
Cleveland Plain Dealer and a letter
about Frank’s life from Bill Lawson,
president of the Paralyzed Veterans of
America.

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

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 8,

2011]
(By Grant Segall)

EAST CLEVELAND.—Crashing into an Ohio
National Guard convoy, an 18-wheeler para-
lyzed Frank W. Anderson in 1981 and inspired
him to become a statewide leader for dis-
abled veterans.

Anderson, 58, died Tuesday, Dec. 6, at the
Stokes Cleveland VA Medical Center from
complications of an infection.

‘““He was a guiding light,” said Ray Saikus,
president of the Joint Veterans Commission
of Cuyahoga County, whose first vice presi-
dent was Anderson. ‘‘He was well-versed, re-
spectful and assertive about issues.”

Among many roles, Anderson was govern-
ment relations director for the Paralyzed
Veterans Association’s Buckeye Chapter.
Buckeye President Carl Harris said, ‘‘He was
very effective. He did his homework. We
didn’t just go in and say, ‘Do something
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about this and figure it out.” We always had
ideas on, ‘You could do it this way and that
way.'”

Anderson spoke about many problems,
from illegal parking in spaces for the handi-
capped to inequities in disability pay.
“There should be a standard rate for all vet-
erans across the U.S.,” he told The Plain
Dealer in 2008.

Despite paraplegia, he drove himself and
wheeled his chair to countless veterans’
events. ‘“We do this in remembrance,” he
said in 1993. “We want our children to be
proud of what we did for this country.”’

Anderson was born in Cleveland and grad-
uated East Tech High in 1971. In 1976, he left
Bowling Green State University and enlisted
in the Ohio Army National Guard’s 107th Ar-
mored Cavalry Regiment. He was on active
duty in Michigan when paralyzed. He was
discharged the next year as a sergeant.

He joined the Paralyzed Veterans’ Buckeye
board in 1985, then switched to a paid job in
1987 as the group’s advocacy director. He was
also vice president of the Memorial Day As-
sociation of Greater Cleveland and a com-
missioner of Ohio Rehabilitation Services.

He belonged to the Governor’s Council on
People with Disabilities, ADA Ohio Network,
Maximum Accessible Housing of Ohio, and
Greater Cleveland RTA Citizens Advisory
Board. As a trustee of the Soldiers and Sail-
ors Monument, he took charge of getting it
a wheelchair lift.

Anderson often played Santa at what’s now
the Cleveland Clinic Children’s Hospital. He
liked to cook seafood, travel around the
country and listen to music, especially old
rhythm and blues.

Frank William Anderson, 1953-2011. Sur-
vivors: Wife, the former Joe Ann Huff; chil-
dren, Yolanda Anderson of East Cleveland,
Patrice Anderson of Cleveland, Chemenda
Wilbourn-Anderson of Cleveland, Tamika
Savior-Greer of Cleveland Heights and
Franklin Savior of Cleveland; seven grand-
children; a sister and two brothers.

PVA BUCKEYE CHAPTER MOURNS THE LOSS OF
FRANK ANDERSON

It is with deep sadness that we inform you
of the passing of Frank Anderson, long-time
Buckeye Chapter Government Relations Di-
rector. We were informed by the Buckeye
Chapter that Frank passed away in the early
morning hours of December 6, 2011.

Frank was the consummate advocate for
people with disabilities known throughout
the greater Cleveland area and Ohio as a vig-
orous and articulate spokesman on behalf of
disability rights.

For Frank no effort was too small nor
challenge too large if it would benefit the
greater disability community and he should
be remembered as a leader in the fight to se-
cure passage of the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act. A mentor to his fellow Chapter
Government Relations Directors and the 2010
recipient of the Richard Fuller Outstanding
Achievement in Government Relations
Award, Frank exemplified the active mem-
ber devoted to the goals of Paralyzed Vet-
erans of America.

Frank leaves behind a community that is
better for his efforts. On behalf of all of PVA,
we extend our deepest sympathies to his
many friends, colleagues, and most specifi-
cally, his loving wife Joanne and family.

Once PVA executive offices receive perti-
nent memorial service information from the
Buckeye Chapter, we will forward to you.
Thank you for sharing this news with those
who may not yet be aware and would appre-
ciate knowing.

Sincerely,
BILL LAWSON,
PVA National
dent.

Presi-
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HOMER S. TOWNSEND, Jr.,
PVA Executive Direc-
tor.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
Frank served as director of government
relations for the Paralyzed Veterans
Association’s Buckeye Chapter in my
State.

He served as vice president of the Me-
morial Day Association of Greater
Cleveland, as well as a commissioner of
the Ohio Rehabilitation Services.

He belonged to the Governor’s Coun-
cil on People with Disabilities, the
ADA Ohio Network, the Maximum Ac-
cessible Housing of Ohio, and the
Greater Cleveland RTA, the transit
system’s Citizens Advisory Board.

He was a trustee of the Soldiers and
Sailors Memorial in downtown Cleve-
land, responsible for installing its
wheelchair lift.

I will miss Frank. I will miss his
friendship, his wit, and his humor. But
his State and Nation will miss him
more—his strong will and his dedica-
tion to public service and the lives he
helped to improve.

Frank was an inspiration to anyone
in or out of a wheelchair—a tireless ad-
vocate whom everyone loved and re-
spected.

On Thursday, December 15—a couple
days from now—at Mount Sinai Baptist
Church, on Woodland Avenue in Cleve-
land, Frank’s family and friends will
gather for his funeral—his going home.

I wish I could be there. I will be here.
But I wish I could be there to say good-
bye—to join his wife Joe Ann, their
children Yolanda, Patrice, Chemenda,
Tamika, Franklin and seven grand-
children and Frank’s sister and two
brothers.

For them, I offer my condolences but
also reaffirm a commitment to serving
Frank’s cause on behalf of all disabled
Americans, especially those who are
disabled and paralyzed in service to our
country.

————
TRIBUTE TO LEO F. WEDDLE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
stand today to honor an exemplary
Kentuckian and patriot, Mr. Leo F.
Weddle of Somerset, KY. Mr. Weddle is
a veteran of the Korean war; he self-
lessly served our Nation as a machine-
gunner during that conflict.

In 1950, just 3 years after graduating
high school, Leo decided to enlist in
the Marines, an idea he had already
given considerable thought to. L.eo was
inspired one day by the obvious pride
and glamour that was exhibited by a
young marine in uniform whom Leo
saw from the window of his Greyhound
bus as Leo was traveling home to Som-
erset, KY, from his sister’s house in
Beaumont, TX. It was at that exact
moment, somewhere in a small Arkan-
sas town, that Leo decided to enlist to
serve his country.

After his introduction into the Ma-
rine Corps, Leo spent the next several
months enduring the rigors of boot
camp in Parris Island, SC, and combat
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training at Camp Pendleton in Ocean-
side, CA. When combat training con-
cluded, Leo and his unit boarded the
troopship USS General William Weigel.
Leo’s unit eventually landed in
Yokuska, Japan, after 2 weeks at sea.

On June 5, 1951, the day Leo arrived
in Korea, he was immediately trans-
ported to the front line for combat,
where he joined George Company, 3rd
Battalion, 1st Marine Division, later
nicknamed ‘‘Bloody George.” Leo’s
unit was under heavy fire from the mo-
ment he arrived. ‘“They had just lost a
machine gunner and were asking for a
volunteer,” he said. ‘“Fools really do
rush in where angels fear to tread, and
I volunteered for the position. I served
as a machine gunner for the duration
of my time in Korea.”

On September 21, 1951, Leo was
wounded by a mortar that killed two
officers and six enlisted men. Iron-
ically, to Leo, the shell exploded closer
to him than any other person, but the
shrapnel propelled from it that hit him
only left small pieces of metal in his
legs and head. Those farther away were
hit with larger pieces of metal that in-
flicted more severe, even fatal injuries.
Six decades later, Leo still has frag-
ments of the mortar in has legs and
forehead.

Today at 77 years of age, Leo feels
blessed to be able to look back on his
wartime experiences as a veteran who
has since lead a healthy and successful
life. ““I recall vividly many images of
the horrors of war,” Leo says, ‘“‘but I
also remember my fellow Marines, cou-
rageous young men with whom I shared
the most intense life-and-death experi-
ences most of us would ever face.”

Leo was so inspired by these experi-
ences that he wrote a poem while he
was still in Korea to help him share the
love and appreciation for America he
felt half a world away. Leo believes he
may never have had the opportunity to
truly express these feelings had he not
had the opportunity to serve his coun-
try in battle as he did.

Mr. President, I would ask that my
Senate colleagues join me in thanking
Mr. Leo F. Weddle, a valiant Kentucky
veteran, for his courage and selfless-
ness in fighting to preserve our coun-
try’s freedom. Mr. Weddle is an honor-
able man whose sacrifice and lifelong
success serve as an inspiration to the
people of our great Commonwealth.
The Commonwealth Journal, a Som-
erset-area publication, recently pub-
lished an article written by Mr. Weddle
recounting his time as a U.S. marine. I
ask unanimous consent that the full
article be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Commonwealth Journal,
November 11, 2011]
A VETERAN REMEMBERS
(By Leo F. Weddle)

In 1950, three years after my high-school
graduation, the Korean War was under way
and I had given considerable thought to join-
ing the service. One beautiful autumn day I



S8542

was riding a Greyhound bus from my sister’s
home in Beaumont, Texas, to my hometown
of Somerset, KY.

Somewhere along the way, in a small town
in Arkansas, I saw from the window a young
Marine, resplendent in his dress blue uni-
form. The glamour of that uniform and the
obvious pride of the man wearing it cap-
tivated me. At that moment I decided to vol-
unteer for the Marines, and I did so as soon
as I arrived in Somerset.

After my introduction into the Marine
Corps, I endured weeks of stress and intimi-
dation in boot camp at Parris Island, South
Carolina, followed by combat training at
Camp Pendleton in Oceanside, California.
After completing my training, my unit
boarded a troopship, the USS General Wil-
liam Weigel, and after two weeks at sea, we
landed in Yokuska, Japan.

