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when leadership on the other side of 
the aisle says: Our principal objective 
is to defeat President Obama in 2012. 
There is a concern about what is hap-
pening, whether there are really bona 
fide objections to the START talks. 

In connection with the travels I have 
undertaken during the course of the 
past many months—in India, with a 
congressional delegation, a group of us 
met with the Prime Minister of India, 
a concern about agreements made with 
our executive branch, whether they 
will be upheld; a meeting with officials 
in China on certain trade issues; talk-
ing to leaders in other foreign coun-
tries, a real question about what is 
going on in the government of the 
United States. 

In this interdependent world, I sug-
gest it is very important we project a 
national image, a national posture of 
rationality in what we are doing and 
not to throw up roadblocks to inter-
national agreements such as START 
without good reason in the context 
where at least in appearances there is 
obstructionism. 

When we talk about risks involved, 
my own view is that we are far at this 
point from a threat with the Russian 
Government. This is not the day of the 
Cuban missile crisis in 1962 when the 
world may have teetered on the edge of 
a nuclear confrontation. The relations 
with the Soviet Union were disinte-
grated. The relations with Russia are 
vastly improved, and we need the co-
operation of Russia in dealing with 
many very vexing international prob-
lems, paramount of which is our deal-
ings with Iran and the need to have the 
Russians join us in sanctions against 
Iran and to promote the Russian offer 
to enrich the uranium from Iran so 
they do not enrich it themselves, pos-
ing a threat with what Iran would do 
with enriched uranium—a threat which 
is not present if it is not in Iran’s 
hands when uranium is enriched, which 
could be used for peaceful purposes. 

We see today the importance of the 
cooperation of China in the concerns 
we have with North Korea. When that 
problem broke last week, my first com-
ment publicly in a television interview 
on MSNBC was to state what was the 
obvious: that we had to engage China 
to deal with North Korea. China’s ini-
tial comments were muted, were not 
very encouraging. I am pleased to see 
the most recent reports are that China 
is moving ahead to try to deal with a 
threat posed by North Korea, having 
shuttle talks between North Korea and 
South Korea. 

So it is in this overall context of hav-
ing the assurances registered with for-
eign governments that there is ration-
ality. When we talk about risks, my 
own assessment—and I have studied 
this situation closely. I was a member 
of the U.S. arms talks in Geneva going 
back into 1987, during that decade and 
beyond. But the risks are not what 

they once were. It is never possible to 
eliminate risks entirely, but when we 
are looking to evaluate the balance of 
risks and international cooperation 
with Russia and our conduct on 
START, as we project an image of 
strength with other countries, the risk 
is well worth taking to the extent that 
it exists. Again, I say my own evalua-
tion is that there is not much of a risk 
involved. 

The Washington Post, last Friday, 
November 26, quoted one of the authors 
of the memorandum expressing satis-
faction: 

I’ve come to the conclusion that the ad-
ministration is intellectually committed to 
modernization now. . . .Whether they’re 
committed in the heart is another matter. 
Suppose Start is ratified, and they no longer 
have to worry about that? Will they con-
tinue to press for the money? 

Well, if we concede there is a com-
mitment, be it an intellectual commit-
ment, there is not a whole lot more 
that we can ask for. 

f 

EMBRYONIC STEM CELL 
RESEARCH 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
spoken about this when we reconvened 
several weeks ago, that it is my hope 
that Congress, the Senate specifically, 
will take up legislation which I have 
introduced which would authorize the 
use of Federal funding for embryonic 
stem cell research. Embryonic stem 
cell research holds enormous potential. 
You take the embryos which are the 
most flexible of all of the stem cells 
and they can replace diseased parts of 
the body and they offer promise of a 
veritable fountain of youth. 

The U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia said the Executive 
order issued by President Obama was 
invalid. But Congress has the authority 
to legislate to cure any defect. The 
case is on appeal to the circuit court, 
and a stay has been issued. But the sci-
entists are very apprehensive, as they 
testified before the Labor, Health and 
Human Services Subcommittee. There 
are some 200 projects with some $200 
million involved. 

It is not a constitutional matter. It 
is a matter of statutory interpretation 
on the existing statute. But to the ex-
tent there is any ambiguity, this is 
something which we ought to address 
and we ought to address promptly be-
cause it is a life-and-death matter. As 
long as the litigation is pending in the 
Federal court, the scientists do not 
know which way to turn. So they have 
made their point very clear. 

