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Keith, a Maryland small business
owner. He writes:
Currently, I have what is considered a

“Cadillac” health plan. It is an old CareFirst
Blue Cross Blue Shield plan that does not
cover vision or dental [and has] a moderate
deductible. It only covers general health and
drugs. My wife is disabled and is unable to
work. She is under age 50 and has Medicare
as a primary insurance and is on my family
plan as secondary where she gets drug cov-
erage.

This person is a small business owner
involved in a plan.

I have one child with some health issues on
the plan as well. Based [on] my situation, my
health insurance options are limited.

I am a small business owner and have had
significant increases in my insurance costs
over the last 20 years. Currently, I pay
$29,000 for family coverage thru (sic) my
company and last year I had $9,900 in out of
pocket expenses, which is ‘“‘normal”’ for my
family. My income is above $100,000, but well
below the $250,000.

At one time I considered myself part of the
middle class, but with my ever increasing
health care costs, I now have second
thoughts. . . .

It is unbelievable to me that a family like
mine could be in this situation. I know there
are others far worse than mine and can
empathize with their plight. . . .

How can I be spending about $40,000 a year
[on health care] with no end in sight?

Well, help is on the way. The bills
that have been reported out of our
committees that the majority leader is
now merging to bring to the Senate
floor will help my constituent Keith,
who finds that he cannot afford health
care today even though he has cer-
tainly a reasonable income.

This legislation will also help our
seniors. I mention that because there is
a lot of concern about how we can
strengthen the Medicare system, which
is so important to our seniors. Well,
the problem with Medicare today is
that health care costs are going up.
Medicare is a pretty efficient program.
We know its administrative costs are
far less than private insurance. But we
cannot bring down the government
cost of Medicare unless we bring down
health care costs in America. That is
exactly what the health care reform
proposals will do.

It will also, by the way, use those
savings to help our seniors by improv-
ing their prescription drug benefit so
we can certainly make improvements
to mitigate the doughnut hole on pre-
scription drug coverage. It strengthens
dramatically the preventative health
care services that are offered our sen-
iors under the Medicare system.

Well, the uninsured are also helped
under this bill and those who are in
danger of losing their health insurance
by the State exchanges, where there
will be more competition, more avail-
ability. The bill deals with afford-
ability, providing subsidies for those
who otherwise could not afford the
health insurance.

One of the prime ways that is done is
through the public option, so let me
talk a moment about it. There has
been a lot of discussion about it. I saw
that it is going to be included in the
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bill in the House of Representatives.
The majority leader is looking to in-
clude that in the bill that is going to
be brought forward on the floor of this
Senate.

A public option is nothing strange to
Americans. It is not that the govern-
ment takes over health care; it does
not. Health care is provided by private
doctors, private hospitals. The most
successful public option program in
America in health care is Medicare,
and I do not see anyone coming and
saying we should do Medicare in a dif-
ferent way. Medicare has worked well,
with the government providing the way
we collect the premiums and collect
the dollars necessary to pay the doc-
tors and hospitals that are private, and
where the Medicare beneficiaries can
choose their own doctor or hospital.
That is the way it should be.

The reason it is important to include
a public insurance option in the bill
that is being brought forward is to
make sure we have an affordable option
for those who cannot find insurance, so
we have an affordable product in every
part of America. If you live in rural
America, it is tough to find an insur-
ance company that is interested in in-
suring you if you are in the individual
market. That is just a fact of life.

So the public option provides an af-
fordable option and provides more com-
petition. In my own State of Maryland,
two insurance companies represent 71
percent of the private insurance mar-
ket. We do not have effective competi-
tion in our State of Maryland. The pub-
lic option offers more competition. If
we have more competition, it is going
to be less costly. That is the reason we
want to make sure it is included in the
bill that is brought forward and the bill
we hope will be reconciled with the
House and sent to the President of the
United States.

Mr. President, as I said when I took
the floor, we have a unique oppor-
tunity. We have a unique opportunity
in taking up health care reform and
health insurance reform to help the
people of our Nation. We have to make
sure we get it right. I agree with my
colleagues, we need to take the time to
make sure we get this bill right, but we
need to act. We need to act in order to
protect middle-income families so they
have affordable health care coverage in
America.

