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school programs, and served on the
boards of valuable and important non-
profit groups such as the Rhode Island
Children’s Crusade for Higher Edu-
cation, a board on which I was privi-
leged to serve with Judge Thompson.
Her willingness to give back to our
Rhode Island community is char-
acteristic of her entire family. Judge
Thompson’s husband, Bill Clifton, is a
judge on the Rhode Island district
court. Her brother-in-law, Bill’s broth-
er, Edward Clifton, is a judge on the
Rhode Island superior court. It is a
very judicial family.

I had the occasion to appear before
Judge Clifton. He was the first judge
when we began our Rhode Island drug
court, when I was attorney general. 1
have had firsthand experience of his
qualities as well. We in Rhode Island
are very fortunate to be blessed by the
service and excellence of this family. I
am sure this is a very proud day for
them all. I extend my best wishes and
my congratulations.

I anticipate we will have a strong
vote in favor of Judge Thompson. She
passed without incident or opposition
through the review of the Judiciary
Committee. There were no questions
raised about her at her hearing. The
voice vote in her favor was unanimous.
The track record to date is an indica-
tion of a likely resounding confirma-
tion. I might add, if that happens, that
is yet another evidence of how talented
she is and how well she deserves this
seat on the Court of Appeals for the
First Circuit. It is an important circuit
for our State. It is a very distinguished
court. It has had very distinguished
Rhode Islanders sit on it in the past. A
friend of Senator JACK REED’s and
mine, the honorable Bruce Selya, has
served on that court with immense dis-
tinction for many years. So there is an
important Rhode Island tradition on
the first circuit.

I can assure all of my colleagues in
the Senate that as a justice of this
court, O. Rogeriee Thompson will dis-
charge all of her duties with the great-
est of distinction.

I yield the floor, suggest the absence
of a quorum, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be divided between
the minority and majority.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. 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for the quorum call be rescinded.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. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the nomi-
nation of Judge Thompson.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
0. Rogeriee Thompson, of Rhode Is-
land, to be United States Circuit Judge
for the First Circuit?
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The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT).

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

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Ex.]

YEAS—98
Akaka Enzi Menendez
Alexander Feingold Merkley
Barrasso Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Franken Murkowski
Bayh Gillibrand Murray
Begich Graham Nelson (NE)
Bgnnet Grassley Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Gregg Pryor
Bond Hogan Reed
oxer arkin X

Brown (MA) Hatch gfslgh
Brown (OH) Hutchison R

oberts
Browpback Inhofe Rockefeller
Burris Johanns :gg;?ﬁ;
Cantwell Johnson
Cardin Kaufman Shaheen
Carper Kerry Shelby
Casey Klobuchar Snowe
Chambliss Kohl Specter
Coburn Kyl Stabenow
Cochran Landrieu Tester
Collins Lautenberg Thune
Conrad Leahy Udall (CO)
Corker LeMieux Udall (NM)
Cornyn Levin Vitter
Crapo Lieberman Voinovich
DeMint Lincoln Warner
Dodd Lugar Webb
Dorgan McCain Whitehouse
Durbin McCaskill Wicker
Ensign McConnell Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Bennett Byrd

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be notified of the Sen-
ate’s action.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion.

—————

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 1
want people to understand that the
Federal aviation reauthorization proc-
ess is moving slowly but steadily. We
take several steps forward but none
backward. Yesterday we approved 14
amendments. There was a tremendous
amount of work done by the staff to
work those out. We have another large
group we hope to be able to do this
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afternoon. So large chunks of the bill
are actually getting done. Then, we
have a number of controversial amend-
ments, or potentially controversial,
and we are in the process of getting
those locked down so the Presiding Of-
ficer can pronounce a unanimous con-
sent agreement with 2 minutes equally
divided.

I yield the floor to the Senator from
Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, my
distinguished colleague and chairman
of the committee and I are working
very hard to clear further amendments
as well as get a vote on the Sessions
amendment, with a Pryor amendment
connected to that, and a McCain
amendment, so that we can try to fin-
ish this bill by tomorrow. So that is
what we are working on. We are of the
same mind on that. I hope very much
that we will be able to get the amend-
ments cleared that are very important.
I would ask all of our colleagues to
work with us to expedite matters so
that we can finish this bill early to-
morrow.

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank
the chairman as well for working with
us on this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
think the distinguished chairman of
the Judiciary Committee wishes to
speak, but he is waiting for something,
so I will proceed.

