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changing for virtually everyone in our
country.

The third thing, when the Senator
from California was talking about the
national sales tax, that it is not a na-
tional sales tax, we hang around Wash-
ington so long that we lose sight of the
fact that if you are a poor person out
there and you are spending half of your
expendable income on driving your car
and heating your home, and all of a
sudden they double the cost of that,
that is a tax increase; when you in-
crease the cost of energy in America, it
is not only an increase in a tax, but it
is also regressive because those who
have the least income are going to be
spending a greater amount of their in-
come on the purchase of energy.

The Senator from Illinois talked
about global warming and all this and
about the science. I will not get into
the science thing because even though
the science is mixed on this, even
though there are quite a number of sci-
entists who say there is not that rela-
tionship, that anthropogenic gases,
CO,, methane, are not the major cause
of global warming—or if global warm-
ing really exists—explain that to the
people in Oklahoma. We had the larg-
est snowstorm in the history of March
3 days ago. But nonetheless, we will go
ahead and say: Well, for the sake of the
debate on global warming, we could
concede the science, even though the
science is not there. The reason we can
do that is we want people not to be dis-
tracted from the economics of this
thing, what it really costs. This is one
of the problems I have now.

The administration has talked about
all the expenditures that are going on.
We talked about the $700 billion bail-
out. We talked about the $787 billion
stimulus plan. One thing about that is
those are one-shot deals. The problem
with this is, once you impose this cap-
and-trade tax on the American people,
this is every year. This is something
that is not going to be just one time. I
can remember arguing against the $700
billion bailout. I said: If you take the
number of families who file a tax re-
turn and do your math, it comes to
$5,000 a family. That is huge. But at
least it is only once. This would be, as
the Senator from South Dakota said,
$3,000 a family every year. That is what
we are talking about now.

When the administration came out
and said it was $646 billion, that is
probably understated about 1 to 4. The
amount of money we know it is going
to be in terms of all the studying that
has taken place is around $6.7 trillion
between now and 2050—$6.7 trillion. We
had the other two bills up—when we
had the McCain-Lieberman bill, that
range was somewhere around $300 bil-
lion a year. When we had the
Lieberman-Warner bill, that was a lit-
tle bit more. When we had the Sanders-
Boxer bill, that was about $366 billion a
year. So the price tag goes up and up.

If we were to allow this to happen,
this would be the largest single tax in-
crease in the history of America. We
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cannot let that happen without going
through the procedures, the normal
procedures the Senate has provided.

I thank the Chair.

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

———

RECESS

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:50 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BURRIS).

——————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010—
Continued

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 731

Mrs. BOXER. What is the order right
now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until 2:30 is equally divided.

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield to
my friend if he would like to, and then
I will close the debate.

Mr. THUNE. How much time do we
have equally divided right now?

Mrs. BOXER. Six minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes 30 seconds.

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, we are
going to have a vote in just a few min-
utes on an amendment I offered yester-
day, and now there is a side-by-side of-
fered by the Senator from California
which tries to modify my amendment
in a way that gives folks who want to
be able to vote for something, some-
thing to vote for when, in fact, my
amendment is the one that is very sim-
ple and straightforward. That is, if we
have a reserve fund created for climate
change, the revenues coming into that
fund obviously are going to be signifi-
cant: $646 billion, if the President’s
budget is accurate, and much more
than that by many other analyses that
have been done. It simply says that
cannot be used to increase electricity
rates or gasoline taxes on the Amer-
ican consumer.

So what I would hope that my col-
leagues will bear in mind when we vote
is that any cap-and-trade system that
is put in place is going to have a sig-
nificant increase in energy costs in this
country. You can call it what you
want—a lightbulb tax, a national en-
ergy tax—but it is pretty clear that is

The

March 31, 2009

going to be the case. The President, a
year ago, even made the same argu-
ment: “Under my plan of a cap-and-
trade system, electricity rates would
necessarily skyrocket.” That is a di-
rect quote.

All of the studies that have been
done have suggested that this could
cost anywhere from, as CBO said, $50
billion a year to $300 billion a year;
MIT said $366 billion a year. An enor-
mous amount of money is going to
come into the Federal Treasury by any
form of cap-and-trade bill that is
passed here in the Congress. It just de-
pends on how rigid or how restrictive
the caps are as to what that cost is
going to be, and there are several other
bills that are out there.

What I wish to point out, however, is
that the Senator from California—her
bill, S. 309 from the last session of Con-
gress, actually designates seven dif-
ferent funds that the revenue would go
into. What her amendment would say
is that a lot of these revenues would go
back in the form of some assistance to
consumers in this country, but, in fact,
if you look at her legislation, there are
seven different funds that it goes into.
Essentially, what her bill would do is
take all of these revenues that are
going to come into the Federal Treas-
ury and distribute them through Gov-
ernment agencies to all of these dif-
ferent areas, including the climate
change worker training fund; the adap-
tation fund, whatever that is; the cli-
mate change and national security
fund; the Bureau of Land Management
emergency firefighting fund; the Forest
Service emergency firefighting fund;
and the Climate Security Act manage-
ment fund. Those are six of the funds
that are listed in her bill as uses of rev-
enues that would be derived from a
cap-and-trade and national energy tax
that would be imposed upon the Amer-
ican consumers. Again, I point out that
MIT, in their analysis of her bill, said
it would cost the average household in
this country an additional $3,128 annu-
ally in energy costs.

The President himself has said:
“Under my plan of a cap-and-trade sys-
tem, electricity rates would nec-
essarily skyrocket.” Nobody disputes
the fact that rates are going to go up.
What we are saying is that shouldn’t
happen; we can’t do that, particularly
now at a time when the American
economy is struggling and most Ameri-
cans are having to tighten their belts
already. To impose a huge national en-
ergy sales tax on American consumers
would be very ill-timed.

Frankly, I don’t believe for a minute
that any of the revenues that come in
as a result of the imposition of that na-
tional energy tax are going to be used
to refund the American consumers.
There is a $400 and $800 tax credit the
President has put in place, but that is
a fraction—a fraction—of the amount
of the revenue that is going to come in.

So I hope my colleagues will support
my amendment and vote against the
side-by-side that is being offered by my
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colleague from California. I don’t think
there is any question but this is going
to raise taxes, energy taxes in the form
of a national sales tax on energy for
consumers in this country. My amend-
ment would make it very clear that
cannot be the case.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator
THUNE makes it sound as if a cap-and-
trade regime that we hope we will be
able to put in place to fight global
warming is going to be bad for the
economy. The fact is, we have hundreds
and hundreds of business leaders and
union members, working people, the
Conference of Mayors, and Governors
of both parties strongly supporting
global warming legislation because it
will create millions of green jobs.

My friend argues it will raise prices
on consumers, and he cites Barack
Obama’s comments taken out of con-
text because here is the thing: We all
know there will be revenues coming
into the Government which we use to
soften the blow to consumers. As a
matter of fact, my friend cites the MIT
study, but he forgets the conclusion of
the MIT study, which is that a family
of four could get a rebate as high as
$4,500 per year. That is more than the
increase in costs that are predicted.

So my friend is a pessimist, and he is
standing here saying: The sky is fall-
ing, the sky is falling. Where was he
when gas prices reached almost $5 a
gallon without any global warming leg-
islation but because of speculators? I
didn’t hear my friend complain. Where
was my friend?

Mr. THUNE. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mrs. BOXER. Where was my friend
when Enron had a scandal—and I won’t
yield; I don’t have time to yield—where
was my friend when Enron had a scan-
dal in which it raised prices? I didn’t
hear him coming down here and com-
plaining about it. But because we are
contemplating a way to solve a major
crisis that is facing the American peo-
ple—and by the way, in the course of
that crisis of fighting global warming,
we will generate revenues that we can
give back to consumers—suddenly—if I
might ask for order. If I might ask for
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mrs. BOXER. Suddenly, my friend is
upset that consumers won’t be made
whole.

Well, I hope my colleagues will sup-
port my amendment because my
amendment says that, in fact, con-
sumers will be made whole by the poli-
cies in the bill, by the revenues in the
bill.

We embrace what he is doing with his
amendment. We hope he will embrace
what we are doing in our amendment,
which is to say that consumers will do
well in any cap-and-trade system. They
will not be hit. They will have rebates.
They will be made whole. The fact is,
the very same MIT study he cites
proves our point.
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Our friends on the other side are
nervous and excited now because there
are studies that say gasoline could go
up by 10 cents over 10 years—a penny a
year. They are getting very exercised
about that. None of us want that. But
they weren’t exercised over it when
there was manipulation going on by
the oil companies, the traders, and the
rest of it. What we are saying in our
amendment is——

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

Mrs. BOXER. Vote aye on the Boxer
amendment and vote aye on the Thune
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 749

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided, on the Boxer amendment.

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I say to
my friend from California that when
gas prices were going up last summer,
many of us were trying to put together
a plan that would increase production
in this country. We had a simple strat-
egy: find more and use less.

Many of us were working construc-
tively to try to come up with an energy
solution that would increase domestic
supply so we can drive down the cost of
energy. I was engaged in that with a
number of colleagues from the other
side of the aisle.

But that has nothing to do with this
debate. This deals strictly with a cap-
and-trade proposal—a national energy
tax proposal that is being con-
templated in this budget. My amend-
ment also was straightforward and
simple. It says any reserve funds cre-
ated as a result of this budget that
would call for climate change legisla-
tion cannot raise electricity rates or
gasoline prices for American con-
sumers. That is a tax on American con-
sumers when they need it the least.

I hope my colleagues will support my
amendment and reject the Boxer
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, there is
no national energy tax proposal. No-
body I know has ever proposed it. If the
purpose of this amendment is to fight a
national energy tax proposal, then it is
very interesting because there is no
such proposal.

The fact is, we have a cap-and-trade
system in place for acid rain. I never
heard one Republican come to the floor
and call that a tax. It is not a tax.

My friend is very concerned that en-
ergy prices will go up. I share his con-
cern. He should vote for my amend-
ment. As a matter of fact, I think it
would be stunning if my friend didn’t
because I said any kind of a cap-and-
trade system that comes forward will
not increase electricity or gas prices or
increase the overall burden on con-
sumers.

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

Mrs. BOXER. He will have a lot of ex-
plaining to do to his constituents. I
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urge an ‘‘aye’” vote on Boxer and on
Thune.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 749.

Mrs. BOXER. 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 legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New  York (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 116 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Akaka Hagan Murray
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bayh Inouye Nelson (NE)
Begich Johnson Pryor
Bennet Kaufman Reed
Boxer Kerry Reid
Brown Klobuchar Rockefeller
Burris Kohl Sanders
Cantwell Landrieu Schumer
Cardin Lautenberg Shaheen
Carper Leahy Stabenow
Casey Levin Tester
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO)
Dodd Lincoln Udall (NM)
Dorgan McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feingold Merkley Whitehouse
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—43

Alexander Crapo McCain
Barrasso DeMint McConnell
Bennett Ensign Murkowski
Bingaman Enzi Risch
Bond Graham Roberts
Brownback Grassley Sessions
Bunning Gregg Shelby
Burr Hatch
Byrd Hutchison :;zg; r
Chambliss Inhofe

Thune
Coburn Isakson .
Cochran Johanns V1§ter .
Collins Kyl Voinovich
Corker Lugar Wicker
Cornyn Martinez

NOT VOTING—2

Gillibrand Kennedy

The amendment (No. 749) was agreed
to.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 731

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote in relation to amendment No.
731 offered by the Senator from South
Dakota, Mr. THUNE.

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, if you
honestly believe the trillions of dollars
that are going to come in from a cap-
and-trade proposal—what is essentially
a national energy sales tax—that those
revenues are going to be distributed
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back to the American people, then vot-
ing for the Boxer amendment was the
correct vote.

If you believe, as I do, that the tril-
lions of dollars that come in through a
cap-and-trade proposal are, in fact, not
going to be rebated to the American
people, that they are going to fund pro-
grams in Washington, DC, then you
should vote for my amendment because
my amendment prevents any program
that is created—a cap-and-trade pro-
gram—f{rom increasing electricity
rates or gasoline prices for American
consumers.

This is a national energy tax on the
American people, on American con-
sumers. If you want to vote against
that, then voting for my amendment is
the correct vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I think
Members should feel free to vote for
the Thune amendment because the
Boxer amendment was adopted, which
means that if there is any increase in
gasoline prices, in electricity prices,
because the Boxer amendment was
adopted, we said we can rebate, we can
take the funds that have come in from
a cap-and-trade system and keep con-
sumers whole. So I have no problem at
all with the Thune amendment now
that we have passed Boxer. So feel very
free to do that.

