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distributed by 2010 and, instead, we are
at the 15 percent mark. That is simply
not good enough when important use of
this money is planned on by vulnerable
States such as Louisiana.

I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

TAX ON BONUSES RECEIVED FROM
CERTAIN TARP RECIPIENTS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 15686, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 15686) to impose an additional
tax on bonuses received from certain TARP
recipients.

Pending:

Rockefeller amendment No. 3452, in the na-
ture of a substitute.

Sessions/McCaskill amendment No. 3452 (to
amendment No. 3452), to reduce the deficit
by establishing discretionary spending caps.

Lieberman amendment No. 3456 (to amend-
ment No. 3452), to reauthorize the DC oppor-
tunity scholarship program.

AMENDMENT NO. 3458 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3452

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

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside any
pending business and to call up Vitter
amendment No. 3458.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3458 to
amendment No. 3452.

Mr. VITTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To clarify application require-
ments relating to the coastal impact as-
sistance program)

At the end of title VII, add the following:
SEC. 7 . COASTAL IMPACT ASSISTANCE PRO-

GRAM AMENDMENTS.

Section 31 of the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1356a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c), by adding at the end
the following:

“(6) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS; AVAIL-
ABILITY OF FUNDING.—On approval of a plan
by the Secretary under this section, the pro-
ducing State shall—

“‘(A) not be subject to any additional appli-
cation or other requirements (other than no-
tifying the Secretary of which projects are
being carried out under the plan) to receive
the payments; and

‘“(B) be immediately eligible to receive
payments under this section.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
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“(e) FUNDING.—

‘(1) ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS.—A
project funded under this section that does
not involve wetlands shall not be subject to
environmental review requirements under
Federal law.

‘“(2) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.—ANy
amounts made available to producing States
under this section may be used to meet the
cost-sharing requirements of other Federal
grant programs, including grant programs
that support coastal wetland protection and
restoration.”.

Mr. VITTER. I have already dis-
cussed my amendment.

I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 3454 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3452

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. DEMINT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to temporarily set
aside the pending amendment so I may
call up my amendment No. 34564, which
is at the desk.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
34564 to amendment No. 3452. Mr. DEMINT. I
ask unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish an earmark
moratorium for fiscal years 2010 and 2011)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . FISCAL YEARS 2010 AND 2011 EAR-
MARK MORATORIUM.

(a) BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—

(1) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order to—

(A) consider a bill or joint resolution re-
ported by any committee that includes an
earmark, limited tax benefit, or limited tar-
iff benefit; or

(B) a Senate bill or joint resolution not re-
ported by committee that includes an ear-
mark, limited tax benefit, or limited tariff
benefit.

(2) RETURN TO THE CALENDAR.—If a point of
order is sustained under this subsection, the
bill or joint resolution shall be returned to
the calendar until compliance with this sub-
section has been achieved.

(b) CONFERENCE REPORT.—

(1) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order to vote on the adoption of a report of
a committee of conference if the report in-
cludes an earmark, limited tax benefit, or
limited tariff benefit.

(2) RETURN TO THE CALENDAR.—If a point of
order is sustained under this subsection, the
conference report shall be returned to the
calendar.

(¢c) FLOOR AMENDMENT.—It shall not be in
order to consider an amendment to a bill or
joint resolution if the amendment contains
an earmark, limited tax benefit, or limited
tariff benefit.

(d) AMENDMENT BETWEEN THE HOUSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order to
consider an amendment between the Houses
if that amendment includes an earmark, lim-
ited tax benefit, or limited tariff benefit.

(2) RETURN TO THE CALENDAR.—If a point of
order is sustained under this subsection, the
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amendment between the Houses shall be re-
turned to the calendar until compliance with
this subsection has been achieved.

(e) WAIVER.—Any Senator may move to
waive any or all points of order under this
section by an affirmative vote of two-thirds
of the Members, duly chosen and sworn.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this
section—

(1) the term ‘‘earmark’ means a provision
or report language included primarily at the
request of a Senator or Member of the House
of Representatives providing, authorizing, or
recommending a specific amount of discre-
tionary budget authority, credit authority,
or other spending authority for a contract,
loan, loan guarantee, grant, loan authority,
or other expenditure with or to an entity, or
targeted to a specific State, locality or Con-
gressional district, other than through a
statutory or administrative formula-driven
or competitive award process;

(2) the term ‘‘limited tax benefit’”” means
any revenue provision that—

(A) provides a Federal tax deduction, cred-
it, exclusion, or preference to a particular
beneficiary or limited group of beneficiaries
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and

(B) contains eligibility criteria that are
not uniform in application with respect to
potential beneficiaries of such provision; and

(3) the term ‘‘limited tariff benefit’’> means
a provision modifying the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States in a manner
that benefits 10 or fewer entities.

(g) FISCAL YEARS 2010 AND 2011.—The point
of order under this section shall only apply
to legislation providing or authorizing dis-
cretionary budget authority, credit author-
ity or other spending authority, providing a
federal tax deduction, credit, or exclusion, or
modifying the Harmonized Tariff Schedule in
fiscal years 2010 and 2011.

(h) APPLICATION.—This rule shall not apply
to any authorization of appropriations to a
Federal entity if such authorization is not
specifically targeted to a State, locality or
congressional district.

Mr. DEMINT. Madam President, my
amendment is cosponsored by Senators
McCAIN, GRAHAM, COBURN, GRASSLEY,
LEMIEUX, and FEINGOLD. An identical
bill has 16 cosponsors, including Sen-
ators BURR, CHAMBLISS, CORNYN,
CRAPO, ENSIGN, ISAKSON, JOHANNS, KYL,
MCCASKILL, RISCH, SESSIONS, and a
number of others.

This is an amendment for a 1l-year
moratorium on earmarks. The fact
that we are even having this debate
shows how out of touch Congress is
with the American people. I have had a
chance over the last week to speak to
thousands of Americans in several
States, and all you have to do to get
them on their feet cheering is say: The
time for excuses and explanations is
over. It is time to end the practice of
earmarking. And people will stand up,
people of both parties. They under-
stand earmarks are the most offensive
form of government spending. They are
wasteful porkbarrel projects delivered
by lawmakers to curry favor with
small constituencies back home and
special interest groups. We have heard
the excuses for years. But it is time to
end this practice.

I have introduced this bill before. At
the time President Obama was running
for President of the United States, he
flew back to Washington to vote on it.
He cosponsored the bill with me. He es-
sentially said: The era of earmarks is
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over. I think we will see, as I talk a lit-
tle bit more, that is the opposite of
what is true.

We have all heard of the crazy ear-
marks that have been brought up—the
infamous ‘‘bridge to nowhere.” We
have things that sound so ridiculous
that people do not even believe it is
true—the tattoo removal earmark, the
Totally Teen Zone earmark, and the
midnight basketball earmark. You go
through the list and you say, how does
this make sense in light of the fact
that the same people who are asking
for these earmarks come onto this
floor, onto the House floor, and in the
White House and say: Our debt is
unsustainable. It is a crisis. We cannot
continue to spend and borrow and cre-
ate debt. Yet I need $1 million for tat-
too removal or a bridge to nowhere or
a local museum.

The American people are onto us.
They know it makes absolutely no
sense for us to focus so much time and
energy on parochial earmarks for our
press releases rather than working on
the issues of our country, the general
welfare of our Nation.

All of these projects add up. Last
year alone, according to the Congres-
sional Research Service, President
Obama—who said he would not sign
bills with earmarks—signed bills with
11,320 earmarks, totaling $32 billion for
the last fiscal year. That is an increase
from the $28.8 billion in earmarks in
fiscal year 2008 and the $30 billion in
earmarks in fiscal year 2009. Big and
small, these earmarks are adding up
and are causing our budget to balloon
out of control, and they are saddling
our children with an overwhelming
debt.