On June 5, 1951, I arrived in Korea and be-
came a member of George Company, 3rd Bat-
talion, 1st Marine Division, later nicknamed
“Bloody George.” The day I arrived, I was
transported to the front line and imme-
diately entered combat. My unit was under
heavy fire. They had just lost a machine
gunner and were asking for a volunteer.
Fools really do rush in where angels fear to
tread, and I volunteered for the position. I
served as a machine gunner for the duration
of my time in Korea.

Minutes after I arrived on the line, a mor-
tar shell hit a few feet from me. Luckily, it
turned out to be a dud. If it had exploded, I
would almost certainly have been killed on
my first day of battle. As it was, I was
wounded by another mortar a few months
later, on September 21, 1951. We were on Hill
751, which came to be known as ‘‘Starvation
Hill.”

For three days and three nights, the fight-
ing was so intense that our Korean supply
carriers could only bring ammunition. Food
was a lower priority in this situation than
the much-needed ammo, so we had to make
do with what we had until the shelling di-
minished.

A friend of mine was hit, and I climbed out
of my foxhole to help him. While I was out of
the foxhole, a mortar shell came in. It killed
two officers and wounded six enlisted men.
The irony of the situation was that the mor-
tar landed closer to me than to anyone else,
but the explosion propelled shrapnel that
embedded only small pieces of metal in my
legs and head, while dispersing larger pieces
to the men who were killed or more seriously
wounded.

The mind is a strange and wonderful thing.
If I close my eyes, even to this day, I can
still see the dirt, debris and shrapnel explod-
ing as clearly as I could at the moment it
happened. Fifty-five years later, I still have
small fragments of that mortar in my legs
and forehead. During the months that I
served in Korea, I saw great acts of courage
by my fellow Marines as they dealt with the
brutality and mayhem of war. I came to real-
ize that heroism often involves reacting to a
situation in a way that seems to be most ex-
pedient at a given moment.

I recall many images of the horrors of war,
of course, but I also remember my fellow Ma-
rines, courageous young men with whom I
shared the most intense life-and-death expe-
riences most of us would ever face.

While I was still in combat in Korea, I
wrote the following poem. My experiences
there gave me a love and appreciation for
America that I might never have been able
to express had I not had the opportunity to
serve my country in this way.

Today I am 77 years old and looking back
on my own wartime experiences from the
vantage point of a healthy and successful
life. T hear the stories of today’s young Ma-
rines who are risking their bodies and lives
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for the same principles that motivated me
and my comrades in Korea so many years
ago. For any soldier or Marine who serves
his country in time of any war, I believe this
poem expresses the love and pride that he
feels for his homeland, the United States.

MR. YOU AND MR. ME

What is America? I ask myself,

It is happiness, contentment, success and
wealth,

With a touch of hardship, dirt and grime,

Mixed together with work and time,

Is Mr. You or Mr. Me?

America is a sweetheart, modest and dear,

It’s high school and college, or a cheer-
leader’s cheer.

It’s a bright hello or a sad good-bye,

It’s all these things and much more too,

That go into making the Red, White and
Blue.

America is football, baseball and track,

Or just a little afternoon snack.

It’s a drive in the country, a walk into town,

or just a policeman making his round.

It’s a chocolate sundae or a picture show

That forms the pattern of this land we know.

It’s Mom and Dad—=Sister too,

And a little brother, or me and you.

It’s Brooklyn and Jersey, the Dodgers and
Phils,

Or a beautiful river with valleys and hills.

But it takes these things and the heavens
above

To make our America, the land we love.

It’s barefoot boys who skip school for fish-
ing,

And pigtailed girls who tag along, wishing.

It’s the old and the young, the brave and the
true,

But mostly America is made up of you.

It’s what you believe and what you can see

That count in this land of democracy.

The names of Washington, Lincoln and
Jones,

The Tom Smiths, Dick Phillips, and Harry
Malones

Are parts of America we see every day

As we walk along its crowded highway.

Yes, all of these things we daily see,

Until they are a part of you and me.

America is brown, yellow and white,

With a touch of red, it’s quite a sight,

For we are a mixture from many lands

Who believe in liberty and freedom’s stands,

And we back up this faith with blood and
tears

Shed by patriots throughout the years.

It’s soldiers, sailors, pilots, Marines,

Who make up our nation’s fighting ma-

chines.

‘““blood and guts”

mands,

For freedom’s cause we take our stands.

It’s all America, just one big show,

Of the things we do and the things we know.

It’s our faith in God to do His will,

Our belief that we have His protection still,
That makes America strong and free,

It’s a wonderful place for you and me.

And though many places our feet may roam,
May they safely return us to our home,
America.

It’s when the time de-

——
TRIBUTE TO TOM BIRCH

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
it is a distinct honor and privilege for
me to congratulate Thomas L. Birch,
the legislative counsel and founding di-
rector, of the National Child Abuse Co-
alition, for his decades of service to
children.

After more than 30 years as head of
the coalition, Tom is retiring. Mr.
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Birch established the National Child
Abuse Coalition three decades ago as a
way to focus greater attention on the
more than 700,000 children who are
abused and neglected each year.

From his earliest days, Tom was in-
spired to make a difference in the lives
of some of our most vulnerable chil-
dren and families. His interest was first
peaked as a high school student work-
ing at a public housing project in
Stamford, CT. He noticed that not all
kids had the same opportunity and
that not all children had the same
start at life. His experiences also dem-
onstrated that with the right kind of
support, we could make a difference in
these young lives. We could even the
playing field.

Tom continued on to college and be-
came an attorney, but when he reached
Washington, he brought with him that
same passion to make a difference. We
all talk about how important children
are to this country’s future, but Tom
felt you had to do more than just say
that—he had to act. He began his new
job on Capitol Hill working for the
chair of what we now call the HELP
Committee, under Senator Walter
Mondale. In fact, the week Tom Birch
started his work for the future Vice
President, the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act, or CAPTA, was
signed into law. He would continue ad-
vocating for children and the preven-
tion of child abuse by working on the
staffs of Senator Paul Simon and Con-
gressman John Brademas.

When Tom ended his career as a Cap-
itol Hill staffer he moved on but didn’t
move away from his main mission in
life: to continue to make a difference
for the most vulnerable children in the
land. He formed a coalition to focus at-
tention on preventing the abuse and
neglect of children. In 1981 the Na-
tional Child Abuse Coalition was cre-
ated under the leadership of Mr. Birch.
His pride and constant inspiration has
been to shape the growth of CAPTA,
and that, too, would be the mission of
the coalition he founded.

Because of Tom Birch’s efforts, more
than 30 national member organiza-
tions, working through the coalition,
have been able to coordinate and
strengthen their Federal advocacy on
behalf of the millions of vulnerable
children. Through this time period
Tom has contributed to important de-
velopments, including the creation of
children’s trust funds across the
States; the establishment of national
child abuse data; greater focus on com-
munity-based solutions, including the
community-based grants to prevent
child abuse and neglect; and more re-
cently he and the coalition were an im-
portant voice of support for the new
home visitation program enacted by
Congress in 2010.

Through his leadership the coalition
has also served as an advocate in the
appropriations process for CAPTA and
similar programs such as the Social
Services Block Grant, SSBG, and the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families
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Program, PSSF. When opportunities
have arisen he has worked to highlight
ways to strengthen programs such as
Head Start and childcare to make sure
the country took every opportunity to
address child neglect and to prevent it.

Others have recognized Mr. Birch’s
contributions, including the American
Psychological Association, which hon-
ored him in 2003 with their Award for
Distinguished Contribution to Child
Advocacy. Later in 2006 Casey Family
Programs honored Tom again by giving
him their Leadership Award.

I want to join the many others in
recognizing Tom Birch. These days we
talk a great deal about lobbyists and
special interests in Washington, DC,
but there are certain groups of people
here in Washington you don’t hear
about. They won’t be featured on the
evening news or the front page of the
newspaper. These are the men and
women who patiently and quietly walk
these halls to tell the stories of vulner-
able children. These people do it not to
get rich or to promote the fortunes of
the powerful; they work on behalf of
our most vulnerable. Tom is one of
these people, an unsung hero who has
made a true difference for vulnerable
children. It has been a job well done for
Tom. I hope his retirement is success-
ful and rewarding in every way he
wishes it to be, and I thank him very
much for all the contributions he has
made to the lives of all the most vul-
nerable children all across this coun-
try.

———
VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I was mistakenly recorded as a
“no’”” on vote No. 227 on December 12,
2011. I would like to state for the
record I intended to vote for cloture in
relation to the nomination of Mari Car-
men Aponte to be Ambassador to the
Republic of El Salvador.

————
TRIBUTE TO ROBERT GRIFFIN III

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, in
Texas, football and team loyalty is a
key part of our identity. Today, I know
that Baylor University students, alum-
ni, and fans—known as the Baylor Na-
tion—are bursting with pride over the
first Bear to win the Heisman Trophy.
Robert Griffin III was named the 2011
Heisman Trophy winner for his incred-
ible accomplishments on the football
field. Baylor finished this season
ranked No. 15 nationally with a 9 to 3
record which included impressive vic-
tories over nationally ranked TCU,
Oklahoma, and Texas. While Baylor
and Big 12 fans have witnessed Griffin’s
football prowess, many more American
sports fans will have the opportunity
to watch him lead the Bears in the
Valero Alamo Bowl on December 29,
2011.

But it is not only his football talent
that makes Robert such a remarkable
young man. RG3, as he is known to his
friends and fans, is the consummate
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student-athlete. An honor roll student
at Baylor, he graduated with a degree
in political science in only 3 years with
a 3.67 GPA. While he was leading the
Bears this year on the gridiron, he was
studying for his master’s degree in
communications, and he has indicated
that he would like to attend law school
as well.

Robert’s career at Baylor balances
academics and athletics and should
serve as a role model for other aspiring
young athletes. The discipline to suc-
ceed was instilled in him at a very
early age by his parents, Robert, Jr.,
and Jacqueline Griffin, both Army non-
commissioned officers, who laid the
groundwork for his strong work ethic.
A graduate of Copperas Cove High
School just outside Ft. Hood, Robert
was a three-sport star athlete—he still
owns Texas’ High School State records
for the 110-meter and 300-meter hur-
dles—and a top student.