The case could go on for a very pro-
tracted period of time when you have 
to file briefs, have argument, and a de-
cision in the Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. Then a possible 
petition for certiorari could take a 
matter of years. With the ideological 
issues involved, who knows what the 

final outcome would be in the judicial 
system. But that can all be put to rest 
by legislation. 

f 

TELEVISING THE SUPREME COURT 

Mr. SPECTER. One other point brief-
ly—I see a colleague awaiting an oppor-
tunity to speak—and that is my hope 
we will address, before the end of the 
year, the issue of televising the pro-
ceedings of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. This is an issue I have 
worked on, on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, for a couple decades now. It has 
been reported a number of times out of 
committee. It is currently on the Sen-
ate agenda. 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States decides all of the cutting edge 
questions. There ought to be trans-
parency. When the case of Bush v. Gore 
was argued, then-Senator BIDEN and I 
wrote to the Chief Justice urging that 
the proceedings be televised. We got a 
response back in the negative, but on 
that day there was a simultaneous 
audio released. I noticed 2 weeks ago 
that on C–SPAN there was a Supreme 
Court argument which was a couple 
weeks old with an audio, and they had 
a picture of the Justice who was speak-
ing and a picture of the lawyer arguing 
the case—sort of like movies before 
talking; sort of like silent movies. 
There was an audio. 

It is high time the public’s business 
be open. Newspaper reporters can walk 
into the Supreme Court, make notes, 
upheld by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Visitors are limited to 
some 3 minutes. The chambers can 
only hold about 250 people. It is time 
the Court was televised. I hope the 
Senate will act. I have discussed the 
issue with the leadership in the House 
and there are positive responses on the 
issue. 

EXHIBIT 1 

From: Sen. Jon Kyl, Sen. Bob Corker 
To: Republican Members 
Date: November 24, 2010 
Re: Progress in Defining Nuclear Moderniza-

tion Requirements 
We appreciate your willingness to consider 

New START in the context of modernization 
of our nuclear complex and the weapons it 
supports. 

In advance of having an opportunity to dis-
cuss the issue more fully next week in Wash-
ington, we want to summarize the status of 
our discussions with the administration. 

SUMMARY 

Throughout the Obama administration’s 
pursuit of a New START treaty, we have 
been clear, as has Secretary Gates, that we 
could not support reductions in U.S. nuclear 
forces unless there is adequate attention to 
modernizing those forces and the infrastruc-
ture that supports them. The Administra-
tion’s recent update of the 1251 plan, origi-
nally submitted in May in accordance with 
Section 1251 of the FY2010 NDAA, is an ac-
knowledgment that more resources we need-
ed to accomplish the objectives set forth in 
the Nuclear Posture Review for the mod-
ernization of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. This 
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memo discusses our concerns with the origi-
nal 1251 plan, changes made and our assess-
ment of those changes and remaining issues. 

BACKGROUND—THE DECLINE OF THE NUCLEAR 
WEAPON STOCKPILE AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. nu-
clear weapons infrastructure (including lab-
oratories, production facilities and sup-
porting capabilities) has been allowed to de-
teriorate. The weapons have remained safe, 
secant and reliable, but they and their care-
takers have been in a state of limbo—only 
when critical problems have arisen has ac-
tion been taken. The production facilities 
are Cold War relics, safety and security costs 
have grown exponentially, and critical skills 
have been jeopardized through layoffs, hiring 
freezes, and the retirement of skilled sci-
entists and technicians who earlier were able 
to fully exercise the full set of nuclear weap-
ons-related skills. In FY2010, the Ohama ad-
ministration invested only $6.4 billion in the 
National Nuclear Security Administration 
Weapons Activities funding line, a 20 percent 
loss in purchasing power from FY2005 alone. 
It is no longer possible to continue deferring 
maintenance of either the facilities or the 
weapons. As a result, the 2010 Nuclear Pos-
ture Review set forth a broad range of mod-
ernization and sustainment requirements 
that would be impossible without additional 
budget support. 