Beyond just the inherit wastefulness
of earmarks themselves is the effect
they have on spending. Quite simply,
they grease the skids for the wasteful
spending that is bankrupting our coun-
try—the ‘‘Cornhusker kickback’ being
a case study at the top of the list right
now.

Fortunately, it seems we are making
some progress, some headway in put-
ting an end to the favor factory we call
earmarks here in Washington. Just
this week, Roll Call reported that
Speaker PELOSI is considering an ear-
mark moratorium. Additionally, just
this morning, the House Republican
Conference unilaterally declared a
moratorium on earmarks. This is an
exciting first step, and I commend the
Republican leadership in the House and
all of their Members for taking a stand
on behalf of the American people on
this issue that is so clear and obvious
to everyone except many here in Wash-
ington.

It is time for the Senate to lead and
demand that we stop this wasteful ear-
mark spending. Keep in mind, I am not
asking that we end the practice forever
but to take a l-year timeout while we
try to figure out how to create a sys-
tem that is within the scope of the
Constitution, within the general wel-
fare of our country, and does not turn
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this Federal Government into some
kind of sponsorship of many local
projects.

My amendment will do just that. It is
very simple. It puts an end to ear-
marking by prohibiting the consider-
ation of any bill, joint resolution, con-
ference report, or message between the
Houses that contains earmarks. And
we use the same definition currently in
the Senate rules of what an earmark is.
We require a two-thirds supermajority
to waive the rules. So if there is some
kind of emergency where we have to
designate spending, we can do it if
there is a consensus here.

President Obama, as I said, high-
lighted the need for this amendment
when he cosponsored the identical lan-
guage in 2008. He rightly stated:

We can no longer accept a process that
doles out earmarks based on a member of
Congress’ seniority, rather than the merit of
the project.

Despite his support and election, the
problem has not gotten any better.
Citizens Against Government Waste, in
their 2009 Pig Book, pointed out:

While the number of specific projects de-
clined by 12.5 percent, from 11,610 in fiscal
year 2008 to 10,160 in fiscal year 2009, the
total tax dollars spent to fund them in-
creased by 14 percent, from $17.2 billion to
$19.6 billion.

A lot of my colleagues will say: JIM,
you are making a big deal out of noth-
ing. Really $20 billion or $30 billion is
such a small part of our budget that
you shouldn’t make an issue of it. But
this is like saying an engine is a small
part of a train. If you want to look at
what is pulling through the bad policy
and the overspending, all you have to
do is look at earmarks.

So we continue the same type of
wasteful projects since President
Obama spoke these words, and we need
to stop it. And we can stop it. My
amendment will put these Kkinds of
things to an end—at least for a year
while we look at it. What will imme-
diately happen if we do this? We hear
the argument here: If we do not des-
ignate spending here in Congress, the
executive branch will. But the first
thing we would do, if we turned off our
own earmark spigot, is every appro-
priations bill would require that the
administration only spend money ac-
cording to nonpreferential formulas or
to merit-based competitive grants. We
could bring an end to earmarking in
the executive branch as well as in Con-
gress and focus the attention on the
Federal Government on true national
interests rather than what we have
now, which is nearly 535 Congressmen
and Senators who think it is their job
to come to Washington to get money
for their States and congressional dis-
tricts. If you want to know what hap-
pens if we allow that to happen, you
can look at what is going to be at the
end of this year: $14 trillion in debt—
when people see the Federal Govern-
ment as a cow to milk rather than hav-
ing a constitutional oath we need to
keep.
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The time for excuses is over. Enough
is enough. We are not here to get
money for our States; we are here to
fulfill our oath of office to protect and
defend the Constitution that would not
allow money for local bridges and local
roads and local museums. All of these
are good projects, and many of them
are very necessary, but that is not the
purpose of the Federal Government.

Again, I commend the Republican
leadership in the House for taking a
bold stand against the practice of ear-
marks. I challenge my colleagues, Re-
publicans and Democrats, to vote for
this bill President Obama cosponsored
and many here voted for so we can
show America we are listening, we un-
derstand that perception is reality, and
the corruption that takes place, the
vote-buying with earmarks—the
“Cornhusker kickback’” and ‘Lou-
isiana purchase’ and all this we have
heard about—that we are going to end
at least for 1 year while we prove to
the American people we can break this
addiction to spending.

So, again, the amendment number is
3454. I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
yesterday we made good progress on
the bill that is the underlying bill,
which is FAA reauthorization. It is in
the interest of the traveling public
that we start on the glidepath to pass-
ing this bill. We need to make progress
on amendments. But I have to ask my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle if
they would be very careful about offer-
ing amendments that are not germane
to this bill. The FAA reauthorization is
not a legislative vehicle that can carry
a lot of highly controversial provisions.

The previous FAA reauthorization
expired in 2007. Since then, we have
passed 11 short-term extensions and we
will be drafting the 12th in the next 2
weeks because the current extension
expires at the end of this month. While
another extension is likely inevitable,
we have to go to the final bill and see
if we have the opportunity to pass a
final bill in the next 2 weeks.

The repeated use of short-term FAA
extensions does not provide the long-
term stability and funding predict-
ability we should be giving to our air-
ports, the traveling public, and the air-
lines that are looking at what we are
going to be doing with airports. We
have to have a predictable roadmap if
we are going to have a sound fiscal in-
vestment in our aviation infrastruc-
ture and, in turn, aviation safety.

Senator DORGAN mentioned earlier
today the many safety provisions that
are in this bill in response to the
Colgan Buffalo, NY, accident that hap-
pened last year, and they are very good
provisions.

There are some common themes we
can all support throughout our country
in this bill. It would improve safety—
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safety of airlines, safety of pilots, safe-
ty of our traveling public, and espe-
cially in the area of human factors
that have long been a challenge for this
industry. The bill would modernize our
antiquated air traffic control system
and move us one step closer to an effi-
cient and effective use of our national
airspace. We are not up with many of
the other countries around the world in
the modernization of our air traffic
control system. We are back in the
1960s in our technology. This bill would
move us toward the satellite-based sys-
tem that is much more reliable, much
more efficient, and we need to move
forward on it. But, again, since 2007 we
have not been able to have a stabilized
approach because we have been doing
these short-term extensions. The bill
would provide infrastructure funds for
our vast national airport system, along
with streamlining the approval process
for airport projects. The bill would im-
prove rural access to aviation and the
economic opportunities that go along
with air service. The bill would provide
the foundation for robust consumer
protections and the disclosure of indus-
try practices.

I support most of the amendments I
have heard being offered; I just do not
support them on this bill. I hope we
will take those up and have the ability
to truly argue about those amend-
ments and pass them, if possible. I just
hope we will not jeopardize, once again,
a permanent FAA reauthorization that
is in the interest of every American
who travels on airlines and who thinks
it is important that we have airports
for not only people moving but product
moving. Our commerce depends on a
good aviation system.

I am going to urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to let us go to
cloture on this bill, let us assure that
the traveling public is going to be able
to at least have a bill that will move us
one step toward this.

This bill is not an easy bill. My col-
league, the distinguished chairman of
the committee, knows we have ham-
mered out a lot of differences already.
But we have differences with the House
on this bill as well. The Senate is in
pretty much agreement on the fun-
damentals of what is in this bill on
both sides of the aisle. And my col-
league, Senator DEMINT, who just of-
fered an amendment, is actually the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Aviation, so he knows this bill is a
good bill that has been hammered out,
and it will be the Senate position.

But extraneous amendments, regard-
less of our view on the amendment’s
substance, will kill this bill. I think it
is in our best interests, and certainly
our responsibility, to put this bill for-
ward for the interests of the traveling
public.