Throughout his career at Baylor,
Robert set 52 school records in passing,
rushing, and total offense. He has
thrown for an incredible 10,070 yards,
and 77 touchdowns, while rushing for
2,220 yards and 32 touchdowns. During
his impressive 2011 Heisman winning
season, Robert passed for almost 4,000
yards and 36 touchdowns, while rushing
for 6565 yards and 7 touchdowns. He also
earned the Davey O’Brien Award, pre-
sented annually to the best NCAA
quarterback.

On Saturday, December 10, 2011, Rob-
ert Griffin III was recognized as the
greatest college football player of the
year. The Heisman Trophy is the most
prestigious and coveted award in col-
lege sports, and no one is more deserv-
ing of this honor than Robert Griffin
II1.

Congratulations to Robert Griffin IIT
on an incredible season; to his family,
who provided the foundation for his
abilities; to his teammates and the en-
tire Baylor Nation. This is truly a sto-
rybook ending to a tremendous season.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, on De-
cember 10, the most prestigious sports
fraternity in the country welcomed its
newest member, Baylor University’s
Robert Griffin III, as the 77th winner of
the Heisman Memorial Trophy. Griffin
is Baylor’s first recipient of the
Heisman Trophy and the first player
from the school to be named a finalist
for the award since quarterback Don
Trull finished fourth in 1963. The son of
two retired U.S. Army sergeants, Grif-
fin led the 15th ranked Baylor Bears to
a 9 to 3 record and their second
straight bowl appearance. The Big 12
Offensive Player of the Year has ener-
gized the football program and helped
to end Baylor’s 16-year absence from
bowl games.

Hailing from Copperas Cove, TX,
Griffin put up spectacular numbers,
completing 72 percent of his passes for
3,998 yards with 36 touchdown passes.
He also led the Nation in passing effi-
ciency with a rating of 192.3, which
broke the single-season Football Bowl
Series record. On top of his impressive
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passing statistics, Griffin averaged 4.0
yards per carry for 644 yards and nine
touchdowns on the ground. Although
Griffin is only a junior, he holds 46 of
Baylor’s career offensive records in-
cluding passing yards, passing touch-
downs, and rushing touchdowns by a
quarterback. While leading Baylor to
one of its greatest seasons in history,
he helped accomplish other important
firsts for the program. After winning a
combined 4 games in November during
their first 15 seasons in the Big 12, Grif-
fin guided the Bears to a perfect 4 to 0
record in the same month, with 3 of the
wins against rivals Oklahoma, Texas,
and Texas Tech. The late-season vic-
tory over Oklahoma marked the first
time in school history that Baylor was
able to defeat the mighty Sooners.

Robert Griffin’s skills are not limited
to the football field. In addition to
being an All-American in the 400-meter
hurdles, Griffin is also a model student.
He completed his undergraduate work
in 3 years with a 3.67 GPA, earning a
bachelor’s degree in political science,
and is currently working on a master’s
degree in communications. Griffin also
plans to earn a law degree. I applaud
his commitment to excellence in both
academics and athletics.

Today, I join with my colleagues, and
Robert’s friends and family, including
his parents, Robert Jr. and Jacqueline
Griffin, in celebrating this fine
achievement. Robert Griffin joins a
special class of Texas athletes who are
also Heisman Trophy winners: TCU’s
Davey O’Brien, SMU’s Doak Walker,
Texas A&M’s John David Crow, the
University of Houston’s Andre Ware,
and the University of Texas’s Earl
Campbell and Ricky Williams.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO THE LONG FAMILY

e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to congratulate the Long family for
earning the distinction of 2011’s Arkan-
sas Farm Family of the Year.

This honor reflects Heath and Betsy
Long’s dedication to farming and the
importance of agriculture as Arkan-
sas’s No. 1 industry. As owners of Long
Planting Company, a rice, soybean, and
wheat operation of more than 2,200
acres of land, the couple has taken ad-
vantage of technology and improved
farming efficiency while expanding
their farm.

Heath has devoted his life to farming,
spending his childhood on the farm and
earning a degree in agriculture from
Arkansas State University. As a
fourth-generation farmer, his commit-
ment to the agriculture industry has
helped his farm as well as other farms
within the State, as he serves as the
vice president of the Arkansas County
Farm Bureau board of directors and a
member of the Arkansas and USA rice
councils.

The Arkansas Farm Bureau’s pro-
gram honors farm families across the
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State for their outstanding work both
on their farms and in their commu-
nities. This recognition is a reflection
of the contribution to agriculture at
the community and State level and its
implications for improved farm prac-
tices and management. The Longs are
well deserving of this honor.

I congratulate Heath and Betsy and
their daughters, Shelby and Sydney,
for their outstanding achievements in
agriculture and ask my fellow col-
leagues to join me in honoring them
for this accomplishment. I wish them
continued success in their future en-
deavors and look forward to the con-
tributions they will offer in the future
to Arkansas agriculture.e

———

TRIBUTE TO MIKE RISKA

e Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to reflect on the
career of the executive director of the
Delaware Nature Society, Michael E.
Riska. Mike is retiring this year after
serving as executive director for 28
wonderful years spent opening the
minds and hearts of Delawareans
young and old to the splendor of our
natural world.

Mike Riska attended West Chester
University and earned a bachelor of
science with a double major in biology
and physical education. He also earned
his master’s in education in Natural
Science from the University of Dela-
ware. He is a certified teacher in biol-
ogy, general science, health, and phys-
ical education.

Truly devoted to educating students
in the natural sciences, Mike began his
career as a teacher at the Tatnall
School in Greenville, DE. He taught
science to students in the first through
eighth grades and taught eight 5-week
upper-school marine ecology courses
based on Sanibel Island, FL.

Mike took his love of science and
education to the Delaware Nature Soci-
ety in 1969, where he started as a part-
time instructor and youth programs di-
rector. He was part of the initiative to
transform the H.B. DuPont Farm into
a learning environment for students
across Delaware. For my first job, as a
seventh grader, I was hired by Mike to
assist other Delaware youngsters in
building the trails that would soon be-
come Ashland Nature Center. Every
year thousands of students, including
my own children, attend summer
camps and class field trips at the Ash-
land Nature Center, where they learn
about nature, ecology, and conserva-
tion.

Mike Riska was appointed to execu-
tive director of the Delaware Nature
Society in 1984, just the third person to
serve in this capacity. With Mike at
the helm, the Delaware Nature Society
earned record donations for furthering
its mission of fostering understanding,
appreciation, and enjoyment of the
natural world through education. The
society also worked to preserve eco-
logically significant areas and advo-
cate stewardship and conservation of
natural resources.
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Mike has been recognized with sev-
eral awards, including the Nature Con-
servancy Lifetime Conservation
Achievement Award in 1997, an Excep-
tional Leadership Award from the As-
sociation of Nature Center Administra-
tors’ Board of Directors in 1999, and the
1999 President’s Award of Association
of Nature Center Administrators for
dedication and service to the nature
center profession. The Association of
Nature Center Administrators recog-
nized him as the recipient of its 2002
Leadership Award.

Mike has worked closely with several
other Delaware nature conservancy or-
ganizations and is admired and re-
spected by his peers. Andrew Manus,
director of conservation programs of
the Delaware Chapter of the Nature
Conservancy, said:

Let me add my voice of congratulations to
others who have benefitted from the years of
dedicated service that Mike Riska has
brought to conservation in Delaware. The
Delaware Nature Society has been well
served by his leadership, as has the greater
conservation community in Delaware.
Mike’s thoughtful advocacy for the natural
world in Delaware will be his endearing leg-
acy for us all to enjoy.

Roger L. Jones, State director of the
Delaware Chapter of the Nature Con-
servancy, stated:

Mike Riska’s legacy is very simple—he in-
stilled a passion for nature and a boundless
commitment for protecting our environment
within thousands of people in Delaware.

Lorraine Fleming, 2005 Delaware Au-
dubon Conservation Award recipient,
said:

Natural science and environmental edu-
cation is Mike Riska’s first love. It has been
the foundation for his visionary leadership of
the Delaware Nature Society over 28 years as
executive director and before that as assist-
ant director. Recognition and cultivation of
staff and volunteers is Mike’s natural
strength. While he is always quick to give
credit to his staff members and the society’s
large cadre of volunteers, the overall direc-
tion and support for DNS’ accomplishments
has consistently come from Mike. Mike’s
legacy is an enduring preeminent Delaware
environmental organization that is nation-
ally renowned among nature centers.

Mr. President, today I honor Mike
Riska’s legacy and accomplishments at
the Delaware Nature Society. It is an
honor to call him my first boss, a fel-
low advocate, and my friend.e

———

KATHERINE BOMKAMP AND WVU

o Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President. I
wish to recognize Katherine Bomkamp,
a promising sophomore at West Vir-
ginia University, WVU, who invented a
new prosthesis that reduces phantom
pain for amputees, including many re-
turning veterans. Last month, she was
in New York City being honored by
Glamour magazine as one of its ‘21
Amazing Young Women of 2011,”” to cel-
ebrate the 21st anniversary of its
Women of the Year awards.

At the age of 16, following frequent
visits to Walter Reed Army Medical
Center while her father was stationed
at the Pentagon with the U.S. Air
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Force, Katherine conceptualized the
“pain free socket,” a prosthetic device
that combats the phantom limb pain
experienced by 80 percent of amputees.
After two-and-a-half years of research,
Katherine is now at West Virginia Uni-
versity, where the WVU Entrepreneur-
ship Center is helping her obtain a pat-
ent for the device and find funding to
make it available for injured veterans
and other patients. The WVU Entrepre-
neurship Center is playing an impor-
tant role in helping Katherine commer-
cialize the ‘‘pain free socket.” It is a
great example of how America’s re-
search universities are supporting in-
novative entrepreneurs, whose ideas
are vital to economic growth today.

Ms. Bomkamp didn’t just sit on the
sidelines and feel sorrow for the af-
flicted men and women she encoun-
tered at Walter Reed. She listened to
their stories and learned that many
amputees experienced phantom pain,
the feeling of pain in an absent limb.

