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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable BOB
CASEY, Jr., a Senator from the State of
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by Rabbi Milton
Balkany, of New York.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father in Heaven, snowflakes
windswept to sky-piercing peaks do
more than cloak mountaintops in their
fine wintry vestments. Their varied
crystalline structures speak of how
You, the Master Artist, have sculpted
our world to exemplify the beauty of
contrast. Heartfelt differences are the
hallmark of our times. O Lord, help us
realize that division need not be the
lyric of sorrow but the signature of
brotherhood.

In the pursuit of truth and righteous-
ness, disputes can compose verses of
hard-won wisdom. Consider the rent of
rock running through the Grand Can-
yon. It is a break, a fissure, a divide
miles deep and, yet, is there a sight
more majestic? Unity is not sameness,
nor is it bland agreement. Only when
Moses parted the waters was a nation
set free.

We pray, O God, give us strength to
grapple for the great good, defend the
passion of our convictions, and still re-
tain the devotion of brothers and sis-
ters. Bless all of us in this hallowed
hall of lawmaking with clarity of vi-
sion so that we may gaze upon the
heights of our shared destiny. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable BoB CASEY, Jr., 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.

Senate

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. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 22, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BoB CASEY, Jr., a Sen-
ator from the State of Pennsylvania, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate
will immediately resume consideration
of the budget resolution. There are 25
hours of debate time left. The two
managers have been doing an exem-
plary job of managing this bill. We still
have a long way to go.

As I mentioned, 25 hours remain. We
will have to see how we get to tomor-
row morning. As I indicated a couple of
days ago, unless the managers can
agree on yielding back some time, we
will have to stay in all night tonight
and be in a position to start voting on
the so-called vote-a-rama tomorrow.

We have a number of amendments
pending. I am told that we have six or
seven pending now. The managers will
be making a decision about which
amendments will be voted on between
11:30 and about 12:45, when we can pick

up another vote—around 12:45 or 1
o’clock. We anticipate other votes from
4 to 6. We may be able to back that off.
As soon as the Appropriations Com-
mittee completes its work, we can
start voting. So from 4 to 6—or maybe
it can be 3 or 3:30 to 6.

We have a lot of committee meetings
going on today all over the Senate of-
fice buildings. We are going to do our
best to keep disruptions to a minimum.
We cannot guarantee the meetings will
not have to be interrupted. I have indi-
cated to the Republican leader that we
would not vote beyond 6 p.m. today.
That may have to change. We will see
if we have to come back after 8 o’clock
to do what we can to clear off some of
these votes. I would rather not do that,
but we will discuss that with the man-
agers and my distinguished counter-
part, Senator MCCONNELL.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
Con. Res. 21, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 21)
setting forth the congressional budget for
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the United States Government for fiscal year
2008 and including the appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2007 and 2009 through
2012.

Pending:

DeMint amendment No. 489, to establish a
reserve fund for Social Security reform.

Allard amendment No. 491, to pay down the
Federal debt and eliminate Government
waste by reducing spending on programs
rated ineffective by the Program Assessment
Rating Tool.

Grassley-Dorgan amendment No. 464, to
limit farm payments to $250,000 per person
per year and apply the savings to renewable
energy/rural development, conservation, and
nutrition.

Grassley amendment No. 502, to ensure the
appropriate use of funds provided for the
Smithsonian Institution.

Baucus-Rockefeller amendment No. 504, to
affirm the Senate’s commitment to the reau-
thorization of the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program.

Cornyn amendment No. 511, to provide a
deficit-neutral reserve fund for the reauthor-
ization of the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program (SCHIP) that will cover kids
first.

Hutchison amendment No. 517, to provide
tax equity for citizens of States which do not
have a State income tax by providing for a
permanent extension of the State and local
sales tax deduction from Federal income
taxes, now scheduled to expire at the end of
2007.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 525

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the pending
amendment is set aside.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] for
himself and Mr. GREGG, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 525.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide reconciliation instruc-

tions to the Committee on Finance to re-
form entitlement programs, to reduce the
national debt and to improve the standard
of living for our children and grand-
children)

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 4,
$4,291,000,000.

On page 4,
$6,949,000,000.

On page 4,
$9,936,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by
$4,291,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$6,949,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by
$9,936,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

line 7, decrease the amount by
line 8, decrease the amount by

line 9, decrease the amount by
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On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by
$4,291,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by
$6,949,000,000.

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by
$9,936,000,000.

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,339,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$13,288,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$23,224,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$36,494,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by
$6,339,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$13,288,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by
$23,224,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$36,494,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by
$4,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by
$4,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by
$9,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by
$9,100,000,000.

On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by
$11,900,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by
$11,900,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by
$47,000,000.

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by
$47,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by
$191,000,000.

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by
$191,000,000.

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by
$449,000,000.

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by
$449,000,000.

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by
$836,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by
$836,000,000.

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,370,000,000.

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1,370,000,000.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this
amendment is one that I offered during
the Budget Committee’s deliberations.
Unfortunately, the majority did not
support this important amendment
that reduces our Nation’s debt, the bill
that we will pass on to our children and
grandchildren.

My amendment reduces the debt by
instructing the Senate Finance Com-
mittee to find approximately $34 bil-
lion in savings over the next 5 years,
and this is out of almost a $3 trillion
budget.

Two years ago, Congress made some
progress in getting a handle on manda-
tory, or entitlement, spending by pass-
ing the Deficit Reduction Act, using
the reconciliation process, I believe,
for the first time since about 1997.
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The Deficit Reduction Act reduced
the rate of growth in spending. I will
say that again because it is important.
It reduced the rate of growth of spend-
ing—it did not represent an actual cut
in the way most Americans would
think about a cut—by nearly $100 bil-
lion over the next decade. It was a very
good first step in getting our fiscal
house in order but, clearly, more needs
to be done.

Today, the Federal budget is already
heavily weighted toward entitlement
spending, such as Medicare, Medicaid,
and Social Security, which takes up
some two-thirds of all Federal spend-
ing, which is literally on autopilot be-
cause it grows at roughly 8 percent a
year. As people live longer—as we hope
we will continue to do—and the baby
boom generation starts to retire, enti-
tlements will continue to eat up a larg-
er share of our budget and we will con-
sume more of the economy.

In the most recent long-term projec-
tions prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office, CBO, outlays for Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid com-
bined are projected to increase to 10.5
percent of our GDP by 2015—an in-
crease of about 2 percentage points of
GDP in less than a decade. By 2030, ac-
cording to the CBO, outlays for those
three programs will reach about 15 per-
cent of GDP.

The chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee held a number of hearings
on this fiscal timebomb earlier this
year. Our Committee has received tes-
timony from the Office of Management
and Budget, the Treasury Secretary,
the General Accounting Office, the
Comptroller, Chairman of the Federal
Reserve, and a number of think-tank
representatives, and all, without re-
gard to partisan stripe or affiliation,
have highlighted the need for us to get
a handle on our mandatory budget or
entitlement spending.

The chairman of the Federal Reserve
noted that these rising entitlement ob-
ligations will put enormous pressure on
the Federal budget in the coming
years.

In fact, if we do nothing over the
next 30 years, we would not have a
dime to pay for anything except for
four areas: Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, and part of the interest on
the debt.

We will not have the resources for
other important priorities, including
fighting the global war on terror, se-
curing our borders, veterans health
care, and education.

As we all know, the President’s budg-
et includes a number of proposals to
slow down the rate of growth in enti-
tlement spending. I think this is a good
place for the Senate Finance Com-
mittee to look at reducing the debt.

If the majority has ideas that will
also help reduce the debt, my amend-
ment gives them the opportunity to
put it in action because it is an in-
struction to the Finance Committee to
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come up with a way, in their wisdom,
that they believe they can accomplish
this important goal.

Last year, I offered a similar amend-
ment on the floor. Some on the other
side noted how my amendment may be
a little unpopular back home. That is
what happens when you go on a budget.
We have been on a binge, with no limi-
tation on spending, and it is time for
the Federal Government, similar to the
American family, to get on a budget.
No one likes budgets, but it is the re-
sponsible thing for us to do.

I don’t think it is unreasonable for us
to find savings in the amount of $34 bil-
lion out of the growth of entitlement
spending over the next 5 years given
that under the budget during that pe-
riod of time, the Federal Government
will spend some $15 trillion. In other
words, we are looking for $34 billion in
savings over the same period of time
the Federal Government will spend $15
trillion.

As Chairman Bernanke said in his
written testimony to our committee:

Addressing the country’s fiscal problems
will take persistence and a willingness to
make difficult choices.

The Comptroller General of the
United States, in his written testimony
to the Budget Committee, said:

We owe it to our country, children and
grandchildren to address our fiscal and other
key sustainability challenges.

As I said, this is not a partisan issue,
or certainly should not be. Our distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee has been eloquent on this sub-
ject. We see on this chart, he said on
February 7, 2007:

I have said I am prepared to get savings
out of long-term entitlement programs.

Unfortunately, the number reflected
at the bottom of this chart is the num-
ber of savings from entitlement pro-
grams in the budget he has proposed. It
is a big fat goose egg. I think we can do
better.

I heard time and time again Members
on a bipartisan basis say this is one
area where we ought to work together
to try to solve this problem for our
children and grandchildren so we don’t
pass our debt to them for what we are
spending today in these entitlement
programs. But I ask: If not us, then
who? And if not now, then when?

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first of
all, the chart by the Senator is factu-
ally wrong. When he puts up a zero, he
is not talking about my budget because
my budget has $15 billion in savings
out of Medicare. So that chart, as
colorful as it is, is just factually inac-
curate.

No. 2, if we look at what the Senator
is proposing, the majority of the Medi-
care savings that are in the President’s
budget that Senator CORNYN is picking
up in his proposal are generated by ei-
ther freezing or cutting market basket
updates for hospitals, for nursing
homes, for rehabilitation facilities, for
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hospice, for home health, and ambu-
lance services in every year over the
next 10 years.

MedPAC, which makes recommenda-
tions on market basket updates 1 year
at a time, does not concur with many
of the proposed cuts in 2008, much less
the cuts over the next 10 years. For ex-
ample, given the negative margins
many hospitals are facing, MedPAC
which is bipartisan, nonpartisan—has
recommended a full market basket up-
date in 2008 for inpatient and out-
patient hospitals.

In many cases, over time, these
across-the-board cuts proposed by Sen-
ator CORNYN will hurt seniors’ access
to health care.

There is no question about us having
a serious problem with respect to the
long-term entitlement challenges and
what is the right way to deal with it.
Frankly, I don’t think any budget reso-
lution is the place to deal with the
long-term entitlement challenge. The
budget resolution is only for 5 years.
The contribution the budget resolution
can make is to achieve balance within
that period, budget balance within that
period, but I believe the long-term
challenges, which are challenges of 15,
20, 25 years, can only be resolved by a
bipartisan working group or commis-
sion, equally represented by Democrats
and Republicans, to come back to Con-
gress with a proposal to deal not only
with Medicare but Medicaid and Social
Security and the other long-term fiscal
imbalances we have. Senator GREGG
and I have such a proposal. I think that
is the right way to address these long-
term problems.