This Federal aviation bill is enor-
mous in scope, but we are doing it in
little pieces and with little amend-
ments, so sometimes it is hard. It has
seven different titles in it. One of them
has to do with community air service
to rural, underserved areas, which is
very important in my State and in the
Presiding Officer’s State—really all of
our States. Even California and New
York have many very rural areas
where they need air service.

I spent 10 years chairing the Aviation
Subcommittee, and I enjoyed it enor-
mously. I now chair the full com-
mittee, which I enjoy enormously. But
one focus throughout has been trying
to protect small and rural communities
and give them air service. They travel.
If the local airport promotes itself, as a
product must—it is not just a place
people go to; they have to announce
themselves to the public and say: We
can take you here, we can take you
there, while others of us try to get
flights in. It is tremendously impor-
tant, so they are worth fighting for,
and we do that.

Large and urban States sometimes
question that, but if they look in their
hearts, they have a lot of the same re-
quirements themselves. It is really
about equality, and it is about the
economy, and it is about fairness. What
is the difference between somebody
from a city and somebody from a
smaller community? They both do
business. One may not have a big jet
and therefore may require a smaller
airplane, a commuter airplane to get to
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where he or she wishes to go, but it is
important that they be able to get
there. So it is vital to our economy.

Every single business considers,
along with the school system, the so-
called quality of life, the crime rate,
all of this, they consider air service
when they are deciding whether to lo-
cate or to expand in a particular State.
And so for that, we have this wonderful
program called the Essential Air Serv-
ice—the EAS. It is a program which
has proved vital to communities across
this country. It has allowed them to
keep air service they might not other-
wise be able to keep, and literally so. It
doesn’t bail them out to do that. I
mean, it doesn’t pay the cost of that,
but it helps them and they use it.

The first option of air carriers, natu-
rally, but regrettably, as far as a small
community is concerned—if they are in
distress, as our airlines, our legacy air-
lines in particular, have been in recent
years—is they go to the end of the food
chain to make their first cuts, and that
is always the small communities—the
small airports and the small centers.
That doesn’t make them less impor-
tant.

Every time I think about that, I
think about the time I ran for Gov-
ernor and I was defeated. I became
president of a wonderful small private
college which had a grass airfield. They
didn’t get any Federal help, because
you can’t do that with grass. But I al-
ways remember there was a little yel-
low farmhouse when I drove out there,
and it is still the same little yellow
farmhouse today. But if you go inside
it has a worldwide educational CD,
video. It is the highest possible tech-
nology company you can imagine. It
just doesn’t happen to want to build a
big building. It is happy in this little
yellow farmhouse. You don’t have to
have tall skyscrapers to do business.
So the small community air service de-
velopment program has helped people.

My bill takes several important steps
toward KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON’s bill.
We worked side by side—and I can’t say
this enough—every step of the way. It
is sort of a perfect combination of a
ranking member and chairman. We do
several things here: We increase the
authorized funding for the Hssential
Air Service to $175 million. That is an
increase of $48 million. That is not a
whole lot of money, but on a nation-
wide basis that does a lot. That keeps
many small airfields open and allows
them to have control towers and run
air service.

We permit the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration to incorporate financial
incentives into contracts with the Es-
sential Air Service carriers to encour-
age better service. You have to keep
your eye on them. It is not just the
question that Senator DORGAN has
talked about; that is, what is the name
on the airplane. Sometimes there are
two names and you don’t know which
one you are riding on—is it United or
Colgan or what—and you need to know
that. We correct that elsewhere, in an-
other title in our bill.
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We also authorize the Federal Avia-
tion Administration to negotiate
longer term Essential Air Service con-
tracts. That makes sense because that
gives a sense of stability and predict-
ability to an airfield—to a small air-
field—and to the public which is inter-
ested in it.

We authorize the development of fi-
nancial incentives for carriers to im-
prove their service, as I indicated. It is
quite amazing, the whole structure of
what people get paid to fly, from these
little carriers to commuter airlines. I
am not going to give numbers to their
salaries, because you would be shocked
at what they get paid—a lot less than
teachers. But they accept that because
the seniority system says if you have
flown a long time, you get paid a lot.
And they have accepted that because
people who know how to fly love to fly,
and they want to fly. But you have to
keep your eye always on the quality of
service.