A detailed explanation of these concepts is 
located in the appendix to this memo; but to 
help understand the current situation, imag-
ine an automotive expert working in a ga-
rage built in 1942. The roof leaks and his 
tools are becoming outdated. Moreover, he 
has responsibility for a fleet of eight racing 
Ferraris, which have been sitting in storage 
for about 30 years. The last time any engine 
was turned on was 1992, but this ‘‘steward’’ is 
responsible for assuring that, at any given 
moment, each of the eight finely-tuned cars 
will respond to the key turn. To do this, he 
is allowed to assess components of the cars 
for aging—leaks, cracks, rust, etc. (though 
he isn’t able to look at the components often 
enough and in sufficient detail because of his 
maintenance budget). 

Even on a shoe-string budget, he is begin-
ning to see signs of age throughout the fleet, 
and realizes that each and every car will re-
quire a complete overhaul (a ‘‘life extension’’ 
program). To be successful, he needs a new 
garage, updated tools, and skilled assistants 
(because truthfully, the expert will be retir-
ing long before the overhauls are complete, 
assuming his pension fund is still solvent). 
He will have to replace some of the parts (es-
pecially the electronics—some of his fleet of 
Ferraris still have vacuum tubes), because 
they just aren’t available anymore; but some 
parts will have to be reused, or manufac-
tured to be as close to the original as pos-
sible. Some of the original parts contained 
materials that are now illegal for safety or 
environmental reasons. To add to the prob-
lem, the owner is asking for air bags, anti- 
lock brakes and anti-theft technology. Each 
overhaul will take about a decade, from 
planning through execution and without a 
new garage, he will be unable to finish the 
overhauls on time. And at the end of the day, 
the mechanic is fairly certain that he will 
not be allowed to turn the ignition to check 
his work. 

This is the state of our nuclear deterrent 
today, except, we’re dealing not with cars, 
but with the most sophisticated and dan-
gerous weapons ever devised by man. 

SECTION 1251 PLAN AND FY2011 BUDGET—A 
RESPONSE TO THE NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW 
The initial section 1251 report showed a 

ten-year budget plan for Weapons Activities 

totaling $80 billion. But most of that $80 bil-
lion is not directed at modernization activi-
ties called for in the NPR—it is mostly con-
sumed in ‘‘keeping the lights on’’ at the lab-
oratories and plants, including safety, secu-
rity, facility upkeep (which is difficult on 
very old facilities that would have been re-
placed long ago in the private sector), and 
routine warhead maintenance. 

Only about $10 billion of that ten year 
number was for new weapons activity, about 
half of it coming from DOD and half from 
‘‘savings’’ assumed from low inflation pro-
jections. We doubt such savings can be real-
ized and the DOD funding is not enough to 
cover everything that needs to be done. It 
provides for a small increase to stockpile 
surveillance for warhead evaluation, funding 
for the W76 life extension program and the 
B61 and W78 life extension studies, and par-
tial funding for badly-needed design, engi-
neering and a modest investment for con-
struction of new plutonium and uranium 
processing facilities—the Chemistry and 
Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) 
nuclear facility and the Uranium Processing 
Facility (UPF). These new facilities will re-
place Manhattan Project-era buildings that 
are a substantial maintenance burden and 
are becoming increasingly challenging to 
maintain in a safe and operable condition. 

Recognizing that more money was needed 
up front, the administration’s FY2011 budget 
request of $7.0 billion for Weapons Activities 
improved the FY2010 budget by $624 million. 
The $624 million was included as a budget 
‘‘anomaly’’ in the two month C.R. we passed 
before the October recess, but will have to be 
maintained in the longer-term C.R. or Omni-
bus we will pass in December. 

The initial 1251 plan left a lot of questions 
about how all the work articulated in the 
NPR would be funded. Numerous experts ex-
pressed concerns about obvious shortfalls in 
funding and about restrictions placed on de-
signers that will constrain their ability to 
work through stockpile issues. The funding 
levels for CMRR and UPF were of significant 
concern, as was the funding for Life Exten-
sion Programs—especially to incorporate im-
proved safety, security and reliability in 
these warheads. And of great concern to the 
directors of the national weapons labora-
tories, much of the promised budget increase 
for modernization was not pledged until FY 
16, by which point the Administration’s com-
mitment (if it is still in office) may have 
waned. As a result, we requested an update 
to the 1251 plan that would answer the ques-
tions we raised and that would show a 
stronger commitment to modernization. 