By researching the topic, Katherine
found that no medications have been
approved for specifically treating phan-
tom pain. Instead, many amputees are
prescribed antipsychotics and barbitu-
rates, treatments that can be expensive
and highly addictive.

For a 10th-grade science project,
Katherine decided to leap into action.
She created the ‘“Pain Free Socket,”
incorporating thermal biofeedback into
prosthetics to eliminate phantom pain
in amputees. Phantom pain is caused
by the brain continuing to send signals
and commands to the limb. Bomkamp’s
device would help force the brain to
focus on the heat produced through
thermal biofeedback, rather than send-
ing signals to the nonexistent limb.

Katherine Bomkamp deserves our
praise and educational enrichment. She
was the first WVU student to be in-
ducted into the National Museum of
Education’s National Gallery for Amer-
ica’s Young Inventors. Now that she is
one of the ‘21 Amazing Young Women
of 2011,” the sky is the limit for what
she might achieve.

Success stories such as this one show
us that academic and student innova-
tion are alive and well at universities
such as WVU, and promise a brighter
future for all Americans. It is essential
that as we in Congress review our
budget priorities, even in the midst of
today’s financial pressures, we con-
tinue—or even expand—our support of
higher education and students like
Katherine Bomkamp.e®

———
TRIBUTE TO RICHARD L. COTTA

e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize Richard L. Cotta on
the occasion of his retirement from
California Dairies, Inc., CDI.

Since 2007 Richard has held the title
of president and CEO of California
Dairies, Inc., CDI. He has spent his en-
tire career in the dairy industry in vir-
tually all aspects of the business.

Richard Cotta’s career at CDI began
in 1993, when he joined San Joaquin
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Valley Dairymen, a dairy processing
and marketing cooperative, as its gen-
eral manager.

In 1999, San Joaquin Valley Dairy-
men merged with Danish Creamery and
California Milk Producers to form CDI.
Cotta was named senior vice president
of producer affairs and government re-
lations at CDI, a role he held until he
was named CEO in 2007. Under his lead-
ership, CDI profits have reached record
levels. Today, CDI is California’s larg-
est dairy provider and the second larg-
est in the United States.

From 1980 to 1984 Richard was the
CEO of United Dairymen of California,
a producer trade organization, until it
merged to form Western United Dairy-
men. Then from 1984 to 1993, he served
as the CEO of Western United Dairy-
men, the largest producer trade asso-
ciation in the state.

Previously, Richard worked as a sire
analyst for American Breeders Service,
a classifier for the Holstein Association
of America, and a principle in Genet-
ics, Inc. For several years he was a
dairy consultant on feeding, breeding
and management systems.

Richard is a graduate, with honors, of
California State Polytechnic Univer-
sity, San Luis Obispo, with a degree in
dairy husbandry. He also owns and op-
erates Cotta Farms and is a partner in
Terra Bella Farms, both almond farm-
ing operations.

Richard sits on the following boards:
U.C. Davis Deans Advisory Council,
California State University
Chancellors Ag Advisory Council, Sa-
cred Heart School Foundation, and the
Innovation Center for U.S. Dairy. In
addition, he sits on the Globalization
Operating Committee for the U.S.
Dairy Export Council.

At the request of the Secretary of
Agriculture, he has participated in
world trade missions to open the U.S.
dairy market overseas.

Please join me in congratulating
Richard Cotta on his notable career
and his retirement from California
Dairies, Inc.e

———

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

At 10:03 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution:

H.R. 470. An act to further allocate and ex-
pand the availability of hydroelectric power
generated at Hoover Dam, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 2061. An act to authorize the presen-
tation of a United States flag on behalf of
Federal civilian employees who die of inju-
ries incurred in connection with their em-
ployment.

S.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution to grant the
consent of Congress to an amendment to the
compact between the States of Missouri and
Illinois providing that bonds issued by the
Bi-State Development Agency may mature
in not to exceed 40 years.
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The enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion was subsequently signed by the
President pro tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

At 1:45 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 21568. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 14901 Adelfa Drive in La Mirada, Cali-
fornia, as the “Wayne Grisham Post Office’.

H.R. 2845. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to provide for enhanced safety
and environmental protection in pipeline
transportation, to provide for enhanced reli-
ability in the transportation of the Nation’s
energy products by pipeline, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 3220. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 170 Evergreen Square SW in Pine City,
Minnesota, as the ‘‘Master Sergeant Daniel
L. Fedder Post Office”.

————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 2158. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 14901 Adelfa Drive in La Mirada, Cali-
fornia, as the “Wayne Grisham Post Office’’;
to the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

H.R. 3220. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 170 Evergreen Square SW in Pine City,
Minnesota, as the ‘‘Master Sergeant Daniel
L. Fedder Post Office’’; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

——————

MEASURES DISCHARGED

The following joint resolutions were
discharged from the Committee on the
Judiciary pursuant to the Budget Con-
trol Act of 2011:

S.J. Res. 24. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution relative
to requiring a balanced budget.

S.J. Res. 10. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to balancing the budg-
et.

————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 1633. An act to establish a temporary
prohibition against revising any national
ambient air quality standard applicable to
coarse particulate matter, to limit Federal
regulation of nuisance dust in areas in which
such dust is regulated under State, tribal, or
local law, and for other purposes.

————

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME
The following bill was read the first
time:
H.R. 3630. An act to provide incentives for
the creation of jobs, and for other purposes.
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ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED

The Assistant Secretary of the Sen-
ate reported that on today, December
13, 2011, she had presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States the following
enrolled joint resolution:

S.J. Res. 22. A joint resolution to grant the
consent of Congress to an amendment to the
compact between the States of Missouri and
Illinois providing that bonds issued by the
Bi-State Development Agency may mature
in not to exceed 40 years.

——————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-4245. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Criteria
for Preparation and Evaluation of Radio-
logical Emergency Response Plans and Pre-
paredness in Support of Nuclear Power
Plants’ (RIN3150-ATI10) received in the Office
of the President of the Senate on December
6, 2011; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-4246. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Interim
Staff Guidance: Emergency Planning for Nu-
clear Power Plants’ (RIN3150-AI10) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on December 6, 2011; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-4247. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Criteria
for Development of Evacuation Time Esti-
mate Studies’ (RIN3150-AI10) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 6, 2011; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4248. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Revocation of the Significant New
Use Rule on a Certain Chemical Substance”
(FRL No. 8892-2) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 2, 2011; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-4249. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse
Gases: Technical Revisions to the Petroleum
and Natural Gas Systems Category of the
Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule” (FRL No.
9501-9) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 6, 2011; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-4250. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Addi-
tives: Identification of Additional Qualifying
Renewable Fuel Pathways Under the Renew-
able Fuel Standard Program’ (FRL No. 9502—
2) received in the Office of the President of
the Senate on December 6, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-4251. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Virginia;
General Conformity Requirements for Fed-
eral Agencies Applicable to Federal Actions”
(FRL No. 9504-7) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 6, 2011;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC-4252. A communication from the Pro-
gram Manager, Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services, Department of Health
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medi-
care Program; Availability of Medicare Data
for Performance Measurement’” (RIN0938—
AQ17) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 6, 2011; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-4253. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to the Arms Export Control Act, the certifi-
cation of a proposed manufacturing license
agreement to include the export of defense
articles, including, technical data, and de-
fense services to Hong Kong for the manufac-
ture of transformers, inductors, and coils for
power supplies in the amount of $50,000,000 or
more; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-4254. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled ‘‘“The President’s
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, Fiscal
Years 2009-2010 Report on the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria’; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-4255. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for the Employment and
Training Administration, Department of
Labor, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘“Wage Methodology
for the Temporary Non-Agricultural Em-
ployment H-2B Program; Delay of Effective
Date; Impact on Prevailing Wage Determina-
tions” (RIN1205-AB61) received in the Office
of the President of the Senate on December
6, 2011; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-4256. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator, Bureau for
Legislative and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID),
transmitting, pursuant to law, USAID’s
Agency Financial Report for fiscal year 2011;
to the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-4257. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Department of Energy’s Agency Fi-
nancial Report for fiscal year 2011; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-4258. A communication from the Chair-
man, Occupational Safety and Health Review
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the Commission’s Performance and Account-
ability Report for fiscal year 2011; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-4259. A communication from the Board
Members, Railroad Retirement Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
‘“‘Railroad Retirement Board’s Performance
and Accountability Report for Fiscal Year
2011”’; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

EC-4260. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary of the Interior, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Department of the Inte-
rior’s Semiannual Report of the Inspector
General for the period from April 1, 2011
through September 30, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.
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EC-4261. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department of Defense’s
Semiannual Report of the Inspector General
for the period from April 1, 2011 through Sep-
tember 30, 2011; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC-4262. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Maritime Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Commission’s
Semiannual Report of the Inspector General
for the period from April 1, 2011 through Sep-
tember 30, 2011; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs.