We all acknowledge we are on a
course that absolutely is unsustain-
able. As chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, I have organized hearing after
hearing after hearing to put a focus on
precisely that problem. We all know in
this country that we are spending far
more on health care than any other
country. Mr. President, 16 percent of
our gross domestic product is going for
health care. The next largest spender
in comparison is at 11 percent of gross
domestic product. That difference—the
difference between 11 percent of gross
domestic product and 16 percent—is
$800 billion a year—a year.

To put the President’s Medicare and
Medicaid cuts and the cuts proposed by
this amendment in perspective, con-
sider that his budget would cut those
programs by $270 billion over the pe-
riod from 2008 to 2017. Those savings
would be more than wiped out by the $2
trillion in tax cuts proposed by the
President over that same period. They
talk about helping us get back on some
kind of fiscal path, but the math
doesn’t work. The math doesn’t come
close to working. They would have sav-
ings from Medicare and Medicaid of
$270 billion over that 10-year period,
but that is totally dwarfed by the cost
of their tax cuts over that same period.

I do not believe this amendment mer-
its our support. I do not believe this is
the right policy. I do not believe cut-
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ting the reimbursement for hospitals,
for nursing homes, for rehabilitation
facilities, for hospice, for home health,
and ambulance services is the right
way to proceed.

I do believe we need separately, apart
from a budget resolution, to deal with
the long-term entitlement challenges,
either through the Kkind of working
group Senator GREGG and I have pro-
posed or through a bipartisan commis-
sion. I don’t think a budget resolution
that will be largely supported just on
one side of the aisle is the appropriate
place to deal with these long-term
challenges.

Mr. President, what is the time re-
maining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The proponent of the amendment
has 54 minutes remaining. The major-
ity manager has 54 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, here is
the problem. The budget before us does
absolutely nothing in the area of ad-
dressing entitlement reform and sav-
ings and does a significant amount of
spending money, a significant amount
of tax increases. It raises the tax bur-
den of the American people from its
historic level 18.2 percent up to 20 per-
cent. It raises taxes by hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars. It raises spending by
tens of billions of dollars but does not
address the most fundamental issue we
face as a nation, which is the pending
financial meltdown of this country as a
result of the baby boom generation re-
tiring, and our children cannot afford
the costs.

The Senator from Texas is right,
there are zero savings on the manda-
tory side of this budget. When the
chairman gets up and says there is $15
billion of savings, he forgot to finish
the sentence. There is $30 billion of
spending. So actually there is a net
loss on the entitlement side for the
proposed budget. That has been ad-
justed by the amendment of Senator
BAUCUS, so it is now basically a wash
where we have no savings, $15 billion of
savings, $15 billion of new spending in
entitlement programs. So there is a
zero on that account.

What is being proposed by the Presi-
dent is entirely reasonable. What is
being proposed by Senator CORNYN is
reasonable. He suggests going forward
we should accurately reflect the reim-
bursement rate for hospitals and for
providers—not doctors in this instance
but for providers. It doesn’t affect
beneficiaries. But to call this a freeze
or a cut is totally disingenuous because
it is neither. Spending is going to in-
crease dramatically in the entitlement
accounts, especially in Medicare, by
trillions of dollars. Only in the nomen-
clature of the Democratic side of the
aisle is a trillion dollars of increase
called a cut when it is reduced from
trillions to trillions less .2 percent,
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two-tenths—two-hundredths of 1 per-
cent.

That being said, it is not even a
freeze or reduction from the concept of
the way it is structured. What is being
proposed in the Cornyn amendment,
which is reflective of the President’s
original proposal, which is the reim-
bursement rate, which is now inflated
by 1.5 percent because of savings and
technological advances, so the reim-
bursement rate is about 1.2 percent
more than it should be to accurately
reflect the fair reimbursement rate be-
cause the reimbursement rate is in-
flated by savings and benefits which
providers get through cost savings and
technological advantages—what is
being proposed by the Cornyn amend-
ment is we take half that inflated pay-
ment—just half of it—and put it back
into making the system more solvent
so our kids can afford the system and
we will have a solvent system for our
seniors.

That is what this is about: taking
half of that inflated payment, which is
about a six-tenths of 1 percent adjust-
ment. Yes, it translates into big dol-
lars, but as a practical matter, it is a
fair adjustment, and we save it so that
our kids can benefit from it by having
a more affordable system and our sen-
iors can benefit from it.

The President’s program does not af-
fect senior citizens. It affects pro-
viders. Only the wealthiest seniors citi-
zens will be impacted by the Presi-
dent’s program, and we will get to that
amendment next, which will be the
Part D premium and how that should
be reimbursed by wealthy seniors.

This is a reasonable amendment. It is
regrettable it wasn’t included in this
budget. The Senator said this budget is
only going to be passed by the other
side. Quite honestly, if the Senator had
accepted this amendment and the En-
sign amendment which will be next,
which would make the Part D premium
properly reimbursed, and had taken the
Kyl amendment yesterday, he would
have a bipartisan budget. He would
have a bipartisan budget. But he wants
to stick to the tax-and-spend, do-noth-
ing-on-entitlements budget he brought
to the floor. He doesn’t have a bipar-
tisan budget. We are trying to help him
out. We are trying to make it bipar-
tisan, more reasonable and, most im-
portantly, helping out our kids and
people who are going to retire by mak-
ing the Medicare system more solvent.

This amendment, if it is adopted, and
the next one—if those two amendments
are adopted, they will address the out-
year insolvency of the Medicare trust
fund, which is now about $32 billion,
and will reduce that insolvency be-
tween 25 percent and 35 percent. That
is huge and is good news. It would be
very good news if we do it. We should
do it. If we don’t do it, in 10, 15 years,
we will have to pay the piper. The sys-
tem will melt down, our kids will be
stuck with the bills, and their life-
styles will be impacted in a very nega-
tive way.
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Why don’t we get a time agreement
on this amendment so we can go to the
next amendment and move on?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I don’t
think we are quite prepared to do that
because we have others who are going
to want to speak. But I think we can
deal with this pretty expeditiously and
come pretty close to the tentative
schedule to which we agreed.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, much of
what the Senator has just said, frank-
ly, I agree with. The truth is, we are on
a completely unsustainable course. It
must be dealt with. The question is
how to best deal with it.

With respect to the amendment of
the Senator from Texas, I got a letter
from 43 of our colleagues in the Senate,
including 11 Republicans, on this very
subject. They said: Do not cut hospital
reimbursement.

In my part of the country, hospitals
are dealing with negative margins.
They are losing money. If this amend-
ment were to go forward, unfortu-
nately, it would be devastating to hos-
pitals, to nursing homes, to hospice
care, to ambulance services, especially
in the rural parts of our country, and
virtually every State has rural parts.

The MedPAC statistics are very clear
on this question. Yes, there are some
hospitals that are enjoying positive
margins. They tend to be urban hos-
pitals that have much higher rates of
reimbursement under Medicare than do
rural hospitals. Let me give an exam-
ple.

In my State of North Dakota, at
Mercy Hospital in Devils Lake, ND, if
they are treating somebody who had a
heart attack, they get one-half the re-
imbursement of Our Lady of Mercy
Hospital in New York City—one-half as
much. Their costs aren’t half as much,
but their reimbursement is half as
much. By the way, those hospitals,
many of them in my State—I have over
40—are experiencing negative margins.
They are losing money.

The Senator says this doesn’t rep-
resent a cut. He is right in one sense. It
will be more money. But in relation-
ship to the expense, it will be less.
That is the way in which it represents
a cut. He is absolutely correct it will
be more dollars the next year than the
year before, but in relationship to the
expenses, which are going up more rap-
idly in health care, as we all know,
than the underlying rate of inflation,
guess what. It will be less. That is why
I use the term ‘‘a cut.”

To say the budget before us doesn’t
do anything about these matters is not
true.

First of all, we have $15 billion of
Medicare savings in the underlying
budget resolution. That is No. 1.

No. 2, we have a reserve fund called
the Health Information Technology Re-
serve Fund. All of us know the expan-
sion of information technology in
health could lead to very significant
savings. In 2005, only 15 to 20 percent of
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physicians’ offices and 20 to 25 percent
of hospitals had electronic medical
records systems. According to esti-
mates by a RAND study from 2005, our
Nation’s health care system could save
more than $81 billion annually if we
had widespread implementation of
electronic medical records—$81 billion
a year. That totally dwarfs the savings
of the amendment of the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. President, I know the Senator
from Ohio is here and wishes to re-
spond. I yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend, the Senator from North Da-
kota, for his terrific work on this budg-
et, and I rise to oppose the Ensign
amendment.

Medicare is a social contract. Indi-
viduals pay into the program during
their working years, and they receive
health coverage when they retire. One
good way to undermine universal sup-
port, to undermine support for the pro-
gram is to arbitrarily make part of the
Medicare population pay a signifi-
cantly higher price for the same prod-
uct. Ultimately, this will drive higher
income individuals out of the program
to purchase their own coverage. When
that begins to occur, working individ-
uals will begin to wonder why they are
paying Medicare taxes when Medicare
coverage may or may not be worth
their while on retirement.

Medicare, I repeat, is a social con-
tract. Efforts to undermine it, such as
this one, will fail.

It is interesting that there are Mem-
bers of this body who want to raise
taxes on Medicare beneficiaries while
at the same time cut taxes for Donald
Trump. I repeat: Raise taxes for Medi-
care beneficiaries but cut taxes on
some of the wealthiest individuals in
our country. If you want to undermine
Medicare, create winners and losers
among its enrollees, then that is the
way to do it.

There is something else at work here,
though. I came to the House of Rep-
resentatives 14 years ago, and almost
immediately, I saw the hostility many
Members of this body and that body
felt toward Medicare. In 1995, when the
Republicans took control of the House
of Representatives, one of the first
things they did—it was their first op-
portunity to go after Medicare—they
proposed tens of billions of dollars in
cuts in Medicare in order to pay for
their tax cuts for the wealthiest peo-
ple. The same kind of thing here—cut
Medicare to pay for tax cuts on the
wealthiest people in our country. That
is the kind of hostility they had. Every
time they had a chance, once they were
in the majority, they tried to do it.

The Speaker of the House in those
days said that under his plan, Medicare
would wither on the vine. So they
began attempts to privatize Medicare,
to shift to fee-for-service. Traditional
Medicare, which had served this coun-
try well—at that point for three dec-
ades, now for four decades—they want-
ed to take traditional Medicare and to
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privatize it and push some Medicare
beneficiaries out of traditional Medi-
care into Medicare managed care. The
Government pays more for Medicare
managed care, and beneficiaries and
taxpayers get less for those dollars.
But it is all part of their efforts to un-
dermine Medicare.

Maybe we should go back further
than 10 years ago or 14 years ago and
go back to 19656 when Medicare was cre-
ated. In this body, overwhelming num-
bers of Republicans opposed Medicare,
the creation of it. In this body and
across the hall, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, a huge, overwhelming
majority of Republicans opposed the
creation of Medicare then. They were
hostile to the concept of universal cov-
erage, of making sure every elderly
person in this country had the oppor-
tunity to enroll in Medicare. They are
hostile to it today, and they were hos-
tile to it in 1995, when Speaker Ging-
rich said Medicare would wither on the
vine. They began the attempts to cut
Medicare on the one hand and to do
further damage by privatizing it on the
other.

We are continuing to see this assault
even now. They say they are for Medi-
care. They run television ads saying:
We would never cut Medicare; we think
it is a great program. But when they
come to the floor of this body, of this
Senate Chamber, over and over, from
every different direction, they attack
one of the single greatest programs
that this Government has ever created
and that our people have ever had.