UNDATED 1251 PLAN 
Atter reviewing our questions, and with 

further review of the requirements imposed 
by the NPR, the Administration agreed that 
updated budgets were required. Thus, on No-
vember 17, 2010, an updated 1251 report was 
provided to the Senate, including an early 
FY12 budget projection with White House ap-
proval. The 1251 update, and the briefing pro-
vided as part of the update, satisfied many, 
but not all, of the initial questions we had 
earlier expressed. 

The 1251 plan update increases the FY2012 
budget request by an additional $600 million, 
increases the FY2012 five-year plan by $4.1 
billion, and adds to the total FY11 ten-year 
plan between $5.4 and $62 billion. We are told 
that the new increases will not be taken 
from the DOD budget line. This update 
brings the ten-year plan (from FY11) to be-
tween $85.4 and $86.2 billion. Again, approxi-
mately $70 billion of the original pledge of 
$80 billion was needed just to maintain cur-

rent operations of the nuclear weapons com-
plex, without covering the expense of the 
needed modernization of the stockpile or in-
frastructure. This update also includes re-
vised cost estimates for CMRR and UPF; 
those estimates now range from $3.7 to $5.8 
billion for CMRR and $4.2 to $6.5 billion for 
UPF. 

The new $4.1 billion for the five years of 
the FY2012 FYNSP is divided as follows: 

$340 million for design and engineering and 
modest construction activity for CMRR and 
UPF (see below for more detail); 

$1.7 billion (approximately) for other facil-
ity construction and maintenance require-
ments, including the High Explosive Press-
ing Facility at Pantex and test facilities at 
Sandia National Laboratories; 

$1.0 billion (approximately) for stockpile 
work, with added funding for life extension 
programs, stockpile surveillance and other 
design and research activities, though some 
of this funding ($255 million for the W76) is 
only needed because one life extension pro-
gram will take longer due to the capacity 
bottleneck in the complex; 

$1.1 billion for contractor pension obliga-
tions spread through Weapons Activities ac-
counts (which, while needed, does not sup-
port modernization). 

REMAINING CONCERNS 
Despite this new increase, there remain a 

few substantial concerns about the adequacy 
of the proposed budget. For one, the Admin-
istration is attempting to address the enor-
mous increases in the cost estimates for 
CMRR and UPF by delaying the full oper-
ation of those facilities by one to two years. 
This would stretch the final completion of 
CMRR to 2023 and UPF to 2024, although the 
Administration states that some operational 
capability would be established (as required) 
in 2020. If extended, hundreds of millions of 
dollars would be needed annually to main-
tain Manhattan Project-era facilities at 
LANL & Y–12. Additional funding could be 
applied to accelerate the construction of 
these facilities to ensure on schedule com-
pletion and prevent wasted investments in 
maintaining an securing facilities that are 
being replaed anyway. 

Furthermore, the Administration is ignor-
ing the benefits of ensuring funding commit-
ments for these facilities early in the budget 
process. Responsible advance funding mecha-
nisms exist, such as a FY12 request for three- 
year rolling funding (recommended by some 
NNSA budget specialists), or alternatively, 
an Administration commitment to seek ad-
vanced funding in FY13 following the com-
pletion of the 90 percent design cost esti-
mate. Further Administration effort to ad-
vance funding is the best path to successful 
completion of these facilities. 

Given the need to live with our currently 
aging stockpile until an adequate production 
capability is established (after 2020), accu-
rate assessment of the state of the current 
stockpile is paramount. The 1251 plan update 
shows a doubling of surveillance funding 
from FY09 to FY11—which is commendable— 
but is our understanding that the NNSA is 
reviewing an updated surveillance plan that 
could lead to greater budget requirements. 
NNSA should affirm that this review has 
been completed and the budget request will 
reflect updated requirements. 

Finally, the 1251 update made clear that 
NNSA will not restore a production capa-
bility adequate to maintain our current 
stockpile levels (declassified as 5,113 weapons 
total), and instead allow up to 1,500 warheads 
to be retired or held with no maintenance 
unless funding increases are sought and ob-
tained. Failing to maintain hedge weapons 
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will increase the risk that the U.S. cannot 
respond to a problem in our aging stockpile. 
The Administration should not engage in 
further cuts to our deployed or non-deployed 
stockpile without first determining if such 
cuts are in our national security interest and 
then obtaining corresponding reductions in 
other nations’ nuclear weapons stockpiles, 
such as Russia’s large stockpile of weapons 
not limited by New START (e.g., its tactical 
nuclear weapons). 