I will say that my friends on the
other side are so desperate to kill cap
and trade that they call it a national
sales tax. They never called the cap-
and-trade system for acid rain a na-
tional sales tax. So they are inventing
a new vocabulary just to kill any
chance at addressing global warming in
the way that most businesses want us
to address it—through a cap-and-trade
system.

But I feel comfortable voting for the
Thune amendment because the Boxer
amendment passed, and we will have
the ability to keep consumers whole.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 731. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New York (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of Colorado). Are there any
other Senators in the Chamber desiring
to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 89,
nays 8, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 117 Leg.]

YEAS—89

Akaka Enzi Merkley
Alexander Feingold Mikulski
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Baucus Grassley Murray
Bayh Gregg Nelson (FL)
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE)
Bennet Harkin Pryor
Bennett Hateh Reed
Bond Hutchison Reid
Boxer Inhofe Risch
Brown Inouye Roberts
Brownback Isakson R

X ockefeller
Bunning Johanns Sanders
Burr Johnson
Burris Kaufman Sohqmer
Byrd Kerry Sessions
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen
Carper Kohl Shelby
Casey Kyl Snowe
Chambliss Landrieu Specter
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO)
Cornyn Lincoln Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
Dodd McCain Webb
Dorgan McCaskill Wicker
Ensign McConnell Wyden

NAYS—8
Bingaman Durbin Udall (NM)
Cardin Feinstein Whitehouse
Corker Menendez
NOT VOTING—2

Gillibrand Kennedy

The amendment (No. 731) was agreed
to.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 739

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote in relation to amendment No.
739 offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire, Mr. GREGG.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I call
this the 1789 amendment because it
simply says that if there is a budget
brought forward after January 2009
that raises the debt of this country
more than all the debt added up by all
the Presidents since 1789, starting with
George Washington, Thomas Jefferson,
Franklin Pierce—to remind a few of
you folks—Franklin Roosevelt, all the
Presidents since 1789, all the debt they
added to this Nation—if there is a
budget that brings forward more debt
than that in one 5-year period, as re-
grettably President Obama’s budget
does—it doubles the debt in 5 years and
triples it in 10 years—then there will be
a point of order against that budget so
it will take 60 votes in this body to
pass that budget rather than 51. It is a
reasonable request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, one has
to wonder where the Senator was when
they were doubling the debt over the
last 8 years. But this solution is the
most curious offered yet. What it says
is we would make getting a budget res-
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olution—which is the only prospect of
disciplining the process—even more
difficult. The cure is worse than the
disease.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
wrongheaded amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that if the Senator
wishes to make this retroactive, we
will accept it.

Mr. CONRAD. We already have the
problems that President Obama has in-
herited. We are stuck with that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 739.

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 legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New  York (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 118 Leg.]

43,

YEAS—43
Alexander Ensign Murkowski
Barrasso Enzi Nelson (NE)
Bennett Graham Risch
Bond Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Sessions
Bunning Hatch Shelby
ambliss nhofe

Coburn Isakson ipecter

ester
Cochran Johanns
Collins Kyl Thune
Corker Lugar Vl‘gter .
Cornyn Martinez Voinovich
Crapo McCain Wicker
DeMint McConnell

NAYS—54
Akaka Feingold Merkley
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Bayh Hagan Murray
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson Reed
Boxer Kaufman Reid
Brown Kerry Rockefeller
Burris Klobuchar Sanders
Byrd Kohl Schumer
Cantwell Landrieu Shaheen
Cardin Lautenberg Stabenow
Carper Leahy Udall (CO)
Casey Levin Udall (NM)
Conrad Lieberman Warner
Dodd Lincoln Webb
Dorgan McCaskill Whitehouse
Durbin Menendez Wyden
NOT VOTING—2

Gillibrand Kennedy

The amendment No. 739 was rejected.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 763

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the next
amendment in order is the Lieberman-
Collins amendment. We have a 30-
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minute time agreement equally divided
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from North Dakota,
chairman of the Budget Committee. I
call up the amendment that has been
filed by Senator COLLINS and me re-
cently.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the pending
amendment?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], for himself, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs.
HuTCHISON, Mr. KyL, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 763.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I ask unanimous
consent that reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To protect the American people

from potential spillover violence from
Mexico by providing $550 million in addi-
tional funding for the Department of
Homeland Security and the Department of
Justice and supporting the Administra-
tion’s efforts to combat drug, gun, and
cash smuggling by the cartels, by pro-
viding: $260 million for Customs and Border
Protection to hire, train, equip, and deploy
additional officers and canines and conduct
exit inspections for weapons and cash; $130
million for Immigration and Customs En-
forcement to hire, train, equip, and deploy
additional investigators; $60 million to Al-
cohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives
to hire, train, equip, and deploy additional
agents and inspectors; $20 million for the
Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center;
$10 million for the Office of International
Affairs and the Management Directorate at
DHS for oversight of the Merida Initiative;
$30 million for Operation Stonegarden; $10
million to the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy for the High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas program, to support
state and local law enforcement participa-
tion in the HIDTA program along the
southern border; $20 million to DHS for
tactical radio communications; and $20
million for upgrading the Traveler En-
forcement Communications System)

On page 17, line 22, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$520,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$406,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$62,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$550,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$409,000,000.

On page 28, line 3, decrease the amount by
$73,000,000.
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On page 28, line 7, decrease the amount by
$61,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$7,000,000.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, the
reporting of the amendment mentioned
my name and others. I rise with Sen-
ator COLLINS, representing the bipar-
tisan leadership amendment of the
Senate Homeland Security Committee,
to offer this bipartisan amendment to
the fiscal year 2010 budget resolution
to strengthen Federal law enforcement
efforts on our southern border. Our
amendment would provide an addi-
tional $5650 million to increase the num-
ber of Federal agents, investigators,
and resources on the border to staunch
the flow of guns and money southward
into Mexico and the flow of drugs and
violent drug dealers northward into
America.

The increasing competition among
the Mexican drug cartels caused by the
initiative by  President Philippe
Calderon has touched off a bloody war
that has claimed over 7,200 lives in
Mexico since the start of 2008. This vio-
lence is supported by guns flowing
south from the United States, along
with billions of dollars of ill-gotten
money earned from drug sales in the
United States which allows the cartels,
among other things, to corrupt offi-
cials in Mexico but also some in the
United States as well. President
Calderon has taken unprecedented
steps to challenge the cartels. He has
deployed the Mexican military to as-
sist in the fight and has acted aggres-
sively to root out corruption in govern-
ment and law enforcement agencies in
Mexico. But he needs our help and
more of it, and we need to help him
succeed in defeating the Mexican drug
cartels which create such havoc in the
United States through the drugs they
sell but whose violence has begun to
spill over the Mexican border into the
United States. We cannot sit idly by
while the streets in Mexico run with
blood, nor can we wait until the car-
tels’ brutal violence further invades
our own cities.

The Department of Justice testified
before the Senate Homeland Security
Committee on this subject a week or so
ago that the Mexican drug cartels are
today the No. 1 organized crime threat
in our country. They operate in 230 of
our cities, bringing their deadly drugs
and violence with them. In Phoenix,
AZ, alone, the cartels have been in-
volved in kidnappings that numbered
700 in the last 2 years. That makes
Phoenix second only to Mexico City in
the number of kidnappings in any city
in the world. That is a direct overflow
result of the Mexican drug cartel vio-
lence and competition in Mexico. This
lawlessness must be stopped before it
spreads.

Last week, the Obama administra-
tion announced it was redeploying in-
vestigators and other law enforcement
officers from the Departments of
Homeland Security and Justice to the
southern border to expand our Govern-
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ment’s efforts to investigate and inter-
dict the cartels’ activities in the
United States. This was a real step for-
ward. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Secretary Napolitano said at her
hearing before the committee last
Wednesday that the plan she had put
into effect the day before was budget
neutral. I know we want everything we
do to be budget neutral, but this is an
urgent crisis.

The Mexican drug cartels are a clear
and present danger not only to the peo-
ple of Mexico but to the people of the
United States. That fact, Senator CoL-
LINS and I believe, compels us to pro-
vide our Federal law enforcement agen-
cies with additional funding to ensure
that the redeployment of forces that
Secretary Napolitano announced last
week is sustainable, that it does not
take personnel away from other sec-
tions of our country where they are
needed for law enforcement purposes,
and that we provide the substantial ad-
ditional resources that we conclude, as
the leaders of the Homeland Security
Committee, are mnecessary to effec-
tively combat the cartels.

Secretary Napolitano announced the
redeployment of 350 personnel within
her Department. We need to do more.
The Secretary also said she had to play
with the hand she was dealt. This
amendment would dramatically im-
prove that hand, and I urge my fellow
Senators to support our Secretary and
the amendment and the security of the
American people by supporting it.

I wish to briefly speak now about
what the amendment does. It provides
$260 million additional for Customs and
Border Protection to hire, train, and
equip 1,600 new officers and 400 canine
teams to be sent to the border to sig-
nificantly increase the number of in-
spections there, particularly exit in-
spections, which we do not do rou-
tinely. The funding would also cover
costs related to temporary infrastruc-
ture to ensure that the officers are pro-
tected from both the elements and
those who would evade inspection to
come across the border. CBP would
also receive $20 million to modernize
its border-screening database to better
identify potential criminals and stop
suspicious loads—truckloads or car-
loads—at ports of entry.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity would receive an additional $20
million to improve the tactical com-
munications in the field for Customs
and Border Protection and Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement to en-
sure that our law enforcement officers
have the ability to call for help when
they are confronted by dangerous situ-
ations and to better communicate with
State and local law enforcement who
must be part of this anti-Mexican drug
cartel campaign.

Increasing inspections is just one
part of a comprehensive strategy which
this amendment would enable. We also
need to ensure that the Department of
Homeland Security and the Depart-
ment of Justice have the resources—
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people—they need to investigate the
cartels. That is why our amendment
provides $130 million to ICE—Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement—for 350
full-time investigators to work on fire-
arms-trafficking and money-laundering
investigations.

We would also double the number of
border enforcement security teams
along the southwest border. These
teams create fusion centers that bring
together all the Federal agencies with
State and local governments to combat
the cartels’ activities. The fact is,
many State and local law enforcement
agencies, particularly along our south-
ern border, simply cannot afford to de-
tail the necessary additional resources
and personnel to these fusion centers.
So this amendment would provide $30
million for Operation Stonegarden to
reimburse State and local law enforce-
ment for their participation in these
programs.

We would also add $10 million in the
Department of Justice competitive
grants for local, State, and tribal law
enforcement agencies located along the
southern border and in high-intensity
drug-trafficking areas across our coun-
try.

There is $560 million here for the Alco-
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms agency to
better support an existing program
called Project Gunrunner. It would en-
able the hiring of an additional 150
agents and 50 inspectors to investigate
illegal firearms trafficking near or
across the Mexican border, and $20 mil-
lion for the Human Smuggling and
Trafficking Center at the Department
of Homeland Security to better coordi-
nate investigations between Federal,
State, and local law enforcement.

Finally, we appropriate an additional
$10 million so the Department of Home-
land Security can oversee the imple-
mentation of its part of the Merida Ini-
tiative, most of which has funds flow-
ing through the Department of State.
If T may borrow a phrase from another
conflict, this amendment enables a real
surge in America’s joint war with the
Government of Mexico against the
Mexican drug cartels to occur.

The cartels are now presenting a gen-
uine and very unique security threat to
our homeland. Our Federal law enforce-
ment officers and investigators are
doing the best they can, but there are
simply not enough of them with
enough resources to take on the threat
the cartels pose to America’s security
and the security of our friend and ally
nation to the south, Mexico. Additional
resources provided by this amendment
would improve our ability to break the
grip of the cartels and ensure that the
drug-related violence from Mexico does
not further encroach on America’s
communities and people.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, and
I now am proud to yield to the ranking
member of our committee, Senator
CoOLLINS of Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAUFMAN). The Senator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my friend and col-
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league, the distinguished chairman of
the Homeland Security Committee, in
offering this bipartisan amendment to
provide urgently needed resources to
confront a major and growing threat to
our homeland security.