In 1965, half the elderly in this coun-
try had no health insurance. Today,
after 41%2 years of Medicare, almost ev-
erybody in our country is covered. If
they had their way, they would begin
to privatize, they would begin to cut,
and Medicare would not be the uni-
versal program with the universal,
overwhelming support of the people in
this country.

If the Senate wants to reflect what
the people in this country think, we
should overwhelmingly defeat the En-
sign amendment because it undercuts
what is best about our health care sys-
tem. It undercuts the universal nature
of Medicare, which works for every-
body. If you want to preserve Medicare,
there are things we can do to fix it, to
make some small adjustments. But
this amendment is not the way. We
should defeat the Ensign amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I have at-
tempted not to respond to the Senator
from Ohio because he appears to be
stuck in the period of 1960, when, ap-
parently, our position was defined by
somebody who was here in 1960. I
wasn’t here in 1960. I probably won’t be
here in 2025. In fact, I am absolutely
sure I won’t be. But that is going to be
when this Medicare system goes broke.

What I am concerned about is my
children, America’s children, and their
children being able to afford this sys-
tem when I retire and the rest of my
generation retires and makes it basi-
cally unaffordable. The proposals the
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President has put forward are an at-
tempt to make the system solvent, or
at least more solvent. It doesn’t bring
it into solvency, and there are reasons
for that.

The Senator from North Dakota
makes a good point: Rural hospitals
are not reimbursed correctly under the
formula. But that is not the issue
which is being raised by the Cornyn
amendment. That issue, actually, will
be addressed by the Grassley amend-
ment, which I understand is going to be
offered to get +the reimbursement
straight.

What is very obvious is that there is
an inflated reimbursement rate occur-
ring within Medicare of about 1.2 per-
cent due to technology advancements
and due to savings through efficiencies,
which is inuring to the benefit of the
system at the expense of the long-term
life structure of the system. It is rea-
sonable to take half that benefit—half
that benefit—and apply it to make sure
the system has more solvency to it.

AMENDMENT NO. 472

Mr. President, I send an amendment
to the desk on behalf of Senator EN-
SIGN, and I ask that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
OBAMA). Without objection, the pend-
ing amendment is set aside, and the
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GREGG], for Mr. ENSIGN, for himself, Mr.
GREGG, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 472.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require wealthy Medicare bene-

ficiaries to pay a greater share of their

Medicare Part D premiums)

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$102,000,000.

On page 4,
$312,000,000.

On page 4,
$633,000,000.

On page 4,
$868,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,113,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$102,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by
$312,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by
$868,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,113,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$102,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by
$312,000,000.

On page 5,
$633,000,000.

On page 5,
$868,000,000.

On page 5,
$1,113,000,000.

On page 5,
$102,000,000.

line 7, decrease the amount by
line 8, decrease the amount by

line 9, decrease the amount by

line 1, decrease the amount by
line 2, decrease the amount by
line 3, decrease the amount by

line 7, decrease the amount by
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On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$414,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$1,048,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,916,000,000.

On page b, line 11, decrease the amount by
$3,029,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by
$102,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by
$414,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$1,048,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,916,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,029,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by
$800,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by
$800,000,000.

On page 20, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by
$12,000,000.

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by
$12,000,000.

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by
$33,000,000.

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by
$33,000,000.

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by
$68,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by
$68,000,000.

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by
$113,000,000.

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by
$113,000,000.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the En-
sign amendment addresses what the
Senator from Ohio started speaking on.
He anticipated, I guess, this amend-
ment.

To try to explain the way the Medi-
care system works today, Part A you
pay for, theoretically, with your hos-
pital insurance. Part B, which deals
with doctors, you pay for, theoreti-
cally, with a premium, but the pre-
mium is subsidized to the tune of 75
percent of the cost of the premium.
Part D, you don’t pay for anything, for
all intents and purposes, except for the
insurance, to the extent you buy insur-
ance. But the actual coverage that is
federally supplied is not paid for. Part
D is a drug benefit. This amendment
says that high-income individuals, peo-
ple with incomes over $80,000 individ-
ually and $160,000 jointly, should have
to pay a fair proportion of the premium
of Part D that is now being subsidized
by working Americans.

Let me try to put it in context. There
is a single woman working in a res-
taurant in downtown Des Moines or
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there is a mother and father working
on an assembly line in Poughkeepsie or
there is a father working in a garage in
New Hampshire. Those individuals,
working for a living and trying to
make ends meet, trying to do all the
things you want to do to make your
life better, are paying the cost of the
drug insurance for retired Senators and
for people who have extraordinary
amounts of money—for example, Bill
Gates’ father. I don’t mean to pick on
Bill Gates’ father, I am sure he is a
nice man, but he has enough money to
pay for his drug insurance under the
Part D Program, as can retired Sen-
ators, in most instances. Yet those peo-
ple are being subsidized by working
Americans because we have this sys-
tem which doesn’t require people to
pay any portion of the fair cost of their
drug insurance. We do it under Part B,
we do require high-income people to
pay, but under Part D, we don’t. Now,
with Part B, we don’t require them to
pay enough, but we at least require
them to pay something. Part D, we
don’t.

So this amendment simply says that
in the Part D Program, high-income
people, people with incomes over
$80,000 and $160,000, should have to pay
some of their cost. I find it incredible
that the Senator from Ohio opposes
that on the grounds of fairness to
working Americans. The working
Americans are the ones having to pay
that cost. It is just incomprehensible
to me that the other side of the aisle,
which consistently talks in terms of
making sure high-income people pay a
fair share of the burden of the Federal
Government’s costs, are not willing to
ask those same high-income individ-
uals pay the fair share of the cost of
Medicare. And we are not even asking
for a fair share, quite honestly.

So that is what the Ensign amend-
ment does. It is a very appropriate
amendment, and it would save a sig-
nificant amount of money over the
long term for the Medicare trust fund.
I think it is somewhere around $1 tril-
lion. It would actually move the Medi-
care system toward solvency by $1 tril-
lion over the actuarial life, which is 75
years. In the short term, it is obviously
nowhere near that number. But it is a
significant effort to try to put in place
a good policy, a correct policy, which is
that high-income individuals should
pay a fairer cost of their drug benefit
and at the same time use those funds
to make the Medicare system more sol-
vent for seniors who are going to be re-
tiring in the future. It is very reason-
able. It only affects 5 percent of sen-
iors, which means 95 percent of seniors
are not impacted at all and, thus, it
should be done. It should be done now.
We shouldn’t wait to do it. We should
do it now because now this problem is
coming at us pretty fast. If we don’t
get started on it, it is like that old oil
filter ad: You can pay me now or pay
me later. If we wait until later, this
will be extraordinarily expensive. This
is one of the things we should do, along
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with the original Cornyn amendment.
We should also do that.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I actu-
ally enjoy listening to my colleague,
Senator GREGG, because he is thought-
ful and passionate on these matters,
and in many ways we are in very close
agreement. I know it may not appear
that way to people listening, but there
are many things the Senator says that
are absolutely true, and so that part of
his presentation I want to agree with.

It is absolutely the case that we are
headed on a course which is unsustain-
able. It is absolutely the case we can-
not continue on the current path. It is
absolutely the case that, in my judg-
ment, a policy initiative along the
lines of what the Ensign amendment
provides is going to have to be part of
an ultimate solution. In fact, I voted
for such things with respect to Part B
in the past. I have supported them pub-
licly. I have campaigned on those
things. But I must say, the reality here
is this: We all know the budget resolu-
tion does certain things and does not
do certain other things. The budget
resolution, as much as we might want
it to, does not determine policy out-
comes such as those prescribed in the
Ensign amendment or, for that matter,
the Cornyn amendment. It simply
doesn’t have that power.

The budget resolution will give an as-
signment to the Finance Committee of
how much money to raise, of how much
money to spend. It does not tell them
how to do it. Both the Cornyn amend-
ment and the Ensign amendment seek
to do something the budget resolution
cannot do. They seek to prescribe, to
require the Finance Committee to
come up with certain policy outcomes.
The Budget Committee does not have
that power, it does not have that au-
thority, and it cannot be done through
a budget resolution.

Let’s be square with people who are
listening about what we can do and
what we cannot do. The effect of these
amendments, the true effect, will not
be to do any of the policy prescriptions
we talked about here. It will only be to
reduce the amount of money for Medi-
care the Finance Committee has to
meet the needs of the American people.
That is what these amendments will
do.

On the specific policy of the Ensign
amendment, I am sympathetic to the
basic notion. The problem is the spe-
cifics. The devil is in the details. First,
as a member of the Finance Committee
as well as the Budget Committee—and
the Finance Committee will decide
this, not the Budget Committee—on
the policy of this amendment raising
Part D premiums for certain higher in-
come enrollees, I have many questions.
How would CMS go about charging
some people higher premiums under
Part D when the premiums are set by
drug plans, by private drug plans, not
by CMS? How is that going to work?
How can CMS require higher premiums
to be collected from private plans? As
we all know, there are more than 1,500
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private drug plans, each with a sepa-
rate premium they offer. How, conceiv-
ably, would this policy be imple-
mented?

Premiums are important price sig-
nals for beneficiaries in the Medicare
Part D Program. Under this approach,
would we be setting multiple premiums
for a single Part D plan? Will this not
add to the complexity of the program?
This seems to dramatically complicate
the market-based approach of Part D.

When the administration came before
the Finance Committee on this pro-
posal, they had no answers when asked
how their premium proposal would ac-
tually work and how it would affect
the ability of beneficiaries to shop for
plans. The administration simply had
not thought through how this would all
work in the real world. This is another
reason why the Budget Committee in a
budget resolution does not make these
judgments. It simply does not because
this is a policy determination that is in
the authority of the Finance Com-
mittee.

While I am very sympathetic to the
basic notion of income-related pre-
miums and Medicare—I think it is
going to have to be part of the long-
term solution—the Budget Committee
doesn’t make these determinations.
The Budget Committee does not make
this policy. To suggest it does is simply
to mislead our colleagues and mislead
those who are listening. The one thing
that these two amendments, the Cor-
nyn amendment and the Ensign amend-
ment, would do is to cut funding, re-
duce funding that the Finance Com-
mittee would have to provide resources
under Medicare. All the other things
they have talked about here, the policy
prescriptions they have outlined, are a
nullity. They mean nothing because
the Budget Committee and the budget
resolution do not make those decisions.

Let’s go to the larger question of how
are we going to get out of this very se-
rious long-term entitlement crunch we
face? As I have indicated, I believe the
only way it is going to happen is either
a working group or a commission that
is bipartisan in nature, evenly divided
between Republicans and Democrats,
that is given the authority to come up
with a plan and that they then come
back to Congress on a fast-track basis
for congressional approval. I believe it
requires the involvement of the admin-
istration. I believe it requires the in-
volvement of Democrats and Repub-
licans in the Senate and the House. I
believe it involves health information
technology—which we have a reserve
fund in this budget resolution to ad-
dress, which the RAND Corporation has
told us could save $80 billion a year.

