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oil, keep our skies clean—and raise a lot of 
revenue. The best approach [they continue] 
would be to use a market mechanism such as 
the sale of carbon allowances or a fee on car-
bon pollution to lower emissions and in-
crease revenue. 

For one former Republican Member 
of this body, the threat of climate 
change has serious professional impli-
cations. As Secretary of Defense, it is 
Chuck Hagel’s job to account for all 
hazards to our national security and 
our interests in the world. He gave this 
clear-eyed assessment at the Halifax 
International Security Forum just last 
month: 

Climate change does not directly cause 
conflict, but it can significantly add to the 
challenges of global instability, hunger, pov-
erty, and conflict. Food and water shortages, 
pandemic disease, disputes over refugees and 
resources, more severe natural disasters—all 
place additional burdens on economies, soci-
eties, and institutions around the world. . . . 
The effects of climate change and new en-
ergy resources are far-reaching and unpre-
dictable . . . demanding our attention and 
strategic thinking. 

Top advisers to former Republican 
Presidents have joined this chorus of 
Republicans speaking out on climate 
and urging a carbon fee. Republican 
Presidents listened to these men and 
women. Who knows, maybe Republican 
Members of Congress will listen to 
them also. 

William D. Ruckelshaus, Lee M. 
Thomas, William K. Reilly, and Chris-
tine Todd Whitman, all headed the En-
vironmental Protection Agency during 
Republican administrations. They 
spoke with one voice in an August New 
York Times op-ed. They wrote: 

As administrators of the EPA under Presi-
dents Richard M. Nixon, Ronald Reagan, 
George Bush and George W. Bush, we held 
fast to common-sense conservative prin-
ciples—protecting the health of the Amer-
ican people, working with the best tech-
nology available, and trusting in the innova-
tion of American business and in the market 
to find the best solutions for the least cost. 

These former Republican officials 
recognize both the wisdom of properly 
pricing carbon and, as well, the obsti-
nate opposition that stands in the way 
of progress in Congress. They contin-
ued in their article: 

A market-based approach, like a carbon 
tax, would be the best path to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, but that is 
unachievable in the current political grid-
lock in Washington. But we must continue 
efforts to reduce the climate-altering pollut-
ants that threaten our planet. The only un-
certainty about our warming world is how 
bad the changes will get and how soon. What 
is most clear is that there is no time to 
waste. 

They could even have said that it is 
time to wake up. 

George Schultz, another prominent 
Republican, served as Secretary of both 
Labor and Treasury under President 
Nixon and Secretary of State under 
President Reagan. He, too, is calling 
for an end to the polluters’ free ride. 

In an April op-ed with Nobel econo-
mist Gary Becker that appeared in 

RealClearPolitics, George Schultz ap-
pealed to our American sense of fair-
ness writing: 

Americans like to compete on a level play-
ing field. All the players should have an 
equal opportunity to win based on their com-
petitive merits, not on some artificial imbal-
ance that gives someone or some group a 
special advantage. We think this idea should 
be applied to energy producers. They all 
should bear the full costs of the use of the 
energy they provide. 

Let me repeat that: 
They all should bear the full costs of the 

use of the energy they provide . . . Clearly, 
a revenue-neutral carbon tax would benefit 
all Americans by eliminating the need for 
costly energy subsidies while promoting a 
level playing field for energy producers. 

Veterans of a much more recent Re-
publican administration are likewise 
acknowledging the appeal of a carbon 
fee proposal. 

David Frum, speechwriter to George 
W. Bush, wrote in a December 2012 
cnn.com op-ed that a carbon fee could 
help address a number of pressing na-
tional issues. Here is what he wrote: 

Take three worrying long-term challenges: 
climate change, the weak economic recov-
ery, and America’s chronic budget deficits. 
Combine them into one. And suddenly three 
tough problems become one attractive solu-
tion. Tax carbon. . . . The revenues from a 
carbon tax could be used to reduce the def-
icit while also extending new forms of pay-
roll tax relief to middle-class families, thus 
supporting middle-class family incomes. 

Gregory Mankiw, economic adviser 
to George W. Bush and Mitt Romney, 
specifically highlighted our carbon fee 
proposal in an August op-ed in the New 
York Times. Our bill, he wrote, ‘‘is 
more effective and less invasive than 
the regulatory approach that the fed-
eral government has traditionally pur-
sued.’’ 