Since the beginning of 2008, more
than 7,000 people have been Kkilled in
drug-related violence in Mexico, in-
cluding 522 military and law enforce-
ment officials. The Mexican drug car-
tels have become increasingly brazen
and violent, targeting police and jour-
nalists and using graphic displays of vi-
olence to intimidate communities. The
drug cartels also have been able to cor-
rupt some local law enforcement offi-
cials, who then have turned a blind eye
to or are complicit in illegal drug pro-
duction and trafficking.

Compounding the danger of the situa-
tion, Mexico’s drug cartels have, in re-
cent years, acquired increasingly so-
phisticated and powerful weaponry.
Smuggling equips the cartels with
large numbers of firearms, as well as
items such as night vision goggles and
electronic intercept and encrypted
communications capabilities. Police in
Mexico are often ill-equipped to con-
front such well-armed and trained
forces.

This growing violence poses a signifi-
cant danger to the security of our
country, particularly to border States.
Drug-related violence has already
spilled over our borders. Kidnappings,
assaults, murders, and home invasions
related to the Mexican drug cartels are
on the rise, particularly in the State of
Arizona. Tucson and Phoenix have cre-
ated special task forces to investigate
a rash of kidnappings and home inva-
sions directly related to these Mexican
drug cartels. Authorities estimate, as
the chairman has indicated, that more
than 230 cities, as far away as Anchor-
age, AK, and Boston, MA, have dis-
tribution networks related to the Mexi-
can cartels. This number is up from
just 100 cities 3 years ago. As the drugs
come north from Mexico, these dis-
tribution networks use the revenues
from their sales to send cash and weap-
ons back to the traffickers in Mexico.

The U.S. Government has invested
significant resources in preventing
drugs from entering our country. But
until very recently, the Federal Gov-
ernment has focused only very limited
resources on the supply of money and
weapons going south—south to fuel the
drug war. In our own country, some
local and State law enforcement agen-
cies simply do not have the capabilities
to fully counter the increasingly com-
plex operations and sophisticated
weapons of the Mexican cartels’ dis-
tribution networks.

The amendment Senator LIEBERMAN
and I are offering would provide abso-
lutely critical resources to supplement
those efforts underway on our south-
west border to combat drug, gun, and
cash smuggling by the drug cartels in
Mexico. These resources represent a
more substantial commitment to ad-
dress the threat than the administra-
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tion announced last week when it
moved some personnel from other parts
of the country to the southwest border.
Those steps were good ones, they are
needed, but they simply are not suffi-
cient, and they risk leaving other bor-
ders not fully staffed, particularly the
northern borders.

Our amendment, as Senator
LIEBERMAN has indicated, provides ad-
ditional funding for Customs and Bor-
der Protection to deploy 1,600 addi-
tional officers at ports of entry with-
out robbing other ports of entry. It
would also provide funding for 400 new
canine teams. Many of these new offi-
cers and teams will be deployed to the
southwest border to conduct inspec-
tions, exit inspections of southbound
traffic to Mexico so we can interdict
the illegal export of weapons and cash
that again fuel that cartel-related vio-
lence in Mexico.

To investigate and dismantle the net-
works involved in smuggling the drugs,
the weapons, and the cash, our amend-
ment provides $130 million for Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement to
hire and train 350 new investigators.
That will help ensure that the number
of border enforcement security teams
along the southwest border doubles.
These teams have been highly success-
ful in coordinating with Mexican offi-
cials to combat cross-border smug-
gling, but they are simply over-
whelmed by the extent of the threat.

As Senator LIEBERMAN has described,
our amendment also provides $50 mil-
lion in additional funding to hire,
train, and deploy an additional 100 in-
vestigators working on Project Gun-
runner. This will help expand inves-
tigations of armed smuggling.

The amendment sets aside an addi-
tional $30 million for a highly success-
ful cooperative program known as Op-
eration Stonegarden. This program has
been a big success in my own State, so
I know how helpful it can be in com-
bating this emerging and growing
threat.

Finally, this amendment provides $40
million for important technology ubp-
grades to make CBP officers and Bor-
der Patrol agents along the border, and
indeed across the country, more effec-
tive in identifying potential smugglers
and in communicating with each other
and with State and local law enforce-
ment. This will make a real difference.

What we have done is put together a
carefully crafted amendment that will
help to fill the real gaps that exist at
the Federal level and, in cooperation
with State and local law enforcement,
to help us counter this extraordinary
rise in violence that has spilled over
the border from Mexico that is threat-
ening the security particularly in those
border States, such as Arizona, but also
poses a threat to States throughout
our country because of these distribu-
tion networks the drug -cartels are
using.

This amendment is essential to the
security of our country. The violence
the cartels originate in Mexico—and
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certainly we have to be concerned
about the violence in a neighboring
country, but this affects American citi-
zens directly. I am convinced, based on
the hearings our committee has held
and the investigations we have con-
ducted, that this amendment is essen-
tial to countering this growing threat
to our homeland security. I urge sup-
port for the amendment, and I am very
pleased to work with my chairman to
bring this issue before the Senate.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
first wish to thank my colleague from
Maine for her excellent statement as
well as for the spirit of bipartisanship
that has blessed and characterized our
relationship. I am very pleased we have
been able to bring this amendment for-
ward quickly in response to testimony
we have heard and an investigation our
staff has done. This is an urgent prob-
lem that concerns people particularly
along our southern border but also in
cities around America, 230 cities where
the Mexican drug cartels are operating,
and they are all over the country. This
is a business that by varying estimates
returns between $16 billion and $38 bil-
lion a year. It takes $16 billion to $38
billion a year out of the United States
and sends it back to the drug cartel
kingpins in Mexico. If that was a busi-
ness, it would be one of the larger busi-
nesses in our country today.

We just have to help President
Calderon, who has had the guts to take
on the Mexican drug cartels at tremen-
dous risk to himself and his govern-
ment and deployed his military. We are
helping him through the merit initia-
tive. This is a way to beef up our own
response and our own partnership on
this side of the border. I thank Senator
CoLLINS for her statement and for her
support.

I do wish to indicate for the RECORD
that also original cosponsors of this
amendment are Senator BENNET from
Colorado, Senator BINGAMAN from New
Mexico, Senator FEINSTEIN from Cali-
fornia, Senator HUTCHISON from Texas,
Senator KYL from Arizona, Senator
PRYOR from Arkansas, Senator UDALL
from Colorado, and Senator UDALL
from New Mexico, a truly bipartisan
group of cosponsors. We are going to
ask for a rollcall vote on this amend-
ment. I know there is a lot of interest
in it from Members on both sides of the
aisle throughout the Senate and
throughout the country, and we hope
we can vote on it as soon as possible.

With that, I thank the Chair, and I
yield back the remaining time that we
have been allotted on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 747

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
was just making my entrance at the
time the Senator from Connecticut
concluded.

I ask unanimous consent to set aside
the pending amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 747 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. ALEX-
ANDER] proposes an amendment numbered
747.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To create runaway debt point of

order against consideration of a budget
resolution that projects the ratio of the
public debt to GDP for any fiscal year in
excess of 90 percent to ensure the contin-
ued viability of U.S. dollar and prevent
doubling or tripling the debt burden on fu-
ture generations)

On page 68, after line 4, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . LIMIT ON PUBLIC DEBT.

(a) FEDERAL SPENDING LIMIT POINT OF
ORDER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any budget resolu-
tion, bill, joint resolution, amendment, or
conference report that would exceed the
limit on public debt for any fiscal year cov-
ered therein.

(2) WAIVER OR SUSPENSION.—This sub-
section may be waived or suspended in the
Senate only by the affirmative roll call vote
of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen
and sworn.

(3) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this subsection shall be limited
to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the appellant and the manager
of the bill or joint resolution. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
this subsection.

(4) FORM OF POINT OF ORDER.—A point of
order under this subsection may be raised by
a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) LIMIT ON PUBLIC DEBT.—The term ‘‘limit
on public debt’” means a level of public debt
for a fiscal year in the resolution where the
ratio of the public debt to GDP is 90 percent.

(2) GDP.—The term ‘“GDP” means the
gross domestic product for the relevant fis-
cal year.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
see the Senator from New Hampshire is
here, and the Senator from Arizona,
the assistant Republican leader, will be
here in a few minutes, I believe. Sen-
ator GREGG earlier offered an amend-
ment which essentially would say that
the projected debt under President
Obama’s budget couldn’t go up more
than all of the debt that has been accu-
mulated by all of the Presidents from
George Washington to President Bush.
That is one way of saying to the Amer-
ican people and to the Senate that the
debt that is proposed by these budgets
is so staggeringly high that we need to
find some way to put a limit on it.
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I am offering with my amendment
another way to put some limit on the
debt. I call it a runaway debt point of
order. This is not a matter of not let-
ting the horse get out of the barn; this
recognizes that the horse is already out
of the barn and we are trying to put a
fence around him before he gets into
the next county or even into the next
country.

This amendment would create a new
point of order against considering any
budget resolution that estimates gross
Federal debt—our total debt, total
amount of obligations—exceeding 90
percent of gross domestic product in
any year covered by the budget. To put
that in a little plainer English, what it
means is the Senate would be forced to
come up with 60 votes if the public debt
in any year goes beyond 90 percent of
the estimated gross domestic product.

The gross domestic product is what
all of us produce in the United States
every year. Despite the fact we are in
an economic slowdown, we are a very
privileged country. We make up only
about 5 percent of the world popu-
lation—those of us who live in the
United States—but year in and year
out we produce about $1 out of every $4
of wealth produced in the world. So 22,
23, 25, 26 percent of all of the wealth,
all of the money produced each year in
the world is produced in the United
States for distribution among pri-
marily the 5 percent of us who live
here. We are a very privileged country.
This amendment says if we intend in
any year to increase the debt above 90
percent of all of that production in any
year, that 60 Senators have to agree
with it.

When was the last time the United
States had a debt, a national debt, that
exceeded 90 percent of the gross domes-
tic product? It was when we were fight-
ing in World War II and as we were
coming out of World War II. Of course,
during that time, it didn’t matter what
we spent. It didn’t matter what we
taxed. We were in a fight for our lives,
and we did whatever we could think of
to do, spent whatever we could think of
to spend, and ran up any debt we need-
ed to to win the war. And we did win
that war.

Right after World War II, our na-
tional debt was about 90 percent of the
annual gross domestic product of the
United States. More recently, it has
been about 40 percent.

So here is what happens now—the
Senator from New Hampshire went
into this to some degree. We talked
about deficits and we need to make a
clear distinction between deficits and
debt. Deficits adds to the debt each
year. We talked about the fact that the
deficit is going up this year and next
year during the recession, and we un-
derstand that is necessary to some de-
gree. But then the deficit comes back
down to approximately 4 percent of
gross domestic product, and it stays at
a little over 4 percent in President
Obama’s budget. That is also the
Conrad budget, which OMB Director for
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President Obama said, is about 98 per-
cent of the Obama budget. This pro-
poses an annual deficit as compared
with GDP that is worse than the fol-
lowing countries: Guatemala, the Phil-
ippines, Aruba, Cuba, Nigeria.

This amendment I'm offering, how-
ever, seeks to talk about the debt. For
example, the President’s proposal is to
double the debt in 5 years and to al-
most triple it in almost 10 years. So we
start out with debt held by the public
at about 40 percent of gross domestic
product. But by 2014, we are at 66.5 per-
cent of gross domestic product under
Senator CONRAD’s budget. President
Obama proposed a 10-year budget—
which is a picture of America’s future
in the same way that a photograph of a
first grade class would be a picture of a
community’s future 10 years out—that
actually presented a very honest pic-
ture of our future as he sees it. I re-
spect him greatly for that. I just don’t
like the picture he has presented be-
cause that picture, as I mentioned,
doubles the debt in 5 years and nearly
triples it in 10 years. So we go from a
level of debt held by the public equal-
ing about 40 percent of gross domestic
product to 82 percent of gross domestic
product.

Under President Bush—and we hear a
lot of talking about President Bush, we
had lower deficits. I was listening to
the radio yesterday morning, and they
said: How can you Republicans be talk-
ing about debt when under President
Bush you ran up the debt? True, true.
But Senator GREGG offered an amend-
ment that gives us a chance to deal
with that because he points out that
President Obama would increase the
debt more than, not just President
Bush, but than all of the Presidents put
together, going back to George Wash-
ington. That is a very sobering fact. So
President Bush may have made some
mistakes, but he was not judged on
whether he caused Hurricane Katrina.
He was judged on how he reacted to it.
President Obama certainly didn’t cre-
ate the economic mess we are in, and
he won’t be judged by that, but he will
be judged—and the majority party will
be judged—by how they react to it. I
don’t believe doubling the debt and tri-
pling the debt is the way to grow the
economy or restore good jobs.