I believe it involves focusing on the
chronically ill; that is the 5 percent of
Medicare beneficiaries who are using
half of the money. We already know if
we better coordinated their care, we
could have substantial budget savings
and get better health care outcomes.
What a remarkable thing that would
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be, to both save money and to get bet-
ter health care outcomes. How could
that be? Very simply: That 5 percent of
Medicare beneficiaries who are using
half of the budget, no one is managing
their cases—or in most cases nobody is
managing their cases. So what hap-
pens? They are seeing multiple special-
ists who are giving them multiple pre-
scriptions. They are being subjected to
multiple tests, none of it very well co-
ordinated. As a result, a lot of money
is wasted and in many cases they are
made less healthy. How can that be?

We did a study with some 20,000 pa-
tients. We put a case manager on every
one of their cases. It was very inter-
esting. The first thing they did was go
into their households and get out all
the prescription drugs they were tak-
ing. On average they found they were
taking 16 prescription drugs. After re-
view of the cases, they found they
could cut that in half, cut it down to
eight prescription drugs. The result
was, people were healthier.

Let me give an example from my own
life. I went into my father-in-law’s
kitchen and got all the prescription
drugs he was taking out on the table.
Sure enough, he was taking 16 different
prescription drugs. I got on the phone
to the doctor, started going down the
list. When I got to the third drug he
said, My God, he should not be taking
that. He should not have been taking
that for the last 3 years.

I go further down the list, two drugs
he is taking, the doctor says to me, He
should never be taking those two to-
gether, they work against each other.

I said, Doctor, how does this happen?

He said, It is very simple. Your fa-
ther-in-law has three doctors: a heart
doctor, a lung doctor, an orthopedic
specialist; he has me as his family
practice physician. They are all pre-
scribing different drugs for him. None
of them know what the other is doing.
He is sick and confused, his wife is sick
and confused—we have chaos.

He said, I am the one who is supposed
to know, but your father-in-law is get-
ting prescriptions in the hospital phar-
macy, the corner pharmacy, the phar-
macy down at the beach, he is getting
a mail order. As I say, he was sick and
confused, his wife was sick and con-
fused and nobody knew what was hap-
pening. He had three MRIs in the last 9
months of his life.

That is what is happening in this
medical system over and over. That is
where the big money is. These amend-
ments do not do anything about it and
the fact is, no budget resolution can do
anything about it because the budget
resolution does not decide these policy
matters. It is left to the committee of
authorization. It is left to the com-
mittee that has jurisdiction, and the
committee that has jurisdiction on
these health policy issues is not the
Budget Committee, as much as I might
wish it were so. The committee of ju-
risdiction is the Finance Committee.
They are the ones that will make these
policy determinations.
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As well meaning as these amend-
ments are, No. 1, they do not do what
they say they are going to do and, No.
2, the thing they do accomplish is to
cut funding for Medicare. And
MedPAC, the nonpartisan-bipartisan
professionals who make recommenda-
tions to us on Medicare policy, has said
these cuts, these specific cuts would be
counterproductive; that they would cut
hospitals, they would cut nursing
homes, they would cut hospice care,
they would cut ambulance services. In
rural areas where hospitals are already
suffering negative margins, what these
amendments might accomplish is to
put those health care facilities right
out of business. That is what would
happen in my State, according to the
hospital directors of the more than 40
hospitals in my State. They say: You
pass these amendments and some of
our hospitals are shutting their doors.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the intensity of the Senator from
North Dakota. I wish it would be fol-
lowed up with legislative language. I
have heard his talk before on Medicare
and on his family situation, but he is
going to be giving that same talk 10
years from now at the rate we are
going around here. We are not getting
anything done. These proposals would
get things done.

The concept that this is going to
close a hospital, a .6 percent reduction
in the reimbursement rate, which is
going up? That is absurd on its face.
No, what is being proposed here is a le-
gitimate effort to try to get at the un-
derlying problem, which is the trust
fund has a $32 trillion unfunded liabil-
ity—trillion. That is almost the net
worth of the entire country. That is al-
most as much in taxes as have been
paid in since the country started. It is
a huge problem. This budget does noth-
ing about it, even though there has
been significant rhetoric from the
other side of the aisle about that. We
are suggesting we do something about
it.

Sure, the budget doesn’t do the nuts
and bolts of policy, but the budget has
a lot of policy in it. You cannot on one
hand say we don’t do nuts and bolts of
policy and then have a budget which is
laden with policy—assumptions and
specific language—in SCHIP, in taxes,
in war fighting. It is inconsistent.

This is a reasoned approach, both of
these amendments. Why shouldn’t
somebody making more than $160,000 a
year pay some fair percentage of their
drug costs so somebody who does not
have that type of money can afford the
drug costs down the road? Of course,
they should. These two amendments
are as close to apple pie as you can get
if you are going to try to address the
issue of Medicare. They are reasonable.
If we can’t do this, then we can’t fix
the Medicare system. That is the prob-
lem. If we do not fix the Medicare sys-
tem on our watch—since we are the
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problem, the baby boom generation—
then we have real issues. That is why
we should proceed with these amend-
ments.

I see Senator SMITH is here. I suggest
we move on to his amendment so we
can get on the time.

Mr. CONRAD. We can do that after I
yield 5 minutes to Senator STABENOW
on these amendments, and then we can.

Mr. GREGG. Why don’t we agree by
unanimous consent that after Senator
STABENOW speaks for 5 minutes we go
to Senator SMITH?

Mr. CONRAD. Fair enough.

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

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman and everyone for
all the hard work they are doing on
this very important budget. I am happy
to talk about ways we can save dollars
in Medicare without cutting access or
quality under Medicare. These amend-
ments do not do that. These amend-
ments start from the premise that we
are going to cut providers. Let’s look
at doctors or hospitals or home health
or maybe hospice, maybe nursing
homes. It says what we ought to be
doing is cutting back on payments in
this system, which will cut back on
their ability to service people, the abil-
ity for people to get care they need.

I find it so interesting on all of these
amendments that folks—my friends on
the other side of the aisle—go after
those who are receiving health care.
Medicare is a universal system. Every-
one pays in. It involves choice. You can
go to an HMO or your own doctor, you
can sign up for Part B and get more
coverage, pay a bigger premium, Part
B—it is a system that has worked, but
everyone has paid in.

So this notion that somehow we are
going to pick this apart on the floor of
the Senate without going through the
process of looking at the whole system
and how we really achieve savings,
really achieve savings without cutting
services, is mind boggling to me.

We saw a $400 billion Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit pass the Senate,
which now costs more—we do not know
how much more but costs more—by the
way, unpaid for, paid for on a credit
card, I guess, that we know could be
less than that.

If we talk about savings in Medicare,
let’s negotiate prescription drug prices.
That is a way to make sure that we
lower the price of Medicare. Now, it
would involve taking on folks who
many of my friends on the other side of
the aisle support, industries that bene-
fitted from this Medicare bill. But
rather than saying we are going to cut
our doctors trying to service our sen-
iors, or our hospitals trying to hold it
together and treating people, or home
health, rather than saying we are going
to cut out services in some way, let’s
go to the real cost. I am happy to go to
the real costs that we can address
while increasing access and quality.
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One is to negotiate a better deal, ne-
gotiate a better deal for prescription
drugs. I hope we are going to, in fact,
do that as a Congress to be able to get
a better deal.

Another thing would be to take the
31 cents on every dollar in health care
that is the administrative cost—most
of this is generated by the Federal Gov-
ernment in some way—and address
health information technology, which
many of us have worked on, Senator
SNOWE and I have legislation on, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, Senator ENzI. We have
bipartisan interest. Let’s tackle that,
and that would increase quality and ac-
cess and dramatically cut the cost.

E-prescribing of prescription drugs
alone, according to the Rand Corpora-
tion, would save $80 billion, just your
pharmacy being able to talk to your
doctor, talk to the hospital, and so on.

I came from a meeting where people
were talking about great things: the
increase in quality and access, and cut-
ting costs. So let’s talk about health
IT. Let’s talk about generic drugs
which, if we have more competition
from generic drugs, we would dramati-
cally bring down the costs of Medicare.

So there is a lot we can do that does
not involve going to the folks pro-
viding care and saying: We are going to
cut you one more time. We are going to
cut you one more time, or going to the
universal nature of a health care sys-
tem. This is not a low-income system.
This is a universal system where every-
body in America pays in, and it is
stronger because of that.

So I would say that we should reject
the two amendments in front of us. But
we should certainly get about the busi-
ness of addressing health care costs in
this country through Medicare and
through other means. We spend almost
twice as much of our GDP on health
care than any other country, with 50
million people with no health insur-
ance. That alone shows there is some-
thing wrong with that picture.

We know we have had increases in
Medicare, no question about it. But
let’s look at where they are coming
from. Let’s look at where they are
coming from. Certainly, the area of
lacking prescription drug competition
is a big one. Administrative costs is a
big one. Let’s look at where we can
save costs. I know it means taking on
some pretty big special interests.
There has been an unwillingness to do
that because there are folks who make
a lot of money off of Medicare, a 1ot of
money.

I would not suggest it is the doctors
or the hospital or the hospices or home
health nurses, but there are folks who
make a lot of money. They do not want
to see us deal with the real costs. So
let’s go back one more time after the
providers. Let’s go back one more time
and try to dismantle what is a uni-
versal health care system called Medi-
care. It works.

Frankly, I would like to see that
kind of a universal system available,
that is structurally available to every
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American, not just find ways to cut the
one part of universal health care that
we have in this country. I would hope
that we would leave it to the Finance
Committee to wrestle with all of those
issues and let us figure out how to do
this right.

I would hope my colleagues would
say no to these two amendments that
take us backwards in providing health
care for every American.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 510

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the efforts of the chairman and
ranking member in setting forth a
budget for the United States.

I come to the floor today to speak
briefly about two amendments that I
have at the desk that focus on two
issues relating to health care, which I
think are very important. I hear a lot
of support in the Chamber for the reau-
thorization of SCHIP. I, for one, not
only want to reauthorize it but expand
it.

There are all kinds of ideas for how
to fund such a thing. I am here today
to speak substantially about how we
actually get the real dollars to accom-
plish that.

It is hard to do a townhall meeting in
my State where the issue of health
care does not come up. It should come
up. Usually there is a story about a
child with a health condition ranging
from a cold to a broken leg, sometimes
cancer, children who do not have ac-
cess to health care. You see it in the
papers nearly every day. Frankly, it is
inexcusable in the United States of
America.

So I have come today to make a pro-
posal on the budget that is unusual for
me because it involves a tax increase. I
am very proud of my record in the Or-
egon State Senate and the U.S. Senate
of opposing new taxes and voting to re-
duce taxes. But when it is appropriate,
I have in the past voted to increase
taxes on tobacco products in order to
provide money for health care because
of the important nexus that exists be-
tween tobacco use and public health
care costs.

So today with my amendment I am
proposing that Congress dedicate an in-
crease in the tobacco products excise
tax of up to 61 cents to SCHIP reau-
thorization.

In my home State of Oregon, 117,000
children do not have access to health
insurance. We know almost half of
these children are currently eligible for
either Medicaid or SCHIP but they
simply are not enrolled. The challenge
Oregon faces is that even if they allo-
cate adequate State funding to cover
these children, they do mnot have
enough Federal money under the cur-
rent SCHIP allotment to enroll them.

Increasing the tobacco excise tax
would allow Oregon to reach out, as in
other States, to find those kids and get
them enrolled so they have health care
coverage. Oregon is one of many States
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that have a looming so-called shortfall.
Starting in 2009 the State of Oregon
will run out of money to simply cover
the children who are currently en-
rolled, to say nothing of those who are
eligible but unenrolled.