I urge my colleagues to work with us
to have the ability for their amend-
ments to come up and be debated and
voted on. I am going to support every-
thing I have heard so far. But I hope we
will keep this bill on aviation—on avia-
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tion security, on airport infrastruc-
ture, on modernization of our air traf-
fic control system—because that is
what our job is and that is what this
bill is about.

I hope our colleagues will come for-
ward with their aviation-related
amendments, of which there are sev-
eral that are certainly worthy of our
discussion, and let’s move through
those. But I hope we will limit the ex-
traneous amendments and try to move
this bill in an expeditious and com-
monsense way.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, just one word on what my distin-
guished colleague Senator HUTCHISON
said.

I completely and totally agree. This
is kind of a feast, I guess, for some who
want to bring all their frustrations
about government and put them into
the aviation authorization bill, but it
is so frustrating because we have been
working on this for so long. There have
been 11 delays on this when we were
not able to go forward with anything.
If they keep doing what they are doing
with extraneous amendments, we have
no hope for this bill.

What they need to consider is that as
they take down our bill, which is im-
portant for the Nation, they will take
down their amendments, should they
prevail, as well. So that doesn’t make
any sense.

I am so proud, as always, of the Sen-
ator from Texas and her work to try to
get rid of extraneous amendments, dis-
courage those, and to work on Federal
aviation. This is very important work.

I know the Senator from Kansas
wishes to speak, and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I
rise today to join my colleagues in sup-
port of this bipartisan agreement. Yes,
there is a bipartisan agreement in re-
gard to this bill. It can be done. It has
been reached by the Senate Finance
and Commerce Committees on the re-
authorization of the Federal Aviation
Administration and Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund; i.e., the Rockefeller
substitute amendment No. 3452.

I thank Chairman ROCKEFELLER for
his leadership. He is right; we need to
move this bill. He referred to the 11
times it has been delayed. I have been
working on this bill for 4 years. I know
he has been working very hard, very
diligently, and we do have a workable
compromise. I think it represents the
true meaning of that word. It shows
what is possible when we roll up our
sleeves and go to work together. So
special thanks to Chairman BAUCUS
and Ranking Member GRASSLEY and to
Senator ROCKEFELLER and all of his
staff and all of Senator BAUCUS’s staff,
everybody’s people who have been
working on this.

In 2006, at my invitation, then-Sec-
retary of Transportation Mary Peters
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joined me and Congressman TIAHRT
from the fourth district of Kansas,
local officials, all sorts of representa-
tives from the aviation businesses in
Wichita, for a roundtable discussion
about the importance of aviation to
Kansas and to the country. We then
toured Cessna’s manufacturing lines to
see firsthand an example of the great
work of Kansans who build 50 percent
of the world’s general aviation aircraft.
Reauthorizing the FAA and the Airport
Airway Trust Fund is not only a top
national priority to, obviously me,
Senator BROWNBACK, and the Kansas
delegation, but a top Kansas priority.

We tried to pass this bill 2 years ago,
and at that time 40,000 employees were
in Wichita and the surrounding coun-
ties and they made their living build-
ing planes, manufacturing parts, and
servicing aviation. Now, unfortunately,
after delay and delay and delay due to
the rough economic climate and condi-
tions, that number has dropped to just
over 25,000. That is a tremendous de-
crease with an awful lot of hurt for a
lot of families in Kansas.

Kansas is home to nearly 3,200 avia-
tion and manufacturing businesses, in-
cluding Cessna, Hawker-Beechcraft,
Bombardier-Learjet, Boeing, Spirit,
AeroSystems, Garmin, and Honeywell,
to name a few. However, aviation isn’t
simply an economic engine in Kansas;
it is part of our history, our way of life
and, most importantly, part of our fu-
ture. It is an example of our entrepre-
neurial spirit.

Throughout this debate, I wish to
point out that general aviation has
been called to increase its contribution
to the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
to help pay for what everybody knows
needs to happen: the modernization of
our air traffic control system. All
along the way, general aviation has
stepped to the plate and agreed to help
pay for the necessary increases to
move our aviation infrastructure into
next-generation technology.

I cannot recall a time when any in-
dustry has come to me and said, We
want to help and we are willing to sup-
port an increase—65 percent, by the
way—in our taxes to do so, but that is
exactly what the general aviation com-
munity did. Their only request has
been that they be able to pay through
the current efficient and effective tax
structure, the fuel tax. So the agree-
ment reached between the Finance and
the Commerce Committees respects
this request and allows the general
aviation community to be part of the
modernization solution without cre-
ating a new bureaucracy or any addi-
tional redtape. This raises an addi-
tional $113 million dedicated to updat-
ing the air traffic control technology
that will increase safety and decrease
congestion. At the same time, our com-
mercial airlines and passengers are
held harmless from tax increases.

So, again, I am pleased this agree-
ment recognizes the value of both com-
mercial aviation and general aviation
to our Nation’s transportation system.
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I realize there have been strong feel-
ings on both sides of this debate for a
considerable number of years.

My goals as we drafted the bill were
very clear: First, ensure that our air
traffic control system is upgraded and
remains safe for all passengers and air-
craft. Secondly, protect the general
aviation community and Kansas jobs
which would have been threatened by a
new user fee.

This legislation represents the best
of a bipartisan compromise and a real
effort to make our skies safer. I am
very proud to be a part of this com-
promise, as are tens of thousands of
workers employed in Kansas in avia-
tion manufacturing.

Our State has always been and re-
mains the air capital of the world, and
under this agreement it will continue.
I thank my colleagues for helping us to
reach a compromise that will maintain
our world standing.

I am very hopeful the Senate will
continue to work in this spirit of bipar-
tisanship on this bill. Yesterday Sen-
ator BROWNBACK in his remarks, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER in his remarks just
a while ago, and Senator HUTCHISON
made these same comments. We need
to move quickly to a conference com-
mittee and eventually have this bill
signed into law before the current pro-
gram expires. I know when a train
moves, everybody wants to put their
car on the train. However, let’s try to
keep extraneous amendments—I don’t
mind Senators at all talking about
their concerns, whether it be edu-
cation, gay marriage, or earmarks; and
I would expect we would hear a lot of
speeches on earmarks—but we need to
keep this bill the way it is and move
this bill. Then there will be another
train or I will have Kansas general
aviation provide an aircraft for a more
speedy amendment to go over to the
House if that is the case.

So let’s try to keep our extraneous
amendments if we can, despite our
strong feelings, off this bill, and let’s
get something done. It has been lan-
guishing here for over 4 years and prob-
ably longer than that.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator from Kansas
for his very cogent remarks. Kansas
probably is the airplane center of the
country, if not the world. The point he
makes is that it is bipartisan and that
we have been working on it a long
time.

Anybody can come down and offer ex-
traneous amendments. We don’t pre-
clude that in our system. It is possible
under the Senate rules. It is also pos-
sible under the Senate rules to make
extraneous amendments unacceptable
and unactionable. I think what we
want to do is try to avoid some of
those processes. I know the leaders on
both sides are trying to figure out a
way to deal with this problem of extra-
neous amendments. If it has to do with
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aviation, we are all for it. If people
simply want to talk about subjects
they care about but not offer amend-
ments, that is fine. If people want to
offer aviation amendments, please
come forward. Those are important.

This is a 3- to 4-year effort we have
been on, trying to do an aviation bill.
The Presiding Officer certainly under-
stands the consequences of aviation
delays and all the rest of it. It is some-
thing we have to do as a country and
we cannot dally. This is not the Senate
acting in its finest tradition. We have a
chance to change that, and I hope the
Members will cooperate in that effort.

I thank the Chair and note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 10 minutes.