I see the Senator from New Hamp-
shire here, and I would like to ask him
about these gross domestic product dis-
cussions—90 percent of this and 20 per-
cent of that and a trillion of this—all
of that makes the case, but it is hard
to fathom.

Through the Chair, I would ask the
Senator from New Hampshire how
would he put it in terms that the aver-
age family can deal with, what it
means to double the debt in 5 years and
nearly triple it in 10 years, as the
President’s budget would do.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield for the purposes of
a question, I will try to make it rhetor-
ical. First off, I congratulate the Sen-
ator for his amendment because it is a
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serious amendment addressing what I
consider to be the most serious prob-
lem with the President’s budget, which
is that the amount of debt that is being
put on the books by this budget is a re-
sult of incredible expansion of the size
of the Government and the spending of
the Government. It is going to put us
in a situation where, as the Senator
noted, we will probably not be able to
sustain the payment of that debt or we
will be forced into a position similar to
some of the countries the Senator men-
tioned, which is serious inflation or an
inability to borrow money because peo-
ple will worry about the ability to be
able to pay it back and our concern
about the devaluation of the dollar.

It is hard, I think, and inappropriate
for one generation to put that much
debt on the back of another generation.

So what the Senator is proposing is—
not that you can’t pass a budget, but
when you do pass a budget that raises
the public debt and grows debt, in this
case up to 90 percent of GDP, at a level
of countries such as Cuba and Aruba—
what were the other countries?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Guatemala, the
Philippines, Aruba.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and I be allowed to engage in a
colloquy for the remaining minutes we
have.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Guatemala, the
Philippines, Cuba, Nigeria, and Aruba
are countries that have an annual def-
icit level lower than we will have.

Mr. GREGG. And the debt level, too,
I suspect. In fact, we could not get into
the European Union at the debt level of
90 percent of GDP. They would not
even allow us in.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Lots of times
Members of Congress sort of make fun
of BEurope and make fun of France and
say: Well, that is French. We don’t
want to be French. It is embarrassing
to stand here and say the situation ex-
ists where, if the United States were
applying to be a member of the Euro-
pean Union, our annual deficit level
would be too high to be admitted. We
would be unable to qualify for the en-
tire 10 years projected in this budget if
we were to choose to do that.

Mr. GREGG. That is correct, as a re-
sult of this budget proposed by the
President, because the budget proposal
is a dramatic expansion in spending—
an expansion of spending up to levels
we have not seen since World War II in
terms of gross national product. Huge
numbers.

The Senator asked how can this—
these huge numbers, which nobody can
understand, $1 trillion or 90 percent of
GDP—how does that translate to the
person who lives on Main Street? Well,
basically it means at the end of this
budget, every household in America
will have an obligation relative to the
Federal debt that is owed of $133,000.
That is probably going to exceed a lot
of mortgages they have. So not only do
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you have your mortgage on your house,
but you are going to have a Federal
debt which you are responsible for of
$130,000. The service on that debt—in
other words, the interest costs to pay
for that debt—will be $6,200 a year.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if I
may ask the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, who will be the mortgage holder
on that debt in 20 or 30 or 40 years?

Mr. GREGG. Well, China regrettably.
They are the primary mortgage holder,
although other nations also hold our
debt. Russia owns a lot of it, and Mid-
dle Eastern countries, such as oil-pro-
ducing emirates and Saudi Arabia. Ob-
viously, America also owns some of its
debt. But the countries outside our Na-
tion, regrettably, have raised their
level of ownership of our debt. It has
actually been good for us because some
people have been able to borrow from
us; we have borrowed from people who
lent us money—primarily, China, Rus-
sia, and other countries in the Middle
East have been lending us money.

When we pay back this debt, which is
going to be run up dramatically—dou-
bled in 5 years and tripled in 10 years
by this budget—we are basically going
to be sending hard-earned money from
Americans to these other nations.

Mr. ALEXANDER. If the mortgage
holders around the world—China, the
Middle East, and other countries—
worry about our ability to pay it back,
I suppose they could simply stop buy-
ing our dollars or ask us to pay them
more or pay a higher interest rate for
our mortgage debt.

Mr. GREGG. That is absolutely right.
That comes out of every American’s
ability to have a better lifestyle here.
It means Americans will have to pay
higher taxes, and they will not have as
much discretionary money to spend on
buying a house, sending their children
to college, buying a car, and doing
things Americans like to do in order to
enjoy a good life. So much of the in-
come of America will have to be poured
into paying off the debt, which will be
run up by this budget.

There is an interesting fact that I
know the Senator is aware of: By the
time we get through the 10-year period
proposed in the budget, the amount of
money that we as a nation will pay in
interest—just interest—on the Federal
debt will be over $800 billion, or almost
a trillion dollars. That is interest an-
nually. That will be more money than
we spend on defending America, on our
national defense.

Mr. ALEXANDER. We have been wor-
rying about sending billions of dollars
overseas to buy oil. So we should be
worried about sending half of that
money overseas to pay interest on the
debt.

The Senator from New Hampshire
was Governor of New Hampshire, as I
was Governor of Tennessee, and we
used to have a friendly competition
about which had the most conservative
fiscal policies. Of course, Tennessee
did, but one thing we always tried to
do was keep our debt low because that
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meant we had more money for schools
and for State parks and for hospitals.
What happens when we run the debt so
high that we are paying $800 billion in
interest, which I believe is 8 times
more than the Federal Government
spends on education each year and 8
times more than the Federal Govern-
ment spends on transportation each
year. We are taking away the money
that we would invest to make this a
better country in the future.

Mr. GREGG. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. We will spend this
money for the purpose of paying inter-
est and, as the Senator points out,
maybe more than half the interest pay-
ment will go to the people in China,
Russia or in the Middle Eastern coun-
tries, rather than spending it here to
build better schools or basically make
sure our national defense is adequate,
which is the primary responsibility of
the Government, or to build better
roads or invest in energy. That seems
to be a very bad policy to me.

Mr. ALEXANDER. How much time
do we have, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator used 16 minutes. There is 44 min-
utes left in support of the amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I believe
we had an agreement that, under this
amendment, our side would have 25
minutes and the other side would have
25 minutes.

I ask unanimous consent that we be
able to have another 5 minutes on our
side, and then we will go to the other 25
minutes.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
see the Senator from North Dakota
here. We have been talking about Sen-
ator GREGG’s amendment, which would
try to put some limit on the size of the
debt. And we have been talking about
my proposal, the runaway debt point of
order, which would say debt is not
where it should be, so let’s say whoa
out there and let ourselves and the
American people know when we reach a
debt level of 90 percent of GDP and
that we should not have a budget in
any year that does that.

I know the chairman, Senator
CONRAD, has said in committee he
didn’t think that was a very effective
way to do things. I wonder why that is
true because it seems to me it would be
extremely effective to shine a big spot-
light on the Senate and say you have
proposed a budget where debt exceeds
90 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct of this country for a year. You can-
not do that, unless a bipartisan group
of 60 of you agree to do it.

I wonder whether Senator GREGG be-
lieves these kinds of limits or spot-
lights would be a helpful tool in begin-
ning to reduce the staggering debt
these budgets propose.

Mr. GREGG. I think they would be.
First off, we are not barring the ability
to bring a budget to the floor. We are
simply saying any budget that antici-
pates the debt of the United States,
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which in this budget potentially is oc-
curring or which would occur under
this budget as proposed from the Presi-
dent, that has a general debt of over 90
percent of GDP, gross national prod-
uct, requires 60 votes. Why shouldn’t
it? If you are going to do that and step
off down the road of basically banana
republicanism—is that a word?—you
ought to have a major vote to do that,
a supermajority to accomplish that.

I don’t want to be like some of these
nations listed by the Senator from
Tennessee. I would rather not find my-
self in a situation where we basically
cannot afford our debt and we are pass-
ing on to our children a nation which
has been so profligate in its spending
that it ran up a debt to make it impos-
sible for our kids to have such a life as
good as the one we have had.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
believe our time has expired. I ask
unanimous consent to allow a couple
more minutes because I see Senator
KYL from Arizona who wishes to speak
briefly.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes off my time to Senator KyL. I
do that not because I am eager to hear
from Senator KYL but because I would
like to maintain the overall time con-
straint we have put into place, given
all the other demands. I am happy to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am appre-
ciative and chagrined at the same
time. I appreciate very much the cour-
tesy. The only point I wished to briefly
make—and I don’t know whether it was
made before with specificity—is that
there is a reason why the debt and the
deficits matter. It is because so much
of it is held by other countries. Those
other countries are becoming very con-
cerned about the debt they hold in
America.

We don’t have an unlimited ability to
continue to sell this debt to other
countries. I just got these statistics.
The Chinese specifically hold $727 bil-
lion or about 23.6 percent of all foreign
holdings of U.S. debt. The Japanese
hold $626 billion or 20 percent. Others
are held by Persian Gulf countries.
When they hold this debt, they both
have a very large indirect stake in the
kinds of policies we can pursue as a na-
tion, and they also, obviously, would
affect our future ability to borrow by
their assessment of the quality of the
debt and of the value of the dollar.

To this point, the Chinese Premier,
in response to a question at a news
conference, said:

We have lent huge amounts of money to
the United States. Of course we are con-
cerned about the safety of our assets.

My only point is, it is not just a mat-
ter that there is more debt in this
budget than the entire history of the
United States combined—there is a
reason to be concerned about that debt
beyond the fact that our kids and
grandkids are going to have to pay it
back—but today and tomorrow how
that debt is viewed by the holders of
the debt in other countries. Therefore,
I think we ignore that at our peril.
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I appreciate the willingness of the
chairman to lend me a couple minutes
to make that point.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, look, I
believe that, over the first 5 years, this
budget resolution takes us in the right
direction. The resolution dramatically
reduces our deficits, reduces them by
more than two-thirds, it reduces our
deficit as a share of gross domestic
product from 12.2 percent this year
down to less than 3 percent in the fifth
year.

The place where I would actually
agree with my colleagues is in the sec-
ond 5 years of either the President’s
budget or, frankly, mine, although
mine would have substantially less
debt than would the second 5 years of
the President’s. My own belief is get-
ting down to 3 percent of GDP is not
enough. Why is it not enough? Because
at 3 percent of GDP, you stabilize the
debt. That is why it is so critical to get
there. At least that is what the econo-
mists tell us.

The problem with that, I believe, is I
don’t think stabilizing the debt at
those high levels is an acceptable out-
come. I think when the Senator talks
about the Chinese Premier—when Sen-
ator KYL talks about the Chinese Pre-
mier sending a warning shot, we had
better take that very seriously. I think
that when we see the U.S. gross debt
approaching 100 percent of GDP—gross
debt as distinguished from the publicly
held debt—that is a real warning flag.
I understand that Japan’s debt is about
180 percent of their GDP and rising. I
don’t think it is healthy for them or
for us to have public debt so high rel-
ative to GDP once the immediate crisis
has passed.

Look, the problem I have with the
Alexander amendment is not the senti-
ment behind it; it is the specifics of the
amendment because what does it pro-
vide? The amendment says you are
going to have a 60-vote point of order
against the budget resolution when you
are at those debt levels. Senator ALEX-
ANDER said it himself moments ago—we
would not do a budget when we get to
those debt levels. I don’t think that is
what he meant because that is not
what his amendment provides. The
amendment provides a 60-vote point of
order against the budget resolution at
those levels. I just don’t get how that
is the solution to the buildup of debt.

I think one of the last things you
would want to do is make a budget res-
olution more difficult because the
budget resolution actually has the dis-
ciplines, the points of order, and the
supermajority points of order that help
discipline the budget process, which
makes it easier to prevent more appro-
priated spending.

Let me say this. I have been through
this exercise of cutting $160 billion over
5 years from the President’s discre-
tionary proposal. I have the scars to
prove it. I will tell you, if you want an
intense experience around here, cut do-
mestic discretionary spending. That is
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what this budget does. There are a lot
of people who are not happy about it—
very much not happy. I don’t know
what else you do when you are faced
with losing $2 trillion in revenue.