Should that happen, the State would
potentially cut off new enrollments
and be forced to reduce eligibility lev-
els. So increasing the tobacco excise
tax will stop that from happening.
While we do not yet have an official
score from the Congressional Budget
Office, we do know that based on their
estimates a 50-cent increase would gen-
erate an additional $26.6 billion in new
revenue.

The tax now stands at 39 cents. I pro-
posed in my amendment to increase
that up to 61 cents for a total Federal
tobacco tax of $1. That would be dedi-
cated to reauthorize SCHIP. I believe if
the Finance Committee chooses to uti-
lize the full 61-cent increase, we would
see at least $30 billion for SCHIP, if not
the $35 billion.

Therefore, I hope my colleagues will
find it in their hearts and in their
mouths to vote aye when this very im-
portant vote is cast because it literally
means health care for children. Many
groups have supported this amend-
ment. To name a few prominent ones:
the March of Dimes, Families USA, the
American Hospital Association, the
National Council of Community Behav-
ioral Health Centers, America’s Health
Insurance Plans, and First Focus.

AMENDMENT NO. 509

My second amendment relates to the
battle against HIV/AIDS. This battle is
being hindered because we are not fo-
cusing enough effort on providing early
treatment to individuals who have
been diagnosed with this disease. By
targeting treatment earlier, we can
help prevent the progression to full-
blown AIDS. This is especially true for
low-income individuals who may lack
stable access to potential lifesaving
pharmaceutical treatments and other
health care services.

While Medicaid is an important pro-
vider of health care to those living
with HIV/AIDS, most States require
that individuals become disabled before
they can qualify for coverage. In a
sense, they must become sicker before
they get treatment. That is simply not
right. Full-blown AIDS is an incredibly
costly illness to treat. It has much
more of an impact on an individual’s
quality of life than HIV.

From a fiscal and moral standpoint it
is essential that we focus more of our
resources on providing early treatment
to individuals with HIV. That is why I
am filing an amendment to the budget
resolution that would create a $500 mil-
lion deficit-neutral reserve fund for
demonstration projects that provide
Medicaid coverage to low-income indi-
viduals diagnosed with HIV.

It is similar to the bill that I filed
last week along with 20 of my col-
leagues that extends to all States the
option of providing Medicaid coverage
to these individuals.
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That initiative, known as the Early
Treatment for HIV Act, or ETHA, was
modeled after the successful breast and
cervical cancer benefit added to the
Medicaid Program several years ago.
The treatment authorized under my
amendment would be provided in the
same earlier-is-better fashion, so that
more HIV/AIDS cases are prevented
from reaching the point of full-blown
AIDS.

My amendment would provide Con-
gress and the Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services the opportunity to
learn more about the cost-saving bene-
fits of treating HIV in its early stages.
It is expected that in addition to Med-
icaid, other Federal programs such as
SSI and Medicare will realize signifi-
cant long-term savings by preventing
individuals from being disabled by
AIDS.

With more and more States having fi-
nancial difficulties with their AIDS
drug assistance programs, it is impor-
tant that we provide alternative meth-
ods of delivering treatment to those
with HIV/AIDS who may be living in
poverty. Most importantly, we will be
able to help individuals with HIV lead
healthier and longer lives. That way
they can remain active participants in
both the community and the workforce
and improve their chances of living to
one day see a cure for their illness.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
support this amendment. It is a reason-
able and responsible placeholder to add
to the Senate’s budget blueprint. I look
forward to working with all of you in
passing this legislation should we
enact it in the budget. I think we can
greatly improve Medicaid services in
this way to those with low incomes
who are afflicted with HIV.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Senator ENSIGN will
now be recognized for 5 minutes. We
will then go to Senator WYDEN, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, and Senator DORGAN.

We appreciate very much Senator
ENSIGN limiting his remarks to 5 min-
utes.

AMENDMENT NO. 472

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, my
amendment would impose an income
test on the wealthiest seniors to ensure
that they pay a greater share of their
Medicare prescription drug coverage.

A couple of years ago, we had a vote
in the Senate that would income-re-
late—in other words, means test Medi-
care Part B, which pays for medical
services, like doctors’ services. Medi-
care Part D is the part that pays for
prescription drugs.

Mr. President, we already means test
Medicare Part B. In order to put the
Medicare program on better financial
footing, we should extend the existing
Medicare Part B income test to the
Medicare prescription drug program.

It makes no sense for Bill Gates’s fa-
ther to have his prescription drugs paid
for by a schoolteacher or a firefighter
or a police officer or any other middle-
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income American. This amendment
says that a single senior, with an an-
nual adjusted gross income over $80,000
and couples with annual adjusted in-
comes of over $160,000 a year would be
responsible for a greater share of their
Medicare Part D premium.

I have a chart that shows that the
vast majority of Medicare beneficiaries
would not be impacted by this pro-
posal. Almost 96 percent of Medicare
beneficiaries would not be affected by
my amendment. This means that only
the wealthiest 4.3 percent of seniors en-
rolled in Medicare Part D will pay
higher premiums in 2008. Wealthy sen-
iors have the means. We should not be
burdening our children and grand-
children with even further debt by sub-
sidizing wealthy seniors. That is what
this amendment essentially does. It
says that wealthy seniors should pay
more for the Medicare prescription
drug benefit.

The other side of the aisle says that
we should raise taxes on the wealthy.
This isn’t raising taxes. This is getting
wealthy seniors to pay for a benefit
they are receiving that they never paid
for. In the past, AARP and others have
said that we should not means test
Medicare.

In this instance, means testing is
fair. Remember, that the Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit is a new benefit.
Today’s seniors did not pay into the
Medicare program, through payroll
taxes, with the promise of a prescrip-
tion drug benefit. What this amend-
ment says is that if you can afford to
pay higher prices for the Medicare Part
D premium, then you should. That is,
in essence, what this amendment is
about. It is about fairness. Let’s treat
middle-income taxpayers of today and
the future in a fair way by saying
wealthy seniors—such as Bill Gates’ fa-
ther, such as my father, such as seniors
who are in the upper-income brackets—
pay their fair share instead of dumping
this liability on future generations of
taxpayers and making them pay higher
taxes because we want to subsidize sen-
iors to the current extent.

The Medicare Part B program is al-
ready means tested. We should further
means test the Medicare program by
requiring Medicare beneficiaries who
make over $80,000 a year as a single and
$160,000 a year as a couple, responsible
for a greater share of their Medicare
prescription drug premium.

To show a little support, the Wash-
ington Post, which is not exactly a
conservative newspaper—and usually
isn’t in my corner—wrote:

One worthy proposal, contained in the
Bush budget, would have imposed higher
Medicare prescription premiums for higher-
income beneficiaries . . . Unfortunately an
amendment to that effect was defeated in
the budget committee.

That was my amendment.

If Democrats are serious about dealing
with health care entitlement spending, isn’t
it time for them to demonstrate that?

I believe it is time to demonstrate
that.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I begin
by commending Senator CONRAD and
Senator GREGG for doing an exception-
ally good job bringing extraordinary
professionalism and thoughtfulness to
this debate, particularly because
Chairman CONRAD and Senator GREGG
have focused on what are the big issues
for this country. Relating to the do-
mestic side of the budget—we all know
the big international issue is Irag—the
big issues are taxes and health care.
One of the most attractive parts of the
Conrad budget is that it lays the foun-
dation for this country to look at big
fixes to our tax system and to health
care.

If we listen to all the technical lingo
that comes up over the course of this
discussion—pay-go, firewalls, reserve
funds; perhaps the staff director, who
does such a terrific job, Mary Naylor,
may know about some of the intrica-
cies of these terms—it is a complicated
world of ‘‘budgetese.”” What we do un-
derstand, however, are taxes and
health care. The Bush tax cuts expire
at the end of 2010. One of the reasons I
support the Conrad budget is that it
lays the foundation for meaningful tax
reform. The Presiding Officer certainly
hears this across the country: The tax
system is broken. We now have three
changes in the Tax Code for every
working day. There have been more
than 14,000 changes to the Tax Code
since the last comprehensive tax re-
form. We are all getting ready to do
our taxes again. Americans this spring
will spend more money filling out tax
forms than our Government spends on
higher education. Senator CONRAD has
pointed out the problem of tax havens
and tax scams. There is an oppor-
tunity, as a result of this budget, to
come together in a bipartisan way and
fix the tax system. We know what
needs to be done.

First, we to have clear out all the
clutter, the thousands and thousands of
loopholes that have been added since
the last tax reform effort. Second, we
have to simplify the system. I have
brought to the Chamber a one-page 1040
form that is in my fair flat tax legisla-
tion that I will be reintroducing, and I
have had a number of good conversa-
tions with our friend from New Hamp-
shire about it. This is a chance for Sen-
ators to work together in a bipartisan
way. The people at Money Magazine,
the financial magazine, took my 1040
form and filled out their taxes in 15
minutes. It will bring about a dramatic
change in American taxation. So we
clean out the clutter, make the system
simpler, and then keep progressivity.

There is a model for the Senate to
follow. Senator GREGG and I heard a bit
about it in the Budget Committee. Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I heard a lot about
it in the Finance Committee, when
then-Chairman Grassley held hearings
on tax reform during the last session.
That is to take those principles I out-
lined—clear out the loopholes, hold
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down the rates, simplify the system,
and Kkeep progressivity—and once
again, because of this budget, fix Amer-
ican taxation in a bipartisan way.

It is worth noting that every witness
who came before the Senate Finance
Committee during the last session to
talk about taxation said building on
the principles of the 1986 Tax Reform
Act were the way to go. Witnesses
came to the Budget Committee earlier
this year. They all said this was the
right direction, to build on the prin-
ciples of 1986. I have indicated to Sen-
ator GREGG—and I am interested in
working with him; he was part of the
discussions that took place in the
Budget Committee—it is worth wrap-
ping this subject up by way of saying
the budget that is before us now, the
Conrad budget. It allows for the Senate
to come together in a bipartisan way
to fix the tax system. This is emi-
nently doable.

The President had a commission on
taxation. My one-page 1040 form is 30
lines long. The President’s is 34 lines
long. For purposes of Government
work, the two are equivalent. Demo-
crats and Republicans can come to-
gether on this, simplify the tax system,
do what was done in 1986 to clean out
the clutter, hold down the rates, and
keep progressivity so that everybody
has a chance to get ahead.

We have heard a lot of talk about
class warfare. I am sure the Presiding
Officer hears a great deal about this
topic as he travels around the country.
What Americans want is a system that
gives everybody the opportunity to get
ahead. That is what we ought to be
working on. That is what this budget
allows.