EC-4263. A joint communication from the
Chairman and the Acting General Counsel,
National Labor Relations Board, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Office of Inspector
General’s Semiannual Report for the period
of April 1, 2011 through September 30, 2011; to
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-4264. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department of Transpor-
tation’s Semiannual Report of the Inspector
General for the period from April 1, 2011
through September 30, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-4265. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Regulated Navigation Area; Saugus River,
Lynn, MA” ((RIN1625-AAl1l) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0857)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4266. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Regulated Navigation Area; Route 24
Bridge Construction, Tiverton and Ports-
mouth, RI” ((RIN1625-AA11) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0868)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4267. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; IJSBA World Finals; Lower Colorado
River, Lake Havasu, AZ” ((RIN1625-AA00)
(Docket No. USCG-2011-0838)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 12, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4268. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Monte Foundation Fireworks Extrava-
ganza, Aptos, CA” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011 0805)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on December 12,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4269. A communication from the Attor-
ney, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zone; Mississippi River, Mile Marker 230 to
Mile Marker 234, in the vicinity of Baton
Rouge, LA” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0841)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4270. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Waverly Country Club Fire-
works Display on the Willamette River,
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Portland, OR” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0899)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4271. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; The Florida Orchestra Pops in
the Park Fireworks Display, Tampa Bay, St.
Petersburg, FL’ ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011-0834)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on December 12,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4272. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Rotary Club of Fort Lauder-
dale New River Raft Race, New River, Fort
Lauderdale, FL ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011-0589)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on December 12,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4273. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Mainardi/Kinsey Wedding
Fireworks, Lake Erie, Lakewood, OH”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0848)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4274. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; 2011 Head of the South Re-
gatta, Savannah River, Augusta, GA”
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0861)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4275. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zomnes; Fireworks Displays in Cap-
tain of the Port Long Island Sound Zone’’
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0870)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4276. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; The Old Club Cannonade, Lake
St. Clair, Muscamoot Bay, Harsens Island,
MI” (RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG-2011-
0907)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4277. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Truman-Hobbs Alternation of
the Elgin Joliet and Eastern Railroad Draw-
bridge, Morris, IL”’ ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket
No. USCG-2011-0961)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on December 12,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4278. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; Swim Around Charleston,
Charleston, SC” ((RIN1625-AA00)(Docket No.
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USCG-2011-0575)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4279. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zone; M/V Davy Crockett, Columbia
River” ((RIN1625-AA00)(Docket No. USCG—
2010-0939)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4280. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Safety Zones; Annual Firework Displays
within the Captain of the Port, Puget Sound
Area of Responsibility”’ ((RIN1625-
AA00)(Docket No. USCG-2010-0842)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on December 12, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4281. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zones; 2011 Asia-Pacific Economic Co-
operation Conference, Oahu, HI”” (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0800) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4282. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zone; Potomac River, Georgetown
Channel, Washington, DC” (Docket No.
USCG-2011-0929) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4283. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zones; Captain of the Port Lake
Michigan Zone” (Docket No. USCG-2011-0489)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on December 12, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-4284. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Se-
curity Zone; Columbia and Willamette Riv-
ers, Dredge Vessels Patriot and Liberty”
(Docket No. USCG-2011-0939) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 12, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4285. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Drawbridge Operation Regulation; Passaic
River, Harrison, NJ”’ ((RIN1625-AA09)(Docket
No. USCG-2011-0268)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on December 12,
2011; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4286. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Drawbridge Operation Regulation; Bear
Creek, Sparrows Point, MD” ((RIN1625-
AA09)(Docket No. USCG-2011-0816)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on December 12, 2011; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4287. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
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ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Drawbridge Operation Regulation;
Apponagansett River, Dartmouth, MA”
((RIN1625-AA09)(Docket No. USCG-2011-0335))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on December 12, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-4288. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations; Line of Sail Marine
Parade, East River and Brunswick River,
Brunswick, GA” ((RIN1625-AA08)(Docket No.
USCG-2011-0830)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on December 12, 2011;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4289. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations for Marine Events,
Wrightsville Channel; Wrightsville Beach,
NC” ((RIN1625-AA08)(Docket No. USCG—2011-
0885)) received in the Office of the President
of the Senate on December 12, 2011; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4290. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Local Regulations for Marine Events;
Chesapeake Bay Workboat Race; Back River,
Messick Point, Poquoson, Virginia”’
((RIN1625-AA08)(Docket No. USCG-2011-0934))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on December 12, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSON, of South Dakota, for
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

*Maurice A. Jones, of Virginia, to be Dep-
uty Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.

*Carol J. Galante, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

*Thomas Hoenig, of Missouri, to be Vice
Chairperson of the Board of Directors of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

*Thomas Hoenig, of Missouri, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation for a term of
six years.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HELLER (for himself, Mr.
BURR, Mr. VITTER, Mr. BOOZMAN, and
Mr. MANCHIN):

S. 1981. A bill to provide that Members of
Congress may not receive pay after October
1 of any fiscal year in which Congress has
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not approved a concurrent resolution on the
budget and passed the regular appropriations
bills; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr.
FRANKEN):

S. 1982. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to develop and test an ex-
panded and advanced role for direct care
workers who provide long-term services and
supports to older individuals in efforts to co-
ordinate care and improve the efficiency of
service delivery; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 1983. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to eliminate the per-
country numerical limitation for employ-
ment-based immigrants, to increase the per-
country numerical limitation for family-
sponsored immigrants, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Ms.
COLLINS):

S. 1984. A Dbill to establish a commission to
develop a national strategy and rec-
ommendations for reducing fatalities result-
ing from child abuse and neglect; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr.
CORKER, Mr. ENZI, Mr. KIRK, and Ms.
MURKOWSKI):

S. 1985. A bill to allow a bipartisan group
of Members of Congress to propose and have
an up or down vote on a balanced deficit re-
duction bill pursuant to this Act, such as
proposed by the National Commission on
Fiscal Responsibility and Reform report, re-
ducing the deficit by a goal of
$4,000,000,000,000 over 10 years; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.

By Mr. BENNET:

S. 1986. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to promote innovation,
investment, and research in the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and
Mr. FRANKEN):

S. 1987. A bill to provide for the release of
the reversionary interest held by the United
States in certain land conveyed by the
United States in 1950 for the establishment
of an airport in Cook County, Minnesota; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. MORAN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
TESTER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. McCAsS-
KILL, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. SANDERS, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska, Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr.
CooNs, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da-
kota, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. REED, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Mr. KOoHL, Mr. BROWN of Massachu-
setts, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. HELLER,
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
BURR, and Mr. KIRK):
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S. Res. 347. A resolution recognizing the
40th anniversary of the National Cancer Act
of 1971 and the more than 12,000,000 survivors
of cancer alive today because of the commit-
ment of the United States to cancer research
and advances in cancer prevention, detec-
tion, diagnosis, and treatment; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 118
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 113, a bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to repeal the wind-
fall elimination provision and protect
the retirement of public servants.
S. 431
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Indi-
ana (Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. KIRK) and the Senator from
Florida (Mr. RUBIO) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 431, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the 225th
anniversary of the establishment of the
Nation’s first Federal law enforcement
agency, the United States Marshals
Service.
S. 484
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 484, a bill to direct the
Secretary of Education to pay to Fort
Lewis College in the State of Colorado
an amount equal to the tuition charges
for Indian students who are not resi-
dents of the State of Colorado.
S. 645
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 645, a bill to amend the Na-
tional Child Protection Act of 1993 to
establish a permanent background
check system.
S. 752
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 7562, a bill to establish a com-
prehensive interagency response to re-
duce lung cancer mortality in a timely
manner.
S. 1181
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1181, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in
commemoration of the National Fu-
ture Farmers of America Organization
and the 85th anniversary of the found-
ing of the National Future Farmers of
America Organization.
S. 1265
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1265, a bill to amend the
Land and Water Conservation Fund
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Act of 1965 to provide consistent and
reliable authority for, and for the fund-
ing of, the land and water conservation
fund to maximize the effectiveness of
the fund for future generations, and for
other purposes.
S. 1523
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 15623, a bill to prohibit the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board from or-
dering any employers to close, relo-
cate, or transfer employment under
any circumstance.
S. 1537
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) and the Senator from Ha-
waii (Mr. AKAKA) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1537, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to accept
from the Board of Directors of the Na-
tional September 11 Memorial and Mu-
seum at the World Trade Center Foun-
dation, Inc., the donation of title to
The National September 11 Memorial
and Museum at the World Trade Cen-
ter, and for other purposes.
S. 1671
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1571, a bill to amend title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, and for other purposes.
S. 1610
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) and the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1610, a bill to provide
additional time for the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy to promulgate achievable standards
for cement manufacturing facilities,
and for other purposes.
S. 1683
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1683, a bill to provide the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection, and the
Department of the Treasury with au-
thority to more aggressively enforce
trade laws relating to textile and ap-
parel articles, and for other purposes.
S. 1749
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1749, a bill to establish and op-
erate a National Center for Campus
Public Safety.
S. 1756
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1756, a bill to extend HUBZone
designations by 3 years, and for other
purposes.
S. 1765
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
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1765, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide grants to
strengthen the healthcare system’s re-
sponse to domestic violence, dating vi-
olence, sexual assault, and stalking.
S. 1821
At the request of Mr. CooONS, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1821, a bill to prevent the termination
of the temporary office of bankruptcy
judges in certain judicial districts.
S. 1876
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
the name of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1876, a bill to require
the establishment of a Consumer Price
Index for Elderly Consumers to com-
pute cost-of-living increases for Social
Security benefits under title II of the
Social Security Act.
S. 1880
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1880, a bill to repeal the
health care law’s job-killing health in-
surance tax.
S. 1925
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Senator from
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) and the
Senator from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1925, a

bill to reauthorize the Violence
Against Women Act of 1994.
S. 1930

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1930, a bill to
prohibit earmarks.

S. 1935

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1935, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in recognition and celebration of
the 756th anniversary of the establish-
ment of the March of Dimes Founda-
tion.

S. 1956

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1956, a bill to prohibit operators of
civil aircraft of the United States from
participating in the European Union’s
emissions trading scheme, and for
other purposes.

S. 1963

At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1963, a bill to revoke the charters for
the Federal National Mortgage Cor-
poration and the Federal Home Loan
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Mortgage Corporation upon resolution
of their obligations, to create a new
Mortgage Finance Agency for the
securitization of single family and
multifamily mortgages, and for other
purposes.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and
Ms. COLLINS):

S. 1984. A Dbill to establish a commis-
sion to develop a national strategy and
recommendations for reducing fatali-
ties resulting from child abuse and ne-
glect; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, each year
more than 6 million children in the
United States are reported as victims
of child abuse and neglect. Tragically,
at least 1,700 of those children lose
their lives—most under the age of four.
Maltreatment deaths are preventable
and it is our duty to fight for those
who are too young to defend and speak
for themselves.

Currently, the United States does not
have a comprehensive strategy for ad-
dressing child abuse fatalities. We also
lack a national standard for reporting
these fatalities, leaving many of these
deaths to be largely underreported.
That is why today I am introducing the
Protect Our Kids Act, which will estab-
lish the Commission to Eliminate
Child Abuse and Neglect Fatalities.

This commission will be comprised of
a variety of professionals with diverse
experience and perspectives. They will
develop a national strategy for reduc-
ing child abuse and neglect fatalities,
and provide comprehensive rec-
ommendations for all levels of govern-
ment. They will analyze the effective-
ness of existing programs designed to
prevent or identify maltreatment
deaths and learn more about what
works and what doesn’t. Child abuse fa-
talities are not isolated to one part of
our country or another.