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

Mr. GREGG. Without my losing the
floor, does the Senator wish to speak
after I speak?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that after the
remarks of Senator GREGG, I be recog-
nized.

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

FISCAL POLICIES

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I rise
to discuss the issue of fiscal policies,
which we talk a little bit about around
here but on which we are not focusing,
in my opinion, with the intensity we
should, and the fact we are now seeing
in Europe the meltdown of a major na-
tion-state’s financial situation, Greece.
Greece has become a precursor for
many other industrialized nations in
this world which are finding them-
selves grossly overextended in the
amount of debt they put on their
books. As a result, in the situation of
Greece, they are incapable of repaying
their national debt, or what is known
as their sovereign debt.

Fortunately, the European Commu-
nity has rallied around and has tried to
stabilize the situation. But the fact
that the situation may be being sta-
bilized should not allow us to take
much solace because this is not a
unique problem to Greece.

As we look at the debt levels of a
large number of nations in the indus-
trialized West, especially, many of
them are in serious trouble. Many are
grossly overextended. We have seen,
obviously, pressures on Ireland, Spain,
Portugal, the United Kingdom, Italy,
and, of course, Greece is so over-
extended that it was about to default
potentially.
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What does this mean for us as a na-
tion? Unfortunately, we are on the
same track. People talk in terms of de-
fault and overextension and too much
debt and their eyes sort of glaze over.

What does that mean? Essentially, it
means we as a nation see a funda-
mental drop in our standard of living.
If our debt gets to a certain point, we
basically as a nation, in order to pay
for that debt, have to reduce the stand-
ard of living of our people.

What is that point? There is general
consensus that a public debt; that is,
debt owned by other countries and by
the people of the nation who is running
it up, a public debt that amounts to
about 35 percent or 40 percent of your
gross domestic product—what you are
producing as a nation—is a very good
status. But as that moves up by run-
ning deficits—and, remember, we are
running a $1.6 trillion deficit this year,
and under the President’s budget we
will be running over $1 trillion in defi-
cits over the next 10 years—as that
debt goes up—which means you are ba-
sically borrowing money and borrowing
it from Americans, but mostly now
from other countries, especially the
Chinese and Saudi Arabia—it starts to
cross certain thresholds. The next most
significant threshold is to have a debt-
to-public-production ratio of about 60
percent. That gets serious.

In fact, that is such a high debt-to-
public-production ratio that in Europe
you can’t even join the European
Union if you have a debt situation that
big. Well, unfortunately, later this
year, because of all the debt we have
put on the books in the last 3 years, we
are going to pass the 60-percent thresh-
old as a nation. Then you start moving
into waters which are more than un-
charted and choppy, they are dan-
gerous. You start to move into the wa-
ters that Greece finds itself in. Because
when your public debt gets up around
70, 80, 90 percent of your gross domestic
product, you have trouble paying it
back without doing some very horrible
things to your people—things such as
massive inflation or massive tax in-
creases, both of which cost Americans
jobs and reduces their savings and
their ability to live a better lifestyle.

Under the President’s budget, as pro-
posed, and under the scenario which is
clearly in front of us—it is like a rail-
road track that is almost impossible to
get off unless we do something very
significant—we hit 80 percent within 6
years, or approximately 80 percent. So
we are basically where Greece is 6, 7, 8
years from now, and the implications
for us as a society are catastrophic.

What are we doing about this? Not a
lot. In fact, we are aggravating it every
day. Just yesterday, we passed another
bill, or the day before, that spent $100
billion—$100 billion that wasn’t paid
for. It went to the debt. Last week, we
passed another bill that alleged to
spend $10 billion, but buried in it were
some parliamentary games which actu-
ally meant it spent another $100 billion
that wasn’t paid for in highway funds.
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So $200 billion in 2 weeks. And the
week before that, we did another bill
that spent $15 billion unpaid for. Not
only are we not addressing this prob-
lem, but we are fundamentally aggra-
vating the problem. Now the House has
this Senate health care bill over there.
What are the fiscal implications of
that? It grows the Federal Government
by $2.5 trillion—$2.5 trillion.

It is claimed the bill is paid for. But
how is it paid for? It alleges it is going
to reduce Medicare spending by $500
billion. But rather than using that
money to make Medicare more solvent,
it takes that money and creates two
new entitlements—or expands one and
creates another one. We know from our
history that entitlements are never
fully paid for. Then it takes money
from a fund, which is supposed to be an
insurance fund, and it spends that
money—long-term care insurance. So
that when those insurance IOUs come
up to be paid, there isn’t going to be
any money to pay them. It is called the
CLASS Act. It is a classic game of pyr-
amid accounting. In fact, if you did it
in the private sector you would go to
jail.

So that is the course we are on—a
massive expansion in our debt, leading
us to a situation where our capacity to
pay that debt will be virtually impos-
sible to accomplish without huge nega-
tive implications for the standard of
living of our children and our grand-
children, and even our generation,
quite honestly. It is going to arrive
pretty soon. In fact, today, there was a
CNBC question put out: Should you
continue to invest in American debt in
light of what we are headed toward?
How do you avoid the impending melt-
down?

As people start to sense this coming
at us, the cost of selling our debt is
going to become extraordinarily expen-
sive, because people will have to price
in either massive inflation or an eco-
nomic cost through reduction in pro-
ductivity due to massive taxes, which
will reduce our capacity to repay this
debt in any sort of reasonable way.
This is a serious problem, and yet we
do not seem to be willing to face up to
it.

There is something else we need to
focus on. Not only is it the sovereign
nations of the world that have this
debt problem, it is our States. Think
about this for a moment. California’s
debt problem is so severe they are rep-
resented as being close to potential de-
fault. What is the implication of that
for us as a country if one of our States
were to default on their debt? The dom-
ino effect would be extraordinary. Do
we have enough gas in our tanks, so to
say, to come in and resolve this from
the Federal level? I doubt it. We have
used up most of our running room. If
we go into a fiscal cardiac arrest,
which is approximately what we are
going to do—it is exactly what we are
going to do, a fiscal cardiac arrest—4
or 5 years from now, and we reach for
the defibrillators, there isn’t going to
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be any power. There won’t be any
power to activate them because we
have used up all our resources already.
We have spent it. We can’t borrow any
more, and we certainly don’t want to
inflate our way out of it. It will be se-
vere, and the arrest may become ter-
minal for certain parts of our economy
and certain people’s lifestyles—basi-
cally, regular Americans living on
Main Street. So the issue is out there
and it is pretty clear.

Greece is a precursor, California is an
example, and our own profligate atti-
tude here in the Congress about it is
not helping the problem at all. You
don’t have to listen to me on this.
Mohamed El-Erian, who is a senior
member of a group known as PIMCO,
the largest bond dealer in the world
and one of the leading authorities on
debt and the purchase and selling of
debt in the world, wrote a very
thoughtful article, and this article hits
the nail on the head about the threat
we confront as a nation for our failure
to face up to this debt situation now
and allowing it to erode and continue
to grow.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the article I just referred to.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

How TO HANDLE THE SOVEREIGN DEBT
EXPLOSION
(By Mohamed El-Erian)

Every once in a while, the world is faced
with a major economic development that is
ill-understood at first and dismissed as of
limited relevance, and which then catches
governments, companies and households un-
awares.

We have seen a few examples of this over
the past 10 years. They include the emer-
gence of China as a main influence on
growth, prices, employment and wealth dy-
namics around the world. I would also in-
clude the dramatic over-extension, and sub-
sequent spectacular collapse, of housing and
shadow banks in the finance-driven econo-
mies of the US and UK.