Speaking of us, he said: 
If the Democratic sponsors conceded to 

using the new revenue to reduce personal 
and corporate income tax rates, a bipartisan 
compromise is possible to imagine. Among 
economists, the issue is largely a no- 
brainier. 

I say to Mr. Mankiw, as one of the Demo-
cratic sponsors, we are very interested in a 
bipartisan compromise. We just need a Re-
publican to come to the negotiating table 
and we can begin. That is what the American 
people want, what voters want, and it is 
what responsible State and local leaders 
want as well. 

Take, for example, Jim Brainard, a 
five-term Republican mayor from Car-
mel, IN. In an Indianapolis Star op-ed 
this month, Mayor Brainard implored 
Democrats and Republicans alike to 
face up to the reality of climate 
change. Here is what Mayor Brainard 
said: 

[T]his issue isn’t just about saving polar 
bears. It’s about saving our cities. . . . No 
matter your politics, there is overwhelming 
evidence of climate change and we as a na-
tion have a moral obligation to address these 
issues. 

For himself, he says he plans ‘‘to 
urge the federal government to take a 

stronger leadership role in helping our 
cities prepare for what is certainly 
coming our way.’’ 

There are a lot of Republicans out 
there who are awake to the threat of 
climate change and to the win-win-ben-
efits of pricing carbon and using the 
revenues to invest in tax reductions 
and adaptation and other ways to pro-
tect ourselves and advance our econ-
omy. 

Unfortunately, in Congress, the dark, 
heavy hand of the polluters is helping 
the tea party drive the Republican 
party off the cliff. One day the Repub-
lican Party will pay a heavy price for 
this, and that day may be soon. They 
need to make the change. 

It is the responsibility of Congress to 
heed the warnings of environmental ca-
lamity, to stamp out market distor-
tions that favor polluters, and to steer 
this country on a prudent, reasonable 
path toward a proud future that is both 
sustainable and equitable. It is time for 
Congress to wake up. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DON-

NELLY). The Senator from Ohio. 
f 

BUDGET AGREEMENT 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to talk about the budget agreement be-
fore the Senate. We had a vote today 
on moving ahead to that legislation, 
and I supported that movement. I sup-
ported the cloture vote and will sup-
port the underlying budget agreement 
because it does take modest steps to 
reduce the deficit. It does so without 
raising taxes. It also relieves some of 
the sequester’s worst impact on our na-
tional security, and it also prevents an-
other government shutdown next 
month and also next year. 

I also support it because it is time for 
us to have a budget. We have not had a 
budget for 4 years. It will enable us to 
begin the process of having appropria-
tions bills again. In the appropriations 
process, of course, we have oversight 
over the Federal departments and 
agencies and we prioritize spending, 
which is very important. Among other 
things, this will give us the oppor-
tunity to root out some of the waste 
and fraud and actually determine what 
programs are working and not working 
to be able to use the power of the purse 
that Congress has, to help be sure tax-
payer funds are being used efficiently 
and effectively. 

As Members know, this agreement 
was the culmination of what is called a 
Budget Conference Committee between 
the House and the Senate. So it was 
Democrats and Republicans but also 
the House and Senate coming together. 
That has not happened in 4 years. So 
we have not had a budget in 4 years. 
We have not had a budget conference in 
4 years. If you think about that, is it 
any wonder that during those 4 years 
Congress has racked up historic debts 
and deficits? 
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The deficits of the past 4 years have 

been the largest deficits in the history 
our country, and one reason is we have 
not had the discipline that comes with 
having a budget and being sure there is 
some accountability for the spending. 
We have not made the hard choices our 
constituents have to make every day, 
how much to spend and what to spend 
it on. That is what a budget is supposed 
to do. 

This budget agreement we will be 
voting on this week is far from perfect. 
There is a lot I don’t like about it. In 
fact, I just supported the attempt to 
amend it on the floor of the Senate to 
improve it, but I do believe that with a 
divided Congress—Republicans in 
charge in the House, Democrats in 
charge in the Senate—it was the best 
we could hope for. There were no tax 
increases, as the Democrats wanted. 
We just heard from one of my col-
leagues about how more taxes are need-
ed, but there were no tax increases in 
this budget agreement. 

There is actual deficit reduction, al-
though I will acknowledge that the def-
icit reduction is way too small. There 
is about $22 billion in deficit reduction 
over 10 years compared to the existing 
law. 

It does provide some sequester relief 
for the Department of Defense. The De-
partment of Defense was facing across- 
the-board sequester cuts which were 
kind of arbitrary across-the-board cuts 
of about $20 billion starting on January 
15 and over the next few months. 