Once the commission completes
their, work they will submit a report
with their findings to Congress and the
report will be publicly available. The
loss of just one child to abuse is one
child too many. I would like to thank
my colleague, Senator COLLINS, for
working with me on this bipartisan bill
to protect our Nation’s children. A
number of organizations have been in-
tegral to the development of the legis-
lation and have endorsed it, including
the National Coalition to End Child
Abuse Deaths whose members include
the National Association of Social
Workers, NASW, the National Center
for the Review and Prevention of Child
Deaths, NCRPCD, National Children’s
Alliance, NCA, Every Child Matters
Education Fund, ECMEF, and the Na-
tional District Attorney’s Association,
NDAA.

I look forward to our continued
progress in developing a more effective
approach to improving child welfare
and ask all of my colleagues to support
this important legislation.
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Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to join Senator KERRY in intro-
ducing the Protect Our Kids Act, to
create a commission with the goal of
eliminating child abuse fatalities. The
effort to address child abuse transcends
ideological and partisan lines. This is
not a Democratic or Republican issue.
This is an American issue. One that we
can’t wish away, but that we must face
head on and work to eradicate. Earlier
this year, Senator KERRY and I intro-
duced a resolution recognizing April as
Child Abuse Prevention Month. The
Protect Our Kids Act further rep-
resents our commitment to put an end
to child abuse in the United States.

Child abuse fatalities are prevent-
able; yet, approximately 1,770 children
are reported as dying from child abuse
each year, and many experts believe
the actual number may be significantly
higher. This legislation would establish
a commission to develop a comprehen-
sive national strategy for reducing
child abuse fatalities. The commaission
will include a variety of professionals
with expertise in areas such as child
welfare advocacy, child development,
pediatrics, medical examining, social
work, law enforcement and education.

Through new research, hearings and
the use and coordination of existing in-
formation, the commission will provide
a report with their recommendations.
In order to develop a comprehensive
strategy, the commission must con-
sider several questions including what
is the extent to which incidents of
child abuse and neglect fatalities are
increasing in number, how to develop a
system to track and record incidents,
and what models exist for preventing
child maltreatment deaths.

Increased understanding of maltreat-
ment deaths can lead to improvement
in agency systems and practices to pro-
tect children and prevent child abuse
and neglect. Therefore, it is imperative
that we take action to capitalize on
the commission’s findings. This legisla-
tion requires the commission’s report
to be submitted to relevant Federal
agencies and Congressional commit-
tees. All agencies with recommenda-
tions that fall under their jurisdiction
must then submit their reaction and
plans to address such recommendations
to Congress within 6 months.

Approximately 6 million kids are re-
ported to be abused or neglected each
yvear. We know this can be prevented.
This legislation is an important step
that Congress and our Nation should
take in order to better protect our
kids.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 347—RECOG-
NIZING THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY
OF THE NATIONAL CANCER ACT
OF 1971 AND THE MORE THAN
12,000,000 SURVIVORS OF CANCER
ALIVE TODAY BECAUSE OF THE
COMMITMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES TO CANCER RESEARCH
AND ADVANCES IN CANCER PRE-
VENTION, DETECTION, DIAG-
NOSIS, AND TREATMENT

Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. TESTER, Mr.
CASEY, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
HARKIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. BEGICH,
Mr. SANDERS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. COONS, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da-
kota, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. REED of Rhode
Island, Mr. BENNET, Mr. WYDEN, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. KOHL, Mr. BROWN of
Massachusetts, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr.
HELLER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. WICKER,
Mr. BURR, and Mr. KIRK) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions:

S. RES. 347

Whereas 40 years ago, with the passage of
the National Cancer Act of 1971 (Public Law
92-218; 85 Stat. 778), the leaders of the United
States came together to set the country on
a concerted course to conquer cancer
through research;

Whereas the passage of the National Can-
cer Act of 1971 led to the establishment of
the National Cancer Program, which signifi-
cantly expanded the authorities and respon-
sibilities of the National Cancer Institute, a
component of the National Institutes of
Health;

Whereas the term ‘‘cancer’ refers to more
than 200 diseases that collectively represent
the leading cause of death for people in the
United States under the age of 85, and the
second leading cause of death for people in
the United States overall;

Whereas cancer touches everyone, either
through a direct, personal diagnosis or indi-
rectly through the diagnosis of a family
member or friend;

Whereas, in 2011, cancer remains one of the
most pressing public health concerns in the
United States, with more than 1,500,000 peo-
ple in the United States expected to be diag-
nosed with cancer each year;

Whereas the National Institutes of Health
estimated the overall cost of cancer to be
greater than $260,000,000,000 in 2010 alone;

Whereas approximately 1 out of every 3
women and 1 out of every 2 men will develop
cancer in their lifetimes, and more than
570,000 people in the United States will die
from cancer this year, which is more than 1
person every minute and nearly 1 out of
every 4 deaths;

Whereas the commitment of the United
States to cancer research and biomedical
science has enabled more than 12,000,000 peo-
ple in the United States to survive cancer, 15
percent of whom were diagnosed 20 or more
years ago, and has resulted in extraordinary
progress being made against cancer, includ-
ing—



S8550

(1) an increase in the average 5-year sur-
vival rate for all cancers combined to 68 per-
cent for adults and 80 percent for children
and adolescents, up from 50 percent and 52
percent, respectively, in 1971;

(2) average 5-year survival rates for breast
and prostate cancers exceeding 90 percent;

(3) a decline in mortality due to colorectal
cancer and prostate cancer; and

(4) from 1990 to 2007, a decline in the death
rate from all cancers combined of 22 percent
for men and 14 percent for women, resulting
in nearly 900,000 fewer deaths during that pe-
riod;

Whereas the driving force behind this
progress has been support for the National
Cancer Institute and its parent agency, the
National Institutes of Health, which funds
the work of more than 325,000 researchers
and research personnel at more than 3,000
universities, medical schools, medical cen-
ters, teaching hospitals, small businesses,
and research institutions in every State;

Whereas the commitment of the United
States to cancer research has yielded sub-
stantial returns in both research advances
and lives saved, and it is estimated that
every 1 percent decline in cancer mortality
saves the economy of the United States
$500,000,000,000 annually;

Whereas advancements in understanding
the causes and mechanisms of cancer and im-
provements in the detection, diagnosis,
treatment, and prevention of cancer have led
to cures for many types of cancers and have
converted other types of cancers into man-
ageable chronic conditions;

Whereas continued support for clinical
trials to evaluate the efficacy and thera-
peutic benefit of promising treatments for
cancer is essential for translating new
knowledge and discoveries into tangible ben-
efits for patients, especially because all
standard cancer therapies began as clinical
trials;

Whereas, despite the significant progress
that has been made in treating many can-
cers, there remain those cancers for which
the mortality rate is extraordinarily high,
including pancreatic, liver, lung, multiple
myeloma, ovarian, esophageal, stomach, and
brain cancers, which have a 5-year survival
rate of less than 50 percent;

Whereas research advances concerning un-
common cancers, which pose unique treat-
ment challenges, provide an opportunity for
understanding the general properties of
human cancers and curing uncommon can-
cers as well as more common cancers;

Whereas crucial developments have been
achieved in cancer research that could pro-
vide breakthroughs necessary to address the
increasing incidence of, and reduce deaths
caused by, many forms of cancer;

Whereas research into the effect of certain
forms of cancer on different population
groups offers a significant opportunity to
lessen the burden of the disease, because
many population groups across the country
suffer disproportionately from certain forms
of cancer; and

Whereas a sustained commitment to the
research of the National Institutes of Health
and the National Cancer Institute is nec-
essary to improve the entire spectrum of pa-
tient care, from cancer prevention, early de-
tection, and diagnosis, to treatment and
long-term survivorship, and to prevent re-
search advances from being stalled or de-
layed: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the 40th anniversary of the
National Cancer Act of 1971 (Public Law 92—
218; 85 Stat. 778); and

(2) celebrates and reaffirms the commit-
ment embodied in the National Cancer Act of
1971, specifically, that support for cancer re-
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search continues to be a national priority to
address the scope of this pressing public
health concern.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
rise to submit a bipartisan resolution
recognizing the 40th anniversary of the
National Cancer Act of 1971—supported
by 33 Democrats and 11 Republicans.

A special thank-you to Massachu-
setts Senator JOHN KERRY and Kansas
Senator JERRY MORAN for their leader-
ship on this issue.

It is unfortunate but likely true that
we each know someone who has been
affected by cancer. We know a sur-
vivor. We remember a victim. We know
cancer affects not just the patient but
the parents, the family, the friends,
and the loved ones.

This year more than 1.5 million
Americans are expected to be diag-
nosed with cancer. One out of every
three women, one out of every two men
will develop some form of cancer in
their lifetimes.

More than half a million Americans
die from cancer year after year after
year, in any 1 year. More than one per-
son every minute and nearly one out of
every four deaths is from cancer.

We also know that behind the statis-
tics there are thousands of people rep-
resenting thousands of friends, fami-
lies, and loved ones, with ribbons, do-
nations, and races for the cure.

These are the stories that motivate
us to fight harder and to fight with one
voice. It is also a story of a nation’s
commitment to cancer research. There
is interest in dealing with environ-
mental causes. There is great interest
in dealing with cures and prevention
and all that we should as a nation and
usually do know what to do.

Forty years ago, Senator Ted Ken-
nedy from Massachusetts, as chairman
of the Health Subcommittee, forged a
bipartisan consensus and public de-
mand to bolster investments in cancer
research.

He held hearings. He worked with
leading public health advocates and
economists who understood the need
for bipartisanship on such an urgent
national need. His work, along with
Jacob Javits, a Republican Senator
from New York, led to the framework
of the National Cancer Act.

When it was clear President Nixon
would only sign the act into law if Ken-
nedy’s name were not on it, Kennedy
backed off.