We need to act to help small busi-
nesses so they have more choices, more
competition, so they can afford to pro-
vide health insurance for their employ-
ees. We need to act for our seniors and
those who are disabled in the Medicare
system to make sure we strengthen
Medicare for future generations and
can expand the benefits that are cov-
ered under Medicare.

We need to act for the sake of our
economy. We need to act for the sake
of our Nation. I encourage my col-
leagues to get engaged in this debate so
that, at the end of the day, we pass a
bill that is going to be in the best in-
terest of the people of this Nation.
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With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor and 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. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for up to 20 minutes in morning
business.

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

———

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, these
days, the economy is foremost on the
minds of Americans, and well it should
be. Two out of five Americans say the
economy should be our top priority.
That is more than twice as many as
cite any other issue—two times that
the economy is much more important.

The unemployment insurance bill be-
fore us today helps to address the econ-
omy in several ways. In several ways,
our legislation would help Americans
to get and keep good jobs. First, our
bill would extend much needed unem-
ployment benefits. This unemployment
insurance relief would get money into
the hands of people who need it—need
it desperately. I might say, there are
about 15 million Americans out of work
chasing about 3 million jobs. There are
many more people unemployed looking
for work.

When we help unemployed Ameri-
cans, let’s also remember we help our
communities, not just the individuals
who receive unemployment benefits—
and they have earned those benefits—
but also the communities are helped by
payment of those benefits. When we
help our unemployed neighbors, we
also help to keep open the neighbor-
hood grocery store and the neighbor-
hood gas station. When we help our un-
employed neighbors, we also help to
keep houses out of foreclosure. When
we help our unemployed neighbors, we
also help our economy; we help our-
selves.

According to officials in my home
State of Montana, if we do not pass
this 14-week extension, then at least
7,000 Montanans will lose their unem-
ployment benefits. That is a significant
number when we consider the popu-
lation of my State, which is just a lit-
tle bit over 900,000 total.

A report prepared in June for the
Montana Manufacturing Center showed
that nationwide manufacturing em-
ployment fell from 13.8 million workers
at the end of 2007 to 12.4 million work-
ers at the beginning of 2009. That is a
10.5-percent drop in little more than a
year—a 10.5-percent drop in workers in
just more than a year. The decline na-
tionwide was echoed in Montana, where
manufacturing employment fell 8 per-
cent.
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In south central Montana, logging
and milling have slowed down in the
Bozeman area, just as they have else-
where in the State. That means work-
ers in the logging and milling indus-
tries have been losing their jobs.

It is absolutely essential we get this
aid to those in need so they can con-
tinue to put food on the table while
they continue to look for work.

A second integral part of this legisla-
tive package is the extension of the
home buyers tax credit. This tax credit
has already helped nearly 1.5 million
Americans to achieve the dream of
owning a home. Without this tax cred-
it, many of these first-time home buy-
ers would have remained on the side-
lines. They would have been unable to
buy a home in these challenging eco-
nomic times.

The home buyers tax credit provides
up to $8,000 for millions of Americans
to purchase their first home. The cred-
it has helped to reduce the excess sup-
ply of homes on the market and, in
doing so, the credit has helped to sta-
bilize the housing market.

In many places throughout the coun-
try, homes are selling and inventories
are dropping. The Pending Home Sales
Index, a leading indicator of existing
home sales, rose again in September
for the eighth straight month. Total
housing inventory fell 10.8 percent at
the end of August.

Home prices also appear to be slowly
recovering. The Case-Shiller Home
Price Index increased 1.4 percent in
June after falling for 35 consecutive
months. These encouraging numbers
tell us that the home buyer tax credit
is working. Yet the housing market re-
mains fragile. High unemployment has
increased foreclosure rates, inventories
remain well above normal levels, and
homes are worth substantially less
than they were a year ago.

In May, back home in Montana, I
helped with a charity raffle of a new
home in Billings. During the event, the
homebuilders for this home told me
how well the home buyer tax credit is
working. They said it definitely helped
to boost their sales. The builder made
it very clear how much the tax credit
has helped in Montana.