Today, we should all be paying attention
to a new theme: the simultaneous and sig-
nificant deterioration in the public finances
of many advanced economies. At present this
is being viewed primarily—and excessively—
through the narrow prism of Greece. Down
the road, it will be recognised for what it is:
a significant regime shift in advanced econo-
mies with consequential and long-lasting ef-
fects. To stay ahead of the process, we
should keep the following six points in mind.

First, at the most basic level, what we are
experiencing is best characterised as the lat-
est in a series of disruptions to balance
sheets. In 2008-09, governments had to step in
to counter the simultaneous implosion in
housing, finance and consumption. The world
now has to deal with the consequences of
how this was done.

US sovereign indebtedness has surged by a
previously unthinkable 20 percentage points
of gross domestic product in less than two
years. Even under a favourable growth sce-
nario, the debt-to-GDP ratio is projected to
continue to increase over the next 10 years
from its much higher base.

Many metrics speak to the generalised na-
ture of the disruption to public finances. My
favourite comes from Willem Buiter, Citi’s
chief economist. More than 40 per cent of
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global GDP now resides in jurisdictions
(overwhelmingly in the advanced economies)
running fiscal deficits of 10 per cent of GDP
or more. For much of the past 30 years, this
fluctuated in the 0-5 per cent range and was
dominated by emerging economies.

Second, the shock to public finances is un-
dermining the analytical relevance of con-
ventional classifications. Consider the old
notion of a big divide between advanced and
emerging economies. A growing number of
the former now have significantly poorer
economic and financial prospects, and great-
er vulnerabilities, than a growing number of
the latter.

Third, the issue is not whether govern-
ments in advanced economies will adjust;
they will. The operational questions relate
to the nature of the adjustment (orderly
versus disorderly), timing and collateral im-
pact.

Governments naturally aspire to overcome
bad debt dynamics through the orderly (and
relatively painless) combination of growth
and a willingness on the part of the private
sector to maintain and extend holdings of
government debt. Such an outcome, how-
ever, faces considerable headwinds in a world
of unusually high unemployment, muted
growth dynamics, persistently large deficits
and regulatory uncertainty.

Countries will thus be forced to make dif-
ficult decisions relating to higher taxation
and lower spending. If these do not
materialise on a timely basis, the universe of
likely outcomes will expand to include in-
flating out of excessive debt and, in the ex-
treme, default and confiscation.

Fourth, governments can impose solutions
on other sectors in the domestic economy.
They do so by preempting and diverting re-
sources. This is particularly relevant when
there is limited scope for the cross-border
migration of activities, which is the case
today given the generalised nature of the
public finance shock.

Fifth, the international dimension will
complicate the internal fiscal adjustment
facing advanced economies. The effective-
ness of any fiscal consolidation is not only a
function of a government’s willingness and
ability to implement measures over the me-
dium term. It is also influenced by what
other countries decide to do.

These five points all support the view that
the shock to balance sheets is highly rel-
evant to a wide range of sectors and mar-
kets. Yet for now, the inclination is to dis-
miss the shock as isolated, temporary and
reversible.

This leads to the sixth and final point. We
should expect (rather than be surprised by)
damaging recognition lags in both the public
and private sectors. Playbooks are not read-
ily available when it comes to new systemic
themes. This leads many to revert to back-
ward-looking analytical models, the thrust
of which is essentially to assume away the
relevance of the new systemic phenomena.

There is a further complication. Timely
recognition is necessary but not sufficient. It
must be followed by the correct response.
Here, history suggests that it is not easy for
companies and governments to overcome the
tyranny of backward-looking internal com-
mitments.

Where does all this leave us? Our sense is
that the importance of the shock to public
finances in advanced economies is not yet
sufficiently appreciated and understood. Yet,
with time, it will prove to be highly con-
sequential. The sooner this is recognised, the
greater the probability of being able to stay
ahead of the disruptions rather than be hurt
by them.

Mr. GREGG. It is time for us to act.
It is time to, first, stop spending. That
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is the bottom line. It is like a diet. The
only way you can lose some weight is
to actually stop eating the wrong way.
We have to stop spending, and then we
have to come up with some pretty ag-
gressive ideas addressing the very sys-
temic problems we have as a country
relative to the growth of our debt, so
that if we do them now it will have less
negative impact on people than if we
have to do them in a crisis situation.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The Senator from Wisconsin.

AMENDMENT NO. 3470 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3452

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside so I may
call up amendment No. 3470.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
c¢oLD], for himself, Mr. COBURN, and Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, proposes an amendment
numbered 3470 to amendment No. 3452.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam 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 provide for the rescission of un-

used transportation earmarks and to es-

tablish a general reporting requirement for
any unused earmarks)

At the end, insert the following:

TITLE —RESCISSION OF UNUSED

TRANSPORTATION EARMARKS AND

GENERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT

SEC. 01. DEFINITION.

In this title, the term ‘‘earmark’ means
the following:

(1) A congressionally directed spending
item, as defined in Rule XLIV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate.

(2) A congressional earmark, as defined for
purposes of Rule XXI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

SEC. 02. RESCISSION.

Any earmark of funds provided for the De-
partment of Transportation with more than
90 percent of the appropriated amount re-
maining available for obligation at the end
of the 9th fiscal year following the fiscal
year in which the earmark was made avail-
able is rescinded effective at the end of that
9th fiscal year, except that the Secretary of
Transportation may delay any such rescis-
sion if the Secretary determines that an ad-
ditional obligation of the earmark is likely
to occur during the following 12-month pe-
riod.
SEC. 03. AGENCY WIDE IDENTIFICATION AND

REPORTS.

(a) AGENCY IDENTIFICATION.—Each Federal
agency shall identify and report every
project that is an earmark with an unobli-
gated balance at the end of each fiscal year
to the Director of OMB.

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Director of OMB
shall submit to Congress and publically post
on the website of OMB an annual report that
includes—

(1) a listing and accounting for earmarks
with unobligated balances summarized by
agency including the amount of the original
earmark, amount of the unobligated balance,
the year when the funding expires, if applica-
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ble, and recommendations and justifications
for whether each earmark should be re-
scinded or retained in the next fiscal year;

(2) the number of rescissions resulting
from this title and the annual savings result-
ing from this title for the previous fiscal
year; and

(3) a listing and accounting for earmarks
provided for the Department of Transpor-
tation scheduled to be rescinded at the end
of the current fiscal year.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
rise today to offer an amendment,
along with Senators COBURN and
SHERROD BROWN, to make a small but
necessary step toward addressing the
growing problem of Federal deficits.
This is the second time in as many
weeks that we are offering this amend-
ment, and I hope we will be able to
have a vote and get it accepted on the
FAA reauthorization bill. The under-
lying bill we are considering reauthor-
izes many vitally important programs,
including investments in our aviation
infrastructure and the long overdue
modernization of air traffic control.
While I support many of these invest-
ments, I think it is also critically im-
portant that we take a close look at
where our spending can be cut as we
try to address the looming deficit.

Of course, my amendment won’t
come close to solving this whole loom-
ing problem, but it will make a dent as
we try to get our financial house in
order and make the tough choices to
avoid burdening future generations
with debt. There is no single or easy
solution to the massive deficits we
face, but one thing we should be doing
is taking a hard look at the Federal
budget for wasteful or unnecessary
spending. Hard-working American fam-
ilies have to make these kinds of deci-
sions every week to make ends meet,
whether skipping dinners out, making
do with old clothes instead of buying
new ones, or finding new ways to trim
their grocery bill. People are looking
at everything in their household budg-
et to cut back in tough times, and the
Congress should be doing the same
things, looking to save the taxpayers’
money everywhere we can.