I say to my colleagues that I agree
very much with the sentiment that
Senator ALEXANDER has expressed
about the dangers of debt. I have said
many times on the floor of the Senate
that debt is the threat. The debt is the
threat. I will just say this: In the pre-
vious administration, we never heard
the word ‘‘debt” leave the mouths of
the President or Vice President of the
United States. Never did you hear
them talk about the debt of the United
States. Do you know why? Because
they doubled the debt during their
time. Our colleagues were complicit in
that activity. They stood and voted
with them to endorse the policies that
doubled the debt of the United States.
That was during good economic times.

In the final year of the Bush adminis-
tration, the economy plunged into the
worst condition since the Great De-
pression. That is true. But in the early
days of that administration—well, the
early days were recession, too. They
began in recession and they ended in a
very severe recession. But in between,
we had a number of years of economic
growth, but that growth was propelled
by writing trillions of dollars of hot
checks. That is what was being done
during the Bush administration. The
result is right here. This is what they
did to the debt. They doubled it. That
is the Bush legacy—doubling the debt
of the United States and, again, during
relatively good times. Our friends on
the other side of the aisle were with
them every step of the way as they
took us right over the cliff.

Why did we wind up in this dev-
astating economic downturn? I person-
ally believe it was the result of four
factors: No. 1, a very loose fiscal policy
under the control of the Congress and
the President of the United States. And
I fought it every step of the way. I op-
posed this massive buildup of debt be-
cause I thought it would fundamen-
tally threaten the economic security of
the country.

No. 2, a loose monetary policy under
the control of the Federal Reserve.
After 9/11, the Federal Reserve kept in-
terest rates low. So we had a combina-
tion—very unusual in economic his-
tory—of very loose fiscal policy and
loose monetary policy. On top of that,
we had a dysfunctional trade policy
with trade deficits running well above
$700 billion a year, meaning we were
consuming substantially more than we
could produce. We were sending vast
sums of money to other countries to
buy their energy, to buy their goods
and to, in effect, make them our bank-
ers, because guess what? We financed
our budget deficits largely through for-
eign borrowing.

No. 4, we had a very loose regulatory
climate in which nobody was watching
these derivative instruments, these
other exotic investment tools, the
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mortgage-backed securities that were
created by people who lent money and
did not care if they got repaid because
as soon as they made the mortgage,
they packaged it in these collateralized
debt obligations and they took those
packages and sold them around the
world and got huge fees from it, made
a lot of money from it, didn’t care if
the people who had the underlying
mortgages paid them back or ever had
any prospect of paying them back be-
cause they were not there to collect.
They had shuffled it off to somebody
else. They didn’t shuffle it off just to
American banks, they shuffled it off to
banks all around the world, precipi-
tating this crisis.

On top of it all, we had investment
banks going from 11-to-1 leverage to 30
to 1. These guys were no fools. They
thought to themselves: This is going to
be great, we go from 11-to-1 leverage to
30-to-1 leverage. What does that mean?
Let’s say you bet on the price of oil
and the price of oil goes up a buck. You
make $11 if you have 11-to-1 leverage. If
you have 30-to-1 leverage, you don’t
make $1, you make $30. But leverage
works both ways. It works very well
when things are going up. It does not
work so well when things are going
down.

What did these guys figure out? They
figured out: Let’s see if we can’t find
somebody to sell us insurance against
the downside risk of the debt we are in-
curring, against the downside risk of
the deals we are entering. So, in case
the complicated packages of loans
we’re holding as assets begin to de-
fault, we will be covered.

That leads us to AIG, doesn’t it? Be-
cause AIG, which had been a very
strong insurance company, a highly re-
spected company worldwide, had this
little skunk works over in England,
about 300 people, who started writing
these exotic insurance policies called
credit default swaps which insured
owners of debt securities against de-
fault on the underlying loans. AIG sold
that insurance at very high premiums
and earned huge profits on those insur-
ance sales. The buyers paid those pre-
miums because having the insurance
from AIG insulated them from down-
side risk. Or so they thought.

So what went wrong? What went
wrong was that AIG never took any
steps to cover their potential insurance
obligations in case things went bad.
They did not have the capital to back
up the insurance agreements they en-
tered into. So when things, in fact, did
go bad, they could not come up with
the money to provide the insurance
that others had paid in expensive pre-
miums to purchase.

It reminded me of the guy—remem-
ber back in the World Series when it
was in San Francisco and they had the
earthquake? We are watching the
World Series and all of a sudden, the
stadium starts shaking. I heard about a
guy out in the Bay area who, after
that, came up with a scheme to sell
earthquake insurance. His earthquake
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insurance idea was that he would get
you a helicopter within 15 minutes of
the next earthquake to rescue your
family, or rescue your top executives.
He goes around and starts selling in-
surance to have a helicopter rescue you
within 15 minutes, he starts collecting
premiums. The problem is he did not
have any helicopters.

That is basically what AIG was doing
with their bogus debt insurance—insur-
ing the debt of already heavily lever-
aged banks and investment banks
against defaults on their debt securi-
ties. When it was revealed that AIG
had not covered its bets, could not
cover its bets, credit markets seized
worldwide.

Shame on them. Shame on all of
them. They put the world’s economy at
risk, and we are reaping the whirlwind
today.

If T am right about this analysis that
the seedbed for all of this is created by
very loose fiscal policy, massive runup
in debt, loose monetary policy by the
Federal Reserve, irresponsible trade
policy, and almost no regulatory over-
sight—that is the seedbed for the cur-
rent precipitous decline. That is what I
believe.

Senator, if you believe that, why are
you writing a budget that has more
debt? Very simply because when you
are in a steep contraction, a steep de-
cline, the only entity big enough to
provide the liquidity to prevent a com-
plete collapse is the Federal Govern-
ment. Consumers cannot do it. They
are tapped out. Companies cannot do
it. They are tapped out. The only one
left to do it is the Federal Government.

If we do not do it—if we did not do
it—the precipitous decline we are al-
ready in could become a deflationary
spiral that would suck this economy
down, like the Great Depression.

Let’s remember, we have 8.1 percent
unemployment today. In the Great De-
pression, they had 25 percent unem-
ployment. Ninety percent of the stock
market’s value was lost in the Great
Depression. It took them decades to re-
cover. We think we have problems now?
Don’t pursue the right policy options,
don’t have the Government provide li-
quidity, don’t have the Government
provide things such as guarantees to
money market funds. I tell you, I was
in the room with the previous Sec-
retary of Treasury and the head of the
Federal Reserve when they came one
night to tell us—not to consult us, to
tell us—they were taking over AIG the
next morning. Leaders of Congress
were there, the chairmen of the Bank-
ing Committees were there, the chair-
men of the Budget Committees were
there, and the ranking members of the
House and Senate were there. We were
told in no uncertain terms by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury—not this one,
the previous one—and the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve that if they did
not take over AIG the next morning,
there would be a global financial col-
lapse. That is what they told us. And
they did not just use those words; they
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provided a lot of specifics of the com-
panies that would be on the brink of
going under within 1 week if we did not
provide the assistance required and if
they did not make the decision to take
over AIG.

Again, they were not there to consult
us. They were not there to ask us. They
were there to tell us what they were
doing.

If this analysis is correct—and I be-
lieve it is—then our current economic
circumstance is the result of an overly
loose fiscal policy, overly loose mone-
tary policy, dysfunctional trade policy,
coupled with deregulation that pro-
vided no oversight.

These deals by AIG, those derivative
deals—nobody even has a list of what
these deals were around the world.
There is not even a list because there
was no requirement for any govern-
mental agency anywhere to oversee it.

There are real consequences to policy
failures. In the short term, there is no
question in my mind we have to take
on additional deficits and debt in order
to give lift to this economy and provide
liquidity to prevent a much greater
collapse.

As this economy strengthens and re-
covers—and it will—we then have to
pivot to get back to a more sustainable
long-term policy. But honestly, I don’t
think the answer is the Alexander
amendment. I think the answer is
something much more like what Sen-
ator GREGG and I proposed, which is a
special task force with everything on
the table made up of 16 Members of
Congress, members of the administra-
tion, everybody with some responsi-
bility to come up with a plan to dig
out. That is what I believe is the appro-
priate response.

Again, I would resist the Alexander
amendment because I think it could in
a strange way actually make things
worse. Not to have a budget resolution,
not to have the disciplines that are
provided for in a budget resolution I
think would be a big mistake because
in a budget resolution, there is a whole
series of points of order against addi-
tional spending, against excessive
spending, 60-vote hurdles. Without a
budget resolution, we would be left
with simple majority votes.

Anybody who has been here, if we get
an appropriations bill out on this floor
and not have any of the budget protec-
tions that are in the Budget Act in a
budget resolution—it is open check-
book, open checkbook. That is what
would happen.

I have enormous respect for Senator
ALEXANDER and for Senator GREGG.
They are well motivated. They are seri-
ous about this country’s economic fu-
ture. But I believe this particular solu-
tion, as I said earlier—this is a cir-
cumstance in which the cure is worse
than the disease. I hope my colleagues
will resist it.

I ask the Chair, how much time is re-
maining on the Alexander amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 43 minutes remaining.
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Mr. CONRAD. No, I think not. They
are counting the official 2 hours. That
is not the agreement we are operating
under. Maybe we should clarify. If we
are at 60 minutes equally divided, in-
cluding the time already used, would
there be any time remaining on this
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator would have 14 minutes remaining.
Senator ALEXANDER would have no
time remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
use or yielding back of time on the
Lieberman-Collins amendment, the
next amendments to be debated are the
following: the Alexander amendment
regarding debt, with 60 minutes equally
divided, including the time already
used, and we will come back to the dis-
position of the remaining time on that
amendment; the Sessions amendment
regarding a discretionary freeze, 45
minutes equally divided, with Senator
INOUYE in control of 10 minutes in op-
position; that upon the use or yielding
back of time on the amendments, the
amendments be set aside and the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of debate only
with the following order: Senator
CARDIN recognized for 15 minutes; Re-
publican members of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee recognized for 30
minutes; myself or my designee for 30
minutes; following the remarks of Sen-
ator CONRAD or his designee, the Sen-
ate continue for debate only for Sen-
ators to speak for up to 10 minutes
each on the resolution or on amend-
ments they intend to offer at a later
time; further, that speakers alternate
between the two sides; finally, that the
previous order with respect to Senator
CONRAD or his designee to offer a side-
by-side amendment to amendment No.
735 remain in effect.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all time re-
maining on the Alexander amendment
be yielded back.

Mr. CONRAD. There is no objection
to that.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, that
would take us, if I am not mistaken, to
the Sessions amendment, and we un-
derstand he will be here shortly, so
that leaves some time.

Mr. President, I can announce on be-
half of the leader that as a result of
this agreement there will be no further
rollcall votes today. It will be our in-
tention to try to stack votes at ap-
proximately 11 a.m. tomorrow. I think
we will need to finalize and formalize
that and announce it later in the
evening, but that will be our intent.

Are we in agreement on that, I ask
Senator GREGG?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. With that, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, one part
of the unanimous consent request was
that at the end of today, at the end of
all the speakers and when we have ex-
hausted all the time today, we will
have 20 hours left on the resolution to
be equally divided. Mr. President, one
other caveat I would like to have as an
understanding is with respect to Sen-
ator INOUYE. If he is somewhat late be-
cause of other responsibilities, he
would still have his full 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the ranking
member, and we thank Senator SES-
SIONS for being not only on time but
ahead of time. He sets a very good ex-
ample for our colleagues. We appre-
ciate very much Senator SESSIONS
being here early.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

AMENDMENT NO. 772

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I have
filed and call up amendment No. 772
and ask that it be the pending busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 772.

Mr. SESSIONS. 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 restore the budget discipline of

the Federal Government by freezing non-

defense discretionary spending for fiscal
years 2010 and 2011, and limiting the
growth of nondefense discretionary spend-
ing to one percent annually for fiscal years

2012, 2013, and 2014)

On page 4, line 14, decrease the amount by
$34,170,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$38,847,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, decrease the amount by
$45,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$50,655,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by
$57,729,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by
$23,170,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$37,847,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by
$43,300,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by
$49,655,000,000.

On page b, line 2, decrease the amount by
$56,729,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by
$23,170,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$37,847,000,000.
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On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by
$43,300,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$49,655,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$56,729,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by
$23,170,000,000.

On page b, line 18, decrease the amount by
$61,018,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$104,317,000,000.

On page 5, line 20, decrease the amount by
$153,972,000,000.

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$210,701,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$23,170,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by
$61,018,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$104,317,000,000.

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by
$153,972,000,000.

On page 6, line 4, decrease the amount by
$210,701,000,000.