Realtors and home builders across
Montana have provided examples of the
tax credit working to get buyers off the
fence and into new homes. The Billings
Gazette recently reported on one devel-
opment where 30 homes were sold this
year. Home buyers of 17 of those homes
used the first-time home buyer tax
credit when they bought their home. In
Bozeman, MT, housing starts and home
purchases have dropped off, but it is
clear that the home buyer tax credit
has helped to cushion that.

The success of the American econ-
omy is closely tied to the success of
the housing market. By helping to sta-
bilize the housing market, the home
buyer tax credit has helped to shore up
the economy as it begins to recover. It
is important that we temporarily ex-
tend the home buyer tax credit to fur-
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ther support our recovery. That is why
we have proposed extending the tax
credit to April 30 of next year. Because
the housing market remains fragile, we
propose expanding the credit to include
a greater number of potential home
buyers.

As before, the $8,000 tax credit would
be available to those buying a principal
residence for the first time, but it will
also be available to home buyers who
have lived in their current residence
for 5 years or more. These home buyers
hoping to move up would be eligible for
a $6,500 tax credit. This strikes a fair
middle ground. We would help first-
time home buyers and we would also
help homeowners looking to move up
to a new home, but we would exclude
from the credit speculators who may
have recently purchased a home in-
tending to flip it for a fast profit.

Our amendment would also increase
income limits. This would enable an
even greater number of potential home
buyers to take the credit. Those earn-
ing less than $225,000 for joint filers and
$125,000 for single filers would be eligi-
ble. Increasing this threshold would
further stimulate the housing market
by bringing a new group of buyers into
the market. These days, millions of
renters earn more than $75,000 a year.

Our new home buyers tax credit
would also include a ‘‘binding con-
tract” provision that would allow any-
one who has entered into a binding
contract to be eligible for the credit, so
long as they close on the home within
60 days. Also, the extended tax credit
would continue to allow military per-
sonnel to claim their credit for an addi-
tional year.

Many more Americans stand to gain
from the extension of the home buyers
tax credit, and with our amendment
they would get help buying a new home
during these tough economic times.

Homes that are worth more than
$800,000 would not be eligible for the
home buyers tax credit. We need to tar-
get the credit toward those potential
home buyers who need it most, not
those buyers who would have bought a
new home even without the new credit.

To address concerns such as those
raised by the Treasury Inspector Gen-
eral for Tax Administration, we have
given the IRS additional tools to pre-
vent erroneous credits from being paid.

It is important that this tax credit
does not become a permanent fixture in
the Tax Code. That is very important.
It certainly is to me. Our amendment
would end the credit on April 30 of next
year. This extension would get us
through the winter, traditionally the
worst season for real estate. Our
amendment would jump-start the hous-
ing market as it enters the summer
months in 2010. With the new ‘‘binding
contract’” provision, we would effec-
tively extend this tax credit for 7
months, long enough to encourage
home buyers to buy homes but short
enough to remain fiscally responsible.
It is a fair approach and it would play
an important role in getting the hous-
ing market back on its feet.
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In addition to unemployment insur-
ance and the home buyer credit, our
amendment would also add needed net
operating loss relief for businesses.
Under current law, corporations may
carry back net operating losses 2 years.
In the stimulus bill earlier this year,
we were able to increase that
carryback period to 5 years, but only
for small businesses. The carryback
provision for small businesses has been
a great help to struggling small compa-
nies. They were able to carry back
their losses to profitable years, and
then they could file quick refund
claims. This gave them much needed
cash to meet payroll, invest in new
equipment or inventory, or pay for
other current expense obligations.

But many businesses did not qualify
for the carryback stimulus provision
that helped small businesses. Many
larger companies are also hurting dur-
ing this economic downturn. Senator
SNOWE and I recognized this during our
discussions on the stimulus bill. We in-
troduced a bill to expand the needed re-
lief to all businesses, and now we are
including that relief here.

The great recession, which I heard to
date is officially over because now the
GDP is growing for the first time in I
don’t know how many months—but the
great recession has hurt Montana busi-
nesses from farming to retail to manu-
facturing. A recent series in the Bil-
lings Gazette highlights a number of
historically profitable Montana indus-
tries that are facing serious losses as a
result of hard economic times. The
lumber industry provides an acute ex-
ample.