In addition to taxes, this legislation
allows for a bipartisan effort in this
Congress to fix American health care,
because of the reserve fund that is in
the bill and constructive efforts that
are going on in the Senate. In all def-
erence to the Presiding Officer, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois, and
our other colleagues who are running
for President of the United States,
there is a feeling that this question of
fixing American health care is some-
thing that will be dealt with in 2009. I
am here to tell the Senate, I believe
there is a good chance the Senate will
come together in 2007. Five Democratic
Senators and five Republican Senators
sent a letter to the President, an im-
portant letter that involved both sides
coming together. The Republicans who
signed the letter said: If you are going
to fix health care, you have to get ev-
erybody covered. If you don’t get ev-
erybody covered, the costs for those
who are uninsured get shifted to those
who are insured. That is a statement
about universal coverage. It is about
100 percent coverage. Our colleague
from South Carolina, Senator DEMINT,
and others, have some good ideas about
how to accomplish that. Republicans
moved in a way that is going to allow
for a comprehensive bipartisan effort
to fix health care. Democrats did as
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well because the Democrats who signed
the letter said: We need to modernize
the marketplace. We have a tax system
for health care that made sense for the
1940s; it doesn’t make sense for 2007.
The Tax Code for health coverage dis-
proportionately rewards the most
wealthy and promotes inefficiency.
That is how the Federal government is
spending $250 billion. The Democrats
and Republicans came together and
said: We want to work in a bipartisan
way. Republican Senators such as
TRENT LOTT and MIKE CRAPO and BOB
BENNETT and JIM DEMINT and JOHN
THUNE, Democrats such as KENT CON-
RAD, KEN SALAZAR, Senator CANTWELL,
Senator KOHL, and myself said: With
all due respect to our good friend from
Illinois and our colleagues who are
seeking the highest office in the land,
we are going to do our best to fix
health care in this Congress. We have
an opportunity with our letter.

The Presiding Officer knows I have
introduced S. 334, the Healthy Ameri-
cans Act. When I introduced that bill,
the CEO of Safeway stood with me,
Steve Burd, with more than 200,000 em-
ployees, as did Andy Stern, the presi-
dent of the Service Employees Inter-
national Union, with almost 2 million
members. Back in 1993 and 1994, busi-
ness and labor were fighting each
other. Now they are coming together.
What a remarkable transition. In 1993,
the business community said: We can’t
afford health care reform. In 2007, the
business community is saying: We
can’t afford not to fix health care.

We have laid a bipartisan foundation
in the Conrad budget for Democrats
and Republicans to come together in
this session to fix health care.

An issue came up as we were going
forward on the reserve fund that high-
lights that while I think a comprehen-
sive fix of American health care can be
done, there are going to be challenges
along the way. One of them is how to
deal with the CHIP program, the pro-
gram that helps our youngsters. There
is great support on both sides of the
aisle for the CHIP program. But there
have been some in the Senate who have
said: We have to do CHIP and health
reform together. We have to do both
together, and that is the way to ap-
proach it. The universal coverage legis-
lation isn’t quite ready to go. I am
hopeful it will be ready before too long
and that it will be bipartisan. The Con-
rad budget makes it possible for Sen-
ators to come together through a re-
serve fund for universal coverage.

I also want to make sure that the
millions of youngsters who need health
care now are not forced to wait. We
should not deny those youngsters jus-
tice right now, when the need, as the
distinguished Senator from Illinois
knows, is so great.

What we said in the budget is that
after SCHIP is resolved—and I hope it
will be very shortly—and we meet
those urgent needs of millions of
youngsters, then we proceed to the
question of bipartisan efforts to ensure
there is comprehensive health reform.
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Those are the two big issues of our
time—tax reform and health care—that
relate to the domestic side of the budg-
et. The Conrad budget leaves space for
Democrats and Republicans to come
together and fix our tax system and fix
American health care.

(Mr. BROWN assumed the Chair.)

Mr. WYDEN. Under the Conrad budg-
et, and the fair flat tax I have intro-
duced, we could have a one-page 1040
form. People in the State of Ohio—I ad-
vise the Presiding Officer, our col-
league from Ohio, and we are thrilled
to have him in the Senate—could be
filling out their taxes on a one-page
form, ensuring progressivity, getting
rid of the clutter, and holding down
rates for everybody. Money magazine,
when they took that form, said they
could do it in 15 minutes. So all of the
people in the State of Ohio and else-
where who are pulling together their
shoe boxes and their receipts right now
in order to fill out their taxes, they
could have an alternative, something
based on a system we know works be-
cause Democrats and Republicans came
together in 1986 in order to have such a
tax system.

The Conrad budget makes it possible
for us to enact tax reform even before
the Bush tax cuts of 2010 expire.

On the health care side, the same bi-
partisan effort could occur: Democrats
and Republicans could come together
and fix health care. We establish a uni-
versal coverage fund, a health care re-
form fund, in this budget. It would
allow, for example, for legislation, like
the Healthy Americans Act which I in-
troduced, that has brought together
Andy Stern of the Service Employees
International Union and Steve Burd,
the CEO of Safeway, to say: This is
where we ought to start. It would allow
for the Democrats and the Repub-
licans—who signed a letter to the
President of the United States and
said: We want to work with you, Mr.
President, to fix health care—it would
allow for that important effort.

A number of my colleagues on the
Republican side have been extremely
constructive in working with me and
others to get that legislation before
the Congress—not in 2009, when the
popular wisdom suggests we will talk
about health care, but in this session.
But before that happens, because of the
efforts in the Budget Committee that
are included in the Conrad budget, we
will first protect and expand the pro-
gram that ensures justice for children
in health care—the CHIP program.

The CHIP reauthorization will come
first. Passing CHIP legislation, how-
ever, is not going to diminish our ef-
forts to work in a bipartisan fashion on
overall health reform.

Both Senator GREGG and Senator
CONRAD are on the floor now. I just
want to let both of them know, and our
very talented staff director, Mary
Naylor, that I believe they have
brought extraordinary professionalism
to this effort. They reflect great credit
on the Senate in terms of how the two
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of them and their staff work on this
budget.

I urge my colleagues to support the
budget that is before us particularly
because it lays the foundation for the
Senate to tackle the two big domestic
issues of our time, taxes and health
care. There are a lot of issues that
come before us. Certainly Iraq is the
premier issue as it relates to the inter-
national front, but the big issues at
home are taxes and health care. The
Conrad budget allows for Democrats
and Republicans to come together on
taxes, as was done in 1986 for a system
that gave everybody the chance to get
ahead.

I know the Presiding Officer, my
friend from Ohio, has heard a lot about
the whole topic of class warfare and
the like. I think the Senator from Ohio
hears the same thing I hear at home;
that everybody ought to have the
chance to get ahead. Everybody ought
to have the chance to do it. We could
do that with a tax reform program that
is fair to all. This budget allows it, and
it allows for Democrats and Repub-
licans to come together on health care
as well.

I urge my colleagues to support the
budget. I commend Senator CONRAD
and Senator GREGG.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 525, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment, which I understand is the
Ensign amendment—is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. GREGG. Be set aside so I can
send up a modification that has been
cleared by the other side relative to
the Cornyn amendment, and I ask
unanimous consent that the Cornyn
amendment be modified.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, have we seen
this modification? Let me just reserve
on that until I have confirmation.

Is this a Cornyn amendment which is
being modified?

Mr. GREGG. Cornyn amendment, as
modified.

Mr. CONRAD. That is fine.

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

The amendment (No. 525), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 4,
$4,291,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,949,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by
$9,936,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by
$4,291,000,000..

line 7, decrease the amount by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$6,949,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by
$9,936,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by
$4,291,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by
$6,949,000,000.

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by
$9,936,000,000.

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by
$13,270,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,339,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$13,288,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$23,224,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$36,494,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,047,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by
$6,339,000,000,

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$13,288,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, decrease the amount by
$23,224,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$36,494,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by
$4,100,000,000,

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by
$4,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 20, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On page 19, line 21, decrease the amount by
$6,500,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by
$9,100,000,000,

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by
$9,100,000,000.

On page 20,
$11,900,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, decrease the amount by
$11,900,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by
$47,000,000.

On page 25, line 13, decrease the amount by
$47,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by
$191,000,000.

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by
$191,000,000.

On page 25, line 20, decrease the amount by
$449,000,000.

On page 25, line 21, decrease the amount by
$449,000,000.

On page 25, line 24, decrease the amount by
$836,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by
$836,000,000.

On page 26, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,370,000,000.

On page 26, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1,370,000,000.

At the end of the bill, add the following:

TITLE IV—RECONCILIATION
SEC. 401. SPENDING RECONCILIATION INSTRUC-
TIONS.

In the Senate, by June 1, 2007, the Finance
Committee shall report to the Senate
changes in laws within its jurisdiction suffi-
cient to reduce outlays by $2,000,000,000 in
2008 and $33,800,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 2008 through 2012.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

line 3, decrease the amount by
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator
ENSIGN had talked about his amend-
ment, and I did not have a chance to,
once again, respond. I would like to
take that opportunity now, while we
are waiting for Senator DORGAN. Per-
haps Senator GREGG would want to re-
spond to what I might say. Before we
do that, maybe we should enter into an
agreement with respect to the votes
that will occur at 11:30.

So for that purpose, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at 11:30
a.m., the Senate proceed to vote with
respect to the following amendments in
the order listed; that there be 2 min-
utes for debate before each vote, equal-
ly divided, and that after the first vote,
the time for the votes be limited to 10
minutes; that no amendments be in
order to any of the amendments cov-
ered under this agreement: the DeMint
amendment No. 489, the Allard amend-
ment No. 491, the Baucus amendment
No. 504, and the Cornyn amendment
No. 511.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 472

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
just take a moment now to respond to
Senator ENSIGN with respect to the
amendment he has offered that pur-
ports to affect Part D premiums and
have higher premiums for those Part D
Program participants.

Let me just say, the basic concept, 1
am in sympathy with. The problem is,
the budget resolution does not make
these policy determinations. This is a
determination which is made by the Fi-
nance Committee. That is the com-
mittee of jurisdiction. They are the
ones who have the sole right to make
these kinds of policy determinations.
The Budget Committee, as much as I
might want it to, does not have the au-
thority to do that. Beyond that, the
devil is in the details.

The notion you can charge higher
premiums—certainly there is a way to
do that, but the Senator has given us
no indication of how it might be done.
When the CMS came before the Fi-
nance Committee on this very issue—
because this is part of the President’s
budget—they were asked how they
would go about charging higher pre-
miums under Part D when the pre-
miums are not set by the Government,
they are set by private drug plans.

As we all know, there are something
like 1,500 Medicare drug plans. Those
plans each have a separate premium
they establish. So how is it that CMS
is going to tell all these private drug
plans they are to charge higher pre-
miums to higher income people? Those
private drug plans do not even know
the income levels of the people who
subscribe to their plans. So how is it,
in a real-world situation, these plans
would charge higher drug premiums?

Again, the Government does not set
these premiums. The companies that
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do set them do not have the informa-
tion upon which to charge higher pre-
miums to higher income people be-
cause they do not know what the in-
come is of the people who subscribe to
their plans.

Further, premiums are important
price signals for beneficiaries in the
Medicare Part D Program. So would we
be setting multiple premiums for a sin-
gle Part D plan? Wouldn’t that add to
the complexity of the program? This
seems to dramatically complicate the
market-based approach of Part D.

I might add, when the administration
came before the Finance Committee—
which is the committee of jurisdiction,
which is the committee that has the
authority to make these kinds of pol-
icy determinations—they had no an-
swers to any of these questions. They
just simply had not thought it through.
That is one of the reasons why we leave
these kinds of determinations to the
committee of jurisdiction, because
they have the expertise to make these
determinations and to weigh the issue.
The Budget Committee does not and
does not have the authority to make
these determinations.