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by
$170,000,000.

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by
$170,000,000.

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by
$847,000,000.

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by
$847,000,000.

On page 27, line 7, decrease the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 27, line 8, decrease the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 27, line 11, decrease the amount by
$4,655,000,000.

On page 27, line 12, decrease the amount by
$4,655,000,000.

On page 27, line 15, decrease the amount by
$7,729,000,000.

On page 27, line 16, decrease the amount by
$7,729,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$34,000,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$38,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 3, decrease the amount by
$37,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 6, decrease the amount by
$43,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 7, decrease the amount by
$41,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 10, decrease the amount by
$46,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 14, decrease the amount by
$50,000,000,000.

On page 28, line 15, decrease the amount by
$49,000,000,000.

On page 50, line 13, decrease the amount by
$34,000,000,000.

On page 50, line 14, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000,000.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, as so
often has been said, we are on an
unsustainable path of taxing and
spending and borrowing. The numbers
are larger than anything we have ever
seen before in the history of our coun-
try. We have dueling charts and dif-
ferent views and obfuscation and spin
and talk and all that kind of thing, but
the bottom line is that our debt is
surging under this budget—President
Obama’s budget and the Senate budget
and the House budget—to a degree we
have never seen before. I think that
much is not disputable.

President Bush had a $412 billion def-
icit at the time of the recession he in-
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herited and the war in which we found
ourselves. Then it dropped until 2007 to
$161 billion. This Congress, responding
to the President’s requests—without
my vote—added another $150 billion
and sent out the checks last spring,
which did nothing good for the econ-
omy, although everybody was glad to
get the free money from Washington.
That caused us to reach $455 billion in
deficits for that year—the largest in
the history of the Republic outside of
World War II. This year, the deficit will
be $1,800 billion—four times that. Next
year, we will be over a trillion.

The Congressional Budget Office
scores President Obama’s 10-year budg-
et as averaging over $900 billion in def-
icit each year—almost $1 trillion in
deficit each year—with no plan to
bring that down. In fact, it surges in
the 10th year to $1.2 trillion, according
to the Congressional Budget Office.
The CBO is our group, a bipartisan of-
fice, though the Democratic majority
hires them. But basically we have a
good group, and they are honest num-
bers. So that is what we are looking at.

To say President Bush’s $455 billion
deficit he had in his last year—which
every dime of that was appropriated by
the Democratically controlled Con-
gress—somehow excuses the path we
are on today is unbelievable. The year
before last, he had $161 billion. They
are going to average $900 billion.

What does it mean in terms of inter-
est? Most people can understand this.
When you borrow money—and we have
to borrow the money. That is where we
get the money. It doesn’t drop out of
the sky. If we print it, it debases the
value of the currency. So we are bor-
rowing. That is what we plan to do, to
borrow the money and pay interest.
This year, interest on our over $5 tril-
lion debt is $170 billion.

This chart shows the trend of the in-
terest this Government will pay each
year on the debt we are now adding to
each year in unprecedented record
numbers. It goes from $170 billion in 10
years to $806 billion. This is a thun-
derous alteration of our financial situ-
ation. This is not politics; this is the
President’s budget as scored by the
Congressional Budget Office. These are
not my numbers but CBO’s numbers.

I know the budget we have today on
the floor is a b-year budget. They
didn’t like the looks of the President’s
10-year budget, so my colleagues cut it
to a 5-year budget. There is nothing in
this 5-year budget that suggests there
is any effort to contain the surging def-
icit in the outyears, which continues to
surge. There is nothing in the budget
that suggests we are going to control
entitlements or any other spending. In
fact, Mr. Orszag, who used to be CBO
Director but who is now the Presi-
dent’s Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, says the Senate
budget is essentially ‘98 percent of
what the President wanted.” So it is
essentially the same budget. It puts us
on the same path. You can spin it any
way you want to, but that is true.
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Those of us here in the body know that.
Anyone who is sophisticated about it
understands what is happening, and it
is very troubling.

The President proposed an 11Yz-per-
cent increase in domestic nondefense
discretionary spending this year. That
is a thunderous number, particularly in
light of the fact that we just passed, a
few weeks ago, a stimulus package that
added $800 billion in spending on top of
all of the fundamental baseline spend-
ing we have. Scored over 10 years, that
is $1.2 trillion based on the interest to
it.

So our colleagues in the Senate
Budget Committee thought that didn’t
look good and it was easier, I think, to
just propose a 5-year budget so they
wouldn’t have to deal with these num-
bers out here. No changes were made
that would have actually created any
real reduction in those numbers. They
propose, instead of an 1l-percent in-
crease in domestic discretionary spend-
ing, a 7-percent increase. That is on top
of the stimulus package. Surely we all
know that every penny of that stim-
ulus package was paid for by increased
debt. We are already in deficits, so
when you add another $3800 billion,
where do you get it? You borrow it.

You know the House is not outside of
this game. They are in the game too.
What does their budget do on non-
defense discretionary spending? Their
budget projects an 11%%- to 12-percent
increase in discretionary spending.
They passed their budget. So if we go
to conference with this bill, the Senate
will be at 7, the House will be at 11 or
12, the President is at 11 or 12, and I
suspect we will come out with a budget
that increases by about 10. Let me just
note that an 11%-percent increase over
7 years doubles your money. You know
the rule of 7: If you have 7 percent on
your money, in 10 years it doubles.

Here we are talking about a rate of
increase that will double nondefense
discretionary spending in 10 years—
probably considerably less than that.
That is why the baseline funding is im-
portant.

I have to note, in all frankness, that
our Senate budget is less honest—I will
use that word for lack of a better one—
than the President’s. The President
scored the cost of fixing the alternative
minimum tax for 10 years, which he
says will be about $600 billion.

The President also scored the cost of
fixing our doctors’ medical payments
that, if we do not put money in, will
drop down 20 percent. Our Senate budg-
et doesn’t fix that. So that is maybe
how they make the numbers look a lit-
tle better. But I want to say these
numbers are huge.

Madam President, what is the status
of our time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). The Senator has used 9
minutes 27 seconds.

Mr. SESSIONS. I wish to be notified
when I have 6 minutes remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will so notify the Senator.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
this is a dangerous exercise we are in.
I want to say a couple of things. The
surging of debt and interest payments
is not due to an expectation by the
Senate or the President that we will be
in a recession or in an economic slow-
down. This is the only year they are
scoring us as having negative growth.
The President expects 3 percent next
year and 4 percent the next and 3 years
which is robust growth. Those are the
kinds of numbers that President
Reagan and President Clinton had in
their best years. So that is not why we
are going deeper and deeper in debt
with a $1 trillion 1-year debt in the
10th year. It is because of spending.

States are facing financial crisis.
This year States are expected to reduce
their spending by 4.1 percent. Are they
going to disappear from the face of the
Earth? No, they are making some
tough decisions. They are wrestling
with costs, fraud, accountability, effi-
ciency, productivity. We need to be
doing that instead of throwing money
at this problem.

I suggest that, with the huge surge of
stimulus funding, we ought to keep the
baseline level for 2 years. We will be
spending huge amounts of money—65
percent more nondefense discretionary
budget authority in the first 2 years
with the stimulus money pouring into
the system. So I suggest we could
achieve a significant improvement in
our long-term fiscal situation by say-
ing during this time of stimulus spend-
ing we will have a 2-year freeze and
then we will go up to a 1l-percent in-
crease.

Flat spending does not require us to
savage anybody’s budget. The power is
given to our appropriators to work out
exactly how some programs might take
more than others. Others could still
get an increase. But fundamentally we
need to set here, as a principle, we are
going to have a budget that actually
contains baseline spending and it will
save $226 billion over 5 years. I project
it would save at least that much in the
second 5, maybe more because the base-
line of our budget would not have gone
up so much.

What about this interest on the in-
creasing debt? It amounts, today, in
2009, that every household is paying to
the Federal Government $1,435, just to
pay the $170 billion in interest. That
number in 5 years, 2014, will increase to
$3,433 per household, to pay the inter-
est on the debt. With interest rates in-
creasing as we expect—unfortunately
as they are going to be doing with this
inflationary budget—the number may
well be twice that in 10 years. That is
an unsustainable path.

I propose we take this step. It is a ra-
tional step in light of the huge stim-
ulus package we passed—without any
cutting of total expenditures but an
unprecedented increase in our expendi-
tures would still occur with flat fund-
ing, level funding for 2 years and 1 per-
cent for 3 years. I think this is a ra-
tional approach we could be proud of.
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Yesterday the Wall Street Journal
noted that nations such as the United
States and the United Kingdom will be
tempted to use inflation to pay their
massive debts. Households in the
United States are among the most in-
debted in the world. People on fixed in-
comes would be most hurt by infla-
tionary rates. Other nations might also
continue to borrow, creating more na-
tions seeking to borrow more and more
money, therefore having to raise inter-
est rates to get people to buy their
debt, which could mean that the esti-
mate that in 2019 we would be paying
5.5 percent on our Treasury bills would
probably be low. In fact, it could be
much higher.

Indeed, Mr. Rogov was quoted in the
Wall Street Journal. He is at Harvard.
He was the chief economist for the
International Monetary Fund. He pre-
dicted—hold your hat. This is some-
thing new. He predicted that inflation
in the United States could hit up to 10
percent in the next 3 to 5 years, all be-
cause of this incredible spending spree
we are on.

Let me say this to my colleagues.
This country is going to come out of
this economic problem. We don’t have
to spend irresponsibly now. We have al-
ready spent an incredible amount of
money in the stimulus package. Our
baseline budget needs to start getting
frugal, to challenge us to get more for
less in the Federal Government. The
best way the U.S. Government can help
the American people and the American
economy is to use every dollar our
Government gets wisely, to get the
best possible return for it. You will not
get that kind of return throwing
money around as rapidly as we are
throwing it today. In fact, I think it is
a general acknowledgment that the
surge in spending under the stimulus
package, plus 7, 8, 12 percent increase
in general spending, will throw so
much money so fast that our Presiding
Officer, who doesn’t like waste, fraud,
and abuse, is going to have a lot to do
to watch out for it because, like her,
we have been prosecutors and we know
that you have dangers out there in
spending money unwisely.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. I believe the issues
we are talking about today are not in-
significant. They represent the direc-
tion the President of the United States
wants this country to go—which is
huge spending without compensating
cuts, with tax increases but not enough
to cover it—and that this is an
unsustainable path. This amendment
would be a significant step in the right
direction. With the stimulus package
that has already been passed this year,
we will still have sizable increases in
discretionary spending across the
board, and we will be able to carry on
all requirements of our Government
without having to spend this much of
our children’s money.

Maybe we won’t have to pay $806 bil-
lion a year in interest, when our edu-
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cation and highway budgets will each
be about $100 billion. The education
budget and the State general fund
budget in Alabama, for the teachers
and schools and highways and police
and the Governor and the legislature—
all of that is less than $10 billion a year
and we are talking about $806 billion in
interest? It is not responsible.

I thank my colleagues for giving this
amendment their serious consider-
ation. I believe it is the right step and
the right direction.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President,
when I hear the other side all of a sud-
den concerned about debt, it raises the
question in my mind: Where were they?
Where were they over the last 8 years
when their administration doubled
spending, doubled the debt as is shown
in this chart, and they were voting for
all of the policies that led to these re-
sults? Now they come and all of a sud-
den they are very concerned about
debt. I have been concerned about debt
the entire 22 years I have been here.
But I also recognize that when you are
in the sharpest economic downturn
since the Great Depression, trying to
freeze spending or trying to cut spend-
ing or raise taxes doesn’t make a whole
lot of sense. That would make the
downturn only worse.

Senator GREGG, who is the ranking
member on the committee, recognized
that in a floor statement on March 11.
I referred to this earlier today. March
11 is riveted in my mind because it is
my daughter’s birthday. My birthday is
the next day. And this year—you know,
typically Senator GREGG and I ex-
change birthday gifts. This year I got
no present. I didn’t even get a card. I
did get this statement—which is very
helpful. So I will take this as my gift.
He said:

I'm willing to accept this short-term def-
icit and not debate it because we are in a re-
cession, and it’s necessary for the Govern-
ment to step in and be aggressive and the
Government is the last source of liquidity.
And so you can argue that this number, al-
though horribly large, is something we will
simply have to live with.

He was right then. I say it is very
clear, if we are going to have any kind
of rational economic policy, we have to
be taking the steps necessary to pre-
vent a much steeper slide. That is the
near term. In the longer term we have
to pivot and get this debt under con-
trol. That is critically important. This
budget seeks to do that by cutting the
deficit by two-thirds by 2014.