Maintenance is a very high order, be-
cause that is the kind of thing which
could be neglected and people might
not notice. It is like keeping up your
house. You can’t defer maintenance or
you pay a terrible price. In the case of
airlines, the price is very obvious.

We also authorize the Airport Im-
provement Program to convert Essen-
tial Air Service; that is, small airports,
into general aviation airports. That
turns out to be very convenient. There
are thousands of general aviation—big
jets, little jets, and King Airs—all over
this country, and they fly everywhere,
and we want them to. So we try to en-
courage the EAS to do well by them.

We have increasing funding for con-
tract towers. That is important. You
have to have a tower. I had a 9:30 ap-
pointment this morning, and from not
a large airport. Before taking off, there
was fog, so they couldn’t take off. I as-
sume they could see the fog them-
selves. But if they were in doubt, the
air traffic controller said: You aren’t
taking off. That is called a service to
them; less to me but to them, and that
is what counts.

In closing, I will mention something
very important to West Virginia and to
other States. Our global economy is
growing and we are much more inter-
connected. It becomes very important
now, for example, that commuter serv-
ices don’t just take you from, let’s say,
Charleston, WV, to Cincinnati. Some-
times, more importantly for business,
they can take you to Dulles Airport
and you can connect to the inter-
national air flight business, so that
somebody from Bloomfield, WV, or
Beckley, WV, can be flying and go see
his or her customers, or potential cus-
tomers, from a little commuter airport
and a little commuter airplane, which
then turns into a much larger airport
and international flow. I am proud of
this. And this is just part of our bill.

In the absence of other business, as
we wait for amendments to be worked
out, we will do three of those this
afternoon. Then we will have, as I say,
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a tranche of agreed-to amendments—a
very large tranche. In the tranche of
yesterday, which was 14 amendments,
and the tranche of today, which is al-
most that, that will be the bulk of the
bill.

We have been 3 years waiting on this
bill. It has been sort of held over or ex-
tended 11 times. Indeed, it will be 12
times by the time we pass it, which
will be, hopefully, tomorrow evening.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURRIS). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I of-
fered, along with Senator CLAIR
McCASKILL, my Democratic colleague,
an amendment that will help contain
our tendency in this body—a bipartisan
tendency, unfortunately—to bust the
budget, to spend more than we state we
are going to spend. It is a temptation
that is all too real. We are faced with
competing choices to spend and spend,
and some of our Members just find it
hard to say no.

We have to be careful about that be-
cause each time we do that, the base-
line of the budget or the emergency
spending goes up, and we have gotten
into a habit of it that is surging us on
an unsustainable path. Mr. Bernanke,
the head of the Federal Reserve, the
Obama administration’s leaders, inde-
pendent economists, and Republicans
across-the-board are saying we are on a
spending path that is unsustainable,
that we cannot keep on. But I have to
tell you, a lot of this is bad because we
budgeted it; but a lot of it is bad be-
cause we break the budget and spend
more than the budget says.

We have a historical incident in
which this Congress passed statutory
caps on spending to support the budget.
In effect, Congress passed laws that
said this is our budget for the next sev-
eral years. We have actual spending
dollar limits in our budget. Let’s pass a
law that says if we go above that, it
takes a supermajority.

Our bill says it would take a two-
thirds vote to exceed the spending the
budget allows. Some say: A two-thirds
vote? That is a high vote. But it is
based on the budget and the passage of
a budget, and the budget is passed by a
50-vote majority. So the budget essen-
tially will be the Democratic col-
leagues’ budget. What they pass is
what they expect the levels of spending
should be and where we should cap it
and where we should not go any fur-
ther.

This legislation would enhance our
ability and state with clarity, as a bi-
partisan act of this Senate and Con-
gress, that this is where we are going
to stay and that we are serious about it
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this time and we are going to do some-
thing about spending that is out of
control.

The simple truth is, we cannot con-
tinue to spend as we are. The simple
truth is, we are spending into debt, def-
icit, more than we ever have in our his-
tory. Let me just show this chart. I
think it is a pretty indicative chart
that should cause the average person
to lose their appetite—maybe even
have their hair stand up. I used this
chart a week or so ago. I was meeting
later with a Foreign Minister from a
European country.

He said: I happened to be watching C-
SPAN. I saw you yesterday on the floor
with this chart. He said: Do you use
charts on the floor often?

I said: Yes, sir, we do, Mr. Minister.