Pyramid Mountain Lumber is the
oldest surviving family-owned and fam-
ily-operated mill in Montana. Loren
Rose, the controller of Pyramid Moun-
tain, reports that their mill has faced
increased costs on logs and fuel and or-
ders have dropped because of the slow-
down in home building. The owners
have invested everything they have in
the mill. They are terrific operators. I
spent a good bit of time at that mill
and I am very proud of it. They have
done a super job. Loren said the lumber
mills are ‘‘all in”’ as far as ownership
investment. They have nothing left to
invest. Other mill owners have had to
shut down. Loren said that an NOL
provision such as that in our bill would
““‘absolutely” help in ‘“‘providing work-
ing capital to the small, independent
mills.”” That is his quote. Our NOL pro-
vision would directly help this industry
and others in Montana that are strug-
gling to survive in these tough eco-
nomic times. Let’s expand the help we
provided to small businesses to all
businesses; that is, all businesses that
need the cash infusion now.

The questions always arise: How do
we pay for these provisions? Our
amendment pays for them responsibly.
In 2004, Congress created a new way for
American-based corporations to allo-
cate interest for purposes of computing
their taxes. The implementation of
that allocation method was to be effec-
tive in tax years beginning after 2010.
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Our amendment delays the effective
date of that provision until tax years
beginning after 2017.

Our amendment also increases pen-
alties for taxpayers who fail to timely
file partnership and S-corporation re-
turns. These two provisions would
allow Congress to provide additional
incentives for home buyers and imple-
ment expanded NOL carryback relief
for businesses. Both of these goals are
big steps toward boosting our economy.

Our amendment, I believe, is the
right approach. I urge my colleagues to
support it. Let us respond to the con-
cern that is foremost on Americans’
minds, and that is jobs, that is the
economy. Let us pass this legislation
to help unemployed Americans and
provide tax relief, and let us pass this
legislation that will help Americans to
get and keep good jobs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
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.

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

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

——
CAP-AND-TRADE

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to raise serious concerns
with the cap-and-trade legislation
which is currently in hearings in the
Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

The committee is holding its third
hearing today on the bill that would
presumably be coming to the floor of
the Senate. One of the panels today is
going to focus on the impact on trans-
portation of the cap-and-trade bill. I
think Members deserve to know the
real costs and effects this bill will have
on transportation. That is what I will
talk about today.

Last week, Senator BOND and I un-
veiled a report that analyzed the fuel
cost implications from the House bill
that is making its way through the
House. Our report forecasted a $3.6 tril-
lion gas tax on the American economy
for the life of the program, which is
2015 through 2050.

At this time of economic uncer-
tainty, with 15 million people out of
work, just about every American is
cutting back on spending. Do we really
want to put a tax on energy and in-
crease energy costs for families and
small businesses at a time like this? I
think the answer is obvious. The worst
thing we could do to our struggling
economy is to overburden it with new
taxes and more regulations. But that is
exactly what the cap-and-trade bill is
doing, and that is exactly what is going
through Congress right now.

This past weekend, we began to see
what was in the Senate bill that is
being proposed. It is even more strin-
gent than the House bill. The legisla-
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tion on the Senate side would impose a
huge tax on business and levy a mas-
sive economic burden on all Ameri-
cans.

For most Americans, gasoline is a
mandatory expense, and raising the
cost of it, of course, is going to strain
working families, small businesses,
farmers, ranchers, and our whole econ-
omy. Last year, when consumers expe-
rienced $4 gasoline and $5 diesel, it
caused enormous hardships for Ameri-
cans. Fortunately, those fuel prices
were temporary. But under cap and
trade, those high prices will be perma-
nent—at least until 2050.

High fuel prices don’t just impact our
transportation expenses; we are actu-
ally hit twice because the gas tax
raises the price of every good and serv-
ice—groceries, clothes—that consumers
must purchase in order to live.