Under the budget resolution we go
from $1.7 trillion of deficit this year—
most of which is a responsibility of the
previous administration because we are
living off their last budget.

Then we are going to cut the deficit
$5600 billion in this resolution before us,
the next year cut it another $300 bil-
lion, the next year cut it another $300
billion and get it down to $508 billion
by the fifth year, a more than two-
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thirds reduction. If you measure it the
way economists prefer, we are reducing
the deficit from 12.2 percent of GDP in
2009 down to 2.9 percent in 2014. That is
a very substantial reduction, a reduc-
tion of more than three-quarters over
the 5 years of this budget.

With respect to the question of
spending, let me be clear what this
budget does. On discretionary spend-
ing, both defense and nondefense, we
bring the spending down as a share of
GDP in both categories and by about
the same amount. For example, defense
in 2010 is 4.8 percent of GDP. At the end
of the budget period, we will have re-
duced it to 3.7 percent of GDP. Non-
defense discretionary this year is 4.7
percent of GDP. By 2014, we will have
reduced it to 3.6 percent of GDP, a
roughly proportionate reduction in
both defense and nondefense discre-
tionary spending.

On domestic discretionary spending,
the percent of the GDP under the budg-
et resolution is reduced from 4.3 per-
cent in 2010 to 3.2 percent in 2014. On
total domestic discretionary spend-
ing—and this excludes international—
we bring it down from 4.3 percent of
GDP to 3.2 percent of GDP.

Let me be clear: The average annual
increase in nondefense discretionary
spending under this budget resolution
is 2.6 percent. That is a pretty tough
budget. Anybody who doesn’t think it
is a tough budget, come and join me in
my office for the next 2 hours and see
the phone calls I am getting from col-
leagues and others who say: Won’t you
add a little more here or a little more
there. I have to say: No, no, no. Why?
Because we have to get on a more sus-
tainable budget course.

The increases we do have, where do
they go? Where does the money go?
Thirty-seven percent of the increase in
discretionary goes for regular defense
funding. International is the next big-
gest increase, 14 percent; that is, 14
percent of the increase that we have
provided in total discretionary goes for
international funding. Why did we do
that? Because, again, in the previous
administration, they kept hiding
money. They kept it out of the budget,
and they kept putting it into supple-
mental appropriations bills in order to
try to hide the ball. We are not hiding
the ball. We are laying it right out
there.

I had both the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of State call me the
weekend before last, asking me to do
more for international funding. It is
very rare. I have never had the Sec-
retary of Defense on any budget call
me and ask me to have more funding
for international accounts. Why did he
do that? He made it very clear that we
have been funding in the defense budg-
et things that more properly belong in
the State Department budget. I had to
tell the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of Defense I was having to cut
that line by $4 billion from the Presi-
dent’s request, still providing an in-
crease but reducing the amount the
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President requested by $4 billion. Why
did I do that? I did that because we lost
$2 trillion from the revenue forecast.
When you lose $2 trillion, guess what.
You have to make some changes. Ten
percent of the discretionary increase is
for veterans. We have given veterans
the biggest increase in the history of
the Senate Budget Committee. We
have done it because we recognize
these vets are coming home, and they
deserve the best health care we can
provide. Ten percent of the increase is
in education. Ten percent is in income
security; 8 percent for the census. We
have to do a census every 10 years. It
costs money. So 8 percent of the in-
crease was for the census. Six percent
is for natural resources, to try to re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil; 3
percent for transportation; 2 percent is
other. That is where the money has
gone.

Again, I emphasize, here is the
amount of spending increase for non-
defense discretionary spending over the
5 years of this budget. It averages 2.5
percent a year. That is one of the most
conservative budgets anybody has
brought to this floor in a very long
time. It is a response to the need to get
back to more sustainable deficit num-
bers. We have done it, reducing the def-
icit by two-thirds over the next 5
years.

How much time remains on my side?
I note the Senator from Texas is here,
and we would like to accommodate her.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 12% minutes remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. How much does Sen-
ator SESSIONS have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3% minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. How much time would
the Senator from Texas like?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Five minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the remaining
3% minutes of Senator SESSIONS’ and a
minute and a half of my time so the
Senator from Texas has 5 minutes.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Is that going to
take away anything you need from
your side? Are you saying there is only
3% minutes left on our side on this?

Mr. CONRAD. On this amendment.
But I am happy to yield the Senator a
minute and a half of my time.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the chair-
man of the Budget Committee because
I know he has tried very hard to do
something better than the budget de-
livered by President Obama and tried
to cut back on the deficit. In fact, they
have cut back on the deficit. But they
have only cut back on the deficit be-
cause they made it a 5-year bill instead
of a 10-year bill. That is a problem. Be-
cause if you take this 5-year bill and
extend it 10 years, it is still going to
have the same impact. The impact is,
this budget is going to double the na-
tional debt in 5 years, and it will triple
the national debt when it is taken out
to its 10-year maximum. In fact, I am
hoping we can do some amending on
this bill. I am hoping there will be
enough time for us to talk about the
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principles in this bill. This is going to
set our country on a course, the likes
of which we haven’t seen since World
War II.

In fact, the Obama budget creates
more debt than under every President
from George Washington to George W.
Bush combined. That is the 100-year
budget put forward by the administra-
tion. By 2019, under this proposal, the
public debt would exceed 80 percent of
GDP. That is more than twice the his-
toric average and the highest since
World War II.

We have looked, since we have been
in this financial crisis, at the models of
the past, when we have been in reces-
sions and even looking at the Depres-
sion. There are people who have taken
the Roosevelt model. When we have
looked at historians’ viewpoints of the
New Deal, in 1941, Federal debt was
only about 40 percent of the GDP.
Today the national debt is at 57 per-
cent of GDP. I think we are looking at
a very slippery slope. In fact, it was
said on March 20 by the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office that the
dimensions of the debt problem in the
President’s budget are that it is one-
third more—actually, it would add $9.3
trillion, about a trillion every year—
than the Obama administration had es-
timated when it sent the budget over.

We need to look at some of the bipar-
tisan, nonpartisan economists and or-
ganizations looking at this budget. I
hope we can have a reality check. We
are getting ready to take a step that is
continuing what has happened in the
last 2 months. We passed a $1 trillion
stimulus package and then a $1 trillion
Omnibus appropriations bill within a 2-
week period. Now we are looking at a
$1 trillion deficit, adding to the debt
every single year.

On Sunday, March 29, David Broder
said in his column:

The Democratic Congress is about to per-
form a cover-up on the most serious threat
to America’s economic future. The real
threat is the monstrous debt resulting from
the slump in revenue and the staggering
sums being committed by Washington to res-
cuing embattled banks and homeowners in
the absence of any serious strategy for pay-
ing it back.

In 10 years, the President’s budget
will spend more on interest payments
than on education, energy, and trans-
portation combined. Under the Presi-
dent’s budget, the debt per household
for fiscal year 2010 would be $78,000.
Every household in America would
have a debt of $78,000. This ever-grow-
ing national debt is going to require
larger annual interest payments, with
much of that money going overseas, as
we know, because foreign entities own
25 percent of our public debt. The Chi-
nese Government already owns about
$1 trillion in U.S. debt. What is going
to be their answer when they see this
debt continuing to go up? Many of us
are concerned that they are going to
either say: We are not going to buy any
more debt. Then we would be in a
downward spiral from which I don’t see
a recovery plan. Or they may say: The



March 31, 2009

risk is greater and, therefore, we are
going to charge a higher interest rate.
What is that going to do in these very
fragile economic times?

I appreciate the time given by the
majority. There will be amendments
offered and there will be substitutes. I
hope we can have some bipartisanship
so we could have a budget that maybe
all of us would agree is the right path
for the future.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
would like to correct a statement of
the Senator from Texas. She said the
only change we made to reduce deficits
from what the President has proposed
was, we went from a 10-year budget to
a b-year budget. That is not the case.
We did go from a 10-year to a b-year
budget, because in the 34 times Con-
gress has done a budget, 30 of those 34
times it has been a 5-year budget. The
reason for that change is the second 5
years of forecasts are notoriously unre-
liable—notoriously unreliable.

The reason we have substantial sav-
ings from the President’s budget over
the 5 years of our budget—in fact, we
have $608 billion of savings from the
President’s budget, comparing his 5
years to our 5 years—is because we cut
spending, not only discretionary spend-
ing, but we cut mandatory spending,
and we had revenue changes. The com-
bined result is a savings of $608 billion
over 5 years. So we have $608 billion
less of deficits and debt. That is the
fact.

I see the very distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee. Is he
seeking time or would he prefer to—the
chairman has asked to defer for a cou-
ple minutes until he is prepared to dis-
cuss this amendment.

Madam President, could I ask, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes.
Mr. CONRAD. Nine minutes. Then

the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee still has 10 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes total left on the amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. All right. I thought
there were 10 minutes, under the order,
reserved for the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has used part
of that time.

Mr. CONRAD. Well, Madam Presi-
dent, I do not know how that would
occur without my being notified, but
let me ask unanimous consent that the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee be given the 10 minutes that
was intended.

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

The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the
budget resolution we are considering
now proposes to increase discretionary
nondefense spending by $35 billion from
the level approved in fiscal year 2009.
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My colleagues should all understand
that this is $15 billion less than was re-
quested by President Obama.

As chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, I am not particularly
pleased that the resolution has cut the
President’s request by $15 billion. We
on the Appropriations Committee
know that in order to meet the level
proposed by the Budget Committee, we
will have to make real cuts in the
budget proposed by President Obama.

But I must say that I am surprised
that we are now facing an amendment
which would seek to cut discretionary
spending even more. As I stand here, I
find myself somewhat at a disadvan-
tage to explain all the impacts that
would occur if further cuts are made.

While we know the overall param-
eters of the President’s budget, we do
not yet have most of the details on the
thousands of programs which will be
reviewed in detail by the Appropria-
tions Committee. That information is
not available to the Congress at this
moment. So we really do not know
which programs that have been sup-
ported by the Senate in years past will
be proposed for cuts or elimination. We
do not know which fees or offsetting
collections might be buried in the
President’s request that the Congress
is likely to insist on eliminating, add-
ing to the unfunded costs in the budg-
et. We also know that nearly all of our
colleagues will be asking for items that
will not be included in the request. We
know that many of you will be writing
our various subcommittees urging that
we adopt new programs and initiatives
that might be incorporated in this
budget. And we know this for sure: The
committee will face a much larger bur-
den than just identifying $15 billion
that can be reduced by the President’s
request.

With the few details we have already
received about the budget request,
there are a few things that we know
would result by freezing nondefense
discretionary spending.

First, my colleagues should all be ad-
vised that the largest single increase in
the domestic spending budget for fiscal
yvear 2010 will be for the census. A $4.5
billion increase is necessary to meet
our constitutional responsibility. This
amount is needed in fiscal year 2010. It
cannot be delayed. The timeliness and
accuracy of the census will be in jeop-
ardy if we do not fund this amount.

Second, we are advised that the budg-
et will include a $3.5 billion increase
for the Veterans’ Administration to
cover the cost of medical care infla-
tion, as well as projected increases in
VA enrollment, and new initiatives
such as the proposal to expand VA
health care to over 500,000 modest-in-
come veterans.

Increased veterans health care serv-
ices and specialty care services tar-
geted at the growing population of Iraq
and Afghanistan veterans include pros-
thetics, traumatic brain injury, and
spinal cord injury, which would have to
be curtailed if we freeze spending.
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Surely, the sponsors of this amend-
ment do not want us to cut these need-
ed increases for our veterans.

Madam President, if I may be per-
sonal at this juncture—and this is not
in my prepared text—I had the privi-
lege and honor of serving in the Army
of the United States during World War
II. I was literally a young boy. I was 18
when I got in. But I know a few things
about that war.

My regiment, the 442nd Regimental
Combat Team, has been declared to be
the most decorated unit of its size in
World War II. It also had one of the
highest casualty numbers of any war.

We began our battles in Italy in June
of 1944, and the war ended in May of
1945. In those 11 months, we began our
service with 5,000 men, infantry men.
At the end of 11 months, over 12,000 had
gone through the ranks, all brought
about because of the necessity of re-
placements to replace those who had
been wounded in action. So when our
men got involved in a major battle—I
remember one battle that lasted 5
days. At the end of the battle, our cas-
ualty rate was 800, and of that number
250 dead. When you see these numbers,
somehow Iraq becomes inconsequen-
tial: four today, three tomorrow. But
at that time, times were a little dif-
ferent. For example, if I had been
wounded in Baghdad, I would have been
evacuated from that site of battle to
the hospital within 30 minutes by heli-
copter.