This relief is very important to our 
military. We have heard from them. It 
is important to our readiness. It is im-
portant to our troops. It is important 
to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in 
Ohio and other bases around the coun-
try. It is important to our war fighters 
who are stationed around the globe to-
night and putting their lives on the 
line for us. So I think the sequester re-
lief for the Department of Defense that 
is in the budget agreement is impor-
tant. 

While this might be the best 2-year 
budget agreement that is imaginable in 
a time of a divided government, such as 
we have with all of the dysfunction in 
this town, it is certainly not the com-
prehensive agreement the American 
people deserve. 

Through this agreement, Congress 
has now accomplished the bare min-
imum of what the American people 
should be able to expect from Congress. 
After all, Congress does have, as I said 
earlier, the power of the purse, and 
that is in the Constitution. Every dime 
has to be appropriated by the Congress. 
We should be the ones determining how 
taxpayer dollars are spent, and we cer-
tainly need a budget. 

There are some who took to the floor 
today, and will tomorrow I am sure, 
who will say this is a great budget 
agreement; this shows everyone how 
Washington can work and come to-

gether to fix a problem. Fair enough. 
We avoided a government shutdown. 
Yes, we are not going to gut national 
security, and, yes, we will have a small 
deficit reduction—again, about $22 bil-
lion. 

Let’s be honest about the oppor-
tunity Congress missed this week with 
this budget agreement. When it comes 
to the very real budget and fiscal prob-
lems we face as a country, when it 
comes to the mandatory spending, 
which is two-thirds of the budget and is 
on autopilot, that is the part that is 
driving our country toward bankruptcy 
and threatening to undermine impor-
tant vital programs, such as Social Se-
curity, Medicare, and Medicaid. 

We have done nothing on that side of 
the ledger in this budget agreement. 
We kicked the can down the road one 
more time and missed the opportunity. 
As we all know, unless we address 
these fiscal problems, the day of reck-
oning is coming. 

This is a pie chart of Federal spend-
ing that will kind of show where we are 
relative to 1965 when mandatory spend-
ing—again, this is the part Congress 
does not appropriate. It is on autopilot. 
It is 34 percent of the budget. Defense 
is 43 percent of the budget, domestic 
discretionary is 23 percent. 

Here is where we are today: Manda-
tory is 66 percent of the budget. We 
went from 34 percent to 66 percent. Re-
member, this is Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, also interest on the 
debt. By the way, defense spending has 
gone from 43 percent down to 18 per-
cent. Yet the sequester disproportion-
ately takes most of the savings out of 
defense, which is one of the reasons 
this budget agreement was needed. 

We have seen big growth in manda-
tory spending. By the way, over the 
next 10 years, it goes from 66 percent to 
76 percent. What does that mean? That 
means it crowds out discretionary 
spending—defense spending, research 
spending, education spending, infra-
structure spending. That is what is 
happening. 

Our deficits are going to record highs 
over the next couple of decades and 
mandatory spending is exploding and it 
is squeezing the other spending in our 
budget. 

Over the next decade, the Federal 
Government is going to collect revenue 
of about $40 trillion, spend about $46 
trillion, and run a deficit of $6.3 tril-
lion. Over the next 10 years, there will 
be another $6.3 trillion on top of the $17 
trillion debt. 

In that 10th year, by the way, 2023, 
the best case scenario has a projected 
annual deficit of nearly $1 trillion—$895 
billion for 1 year. By the way, it as-
sumes no wars, it assumes a decade of 
prosperity, and it assumes 10 years of 
historically low rates. It is quite a rosy 
scenario. If any of these factors fall 
through, things could be much worse, 
and it could be well over $1 trillion. 

This is not a problem that can be 
solved by just cutting discretionary 
spending. Over the next 10 years, Wash-
ington will spend more than $22 trillion 
on these vital programs: Medicare, 
Medicaid, and Social Security. If we 
were to cut our defense budget over the 
next decade all the way down to zero— 
have no defense spending at all, zero— 
we could pay for just one-quarter of 
that cost of the $22 trillion. 

If we removed every penny of poten-
tially identifiable waste in govern-
ment—which we should do, by the way, 
and that is why we need to get back to 
appropriations—we could pay for less 
than 10 percent of this exploding cost 
on the mandatory side. 