Energy costs are, among our busi-
nesses, top operational expenses. Com-
panies face a variety of energy ex-
penses, ranging from heating and cool-
ing their plants and facilities to
powering equipment and lighting. In
order for businesses to withstand this
heavier tax burden and to remain via-
ble, they will be forced to pass fuel
costs on to consumers through higher
prices.

Several industries will be more se-
verely penalized by the gas tax than
others.

Let’s take trucking. The American
trucking industry is a major target of
the cap-and-trade gas tax. In 2007, 1.7
million drivers of tractor trailers
logged 145 billion vehicle miles, con-
suming 28.5 billion gallons of fuel. That
equates to an annual fuel cost per vehi-
cle of $34,560. That number will sky-
rocket under this cap-and-trade pro-
posal that is going through Congress.
When you consider that the average
self-employed truckdriver earns only
$43,000 per year in net revenue, the gas
tax represents an enormous new tax on
working middle-class truckers.

Of course, truckers will not suffer
those higher gas taxes alone. Their ad-
ditional costs will be shared by every
consumer in the increased price of ev-
erything they transport. At some
point, nearly everything bought or sold
must be shipped to a retailer. So the
sweeping effect of the gas tax on every
consumer, every person, every busi-
ness—certainly the trucking industry
but every other business—will harm
our entire economy.

The pain doesn’t stop with trucking.
Our Nation’s farmers and ranchers,
who are tasked with producing high-
quality goods for much of the world,
will be irreparably harmed under the
House’s $2 trillion tax on gasoline and
$1.3 trillion tax on diesel fuel. Gas and
diesel fuel-powered equipment, ranging
from tractors to combines to fertilizing
systems, are the operational founda-
tion of America’s farms and ranches.
Every extra penny they pay will be
seen in the cost of goods and certainly
the cost of food. Under the climate
change legislation, they will face $550
million in higher fuel costs in 2020.
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Despite all of this pain we are going
to see on our truckers, on our family
farmers, and on every business, what
good will it do? If there is a good side,
let’s look at it. It is supposed to be to
help our environment. But even the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Administrator admits that unless
China and India impose similar Draco-
nian taxes and regulations, there will
be no effect on world temperatures. So
what is the purpose of this increase in
taxes and increase in costs every Amer-
ican will bear? Well, there is no im-
provement because it is certainly com-
mon sense to know that if we do this
unilaterally in the United States and
put this tax on our refineries, on our
exploration companies that are trying
to produce more energy for our econ-
omy at a cheaper price and environ-
mentally safely, and if others around
the world don’t do it—put more caps on
and more regulations—and they are
spewing into the world much heavier
carbon emissions than the TUnited
States does now—if they don’t change
and we do, it will still come to our
country. So there will not be any effect
on the global environment.

Under the bills going through today,
trillion-dollar figures have been dis-
cussed so nonchalantly in Washington
that it seems as if they are losing their
shock value. Americans must know
that $3.6 trillion in gas taxes is a real
number, and it is going to have a real
effect on every American.

We can improve the environment and
we can improve the economy.

One of the things that is not being
discussed, as we are talking about put-
ting more taxes on the industries that
produce energy, the bread-and-butter
energy of our economy, what isn’t
being discussed is nuclear power. Nu-
clear power has been shown time and
again, where it is in place, that it is in-
expensive, efficient, and it is environ-
mentally safe. There is no carbon emis-
sion from a nuclear powerplant.

So why does the House bill not even
address nuclear? Why are we not talk-
ing, in this administration, about nu-
clear power, which can be clean energy,
efficient energy, and which has been
proven to also have fewer consequences
than once thought because the amount
of nuclear waste has now been lowered
to a huge extent and can be safely
kept? And if we continue our research,
we will probably be able to reuse the
nuclear waste and put it back into
more nuclear power. Why aren’t we
pursuing nuclear instead of just put-
ting more taxes and regulations on the
bread-and-butter energy that is pro-
duced in our country?

We need to reject the cap-and-trade
bills that are going through Congress
right now. We need to focus on environ-
mental policies that will make a dif-
ference in our environment, that might
make a difference in our global envi-
ronment. But certainly unilateral reg-
ulations and taxes just on America has
been absolutely proven not to make a
difference in the global economy if no
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