Let me say my own belief is that the
notion of income-relating Medicare
benefits is going to have to be part of
a longer term solution. But that is not
going to be decided on any budget reso-
lution. That is just a fact. All of the
things Senator ENSIGN talked about
will have zero effect on the Finance
Committee. What will affect the Fi-
nance Committee is the number they
are given of the resources that are
available for Medicare.

The effect of the Cornyn amend-
ment—and the effect of the HEnsign
amendment—will be to reduce the re-
sources that are available to the Fi-
nance Committee for Medicare. What is
that likely to mean? Well, it is very
clear what it is likely to mean: reduc-
tions in reimbursement for hospitals,
for nursing homes, for hospice care, for
ambulance services. That is the real-
world effect of the Cornyn amendment
and the Ensign amendment.

I want to repeat that I got a letter
from 43 Senators—11 of them Repub-
licans—urging that the budget resolu-
tion not cut reimbursement to hos-
pitals. I just remind them, if that is
something they are serious about, then
they are going to want to oppose the
Cornyn amendment and the Ensign
amendment because the real upshot of
those amendments is to reduce funding
to the Finance Committee for those
vVery purposes.

Mr. President, Senator GREGG may
like to take the remaining minutes
here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Yes, Mr. President. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. President, if you are going to
vote against the Ensign amendment,
you are just simply saying millionaires
in this country should not have to pay
for their drug benefit under Medicare if
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they are retired and have Medicare eli-
gibility; and all millionaires who are
retired and over a certain age have
Medicare eligibility for drug benefits.
It is that simple.

To say the Budget Committee should
not address this issue has the practical
effect of saying the Budget Committee
should not address policy at the Fed-
eral level. The Budget Committee, of
course, has a right to address this issue
and should address it. In fact, it is the
proper place to address it as the initial
step. In fact, you could argue that if
the Budget Committee does not address
it, it will never get done because the
protection that comes from reconcili-
ation, which only the Budget Com-
mittee can give an authorizing com-
mittee—that is, the Finance Com-
mittee, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, or any other committee—de-
rives from the Budget resolution,
which is authored by the Budget Com-
mittee. You probably are not going to
pass these types of changes without
reconciliation protection. So that is a
straw dog argument of the first order.

This Ensign amendment specifically
is an attempt to straighten out what
was clearly an incorrect decision when
Part D was put in place. The Medicare
trust fund is $32 trillion out of whack.
In other words, we know it is going to
cost $32 trillion—that is with a “‘t.”

Try to understand what that means—
$1 trillion. Nobody can understand $1
trillion, but it is an amount of money
that is staggering. All the taxes paid in
America since our country became a
government, since our country was cre-
ated, amount to something like $42
trillion. The entire net worth of Amer-
ica—all your cars, all your stocks, all
the houses Americans own—represents
something like $50 trillion, or maybe it
is not even that high—$47 trillion.

So we have a liability, which we have
no idea how we are going to pay for, of
$32 trillion. The interesting part—that
is why I want to point this out again—
is the drug benefit, when it was passed,
aggravated the liability of the trust
fund to the tune of $8 trillion. So of
that $32 trillion—although this chart
could be used to explain this—of that
$32 trillion, $8 trillion of that unfunded
liability was generated by the drug
benefit. It shouldn’t have been that
high. One way it should have been ad-
dressed was that we should have had
wealthy seniors, millionaire seniors,
which is what the Ensign amendment
does, paying a fair amount of the cost
of that drug benefit. The Senator from
North Dakota says: Well, that can’t be
done. Of course, it can be done. Of
course, it can be done. There are all
sorts of reports that are filed on CMS
on the cost of reimbursement and how
they are structuring these insurance
plans, and there is no question but it
can be done. More importantly, it
should be done, as a matter of fairness,
for working Americans who are car-
rying the burden of seniors.

I notice Senator DORGAN is here and
he wants to talk, so I will reserve on
that.

March 22, 2007

The point is pretty important. If you
want to vote for working Americans to
not have to subsidize millionaire
Americans who are retired, you are
going to want to vote for the Ensign
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from
North Dakota, Senator DORGAN, is now
recognized until 11:30.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, some
would believe, and perhaps should be-
lieve, that this budget issue is very
complex, very difficult and is hard to
resolve. I accept all that. But there
ought to be some things all of us would
agree are very easy to deal with. The
slam-dunks, as it were; the issues that
all of us ought to say: Enough, we are
not going to put up with this on the
revenue side.

Let me tell my colleagues the taxes I
believe we ought to be getting that we
are not getting. Should we increase
them? Absolutely. Those are the taxes
that would have been paid under nor-
mal circumstances but now are not
being paid because companies have de-
cided they want to run their income
through a tax-haven country. They
want to produce in China, sell in Amer-
ica, and run their income through the
Cayman Islands.

What is the purpose of that? To avoid
paying U.S. taxes. They want all the
opportunities of being an American
company but none of the responsibil-
ities to pay the taxes to help this coun-
try run, to help this country do what it
should do.

So let me go through some of the ex-
amples. First, let me show a picture of
the Ugland House. An enterprising re-
porter named ‘‘David Evans’ did some
research. This picture shows a five-
story building on Church Street in the
Cayman Islands that is home to 12,748
corporations. Now, we have talked
about that. I have spoken about it in
previous months on the floor of the
Senate. Why do I do that? Everyone
understands that in this little building
on a quiet street on the Cayman Is-
lands, there aren’t 12,748 companies.
That is a legal fiction created by some
lawyers to allow companies to use this
address to avoid paying U.S. taxes.
That is what is inside this white build-
ing: fictional addresses so companies
can park income here and avoid paying
taxes to the United States.

Should we shut that down? You bet
your life we ought to shut it down—
just like that. It ought not be con-
troversial. Do we not believe that ev-
erybody ought to pay their fair share
of taxes as a part of living in this great
country? So that is one issue. That, by
the way, is a current tax scam that ex-
ists and is robust. I could go through
the names of companies that have
many subsidiaries in tax-haven coun-
tries. I mentioned Halliburton the
other day. They have 17 subsidiaries in
the Cayman Islands, a country that has
never imposed a corporate income tax.
They also have two subsidiaries in
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Liechtenstein, for God’s sake. But it is
not just that company. I could go
through a whole list of companies that
have dozens and dozens of subsidiaries
they have created in tax-haven coun-
tries to avoid paying taxes in this
country.

Let me give some other examples of
what has been going on. This is Dort-
mund, Germany. This is a picture of a
streetcar in Dortmund, Germany. It is
interesting. Actually, an American
company leased the streetcars in Dort-
mund, Germany. Why? Because an
American company wants to run
streetcars in Germany? No, not at all.
These belong to city government in
Germany. An American corporation
leased them, and immediately leased
them back to the German city, and
then the company is able to claim
large tax deductions that lower its tax
burden in the United States. Here is
what the city councilman, Manfred
Jostes, said:

It’s absolutely unbelievable. I still to this
day can’t believe that something like this
works.

A German city councilman trying to
think through how is it we can lease
our streetcars to an American com-
pany, they lease them back, we get a
premium and never lose the oppor-
tunity to use them. The only thing
that is valuable to the American com-
pany is they don’t have to pay taxes
because they can claim large deduc-
tions relating to this streetcar system
in Germany.

It is not just streetcars. How about
American companies buying town
halls? Here is a picture of a town hall
in a German city that I can’t even pro-
nounce. That is a huge, old town hall
owned by an American company. Why?
Because they like town halls in Ger-
many? No. Because they want to be
able to claim large deductions in an
abusive cross-border leasing trans-
action with a German city for the pur-
pose of reducing their tax obligations
in this country.

Here is a railroad in Belgium owned
by an American company. Because
they like to run trains in Belgium? No,
no. It is about reducing their taxes in
our country.

How about an American company
buying a German sewer system. This
one—Wachovia Bank has been pretty
aggressive. They bought a German
sewer system, and they reportedly get
$175 million in U.S. tax savings by own-
ing a foreign sewer system. The city in
Germany—Bochum, Germany, doesn’t
lose the use of its sewer system. The
American corporation didn’t buy a Ger-
man sewer system because they wanted
to use the sewer; they bought it be-
cause they wanted to lease it back to
the German city so the U.S. company
can depreciate it and reduce its tax
burden to the U.S. Government. Sale
and leaseback. Pretty unbelievable.

FleetBoston Financial and another
investor bought Chicago’s 911 emer-
gency call system. Think of that. Chi-
cago sets up a 911 emergency call sys-
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tem, then sells it to two corporations.
It is a city-owned system. The compa-
nies buy it, and lease it back to Chi-
cago. Chicago still has it. It is a sale
and leaseback transaction by which an
American corporation can now own and
lease back the 911 emergency call sys-
tem in Chicago and be able to depre-
ciate it to save money on their tax bill.
It is unbelievable to me.

When are we going to put a stop to
this? Well, the Finance Committee
took a look at these sale and lease-
backs and owning foreign sewer sys-
tems and they said: We will stop it as
of this date, but everything else is OK.
It is not OK with me.

It is not OK with me that we still
have companies that decide they want
to move their profits to a controlled
offshore foreign subsidiary, despite the
fact that the subsidiary doesn’t do any
real business there.

It is not OK with me that we still
provide large tax breaks to U.S. compa-
nies that close down a manufacturing
plant in this country, fire its American
workers and move those good-paying
jobs to countries like China. When U.S.
companies close down a U.S. manufac-
turing plant such as Huffy bicycles or
Radio Flyer little red wagons, fires its
American workers and moves those
good-paying jobs overseas, U.S. tax law
actually gives companies like these a
large tax break. This is a slap in the
face of domestic companies that do not
get this break. It is a slap in the face
to hardworking Americans whose jobs
are cut and moved overseas.

I have forced the U.S. Senate to vote
to repeal this perverse tax break sev-
eral times but it still remains in place.
I will offer my proposal to eliminate
this ill-advised tax subsidy again and
again until it is gone.

So I have legislation in three areas
that will shut these things down and
shut them down for good. All of that, I
understand, is able to be accomplished
and has a fit in this budget proposal.
Senator CONRAD, I believe, has in this
budget proposal provided room for the
three proposals I have offered, the
kinds of proposals that will finally and
irrevocably shut down this nonsense.

Now, we are short of money. The fact
is we are short of revenue, so how are
we going to get it? Are we going to go
ask some people who go to work all day
and take showers at night. You know,
they get dirty and work hard at a con-
struction site, come home and have to
take a shower after work rather than
before work. We are going to go back
to those folks and say: You know what.
Our Government is short of money. We
would like you to pay some more in
taxes. Or are we going to go to these
companies who have decided they want
to own a sewer system in Germany?
They want to have a ‘‘fictional” ad-
dress on Church Street in the Cayman
Islands or they want to engage in
transfer pricing.

Transfer pricing schemes, by the
way, where companies have their own
subsidiaries and buy and sell from
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them and charge things such as $560 for
a tractor tire or $18 for a toothbrush;
dramatic overpricing on the one hand
or underpricing on the other. They use
this accounting scam to try to dem-
onstrate they have earned no money in
the United States and therefore owe no
taxes in the United States when, in
fact, they earned a lot of money and
transfer-priced those profits out of our
country. Another scheme. It is whole-
sale tax avoidance.

The question for this Senate ought to
be now: Are we going to get the rev-
enue that is owed to us from some of
the largest enterprises? I have not
named a lot of them. I could name a lot
of them, and they should have the op-
portunity to be named so that their
shareholders know what they are
doing.