What I am trying to do here is a pro-
posal to get rid of old, unwanted trans-
portation earmarks that would save
about $600 million right away and per-
haps a few billion dollars over time. It
won’t eliminate the Federal deficit on
its own, but it is real money, in places
such as Racine or Fond du Lac, WI,
where I recently held townhall meet-
ings. It is one step on a path that is
going to have to involve many addi-
tional cuts.

I have put together a number of pro-
posals for where we should begin tight-
ening our belt, including the one for
this amendment, in a piece of legisla-
tion I introduced last fall called the
Control Spending Now Act. The com-
bined bill would cut the Federal deficit
by about $¥ trillion over 10 years.

This amendment, my bipartisan
amendment here with Senators COBURN
and BROWN of Ohio, would build off of a
proposal put forward in President
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George W. Bush’s fiscal year 2009 budg-
et proposal to rescind $626 million in
highway earmarks that were over a
decade old and still had less than 10
percent of the funding utilized. When
Transportation Weekly did an analysis
of these earmarks at the time, they
found that over 60 percent of the fund-
ing—$389 million—was in 152 earmarks
that had no funding spent or obligated
from them. These clearly are either un-
wanted or a low priority for the des-
ignated recipients.

This is nothing against transpor-
tation funding either, of course. I fully
realize the need for reinvestment in
our crumbling infrastructure and its
potential for job creation in hard-hit
segments such as construction. But
hundreds of millions of dollars sitting
in an account untouched at the Depart-
ment of Transportation does nothing
to address our infrastructure needs or
put people back to work.

I have tried to build on President
Bush’s concept a little and my amend-
ment expands this rescission to all
transportation earmarks that are over
10 years old with unobligated balances
of more than 90 percent. At a hearing
before the Budget Committee 2 weeks
ago, I asked Transportation Secretary
Ray LaHood about these unwanted and
unspent earmarks, and whether he sup-
ported my proposal to rescind them.
Secretary LaHood responded:

The answer is yes, we are supportive of
your proposal, and we have identified signifi-
cant millions of dollars worth of earmarks.

So at the suggestion of the chairman
of the Environment and Public Works
Committee, we have also included a
provision to allow the Secretary of
Transportation to delay a rescission if
the project is expected to be obligated
within the next 12 months. I know
there are sometimes extenuating cir-
cumstances and delays that pop up,
and this seemed like a good way to deal
with these situations while still ensur-
ing that the intention to eliminate un-
wanted and low-priority projects was
retained. I also hope this will help al-
leviate concerns and ensure that the
potential for extenuating cir-
cumstances is not used as a reason to
somehow oppose our amendment.

It is unclear exactly how many hun-
dreds of millions or even billions of
dollars would be saved by this proposal
being expanded to other transportation
earmarks in addition to the previous
estimate of $626 million that would be
rescinded from unwanted highway ear-
marks in the first year. This proposal
would also be permanent, so there
would likely be additional savings as
the unwanted earmarks in the most re-
cent highway bill reach their 10-year
anniversary.

I think this is a very modest pro-
posal, going after the lowest of the low-
hanging fruit and would support going
even further and make it cover all Fed-
eral agencies. But with the uncertainty
about how many of these unwanted and
unspent earmarks there might be
across the whole Federal Government,
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our amendment instead requires an an-
nual report by the OMB to collect in-
formation from each agency and in-
clude recommendations on whether
these other unobligated earmarks
should be rescinded.

As you can see, this is a proposal
with bipartisan support both in the
Senate and from the past administra-
tion and this current administration.
This shouldn’t be a hard decision and I
hope we have strong support here in
the Senate. This is simply about insti-
tuting a good government principle of
returning unused funds to the Treas-
ury, and it shouldn’t be controversial.
If we can’t agree to take old earmarks
that no one wants and use the money
to pay down the deficit, then how are
we ever going to get our fiscal house in
order?

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of the remarks of Senators
ENSIGN and BROWN of Ohio, the Senate
then stand in recess until 2 p.m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

UNEMPLOYMENT AND FORECLOSURES

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, first,
let me start by complimenting the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin for addressing the
spending going on in Washington, DC. I
applaud his efforts. He understands
this is a modest effort, but we have to
start someplace. For my whole 10 years
in the Senate, I have been talking
about spending and getting our debt
under control, not passing debt on to
our children across America. This is a
huge debt burden we are passing on to
them. I applaud the efforts, even
though they are small. Anything we
can do around here to address the defi-
cits and the debt I think is very impor-
tant.

I want to talk about unemployment
and foreclosures, especially how they
are affecting Nevada and the overall
economy. I think everybody admits the
our economy is hurting. There are peo-
ple all over the country in need of em-
ployment. Many are hurting because of
foreclosures or potential foreclosures
on their houses.

In new unemployment numbers just
released, Nevada has a 13-percent un-
employment rate, with Clark County,
where Las Vegas is located, now at al-
most a record high of 13.8 percent;
Washoe County, which is where Reno
is, a 13.5-percent unemployment rate.
The Review Journal, the largest paper
in Nevada, pointed out this week that
the salary and job outlook for Nevad-
ans is going from bad to worse. Wages
are declining across industries in our
State, and experts recently told the
paper if we were to count discouraged
workers who have given up looking for
employment and part-time employees
who wish to work full time, the real
unemployment rate in Nevada would
actually hover somewhere around 25
percent.
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In fact, if we were to count those who
are self-employed—for instance, if you
are a realtor and you are not selling
homes, you may still be classified as
employed but you are effectively un-
employed. If we counted all the self-
employed people who are not counted
in the normal unemployment rates,
these numbers would even be higher.

Housing in Nevada is still hurting se-
verely. We are leading the Nation in
home foreclosures and there does not
seem to be a solution to this problem
coming out of Congress. Instead, Con-
gress has gone off on a wayward path in
trying to muscle through health care
reform when the immediate focus of
this institution should be on the mil-
lions of Americans who have lost their
jobs, are at risk of losing their homes,
or even worse—both.

In fact, nearly 5 million Americans
have lost their jobs during the time
Congress has shifted its focus away
from the economy onto health care. I
will point out, however, if you live in
the Washington, DC, area you are actu-
ally OK. There have been 100,000 new
jobs created in this city in the last
year. These are government jobs; not
private sector jobs, government jobs.
This is a direct result of a massive ex-
pansion of the Federal Government.

I do not believe that growing the
Federal Government and creating jobs
in Washington does anything to help
the unemployment in Nevada or
around the rest of the country. Health
care reform proposals that the major-
ity is trying to push through both
Houses are not designed to incentivize
job creation at a time when we need a
lifeline. Instead, their bills will be job
killers.

The National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, which is the largest
organization that represents small
businesses in America, believes their
health care reform proposals will actu-
ally cost millions of jobs in small busi-
nesses over the next 4 years. It also
will greatly add to the Nation’s debt
when we are already borrowing from
future generations, as the Senator
from Wisconsin just talked about.

It is time for Congress to shift our
focus back to creating jobs, and do it in
a responsible way by reducing wasteful
government spending and thinking
about the future of our country. One
spending bill after another that comes
before this Senate is not going to solve
the economic problems our country is
facing. It is actually just going to
make the situation worse over the next
several years because as we borrow

more money, inflation and interest
rates will increase.
There are concerns about the

strength of the dollar in the world.
Adding to our debt intensifies those
worries. We all, as Republicans and as
Democrats—really, as Americans—
ought to be concerned about what this
debt is going to do to the future of our
country.

We need real solutions to our eco-
nomic problems. We need to get the
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country back on track. To do that, we
need to get control of out-of-control
spending, especially wasteful spending.

Job creation needs to be our number
one focus, and we cannot incentivize
job creation when our Nation is buried
in debt. This means we are all going to
have to start taking some difficult
votes to reverse the wild spending
spree we are on. Here in Washington it
is much easier to get reelected if you
are giving money away to people. It is
much more difficult politically to take
votes that actually cut spending be-
cause for every government program
that is out, there is a constituency
that lobbies to keep that gravy train
coming from the Federal Government.