MODERNIZATION OF U.S. STRATEGIC DELIVERY 
SYSTEMS 

The 1251 update deals not only with our nu-
clear weapons, but the delivery systems that 
are part of our TRIAD. The update indicates 
somewhat clearer intent by the Administra-
tion to pursue a follow-on heavy bomber 
(though not specifically nuclear) and air- 
launched cruise missile (ALCM), though de-
velopment costs beyond FY 2015 are yet to be 
determined. While the update notes that es-
timated costs for a follow-on bomber for FY 
2011 through FY 2015 are $1.7 billion, there 
are still no costs or funding commitments 
beyond FY 2015. It is the same for the ALCM: 
$800 million programmed over the FYDP, but 
no cost estimates are included beyond FY 
2015. We should have a better idea of these 
estimated costs over the full ten years of the 
1251 plan, and know whether the Administra-
tion intends to make this new heavy bomber 
and ALCM nuclear capable. 

Decision-making for an ICBM follow-on is 
unlikely before FY 2015, at the completion of 
an ongoing analysis of alternatives. The up-
date notes: ‘‘While a decision on an ICBM 
follow-on is not needed for several years, pre-
paratory analysis is needed and is in fact 
now underway. This work will consider a 
range of deployment options, with the objec-
tive of defining a cost-effective approach for 
an ICBM follow-on that supports continued 
reductions in U.S. nuclear weapons while 
promoting stable deterrence.’’ (emphasis 
added) We think it important to understand 
what the Administration intends when it 
suggests that a decision regarding a follow- 
on ICBM must be guided, in part, by whether 
it ‘‘supports continued reductions’’ in U.S. 
nuclear weapons—especially since we seri-
ously doubt it’s in our interests to pursue re-
ductions beyond the New START treaty. One 
logical inference from this criterion is that a 
follow-on ICBM is no longer needed because 
the U.S. is moving to drastically lower num-
bers of nuclear weapons. We continue to 
press for a letter from the DOD confirming 
its commitment to follow-on nuclear-capable 
delivery systems. 

CONCLUSION 
Until these issues are resolved, it will be 

difficult to adequately assess the updated 
1251 plan, despite the welcome increases in 
proposed spending. And as has always been 
clear, assurances from the appropriate au-
thorizers and appropriators must be obtained 
to ensure that the enacted budget refledcts 
the President’s request. 

APPENDIX 
Briefly, some of the stockpile programs 

most affected by the lack of Administration 
support for modernization include: 

Replacing Manhattan Project-era Facili-
ties: Since the closure of the Rocky Flat 
Plant in 1989, the U.S. has had only a limited 
capability to produce the core component of 
our stockpile weapons: the plutonium pit. To 
establish a pit production capability, a 60- 
year-old research laboratory must be re-
placed by the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search Replacement (CMRR) nuclear facility 
at Los Alamos. Likewise, producing uranium 

components at the 70-year-old facility at Y– 
12 in Oak Ridge is an increasing risk that re-
quires construction of a new Uranium Proc-
essing Facility (UPF). Completion of these 
new facilities will be essential in meeting 
life extension program requirements starting 
in 2020. 

Production Capacity: As Secretary Gates 
stated, ‘‘Currently, the United States is the 
only declared nuclear power that is neither 
modernizing its nuclear arsenal nor has the 
capability to produce a new nuclear war-
head.’’ The United States requires a nuclear 
weapon production capability with sufficient 
capacity to satisfy the life extension require-
ment of our aging weapons, as well as to pro-
vide a ‘‘hedge’’ against future technical or 
political problems. Currently, we are limited 
to producing a handful of plutonium pits a 
year for one weapon, but are unprepared to 
produce most of the remaining pieces of that 
weapon. Modernization of the NNSA labora-
tories and plants is required to correct this 
issue, with the stated goal of establishing a 
‘‘capability-based’’ production capacity. 
Without this capacity, there can be no stock-
pile reductions. In fact, General Chilton ar-
gues the stockpile might have to be in-
creased: ‘‘I would say because of the lack of 
a production capacity there’s a fear that you 
might need to increase your deployed num-
bers because of the changing and uncertain 
strategic environment in the future.’’ 