If we pulled out of Iraq and Afghani-
stan today and ended all bailouts and 
corporate welfare, reversed the tax 
cuts for all Americans making less 
than $450,000 a year that we kept as 
part of the fiscal cliff agreement, re-
pealed ObamaCare altogether—if we 
did all of those things, we would cover 
just 20 percent of the cost of those pro-
grams, this $22 trillion. 

In other words, even if we wanted to 
try to do it by cutting this spending, 
we could not do it because there is not 
enough money in that part of the budg-
et. So it is not just a matter of choos-
ing spending priorities and it is cer-
tainly not a matter of raising taxes. 

Earlier my colleague talked about 
how we needed to raise more taxes for 
different things, and I understand a lot 
of people are saying that, but let’s be 
honest about this: It is a bad idea at a 
time of a weak economy to raise taxes. 
Plus, over the next decade, you know 
what happens on taxes. Over the next 
decade we have been told by the Con-
gressional Budget Office that taxes will 
be—as a percent of the economy, which 
is the way economists tell us we ought 
to look at it—at historically high lev-
els. 

So the economy is already weak, tax 
revenues are headed toward their high-
est sustained levels in history, and 
when it comes to taxes, there is an al-
ternative, which is let’s reform the Tax 
Code. 

What we should be doing is restrain-
ing spending, reforming these vital but 
unsustainable programs, while also 
raising more revenues through growth, 
and economic growth can come 
through tax reform. That tax reform 
gives the economy a shot in the arm. It 
helps bring back the jobs. It increases 
revenue through growth. That is why 
we need both entitlement reform and 
tax reform. 

The issue of entitlement reform is a 
tough one politically. A lot of Members 
of Congress are hesitant to touch it. It 
is called the third rail of American pol-
itics. That is akin to the electrified 
rail in the subway system, where if you 
touch it you are electrified. Let’s start 
small. How about means testing of 
Medicare. This could be a first step in 
the right direction. 
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Under Medicare, the average two- 

earner couple retiring today pays 
$119,000 in lifetime Medicare taxes, yet 
receives $357,000 in lifetime Medicare 
benefits. So $1 of taxes for $3 of bene-
fits. That is how Medicare works. That 
is for a typical family in Ohio or 
around the country. When we multiply 
this by 77 million retiring baby 
boomers, we can see why we have an 
unsustainable program, because not 
enough money goes in to pay for the 
benefits going out. 

Providing $3 in benefits under Medi-
care for every $1 paid in taxes for low- 
income seniors is one thing. We want 
to be sure low-income seniors are being 
taken care of. For the most part, in 
their working years, they probably 
didn’t earn enough income to pay large 
Medicare taxes, and the program is de-
signed to see that they do receive the 
medical coverage they wouldn’t other-
wise get. But should upper income sen-
iors—seniors who are on Medicare—re-
ceive benefits that far exceed what 
they pay into the system? That is what 
happens now. Is that fair? I don’t think 
so, when the program is going bank-
rupt, when our kids and grandkids are 
facing massive tax increases to pay for 
a problem that we all foresee and yet 
fail to correct. 

By the way, I tried in this latest 
budget agreement to say, on the man-
datory side of the ledger, why don’t we 
deal with means testing of Medicare. 
That would provide enough revenue to 
provide relief on sequester. We 
wouldn’t be doing things such as TSA 
fees or things such as reducing the ben-
efits for our military. It was rejected. I 
talked to a number of Democrats about 
it who said we can’t touch that. We 
can’t touch even means testing of 
Medicare without raising taxes. So, in 
essence, raising taxes on the wealthy is 
necessary to reduce benefits for the 
wealthy. That is the point we are at. 
That is how tough it is. That is why we 
need a new approach. That is why we 
need some leadership—in the House, in 
the Senate but also in the White 
House. We need a President willing to 
help us on this, to talk about it. 

Have we ever heard the President 
talk about the fact that there is $3 of 
benefits coming from Medicare for 
every $1 paid in? Have we ever heard 
the President talk about the fact that 
entitlements are otherwise going to 
bankrupt the country? We need a little 
straight talk and honest dialogue 
about this. 