Last week we had two options in the
Senate. We had the option to pay for
the extension of unemployment insur-
ance benefits with unspent stimulus
funds, money we have already taken
out of the pockets of taxpayers, or we
had the option of adding more debt to
the credit card of this Nation. I voted
to extend unemployment insurance
without having American families foot
yet another government bill. Unfortu-
nately, the majority party did not pass
this bill. Instead, they voted to con-
tinue adding to our Nation’s debt. Over
$100 billion was added to our Nation’s
debt just yesterday by this Senate.

By the way, $100 billion used to be a
lot of money around this place. It is
tossed around like it is almost nothing
now. $100 billion is a huge amount of
money. It passed and hardly got any
notice around the country. That is
what we added to our deficit and our
debt yesterday.

I stress again that job creation needs
to be our number one focus, but we
cannot begin to incentivize job cre-
ation just by adding more debt. I have
been focused on introducing legislation
that will help create jobs in Nevada
while not increasing the debt—for ex-
ample, the recent passage of my legis-
lation with Senator DORGAN, called the
Travel Promotion Act. This will
incentivize tourists from across the
world to come to the United States and
visit our world-class destinations. This
will spur job growth across Nevada and
our entire Nation. These will not be
government jobs; these will be private
sector jobs. These jobs will not be paid
for by the American taxpayer; these
will be jobs that will be a lifeline for
our economy.

Legislation 1like the Travel Pro-
motion Act illustrates that we need to
get past the idea that government
spending creates jobs and showcases
that we need to institute policies that
incentivize the private sector to create
jobs. We can do this by lowering taxes
on small businesses. They are the en-
gine of our economy. We can start cre-
ating employment opportunities
throughout the United States. These
private sector jobs will help get our
country back on the road to recovery
and will not add to the financial bur-
den of the United States.

The majority party seems to believe
the only way to spur job creation is to
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pass spending bill after spending bill.
As we have witnessed over the past
year, this does not seem to be working.
But this has not lessened the resolve of
those across the aisle. This week,
House Education and Labor Committee
Chairman George Miller announced
that he will unveil a jobs bill—that is
what he called it, a jobs bill—aimed to
save or create a lot of jobs in local gov-
ernments. It is a $100 billion bill—an-
other $100 billion.

The problem with this is these jobs
are going to be paid for by the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram, which, in simple English, means
we are adding to the debt. This is
money the taxpayers are going to have
to pay for in the future—borrowing
once again from our children and add-
ing to our Nation’s credit card debt.
This is not a solution to create jobs in
the long run.

The Federal Government spending
money on legislation whose only con-
nection to job creation is putting the
phrase in the title of the bill is not
working. In the short term, will it save
some local government jobs? No ques-
tion, in Nevada it probably would. But
Nevada is making tough choices right
now. They are actually looking where
there is waste. They are looking how
they can make government more effi-
cient. We are not doing that at the
Federal level. We are actually discour-
aging it by sending more and more
money to the States. But at the Fed-
eral Government level we are certainly
not looking for any efficiencies because
all we continue to do is spend more and
more money, add more and more gov-
ernment agencies, more and more gov-
ernment programs.

We should be tightening our belts
like every family, every business, local
government, and State government are
doing across the country. That is one
of the reasons many of us have cospon-
sored legislation for a balanced budget
amendment. If we were required to bal-
ance the budget we would be required
to take those tough votes. That is why
we get elected, to do something, to
make a positive difference for our
country. Adding to our debt is not that
positive difference. We need to think
about the future of our country instead
of just getting reelected by being able
to give money away to some of our
constituents.

I will conclude with this: Job number
one needs to be about creating jobs in
a responsible way—not government
jobs, private sector jobs. We need to
stop adding to the deficit, get govern-
ment spending under control, and cut
taxes for small businesses so that en-
trepreneurs across this country can
create jobs. These are what the prior-
ities of this body should be.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the Senate for about 10 minutes
under morning business.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I came to the floor to talk about
a young woman in Cincinnati, OH, but
I guess I am just amazed at the amne-
sia in this body. I hear colleagues on
the other side of the aisle say Demo-
crats vote for spending to keep that
gravy train going; that Democrats be-
lieve that job creation is always the
government; that Republicans believe
we have to get spending under control
and how politically unpopular it is to
vote to cut spending. I hear these
things over and over, and I hate cliches
but, you know the Yogi Berra line:
“It’s deja vu all over again.”

I was in the House of Representatives
for the first 6 years of this decade, and
I saw what happened. What happened
was my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle—when one bird flies off the
telephone wire, they all fly off the tele-
phone wire—voting on issue after issue
to bankrupt this country and to drive
our economy into the ditch. In 2001, tax
cuts for the rich, George Bush’s tax
cuts which went overwhelmingly to the
richest taxpayers and, as the Presiding
Officer from North Carolina Kknows,
using reconciliation to drive these tax
cuts through in 2001, 2003, 2005, bringing
Vice President Cheney in so they not
only used reconciliation, they had to
bring the Vice President in, who is al-
most never here, as the Presiding Offi-
cer knows, to vote in passing that with
51 votes.

We had a surplus in those days. We
had a surplus, and they took that sur-
plus and they enacted tax cuts for the
wealthy. Then they started the war
with Iraq but did not pay for it. I dis-
agreed with going to war. I voted
against it. But at least we should have
paid for it. They didn’t pay for the war
in Iraq and still have not.

Then they did this huge, tens of bil-
lions of dollars in giveaways to the
drug companies and insurance compa-
nies, all in the way of privatization of
Medicare.

So when I hear them preaching to me
about Democrats want to spend money
on unemployment compensation, or
Democrats want to spend money on
health care—such as COBRA, for those
people who have lost their health in-
surance—or Democrats want to spend
money on reimbursing doctors at a
fairer rate for Medicare, they attack us
for doing that yet they took a budget
surplus and ran this economy into the
ground by deregulating Wall Street, by
cutting taxes on the richest people in
this country, by turning the surplus
into deficits to the tune of hundreds
and hundreds of billions of dollars.

We had projected in 2000 a budget
surplus—projected—of $1 trillion. One
trillion dollars is 1,000 billion dollars.
We now have a projection of $1 trillion
in budget deficit. They come here and
they preach that Democrats should
quit spending money on unemployment
compensation because all these work-
ers, they do not want to work, they
want to receive their unemployment
benefits.
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Well, what somebody needs to ex-
plain to them, and perhaps my friends
on the other side of the aisle do not
know anybody who is exactly getting
unemployment compensation because
they spend too much time with people
similar to us, wearing suits and hang-
ing around places such as this and not
enough time in places in Charlotte and
Dayton and Winston-Salem and Cleve-
land, with people who have lost their
jobs and talking about it.

But it is not unemployment welfare,
as they would like to say it is, it is un-
employment insurance. That means
when you are employed, you pay into a
fund, and when you lose your job you
get money out of that fund. It is called
insurance, unemployment insurance.
They should remember that.

REMEMBERING ESME KENNEY

Madam President, I would like to
commemorate the life of Esme Louise
Kenney of Cincinnati, OH, whose life
was tragically cut short 1 year ago this
past Sunday.

HEsme was a bright, inquisitive, and
spirited young girl with many talents
and a limitless imagination and a
boundless love for life.

She was an artist, a musician, an
avid reader, an expressive writer, and a
budding water-skier.

The beloved daughter of Tom Kenney
and Lisa Siders-Kenney, the caring sis-
ter of Brian, Meghan and Frances, and
a loyal and loving friend to so many,
Esme touched many hearts in her short
time with us.