The goal was to put cancer research
into a new era of discovery, and that is
what the National Cancer Act did. It
established a national cancer program,
which expanded the authority and the
responsibilities of the National Cancer
Institute, and its parent agency, the
National Institutes of Health. The Na-
tional Cancer Institute is, by far, the
biggest of the two dozen or so National
Institutes of Health.

Today, 12 million cancer survivors
are alive because of the advances in the
way we prevent, detect, diagnose, and
treat cancer. Because of the invest-
ments by the NCI, the National Cancer

December 13, 2011

Institute, and the National Institutes
of Health, critical cancer research is
being conducted in hospitals and foun-
dations and communities and in all
kinds of centers everywhere and in our
universities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of more than 100 cancer
research institutions, physicians, and
researchers who have endorsed this res-
olution be printed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL CANCER ACT 40TH ANNIVERSARY
RESOLUTION ENDORSEMENTS

American Association for Cancer Research;
Dana-Farber Cancer Institute; LiveStrong;
Duke Cancer Institute; Massachusetts Gen-
eral Hospital Cancer Center; American Can-
cer Society Cancer Action Network; Gary D.
Hammer, M.D., Ph.D., Millie Schembechler
Professor of Adrenal Cancer, University of

Michigan, Director—Endocrine Oncology
Program, Director—Center for
Organogenesis; Pancreatic Cancer Action

Network; MD Anderson Cancer Center; Me-
morial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center;
Susan G. Komen for the Cure Advocacy Alli-
ance; University of Kansas Cancer Center;
American College of Gastroenterology; Mi-
chael A. Choti M.D., M.B.A., Jacob C.
Handelsman Professor of Surgery, Chief,
Handelsman Division of Surgical Oncology,
Johns Hopkins University; The Ohio State
University Comprehensive Cancer Center;
Mark O. Thornton, M.D., M.P.H., Ph.D.,
President, Sarcoma Foundation of America;
Tito Fojo, M.D.; U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services National Cancer Insti-
tute Medical Oncology Clinical Research
Unit Center for Clinical Research; Cleveland
Clinic Taussig Cancer Institute; Mayo Clinic
Cancer Center; Kavita Patel, M.D., M.S.,
Former Director of Policy for the White
House of Public Engagement and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, Former Deputy Staff Di-
rector for the Senate Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions Committee under the
leadership of the late United States Senator
Edward M. Kennedy; Richard J. Gilbertson,
M.D., Ph.D., Director, Comprehensive Cancer
Center, St. Jude Children’s Research Hos-
pital; Norris Cotton Cancer Center at Dart-
mouth; Siteman Cancer Center at Wash-
ington University School of Medicine and
Barnes-Jewish Hospital; Penn State Hershey
Cancer Institute.

Martin A. Makary, M.D., M.P.H., The Mark
Ravitch Chair, General Surgery, Associate
Professor of Health Policy, Johns Hopkins
University; Stand Up to Cancer (SU2C);
Vermont Cancer Center; The University of
Pittsburgh Cancer Institute; Andrew Schorr,
Founder, Host, and Author,
PatientPower.Info; University of Chicago
Comprehensive Cancer Center; Boston Uni-
versity/Boston Medical Center Cancer Cen-
ter; Columbia University Medical Center;
Anna Raven, Founder and President, Over
Come ACC; UCSF Helen Diller Family Com-
prehensive Cancer Center; Case Comprehen-
sive Cancer Center; University of North
Carolina’s Lineberger Comprehensive Cancer
Center; Betsey de Parry, Patient, Advocate,
& Author; Beverly S. Mitchell, M.D., George
E. Becker Professor of Medicine, Director,
Stanford Cancer Center; UC Davis Des-
ignated Cancer Center; Bruce Shriver,
Founder and President, Liddy Shriver Sar-
coma Foundation; James P. Wilmot Cancer
Center at the University of Rochester Med-
ical Center; Winthrop P. Rockefeller Cancer
Institute at the University of Arkansas for
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Medical Sciences; UCLA Jonsson Com-
prehensive Cancer Center; Alan Cupal, Pa-
tient, Advocate, and Director, Adrenal Can-
cer Hope; The National CML (Chronic
Myelogenous Leukemia) Society; UC San
Diego Moores Cancer Center; The Robert H.
Lurie Cancer Center of Northwestern Univer-
sity; Association of American Cancer Insti-
tutes; Gregory J. Gagnon, M.D., Medical Di-
rector, Cyberknife Frederick Memorial Hos-
pital, Regional Cancer Therapy Center, Radi-
ation Oncology; Chao Family Comprehensive
Cancer Center at UC Irvine.

Claire Verschraegen, M.D., Director, He-
matology Oncology Unit, Director, FAHC
Cancer Service Line, Director, Vermont Can-
cer Center; Society of Gynecologic Oncology;
University of Colorado Cancer Center; Na-
tional Brain Tumor Society; National Pa-
tient Advocate Foundation; Women Against
Prostate Cancer; Intercultural Cancer Coun-
cil Caucus; Dario Altieri, M.D., Director,
Cancer Center, The Wistar Institute Cancer
Center; American College of Surgeons Com-
mission on Cancer; CureSearch for Children’s
Cancer; Fight Colorectal Cancer; Huntsman
Cancer Institute at the University of Utah;
Oncology Nursing Society; Bill Bell, Presi-
dent, Spencer Bell Legacy Project; National
Coalition for Cancer Survivorship; Prevent
Cancer Foundation; National Comprehensive
Cancer Network; The Leukemia and
Lymphoma Society; Ovarian Cancer Na-
tional Alliance; One Voice Against Cancer
Coalition; Deadly Cancer Coalition; Asian
and Pacific Islander American Health
Forum; Howard Ozer, M.D. PhD., Director,
University of Illinois Cancer Center; Cancer
Clinics of Excellence; The Adenoid Cystic
Carcinoma Research Foundation; The Inter-

national Myeloma Foundation; Manish
Agrawal, M.D., Associates in Oncology/He-
matology; Chordoma Foundation; Re-

search!America; Frederick Memorial Hos-
pital Regional Cancer Therapy Center; Pre-
vent Cancer Foundation; National Coalition
for Cancer Research; Melanoma Research Al-
liance; National Association of Chronic Dis-
ease Directors; The Lymphoma Research
Foundation; American Society of Pediatric
Hematology and Oncology; International
Cancer Advocacy Network.

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center;
Oregon Health and Science University’s
Knight Cancer Institute; Robert Mannel,
M.D., Director, Peggy and Charles Stephen-
son Cancer Center, University of Oklahoma;
The University of Virginia Medical Center;
Herbert Irving Comprehensive Cancer Cen-
ter; City of Hope National Medical Center;
Oncology Nursing Society; American Insti-
tute for Cancer Research; University of
Puerto Rico Comprehensive Cancer Center;
Roswell Park Cancer Institute; Moffitt Can-
cer Center; American Society of Clinical On-
cology; Lymphoma Foundation of America;
University of Wisconsin Carbone Cancer Cen-
ter; New York University Cancer Institute;
Barbara Ann Karmanos Cancer Institute;
Sanford-Burnham Medical Research Insti-
tute; Holden Comprehensive Cancer Center;
Prostate Cancer Foundation.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It includes sci-
entists and physicians working to-
gether on cancer research everywhere
from the James in Columbus, to Case
and UH and the clinic in Cleveland.

Ohio’s universities and medical
schools, teaching hospitals, Cincinnati
Children’s Research, small businesses,
and other research institutions help
bring cutting-edge cancer research to
urban cities and small towns alike.

For the last 40 years, our Nation’s
commitment to cancer research has
seen a tremendous return on invest-
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ment in the millions of lives and the
billions of dollars saved.

We have increased survival rates. We
have advanced understanding of the
diseases and the tools needed to cure
them. We have better understood the
connection between environmental fac-
tors and public health and diseases. We
have realized the importance of preven-
tion. We also know challenges remain—
from finding more treatments to learn-
ing more and carrying out prevention
better than we have, from dealing with
environmental factors that we know
cause large numbers of cancers and re-
ducing costs for patients, to reducing
disease burdens for different population
groups.

Today’s bipartisan cancer resolution
on the 40th anniversary of the National
Cancer Act reaffirms a commitment to
address this national priority, to make
sure cancer is a thing of the past.

Senator Kennedy said in those days,
40 years ago, when his legislation
began to move forward:

There are few better investments in our fu-
ture than the investment we make in health
research.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, earlier
today, I submitted a resolution with
my colleagues from Ohio and Massa-
chusetts, Senators BROWN and KERRY,
to recognize the 40th anniversary of
the signing of the National Cancer Act
of 1971 and to reaffirm our Nation’s
strong, bipartisan commitment to can-
cer research and the more than 12 mil-
lion cancer survivors alive today be-
cause of that research.

This commitment to cancer research
is supported by 40 Senators from both
sides of the aisle who cosponsored this
resolution. Additionally, this resolu-
tion is endorsed by more than 105 can-
cer institutes and hospitals, medical
schools, and patient groups, including
the University of Kansas Cancer Cen-
ter.

Forty years ago this month, Presi-
dent Nixon signed the National Cancer
Act into law. The creation of this law
marked a turning point in our Nation’s
efforts to prevent and cure cancer and
set in motion a coordinated and fo-
cused approach to cancer research.

The return on our commitment to
cancer research is measured in lives
saved, a better quality of life for cancer
survivors, and an enormous economic
benefit to our country and world.

Since the National Cancer Act be-
came law in 1971, the 5-year survival
rate for all cancers combined has risen
consistently—this rate is now at 68 per-
cent for adults and 80 percent for chil-
dren and adolescents, up from 50 per-
cent and 52 percent, respectively, in
1971.

It is estimated that every one per-
cent decline in cancer mortality saves
the U.S. economy $500 billion annually.

Our country has made significant
progress in combating this devastating
disease, but more work remains. This
year, more than 1.5 million Americans
are expected to be diagnosed with can-
cer. Of those individuals, many will
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face a very serious, life-changing diag-
nosis.

Today, I am proud to help submit a
resolution that reaffirms our sus-
tained, strong commitment to cancer
research that will help improve the en-
tire spectrum of care for patients, from
prevention to early detection and diag-
nosis, to treatment and long-term sur-

vivorship, and most importantly—
cures.
————
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 1459. Mr. UDALL, of Colorado proposed
an amendment to the joint resolution S.J.
Res. 24, proposing a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States.