He said: I thought it made a lot of
sense. You ought to go all over the
country and show that.

This is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice numbers based on the budget that
is out there. It shows what our debt
held by the public is. The debt held by
the public is the debt where we sell
Treasury bills and people give us their
money. They loan us their money, and
we promise to pay them back—over 10
years or 2 years or 30 years—at a cer-
tain rate of interest. Some people say:
You should not count the internal
debt; that is not exactly accurate. The
only thing that really counts is the
public debt.

The internal debt, the gross debt is
much larger than this, but let’s just
use these numbers. In 2008 the total
public debt of the United States was
$5.8 trillion. Since the founding of our
Republic—in 1789, I guess, since the
Constitution was written. In 2013, ac-
cording to CBO staff, it will double to
$11.8 trillion. That is just 3 years from
now—double. Then, in 2019, it is pro-
jected to go to $17.3 trillion, more than
triple. This is not a little-bitty matter.
That is why people are saying we can-
not continue this way. That is why
Moody’s, the debt rating agency, is
continuing to discuss whether to down-
grade the American debt.

There are entities out there that in-
sure debt. Some people are so nervous
about debt they want to insure the
Federal Government debt and they pay
an actual insurance premium to make
sure if the government doesn’t pay
them what they owe, the insurance
companies will pay them what they
owe. I am not sure that is a smart deal.
Maybe it is in a smaller country. At
any rate, people pay this.

The amount of insurance that has
been paid on the American debt has tri-
pled. It is not a lot, but it says some-
thing about what independent people
are valuing.

The debt of Greece amounts to 12.9
percent. The 1-year deficit for Greece
amounts to 12.9 percent of their total
economy—GDP. We are at 9.9 percent,
our debt. This year—the year ending
September 30, last year—that deficit
was $1.4 trillion, three times the larg-
est debt in the history of the American
Republic—three times.
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Is this year going to be better? No.
This year they are projecting when
September 30 arrives, our deficit for
that one fiscal year will be $1.6 trillion.
According to some of the estimates,
the debt would drop down to about $600
billion over the next 10 years, through
2019. But now we are seeing numbers
that indicate that was too rosy a sce-
nario and we probably will not drop
below $700 billion, and then it starts up
in 2018, 2019, 2017—almost $1 trillion a
year annual deficits.

These numbers are low by any esti-
mate. Already this year’s deficit was
supposed to be a little over $1 trillion,
but it is going to be $1.5 trillion; maybe
$1.6 trillion. That is a lot of money. We
just passed another bill that added an-
other $104 billion to the debt for a jobs
bill.

What we are saying is, we are on a
pathway that is unsustainable. We can-
not continue to run trillion-dollar defi-
cits. We are going to average almost $1
trillion a year deficit for the next 10
years—probably it will average maybe
more than that. That is why I think all
of us are concerned about it.

Senator MCCASKILL and I, as a first
step, offered legislation that said we
are going to stick with our budget. If
we will just stick with our budget
things will be better than they would
be if we do not stick with our budget.
It is not a cure-all. It does not deal
with entitlements and all the things
with which we are confronted, but at
least our discretionary spending will
stick with our budget.

The first vote was 56 voted for it. We
made some changes to accommodate
concerns of some of our colleagues, and
59 voted for it—18 Democrats joined in
voting for that amendment. So we need
one more vote to make it law, and I am
pleased to work with Senator
MCCASKILL because we are serious
about this good step.

When it was done, similar legislation
was passed in the early 1990s and con-
tinued throughout the 1990s. That was
a factor, no doubt, in going from sub-
stantial deficits in the early part of the
1990s and in the 1980s to surpluses in
the latter part of the 1990s. That was a
big part of it because we stuck to our
budget numbers and we made progress.

Again, what number are you saying—
is it a freeze on spending? Not really.
The President talked about a freeze on
spending. I will support that aggres-
sively, but we are talking about a 1-
percent or 2-percent increase, accord-
ing to the budget. So it will give us a
hard limit on how much increase in
spending we will have. It will not re-
quire a cut in spending.

How does this play out in terms of
our economy? Well, what is a $1 tril-
lion? We used to talk about millions,
and then billions, now we are talking
about trillions. Is that really a lot of
money? Yes, it is. One trillion dollars
is one thousand billion.