If we do nothing, as we have done 
with this budget agreement in the Sen-
ate with regard to mandatory spend-
ing, entitlement spending, and as we 
have done time and time again, the So-
cial Security disability trust fund will 
go bankrupt in 2016, a couple years 
from now. Medicare will follow in 
2026—again, every year, much more 
being paid out than being paid in. So-
cial Security, already in a cash deficit, 

meaning there is more money coming 
out in terms of benefits than there are 
payroll taxes going in every year—but 
it will collapse, the trust fund will col-
lapse in 2035. Medicaid has no trust 
fund, so it will not go bankrupt itself; 
it will just continue to grow at 
unsustainable levels, helping to bank-
rupt the country, but also, in that case, 
it may take the States down with it, 
and States will tell us it is generally 
their largest and fastest growing ex-
pense, Medicaid. 

So these are issues we must address. 
On the floor of this Chamber, we often 
talk about the next generation. We 
hear speeches about protecting the el-
derly and ensuring every American 
gets the benefit of the bargain made 
when Social Security and Medicare 
came into being. I agree, but to do that 
we need to improve and preserve these 
programs, and we need to stop blaming 
one another for what happened be-
cause, frankly, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike are responsible for this. We 
have done one thing that is truly bipar-
tisan in the last few decades; that is, 
we have overspent and we have over-
promised, Republicans and Democrats 
alike. Because we helped create this 
mess together, we have to work to-
gether to resolve it. 

With this vote on the budget this 
week, another budget crisis has passed, 
and that is good. We are on the road to 
avoiding another government shut-
down in January and again next year. 
That is the most basic job of govern-
ment, and I think that is good. We 
have a little bit of deficit reduction, we 
didn’t raise taxes on a weak economy, 
but we need to aim higher. Perhaps in 
the context of the debt limit debate 
that is coming up in a matter of only 
a few months, we can get more serious 
about the underlying problem, because 
it is that underlying problem that is 
driving our future deficits. We all know 
that. We all agree on that. We all know 
it has to be fixed. So let’s do it this 
coming year. 

We have seen how divided govern-
ment can achieve something important 
but small. That is what happened with 
this budget agreement this week. In 
2014, next year, let’s see how divided 
government can achieve something big 
and critical to economic growth and 
jobs and to the future of our children 
and grandchildren. That is our solemn 
responsibility in the Congress, to en-
sure that we are leaving a better world 
to future generations. We cannot do 
this if we do not address this fiscal cri-
sis. 

I yield back my time. 
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 that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, are we in a 
period of morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO KATHLEEN BIGNOTTI 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize the extraordinary career 
of United States Capitol Police Ser-
geant Kathleen Bignotti, who is retir-
ing after more than 28 years of service 
to the Department. 

Sgt. Bignotti began her career in Oc-
tober 1985, when she was appointed as a 
U.S. Capitol Police officer and assigned 
to the House of Representatives Divi-
sion. Less than 1 year later, she was se-
lected to serve as a member of the 
First Responder Unit. 

Her career with the Capitol Police in-
cluded assignments to the Office of the 
Chief of Police, the Dignitary Protec-
tion Unit, the Senate Division, the Pa-
trol Division, and the Library of Con-
gress Division. Sgt. Bignotti’s most 
highly regarded assignment came in 
2003 when she was promoted to serve as 
Unit Commander of the USCP Mounted 
Unit. Her horse, Henry, will always 
have a special place in Sgt. Bignotti’s 
heart. 

Sgt. Bignotti represented the depart-
ment with distinction in her duties 
that included assisting during the 1990 
Goodwill Games in Seattle, WA; serv-
ing as a representative during National 
Police Week ceremonies; participating 
in the Special Olympics ceremonies 
and recruiting class graduations, and 
other special events as designated by 
the Chief of Police. In 1991, she received 
commendation as a member of the Cer-
emonial Unit for Honor Guard duties 
associated with Queen Elizabeth’s visit 
to the Capitol. 

As a former officer with the U.S. Cap-
itol Police, I have a special apprecia-
tion for the commitment and dedica-
tion of the men and women on this 
force. I, along with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, wish Sgt. 
Bignotti all the best in her retirement. 

f 

FOREIGN MEDICAL SCHOOL 
ACCOUNTABILITY FAIRNESS ACT 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, last 
week I introduced the Foreign Medical 
School Accountability Fairness Act. 
The bill seeks to fix a loophole ex-
ploited by for profit schools to tap into 
the federal Treasury at the expense of 
students. 

Under current law, a small number of 
medical schools in the Caribbean— 
about five, four of which are for prof-
its—are exempt from meeting the same 
requirements to qualify for title IV 
funding that all other medical schools 
outside of the U.S. and Canada must 
meet. This loophole allows these 
schools to enroll large percentages of 
American students—which means ac-
cess to more Federal dollars. 
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