On my last battle, when I received
three wounds—my arm, my gut, my
leg—I had to be evacuated by stretcher.
Evacuation began at 3 o’clock in the
afternoon. I got to the hospital at mid-
night—9 hours. So it sounds unbeliev-
able, but with all the casualties we
have had, not one double-amputee sur-
vived the war. And we had dozens of
them, but they bled to death because of
the long evacuation. Not one brain in-
jury case survived because of the long
evacuation. Not one spinal injury case
survived because of the long evacu-
ation. Today, they are all surviving,
and this amount will cut it out. Help
for them will disappear.

On a final note, I think about this
and I chuckle. When I was taken to the
hospital at midnight, we were put into
a tent about half the size of this Cham-
ber. Hundreds were lined up on stretch-
ers, and teams of doctors and nurses
would go down the line, look at the
medical card, and whisper among
themselves—and you could hear—‘‘No.
1,” “No. 2,” “No. 3.” By the time it got
to me—I sensed that ‘“No. 1’ meant:
Send him immediately to the operating
room; ‘“No. 2 meant: Oh, his injury is
not that serious, he can wait; “No. 3”
was: You have done a good job for us.
Thank you. So people would see the
Chaplain going to all the No. 3’s.

The Chaplain came to me. I did not
know, but I was designated a No. 3, and
the Chaplain said: Son, God loves you.

I looked at the Chaplain, and I said:
Chaplain, I know God loves me, but I
am not ready to see Him yet.
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So here I am.

What I am trying to say, is that in
that war, seriously injured soldiers did
not survive. And maybe in a sense, it is
God’s gift. I would hate to think of my-
self lying in bed the rest of my life
looking at the ceiling.

But they survived, and I think it is
our responsibility. This amendment
would cut that out.

If T may proceed further, third, we
know that the budget will include a
$250 million increase to cut down on
overpayments in Social Security. We
know this from experience, that for
every $1 we spend, we save $10 in inap-
propriate payments. Isn’t that a good
investment? By spending $250 million,
we are going to save billions. I thought
the business was not in spending but in
saving. We would lose more than $2 bil-
lion in mandatory savings by freezing
discretionary funds.

Fourth, we have an amount of $183
million, which would be cut out. We
are told by the Department of Agri-
culture that an additional $183.5 mil-
lion will be needed simply to maintain
existing rental assistance agreements.
This assistance provides subsidies to
maintain affordable rent and utility
costs for very low-income rural resi-
dents. Without this increase, 41,705
households will face substantial rent
increases forcing many to leave, be
evicted from their homes.

I know the sponsors are not seeking
to force the poor from their homes.

Madam President, as you preside and
as I speak, we should keep in mind that
many of our fellow citizens are sweat-
ing out each day, not knowing whether
he or she has a job tomorrow or wheth-
er they can keep up the payments on
the mortgage or whether they can pay
for health care or whether they can
pay the rent. Without this, all hope is
gone. The least we can do is to let
them know we are here to help them
get through this crisis.

Yes, there is another one.

Fifth, we know about potential acci-
dents at airports. We know we do not
have enough trained air traffic control-
lers. This resolution provides funds for
that purpose, to train them so we may
have safer traveling.

When I travel, which is not often
enough, I go to Hawaii. It takes, just in
flying time, 11 hours. I feel safe be-
cause I have confidence in our air traf-
fic controllers. But many of them are
now on the verge of retiring. We need a
new crew. This budget resolution pro-
vides the funds for training them.

The FAA faces a crisis in maintain-
ing an adequate workforce of trained
air traffic controllers with a freeze in
nondefense discretionary spending for
2010, the FAA would be forced to freeze
or reduce the number of new air traffic
controllers the agency can bring on
board and train—worsening the experi-
ence shortage we already have in our
air traffic control towers. With a freeze
in funding, the FAA also would be un-
able to settle an ongoing dispute over
the terms of its contract with its air
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traffic controllers. This dispute has
hurt the agency’s productivity and its
ability to retain experienced control-
lers, who are essential to training the
agency’s newly hired controllers.

Sixth, the section 8 tenant-based ac-
count provides critical resources to
help the Nation’s most vulnerable fam-
ilies find and maintain safe and afford-
able housing in the private market.
Congress provides annual funding ad-
justments for this program to cover
housing cost increases, so that all fam-
ilies served by the program can main-
tain their housing. If nondefense dis-
cretionary spending were frozen in fis-
cal year 2010, housing agencies
wouldn’t have the necessary resources
to cover these increased costs. As a re-
sult, tens of thousands of families
could be at risk of losing their housing.

Seventh, we know that because of
high food costs and other factors, the
overall cost of the WIC program has al-
ready increased dramatically. In fiscal
year 2009, $760,000,000 above the budget
request was required to keep people
from losing WIC benefits. A freeze on
spending could cause no new participa-
tion, waitlists, and could potentially
cause some people to lose benefits.

As I noted earlier, we simply do not
have all the details of the budget to be
able to explain to our colleagues all the
harm that a freeze on discretionary
spending will do.

Nonetheless, I believe from the infor-
mation that we have already received
that I just listed it is clear that we
simply cannot sustain additional cuts
in the request.

These economic times are tough. But
in tough times our people count on the
Federal Government for more services.

Each day as more wage earners lose
their jobs, more of them become eligi-
ble for many of the assistance pro-
grams which I have highlighted. Many
of these programs are designed to help
people in need during difficult eco-
nomic times.

Our efforts to reduce spending here
will result in an even greater reliance
on mandatory programs such as wel-
fare rolls, food stamps, and public as-
sistance.

For these reasons I must oppose the
amendment from the Senator from
Alabama, and I would urge my col-
leagues to oppose it as well.

Madam President, as I said, I am
going to vote against this amendment.
It is a bad amendment. It is not Amer-
ican.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Thank you very much,
Madam President.

I yield my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
take this time to urge my colleagues to
support the budget resolution that
came out of the Budget Committee. I
am proud to serve on the Budget Com-
mittee. I congratulate Senator CONRAD
for his extraordinary work in bringing
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out a well-balanced budget resolution
during extremely difficult times. I
think we all know the economic crisis
we are in, and Senator CONRAD’s budget
does what a budget should do. It is the
blueprint of our Nation’s priorities.
President Obama brought forward a
budget that gives new hope for Amer-
ica’s future. Then Senator CONRAD had
to fit those priorities into the realities
of our revenues.

We all know we have the new Con-
gressional Budget Office numbers. It
shows the economy is a lot weaker
than when President Obama submitted
his budget. But Senator CONRAD’s
budget fits the priorities of President
Obama into the realities of our pro-
jected revenues. 1 thank Senator
CONRAD for bringing forward this budg-
et.

President Obama inherited an eco-
nomic mess. That is worth repeating.
Take a look at the mess the President
inherited. The Congressional Budget
Office shows it is more severe than
President Obama thought when he first
took office.

The deficit in 2000, when President
Bush took office, was not a deficit. It
was a surplus of $236 billion. Congress
worked hard during those years to bal-
ance the Federal budget. In 2009, we are
now projecting a deficit of $1.756 tril-
lion. How did we get there? There has
been a lot of time spent going over the
mistakes that have been made over the
last 8 years. But we had tax cuts we did
not pay for. We had spending we did
not pay for. We had a war in Iraq we
never budgeted for correctly. And we
ignored the underlying problems of our
economy.

The Bush administration took our
health care system, which had 40 mil-
lion people without health insurance
from when President Bush took office,
to a health care system that now has 47
million people without health insur-
ance. Health costs in America grew
during those years to be twice any
other industrial nation’s spending on
health care. We do not have the results
to reflect that type of economic ex-
penditures.

We found that the Bush administra-
tion wanted to privatize our health
care system. As a result, we spent more
money—more money on prescription
drugs because we only used a private
insurance option; more money for pri-
vate insurance within Medicare, paying
those who enroll in private insurance
more than the Government would pay
if they stayed in traditional Medicare.
This past administration did every-
thing it could to privatize even if it
cost more public money.

In energy, the Bush administration
never dealt with the energy problems
of our country. We became more de-
pendent rather than less dependent
upon imported energy sources. This
prior administration subsidized the oil
industry, even knowing full well that
the energy we imported very much af-
fected our national security and the
moneys we had to spend on national se-
curity.
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We now have these large deficits. We
cannot do anything about that. Presi-
dent Obama inherited these deficits. He
also inherited a governmental system
that failed to deal with the underlying
problems of our economy.

President Obama says there is a dif-
ferent course. If we take the same type
of budget and do that for our future
and try to address the deficits today,
we are going to have the deficits of to-
morrow. We need to deal with the un-
derlying problems.

President Obama has submitted a
very open and honest budget. He is ac-
tually budgeting for the costs of gov-
ernment rather than saying, Well, we
will pay for it after the fact. He has
tackled the tough problems of our
time, and he is prepared to make dif-
ficult choices to meet tomorrow’s chal-
lenges.

The first issue this budget deals with
is the economic problems of our Na-
tion. We need to make that our top pri-
ority. The budget allows for invest-
ment in job creation. We are losing
over 500,000 jobs a month in America
today—about 600,000 We have been
doing that now for the last several
months because of the economic crisis.
This budget allows us to invest in job
creation so we can provide new jobs for
Americans. It provides money in the
hands of consumers. Middle-class tax
cuts are extended. The AMT—alter-
native minimum tax—relief is pro-
vided. We extend the marriage penalty
provisions to avoid the marriage pen-
alty. There are credits for savers. The
estate tax issue is accommodated in
the budget. So the budget provides for
the realities of a recession that con-
sumers need to have more money in
their family budgets in order to help
stimulate our economy.

The budget Senator CONRAD has
brought forward protects critical pro-
grams for Americans to meet economic
challenges, whether it is unemploy-
ment insurance, health care, veterans,
transportation, job training, research,
education, or small business issues. I
wish to mention for 1 minute the SBA,
the Small Business Administration. We
all know if we are going to get out of
this recession, we need to create jobs,
and we create jobs mainly through
small businesses. Over 99 percent of
America’s businesses are small busi-
nesses, and they are particularly vul-
nerable today. Most of our job growth
comes from small companies. The
President has brought forward initia-
tives that allow for the SBA loan pro-
grams—the 7(a) program and the 504
program—to be less costly to small
business. He has also instructed Treas-
ury to go out and help with the sec-
ondary markets to make money avail-
able for small business loans. We need
a Small Business Administration that
can provide the services to small busi-
nesses. During the Bush years, the SBA
budget was decimated. This will allow
the SBA to have the resources nec-
essary not only to administer these
programs but to provide counseling and
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mentoring to small businesses and to
oversee what other Federal agencies do
to make sure that small businesses get
their fair share of government procure-
ment contracts. I particularly appre-
ciate the fact that the Budget Com-
mittee passed an amendment I offered
that increased the SBA’s budget to $880
million, up from $700 million. That
money is going to be used for the right
reasons.

This budget also deals with fiscal re-
sponsibility. It deals with the economic
crisis but also with fiscal responsi-
bility. The President’s goal was to
halve the budget deficit in 5 years.
Well, it has gone beyond that. The
budget Senator CONRAD has brought to
the floor will take the budget deficit
from $1.7 trillion this year to 5 years
from now a budget deficit of $508 bil-
lion. We want to see it lower than that,
but reducing it by two-thirds over that
period of time is certainly moving in
the right direction. That is fiscal re-
sponsibility. That is making the tough
decisions. It also allows us, when we
get out of this recession, to deal with
the underlying problems in our econ-
omy.

We deal with energy in this budget
by allowing a cap-and-trade system so
we can become energy independent for
the sake of our national security; so we
can create good jobs for the sake of our
economy; so we can reduce carbon
emissions for the sake of our environ-
ment. Global climate change is a real
problem, and this budget allows us to
deal with it by creating jobs and reduc-
ing the deficit, while also dealing with
energy independence.

It deals with the underlying problems
in our health care system by allowing
our committees to bring out legislation
that will provide for universal health
coverage for the 47 million Americans
who don’t have health insurance; by
moving forward with preventive health
care which we know will save money;
by improving health information tech-
nology which will save money; by in-
vesting in research which will give us
the an