Life Extension Programs: Under current 
policy, the laboratories and plants are con-
strained to extending the life of existing 
warheads to keep them in the stockpile for 
much longer than originally expected. Thus, 
as the weapons age and concerns are ob-
served, the laboratories and plants deter-
mine how best to repair the weapons. Aging 
components are replaced, remanufactured or 
inspected for reuse in the stockpile. In per-
forming life extension for the W87 and the 
ongoing W76, our experts have discovered 
that it is very difficult to reconstitute proc-
esses and capabilities that have been allowed 
to atrophy. Currently, the W76 warhead is in 
LEP production, the B61 LEP study is under-
way and the NPR called for an FY2011 start 
to a W78/W88 LEP study that will research if 
the two warheads can be life-extended simul-
taneously. 

Surveillance: The average age of our cur-
rent nuclear weapons is approaching 30 
years. To ensure that each warhead remains 
reliable, each year approximately 11 war-
heads per type should be returned from the 
military for dismantlement and evaluation. 
Components are inspected and tested to en-
sure reliable operation. This program aids in 
the annual assessment of the stockpile per-
formed by the laboratories and is the lead 
mechanism for identifying potential stock-
pile issues. Due to inadequate funding, sur-
veillance requirements have not been met 
for many years, raising concerns about con-
fidence in the stockpile. 

Deferring Maintenance, Creating 
Chokepoints: In addition to the CMRR and 
UPF construction projects to replace aging 
facilities, a significant number of buildings 
in our laboratories and plants have been ac-
cumulating a backlog of maintenance. This 
deferred maintenance creates a substantial 
number of facilities that could (and occa-
sionally do) become a choke point in the 
progress of a life extension program. Mainte-
nance can only be deferred for so long, until, 
eventually, something breaks; and when it 
does break, it is usually much more expen-
sive to replace than routine maintenance 
would have cost. Reducing deferred mainte-
nance is a demonstration that we are moving 

from a nuclear weapons complex in decline, 
to a revitalized and robust capability. 

Critical Skills: Perhaps the most signifi-
cant attribute of a strong deterrent is the 
scientific and technical capability that is 
present in our laboratories and military 
complex. Maintaining those skills, especially 
as most nuclear-test experienced weapon de-
signers are past retirement age, is a growing 
challenge within the NNSA laboratories and 
plants. 

Hedging: Without a robust production ca-
pability, the U.S. maintains a large non-de-
ployed stockpile as a technical hedge against 
stockpile concerns and a political hedge that 
allows rapid upload should another nation 
become increasingly adversarial. With the 
technical hedge, if one weapon type were dis-
covered to have an urgent issue requiring re-
placement, alternate components in the 
force structure theoretically could be used to 
compensate for that loss of capability. For 
example, W78 warheads on Minuteman III 
might be replaced by W87 warheads main-
tained in storage, and vice-versa. 

Delivery Systems: Nuclear weapon delivery 
systems require replacement within the next 
thirty years. These systems include: 

The B–52H bomber, first deployed in 1961 
and scheduled to be sustained through 2035; 

The B–2 penetrating bomber, deployed in 
1993 is currently being updated for long-term 
sustainment; 

The Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), 
deployed in 1981 and scheduled to be sus-
tained through 2030; 

The Minuteman III ICBM, deployed in 1970, 
undergoing life extension and scheduled for 
replacement by 2030; 

And the ballistic missile submarines and 
missiles. Ohio-class SSBNs were first de-
ployed in 1981 and commence retirement in 
2027. The Trident II Submarine Launched 
Ballistic Missile (SLBM), deployed in 1990, 
will be sustained through at least 2042, fol-
lowing a life extension. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

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

f 

1099 REPEAL 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, we 
have a distinct opportunity to take 
what I regard as very clear and decisive 
action to uphold two very important 
principles. We as a Senate, No. 1, sup-
port enabling job creation. In this re-
gard, repealing the 1099 paperwork 
mandate helps fulfill our promise to 
clear Federal roadblocks that are stop-
ping small businesses from expanding 
and putting Americans to work. 

Small businesses want to expand. 
They want to hire more workers. Mil-
lions of Americans want to get back to 
work. Yet the tax paperwork mandate 
hidden in the health care law requires 
businesses to file a mountain of addi-
tional 1099 tax forms. It will consume 
resources that would otherwise be 
spent on wages for new employees. Our 
job creators need to be focusing their 
time and energy on hiring and expand-
ing, not dealing with government-di-
rected mounds of paperwork. 

In addition to halting this enormous 
amount of tax paperwork, full repeal 
would prevent erroneous IRS fines and 
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