From all accounts, Esme’s compas-
sion and enthusiasm always warmed
the room and lifted the spirits of every-
one she met. Her loving brother de-
scribed her as a real ‘‘people person,”
one who loved meeting people, talking
with them, learning about them, and
sharing her life with them.

For all of those whose days were
brightened by Esme’s radiant joy and
love of life, this week marks an anni-
versary filled with sorrow and heart-
ache.

One year ago, Esme’s life was taken
from her under tragic and horrifying
circumstances.

The 13-year-old left the house one
day to go for a jog, and would never re-
turn.

One man’s rage and delusion resulted
in the brutal and senseless murder of
an innocent, virtuous, and loving child.

Perhaps most disturbing is the fact
that Anthony Kirkland, the confessed
murderer, was already a convicted kill-
er and registered sex offender when he
committed this atrocity. He had served
16 years in prison for the sadistic as-
sault and murder of another young
woman.

My wife Connie and I extend our
deepest sympathy to Esme’s family,
friends, and community during this un-
thinkably difficult time. We lost Esme
a year ago, but I know she will be part
of our lives always.

The recurrence of these horrible acts
underscores the urgent need to review
our criminal justice system, and that
is why I join the Kenney family in sup-
port of legislation introduced by my
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colleague, Senator WEBB: S. 174, the
National Criminal Justice Commission
Act of 2009.

This bill would establish the Na-
tional Criminal Justice Commission to
undertake a comprehensive review of
the current system and submit a report
to Congress and the President that out-
lines findings and recommendations for
changes in criminal justice policies.

Such action is vital to keeping our
children safe. We must not be compla-
cent in the face of such inconceivably
violent and destructive acts as the
crime that took Esme from us.

——————

RECESS

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

Thereupon the Senate, at 12:34 p.m.,
recessed until 2 p.m. and reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. BURRIS).

———

TAX ON BONUSES RECEIVED FROM
CERTAIN TARP RECIPIENTS—Con-
tinued

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

(The remarks of Mr. JOHANNS per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 452
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”)

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

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise,
joined by my friend, the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota and chair-
man of the Senate Republican Policy
Committee, to discuss the health care
legislation being considered in Con-
gress. The current debate is primarily
about process. But before addressing
that, I wish to remind everyone that in
the end, this is about the substance of
the legislation that Washington 1lib-
erals want to impose upon the country
by any means necessary.

This legislation is bad, both for what
it represents and for what it would do.
It represents a massive Federal Gov-
ernment takeover of the health care
system. The health care and health in-
surance systems could be significantly
improved with policies that respect in-
dividual choice, that embrace our sys-
tem of federalism, in which the States
can tailor solutions to their own needs
and demographics. It could. But Wash-
ington liberals have rejected that path.

What would this legislation do? As I
have argued in the past, this legisla-
tion would bust the limits the Con-
stitution places on Federal Govern-
ment power. Liberty itself depends on
those limits, it always has and it al-
ways will. Those limits mean Congress
may exercise only the powers listed in
the Constitution. None of those powers
authorizes Congress to take such un-
precedented steps as requiring that in-
dividuals spend their own money to
purchase a particular good or service,
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such as health insurance, or face a fi-
nancial penalty. This legislation would
unnecessarily take this country into
unchartered political and legal terri-
tory.

We just heard from the Congressional
Budget Office that President Obama’s
policies will add a staggering $8.5 tril-
lion—that is trillion with a “‘t’>—to our
already sky-high national debt.

This is before passage of the health
care tax-and-spend bill that would cost
another $2.5 trillion. Claims that this
boondoggle will lower the deficit result
from some pretty impressive account-
ing tricks. This legislation, for exam-
ple, would start taking money from
Americans immediately but would not
provide any benefits to them for years.
How about that as a neat way to lower
a bill’s supposed cost?

What do Americans get for all these
trillions of dollars? They would be re-
quired to buy health insurance, but
only 7 percent of Americans would re-
ceive any government subsidy to do so.
Washington liberals say this bill cuts
taxes, but 93 percent of all Americans
would not be eligible for any tax ben-
efit. Contrary to President Obama’s ex-
plicit pledge, one-quarter of Americans
making under $200,000 per year would
see their taxes go up. Middle-class
American families paying higher taxes
will outnumber those receiving any
government subsidy by more than 3 to
1.

And after the higher taxes, increased
government control, greater regula-
tion, and paltry help in buying health
insurance, this legislation would not
control health care costs, which is the
main reason for the concern about
health insurance in the first place.

It does nothing to rein in the junk
lawsuits that drive up costs and drive
doctors out of medicine. Instead, this
legislation would cut $500 billion from
Medicare to pay for a massive new gov-
ernment entitlement system that
would include 159 new boards and other
bureaucratic entities.

Last month, the White House re-
leased an 11-page document titled ‘‘The
President’s Proposal.” Calling it that, I
suppose, was to make it appear to be a
meaningful step in a genuine negotia-
tion. It is nothing of the kind. One of
the most obvious changes suggested in
this document was elimination of the
Medicaid subsidy that the Senate bill
gave to only one State. That was for
political rather than policy reasons.
And I cannot forget to mention that
this 1l-page document’s suggested
changes would add at least $75 billion
more to the cost of the Senate bill.
That is around $7 billion a page. But it
offered nothing to change the real de-
fects in this legislation.

For these and so many other reasons,
this legislation is the wrong way to ad-
dress the challenges we face in health
care and health insurance.

Let me turn to my friend from South
Dakota, Senator THUNE. Now that we
have been debating these issues for the
better part of a year, what do the
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American people think of these liberal
Washingtonian proposals and how did
we get where we are today?

Mr. THUNE. I say to the Senator
from Utah that he has made, over the
course of the last year, many compel-
ling arguments about the substance of
this legislation and just now summa-
rized what some of those are. The rea-
son the American people have rejected
this legislation is because they under-
stand the substance of it. As the Sen-
ator pointed out, it has tax increases,
Medicare cuts, and premium increases
for most Americans. They figured that
out a long time ago. That is why, if you
look at the public opinion surveys that
have been done with regard to the bill
itself and to the process by which it
got where it is, the American people re-
ject it.

The reconciliation process, which has
been talked about as a way in which to
ultimately pass this through the House
and then through the Senate, there
have been polls that have asked the
American public what they think of
using reconciliation to enact health
care reform.

The Gallup poll from February 25: 52
percent of Americans oppose the use of
reconciliation. Last week’s Rasmussen
Report poll shows that 53 percent of
Americans are opposed to the health
care plan. Perhaps the most telling poll
is a CNN poll from February 24—if you
can believe this—that says 48 percent
of Americans want Congress to start
working on a new bill, and 25 percent of
Americans want Congress to stop
working on health care. Added to-
gether, that is 73 percent of the Amer-
ican public that wants Congress to ei-
ther stop working on health care alto-
gether or start over.

I am not among those who think we
ought to stop working on this. This is
a big, important issue to the American
people. They want us to do it. But they
want us to get it right. What is being
proposed by our colleagues on the
other side and what so far has been
rammed through on a very partisan
basis is a $2.5 trillion expansion of the
Federal Government that expands the
health care entitlement but does very
little to reform health care in this
county or to address the underlying
drivers of health care costs in this
country.

So the Senator from Utah is abso-
lutely right in describing why the
American people are so opposed to this
legislation; that is, because they un-
derstand it. They know what it does.
They are concerned about the cost of
their health care insurance in this
country. They are concerned as well
about those who do not have health
care, and we have come up with solu-
tions we think make sense to cover
those who do not have coverage. But I
think it is pretty clear where the
American people come down on this
issue.

Incidentally, I think that is also
what many of these elections we have
had recently are about. If you look at
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