It wasn’t long ago, by the way, when
some of us came to the Senate floor
and named the companies who decided
they wanted to renounce their Amer-
ican citizenship. I was a part of that.
The late Paul Wellstone was a part of
that. Paul sat right over there at that
desk at the end of that row and I re-
member it as if it were today, the
speeches Paul would give about this
issue.

The companies have decided: You
know what. We want all the benefits of
being an American. We were chartered
here. We exist here. We appreciate
being here, but we don’t want the re-
sponsibility of paying taxes. That is
the origin and the roots of some of this
tax avoidance. But then, it went even
further. There was a time when compa-
nies said: You know what. We appre-
ciate being an American, but we can
save a great deal of money if we re-
nounce our American citizenship and
move our citizenship to, let’s say, the
Bahamas. My thought was: You want
to move your corporate citizenship to
the Bahamas for the purpose of not
paying American taxes; then when you
get in trouble, why don’t you call in
the Bahamian Navy. My understanding
is they have a force of 20 people. Per-
haps I have understated it. But maybe
then you ought to call the Bahamian
military when you get in some trouble,
when someone tries to expropriate
your assets somewhere around the
world.

I come to the floor today because I
am flat sick and tired of these schemes:
The hood ornament on excess here is
the schemes by which town halls are
now for lease or for sale, sewer systems
are now for sale. Yes, action has been
taken to shut some of that down pro-
spectively. Yes, that is good. But we
still have circumstances under which
American corporations are owning
these assets, depreciating the assets
that clearly are government assets for
one single purpose, and that is to avoid
paying the taxes that they would oth-
erwise owe to the United States of
America.

So then who pays taxes? Well, there
is the infamous woman who once said:
Only the little people pay taxes. She
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sort of sniffed: Only the little people
pay taxes. Well, we know who does pay
taxes. It is people who work, who get a
W=2 form which says: Here is your in-
come, here is your withholding, here is
the obligation you have to the United
States of America. No flexibility. You
work, you earn an income, you pay
taxes.

The word ‘‘tax’ is not a dirty word.
It is part of the price of a civilized soci-
ety. We build roads. We operate
schools. We provide for the defense of
this Nation. We have a Center for Dis-
ease Control. We have the National In-
stitutes of Health. We run Bethesda
Hospital and Walter Reed for the vet-
erans. We do a lot of things that are
pretty wonderful, and we have built a
pretty spectacular country through
private sector and public sector initia-
tives. But in order to do that, we need
a revenue base. Some of the biggest in-
terests in this country have decided:
We want to be a part of everything
America has to offer, but we don’t
want to be a part of the revenue base.
We want to find ways to own a foreign
sewer system or run our income
through a fictional address in the Cay-
man Islands. We want a large tax break
for shutting down a U.S. manufac-
turing plant and moving those jobs
overseas. We want to find a way to
transfer price so that we are pricing
safety pins at 100 times their value, or
underpricing pianos, selling pianos for
$40. That sort of transfer pricing is un-
believable. That transfer pricing has
allowed some corporations to scam the
Federal Government and avoid paying
the taxes they owe this country. So I
came to the floor today only to say
this: Part of the process of a budget is
to make plans about spending. What is
it we need to spend? What do we have
to do to invest in our country’s future
to strengthen our country? Then also,
what kind of revenue can we expect
and who shall contribute that revenue?
Who is responsible for paying taxes? It
is not, as the socialite sniffed, ‘‘the lit-
tle people’’; it is a responsibility for all
of us in this country to pay taxes. I
think when we see what has been going
on with tax avoidance on a massive
scale—and I see those who might criti-
cize Senator CONRAD for saying: Let’s
capture some of this in this budget,
and they say: Well, that is not real—
you bet your life it is real.

You bet your life it is real. This tax
avoidance is large, and it is growing.
We have a responsibility to say to
those interests: Pay up. Be a part of
this country. Being a part of this coun-
try is to make money in this great
economy of ours, but also the responsi-
bility to pay some taxes to this coun-
try as well.

As I indicated, I have three provi-
sions that will be provided for as a re-
sult of the way this budget is struc-
tured. I intend to offer those as legisla-
tion in this coming year. I expect that
ought to be a noncontroversial portion
of the debate in this country. It ought
to be the first baby step to do what is
right.
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I yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 489

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is 2 minutes
of debate prior to a vote on amendment
No. 489.

Who yields time?

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, it is sel-
dom in this Chamber that we have a
chance to do something that is truly
significant. This amendment about So-
cial Security would allow us to do that.
Both sides of the aisle, Republican and
Democrat, for years have been saying
we should not be spending Social Secu-
rity on other things, and we should be
saving it. But we have never done any-
thing about it.

We have spent nearly $2 trillion in
Social Security money on other things
and have not saved one penny. My
amendment allows for Congress to open
the door and pave the way to stop
spending Social Security funds and to
save the money. Senator CONRAD and
others have talked about the impor-
tance of prefunding, or advance fund-
ing, our Social Security system. This
amendment will open the door for us to
do that. It does not prescribe how we
will do it. It does not talk about how
the funds will be invested. It says they
will be taken off the table and saved.

We are not talking about ownership
here, private accounts or the stock
market. This is all open for future dis-
cussion. The point of the amendment is
to open the door and do what we have
talked about for years: stop spending
Social Security on other things and
save it for the retirees.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I oppose
Social Security privatization—un-
equivocally and without question. The
language in the DeMint amendment,
which would encourage the Finance
Committee to report legislation that
would embrace private investment ac-
counts within Social Security, is some-
thing that I cannot support. Therefore,
I oppose the DeMint amendment.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
oppose this amendment. There is no
question that we must reform our enti-
tlement programs and change the way
our Nation’s finances are managed.

With this in mind, I support the
premise behind this amendment: the
Social Security trust fund should not
be used to help reduce the Federal
budget deficit.

Hundreds of billions of dollars are
being taken from Social Security each
yvear just to help pay our bills. Last
year, this figure approached $200 bil-
lion.

However, this amendment has a fatal
flaw. It leaves the door open for private
Social Security accounts by providing
participants with the option of ‘‘pre-
funding of at least some portion of fu-
ture benefits.”

In my view, this is unacceptable.

This body has already closed the door
on the President’s ill-conceived plan
for private Social Security accounts.
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The opposition to privatization is
well-known:

Privatizing Social Security does
nothing to extend the solvency of the
program. Transition costs alone, over
the first 20 years, would put our Nation
in greater debt by as much as $4.9 tril-
lion.

Creating private accounts would
mean benefit cuts for retirees, by as
much as 40 percent.

Half of all American workers today
have no pension or retirement plan
from their employers. That means So-
cial Security is their only source of in-
come.

It is critical that we protect this
safety net.

We must hold the line on spending,
but this has to be done in conjunction
with a more responsible approach to
tax policy.

The President’s tax cuts have already
cost more than $1 trillion and those en-
acted will be more than $3 trillion over
the next decade.

When you combine the cost of the tax
cuts with spending for the military op-
erations in Afghanistan, Iraq, and the
global war on terror—currently total-
ing $5610 billion—the inevitable result is
that our Federal budget is squeezed,
while our crushing debt grows.

As we debate this budget resolution,
I urge my colleagues to be mindful of
the long-term impact of our spending
decisions.

The looming crisis with our entitle-
ment programs is clear. We must stop
raiding the Social Security trust fund
to pay our bills. But I cannot support

this particular amendment which
opens the door to privatizing Social Se-
curity.

I am firmly committed to opposing
any Social Security reform proposals
which leave the possibility of private
accounts on the table. And this amend-
ment would do just that. So I must
voice my opposition, and I ask that my
colleagues join me in rejecting this
proposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the
amendment sounds good. It is nice,
bland language to provide participants
with the benefits of savings and invest-
ment. But make no mistake about it,
this is a stalking-horse for Social Secu-
rity. That is what this is all about.

The Senator offered virtually the
same amendment last year, which had
the same purpose, and it was defeated
46 to 53, I think. This is privatization of
Social Security. The American people
rejected that; they rejected private ac-
counts. It would cause a huge increase
in the Federal deficit, a massive trans-
fer. This amendment is disguised but
would do just that.

It looks good on the surface, but this
is an amendment to privatize Social
Security, create private accounts for
Social Security. Senators should not be
fooled. Again, Senators rejected this
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very same amendment last year by a
large vote of 46 to 53. It should be re-
jected this time as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 489.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
JOHNSON) are necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. McCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Alexander DeMint Lugar
Allard Dole Martinez
Bennett Domenici McCaskill
Bond Ensign McConnell
Brownback Enzi Murkowski
Bunning Graham Roberts
Burr Grassley Sessions
Chambliss Gregg Shelby
Coburn Hagel Specter
Cochran Hatch Stevens
Coleman Hutchison Sununu
Corker Inhofe Thomas
Cornyn Isakson Thune
Craig Kyl Vitter
Crapo Lott Warner
NAYS—52

Akaka Feinstein Obama
Baucus Harkin Pryor
Bayh Inouye Reed
Bingaman Kennedy Reid
Boxer Kerry Rockefeller
Brown Klobuchar Salazar
gz;(tiwell Eggéﬂeu Sanders
Cardin Lautenberg :chlumer

mith
Carper Leahy Snowe
Casey Levin
Clinton Lieberman Stabenow
Collins Lincoln Tegter .
Conrad Menendez Voinovich
Dodd Mikulski Webb
Dorgan Murray Whitehouse
Durbin Nelson (FL) Wyden
Feingold Nelson (NE)

NOT VOTING—3

Biden Johnson McCain

The amendment (No. 489) was re-
jected.

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 491

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is now 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the
Allard amendment No. 491.

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
the time to the Senator from Colorado.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the
budget spends $88 billion over 5 years
on ineffective programs and raises
taxes by $900 billion to do so. My
amendment reduces spending by 25 per-
cent on programs rated ineffective by
OMB’s program assessment rating tool.
PART has evaluated almost 1,000 pro-
grams accounting for 96 percent of all
Federal spending. Only 26 are rated in-
effective in discretionary spending.

Chairman CONRAD will say the budget
resolution cannot tell appropriators
how to implement the savings. My
amendment simply allows the appro-
priators, with a great deal of flexi-
bility, to find those savings that are
proven to exist. It also tells agencies
we expect results from programs we
fund.

If my colleagues vote for this amend-
ment, we will save the taxpayers $18
billion over 5 years and pay down the
Federal debt by $18 billion. I believe if
we cannot trim $4 billion out of a $2.9
trillion budget on ineffective programs,
we cannot honestly tell taxpayers we
are serious about fiscal responsibility.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first,
the budget resolution does not make
these individual policy determinations.
The effect of this amendment will sim-
ply be to cut domestic discretionary
spending $18 billion. Understand the
programs that have been identified in
the PART program are results not
proven. If this did apply as the Senator
suggests, here are programs affected:
Border Patrol, Coast Guard search and
rescue, high-intensity drug trafficking
areas, LIHEAP, rural education, child
abuse prevention, and treatment.

If there is a problem in those pro-
grams, they ought to be fixed. We
ought not to be cutting Border Patrol,
Coast Guard search and rescue, high-
intensity drug trafficking areas,
LIHEAP, rural education, and the rest.

I urge a ‘“‘no’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No