SA 1460. Mr. HATCH proposed an amend-
ment to the joint resolution S.J. Res. 10, pro-
posing a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution of the United States.

SA 1461. Mr. REID (for Mr. DURBIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2867, to
reauthorize the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1998, and for other purposes.

———

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 1459. Mr. UDALL of Colorado pro-
posed an amendment to the joint reso-
lution S.J. Res. 24, proposing a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States; as fol-
lows:

To amend the title so as to read:

“Joint resolution proposing a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution of
the United States”

SA 1460. Mr. HATCH proposed an
amendment to the joint resolution S.J.
Res. 10, proposing a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; as follows:

To amend the title so as to read:

“‘Joint resolution proposing a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution of
the United States”

SA 1461. Mr. REID (for Mr. DURBIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2867, to reauthorize the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998,
and for other purposes; as follows:

Beginning on page 2, strike line 6 and all
that follows through ‘“(3)”’ on page 4, line 18,
and insert the following:

(a) TERMS.—Section 201(c) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22
U.S.C. 6431(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term of office of
each member of the Commission shall be 2
years. An individual, including any member
appointed to the Commission prior to the
date of the enactment of the United States
Commission on International Religious Free-
dom Reform and Reauthorization Act of 2011,
shall not serve more than 2 terms as a mem-
ber of the Commission under any cir-
cumstance. For any member serving on the
Commission on such date who has completed
at least 2 full terms on the Commission, such
member’s term shall expire 90 days after
such date. A member of the Commission may
not serve after the expiration of that mem-
ber’s term.”’; and

)
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On page 5, line 3, strike ‘‘(c)” and insert
“(b)”.

On page 5, strike lines 9 through 19 and in-
sert the following:

(¢) APPLICATION OF FEDERAL TRAVEL REGU-
LATION AND DEPARTMENT OF STATE STAND-
ARDIZED REGULATIONS TO THE COMMISSION.—
Section 201(i) of the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431(i)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“Members of the Commission are subject to
the requirements set forth in chapters 300
through 304 of title 41, Code of Federal Regu-
lations (commonly known as the ‘Federal
Travel Regulation’) and the Department of
State Standardized Regulations governing
authorized travel at government expense, in-
cluding regulations concerning the mode of
travel, lodging and per diem expenditures,
reimbursement payments, and expense re-
porting and documentation requirements.”’.

On page b, strike line 21 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom

On page 6, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

(b) PENDING CLAIMS.—Any administrative
or judicial claim or action pending on the
date of the enactment of this Act may be
maintained under section 204(g) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998, as
added by subsection (a).

On page 6, line 21, strike ‘‘and 2013’ and in-
sert ‘‘through 2014°.

On page 7, line 9, strike ‘2013 and insert
€2014”.

—————

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on December
13, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room SH-216 of
the Hart Senate Office Building.

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

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 13, 2011, at 10 a.m.

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

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,

AND PENSIONS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet,
during the session of the Senate, to
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Breaking
the Silence on Child Abuse: Protection,
Prevention, Intervention, and Deter-
rence”’ on December 13, 2011, at 10:15
a.m., in room 106 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
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to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, on December 13, 2011, at 10 a.m., in
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled ‘“Nominations.”’

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on December 13, 2011, at 2:30
p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION,

AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs’ Subcommittee on Hous-
ing, Transportation, and Community
Development be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 13, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct
a hearing entitled ‘‘Helping Home-
owners Harmed by Foreclosures: En-
suring Accountability and Trans-
parency in Foreclosure Reviews.”’

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND WILDLIFE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Water and Wildlife of the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on December
13, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room 406 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building to con-
duct a hearing entitled, ‘““‘Our Nation’s
Water Infrastructure: Challenges and
Opportunities.”

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

———

PIPELINE SAFETY, REGULATORY
CERTAINTY, AND JOB CREATION
ACT OF 2011

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to
H.R. 2845.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2845) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to provide for enhanced safety
and environmental protection in pipeline
transportation, to provide for enhanced reli-
ability in the transportation of the Nation’s
energy products by pipeline, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the bill be read three
times, passed, the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate and any state-
ments be printed in the RECORD.

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

The bill (H.R. 2845) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

The
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REAUTHORIZING THE INTER-
NATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM
ACT OF 1998

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the Foreign Relations Committee be
discharged from further consideration
of H.R. 28617.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2867) to reauthorize the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998, and
for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a Durbin amend-
ment which is at the desk be agreed to
and the bill, as amended, be read a
third time.

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

The amendment (No. 1461) was agreed
to, as follows:

(Purpose: To limit appointments to the
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom to 2 2-year
terms, to authorize employees of the Com-
mission who have filed a discrimination
complaint under section 717 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 to complete such pro-
ceedings, and to clarify that travel by
members of the United States Commission
on International Religious Freedom is sub-
ject to the Federal Travel Regulation and
the Department of State Standardized Reg-
ulations)

Beginning on page 2, strike line 6 and all
that follows through ‘“(3)”’ on page 4, line 18,
and insert the following:

(a) TERMS.—Section 201(c) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22
U.S.C. 6431(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term of office of
each member of the Commission shall be 2
years. An individual, including any member
appointed to the Commission prior to the
date of the enactment of the United States
Commission on International Religious Free-
dom Reform and Reauthorization Act of 2011,
shall not serve more than 2 terms as a mem-
ber of the Commission under any cir-
cumstance. For any member serving on the
Commission on such date who has completed
at least 2 full terms on the Commission, such
member’s term shall expire 90 days after
such date. A member of the Commission may
not serve after the expiration of that mem-
ber’s term.”’; and

(2

On page 5, line 3, strike ‘‘(c)”’ and insert
“(by”.

On page b, strike lines 9 through 19 and in-
sert the following:

(c) APPLICATION OF FEDERAL TRAVEL REGU-
LATION AND DEPARTMENT OF STATE STAND-
ARDIZED REGULATIONS TO THE COMMISSION.—
Section 201(i) of the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431(i)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“Members of the Commission are subject to
the requirements set forth in chapters 300
through 304 of title 41, Code of Federal Regu-
lations (commonly known as the ‘Federal
Travel Regulation’) and the Department of
State Standardized Regulations governing
authorized travel at government expense, in-
cluding regulations concerning the mode of
travel, lodging and per diem expenditures,
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reimbursement payments, and expense re-
porting and documentation requirements.”.
On page 5, strike line 21 and insert the fol-
lowing:
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom

On page 6, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

(b) PENDING CLAIMS.—Any administrative
or judicial claim or action pending on the
date of the enactment of this Act may be
maintained under section 204(g) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998, as
added by subsection (a).

On page 6, line 21, strike ‘“‘and 2013”’ and in-
sert ‘‘through 2014”.

On page 7, line 9, strike ‘2013 and insert
2014,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and third reading of the
bill.

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

The bill was read the third time.

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

The bill (H.R. 2867), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

H.R. 2867

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R. 2867) entitled ‘“‘An Act
to reauthorize the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1998, and for other pur-
poses.”’, do pass with the following

Amendments:

(1)Beginning on page 2, strike line 6 and all
that follows through ‘“(3)”’ on page 4, line 18,
and insert the following:

(a) TERMS.—Section 201(c) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22
U.S.C. 6431(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the
following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term of office of each
member of the Commission shall be 2 years. An
individual, including any member appointed to
the Commission prior to the date of the enact-
ment of the United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom Reform and Reau-
thorization Act of 2011, shall mot serve more
than 2 terms as a member of the Commission
under any circumstance. For any member serv-
ing on the Commission on such date who has
completed at least 2 full terms on the Commis-
sion, such member’s term shall expire 90 days
after such date. A member of the Commission
may not serve after the expiration of that mem-
ber’s term.”’; and
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(2)On page 5, line 3, strike ‘‘(c)”’ and insert
“(b)”.

(3)On page 5, strike lines 9 through 19 and
insert the following:

(¢) APPLICATION OF FEDERAL TRAVEL REGULA-
TION AND DEPARTMENT OF STATE STANDARDIZED
REGULATIONS TO THE COMMISSION.—Section
201(i) of the International Religious Freedom
Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431(i)) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘“‘Members of
the Commission are subject to the requirements
set forth in chapters 300 through 304 of title 41,
Code of Federal Regulations (commonly known
as the ‘Federal Travel Regulation’) and the De-
partment of State Standardiced Regulations
governing authorized travel at government ex-
pense, including regulations concerning the
mode of travel, lodging and per diem expendi-
tures, reimbursement payments, and erpense re-
porting and documentation requirements.’’.
(4)On page 5, strike line 21 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom
(5)On page 6, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

(b) PENDING CLAIMS.—Any administrative or
judicial claim or action pending on the date of
the enactment of this Act may be maintained
under section 204(g) of the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act of 1998, as added by sub-
section (a).

(6)On page 6, line 21, strike ‘“‘and 2013 and
insert ‘‘through 2014”’.

(7MOn page 7, line 9, strike ‘2013’ and insert
2014,

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table.

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

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

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

The majority leader is recognized.

———
ORDER OF PROCEDURE—H.R. 3630

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that not withstanding the lack of re-
ceipt from the House with respect to
H.R. 3630, it be in order for the bill to
be considered read for the first time
and placed on the legislative calendar
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under the heading ‘‘Bills and Joint
Resolutions Read the First Time.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

———

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
DECEMBER 14, 2011

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m., on Wednesday,
December 14, 2011; that following the
prayer and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the
morning hour be deemed expired, and
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day;
that following any leader remarks, the
Senate be in morning business for 1
hour, with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each, with the
time equally divided and controlled be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the majority controlling
the first half and the Republicans con-
trolling the final half; and that fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate
resume consideration of S.J. Res. 10
and S.J. Res. 24, under the previous
order.

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

———————

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. There will be two rollcall
votes at approximately 10:45 a.m. to-
morrow on the balanced budget amend-
ment resolution. We also hope to con-
sider the DOD authorization conference
report as well as the House Republican
payroll tax bill tomorrow.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand adjourned under the
previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:34 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, December 14, 2011, at 9:30 a.m.
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