In Alabama State, we are almost 1/50
of the American population, and Ala-
bama’s general fund budget is about $2
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billion. Alabama, counting education,
is less than 10. One trillion dollars is an
amount of money difficult for us to
comprehend. We have never, ever dealt
with numbers as dramatic as these
numbers.

What is wrong with borrowing? Why
don’t we just borrow? We have to pay
interest on it. This is public debt. We
do not have any internal surpluses any-
more, or very little, from Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. We have to go out
and borrow this money on the market-
place and we pay interest on it. We pay
interest every year on what we borrow.
Congress passed, over my objection, an
$800 billion stimulus package. Every
dollar of that was borrowed because we
were already in debt, and when we
spend $800 billion more we have to bor-
row it and we pay somebody interest
on it. It comes out of our money that
we collect in taxes. We have to pay in-
terest first just like you do on your
mortgage. The first thing, you pay
your house note, otherwise they are
coming to foreclose and out in the
street you will go.

How much interest do we pay? That
is a question I think drives home how
serious our unsustainable course is. A
simple truth is that the interest on the
national debt is growing in an incred-
ible rate and will soon surpass defense
budgets and everything else in our
budgetary items. Look at these num-
bers.

In 2009, last year, we paid $187 billion
in interest. What about the highway
program? The Federal highway pro-
gram that we talk so much about and
argue and debate about exactly how
much that should be is $40 billion a
year, just $40 billion. We paid last year
$187 billion in interest. This is a lot of
money. But as I told you, since we have
an unsustainable annual deficit every
year, huge deficits on top of the debt
we have already accumulated, our in-
terest payment on the public debt will
go up. Look at these numbers.

In 2020—from 2009 to 2020 the number
hits $840 billion in 1 year we will have
to pay in interest because we borrowed
so much money. That is why we hear
people say time and again this is im-
moral. We are borrowing from our fu-
ture, from our children and grand-
children, so we can spend today and
live well today without worrying about
the impact it is going to have in the fu-
ture. Do not think this will not impact
the economy adversely also. This
money is all a product of borrowing
from the economy, so the government
is now crowding out private borrowing
by sucking up the money itself.

If you are a private person and you
needed to borrow money and you say: I
promise to pay you back, and the guy
said: I think you will pay me back, but
the U.S. Government will pay me 5 per-
cent on a T-bill. Why should I loan you
money at 5 percent? If I loan to you,
you are less secure. I want 7 or 8 per-
cent from you, big boy. That is how
things happen. It drives up our wealth
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and capital for the expansion of busi-
nesses and home buyers and that sort
of thing.

So look at that chart. It is a stun-
ning chart, and it is a chart that has
the numbers on President Obama’s
budget that he submitted to Congress,
as scored by the Congressional Budget
Office.

Well, that is why we have to do some-
thing. There are a lot of things we need
to do. But I am hopeful that in our de-
bate and discussion in recent days that
we have had this vote up, this will be
the third time we vote on it. I am hope-
ful my colleagues will see this as at
least one firm step we will take that
will help us contain our tendency to
not stay with our budget.

If we were to stay with spending in-
creases that did not exceed 1 or 2 per-
cent that is in the budget of the next 4
years now, according to the budget
passed last year, we would see a posi-
tive impact on spending.

Unfortunately, in the last year, we
had bills such as Agriculture increased
to 10 percent; we had bills such as Inte-
rior get about 15 or 20 percent; we had
bills such as EPA, the Environmental
Protection Agency, a 30-percent in-
crease; State Department, a 30-percent
increase.

A 30-percent increase in a budget, the
budget is going to double in about 3 or
4 years. At 7 percent, money will dou-
ble in 10 years. So I just would say, this
is a dangerous thing. This will help us
contain that spending. That is why
Senator MCCONNELL and I are so inter-
ested in seeing if we can be successful
with this legislation.

I understand Senator PRYOR has an
alternative; they call it a side by side.
“Vote for mine, do not vote for theirs”
kind of amendment. I am not exactly
sure what it says. Hopefully, I can sup-
port his too. I understand his may be
just a 1-year binding cap. It provides no
point of order to waive the cap. It in-
creases spending in a number of ac-
counts. So we will look at that. I would
like to be able to support his too.

But what I would say to my col-
leagues 1is, the advantages of the
amendment Senator MCCASKILL and I
are offering are, it is a proven proce-
dure, it requires a two-thirds vote to
break the budget, it allows us to tell
ourselves, tell our constituents, and
the world financial markets that we
get it, we are willing to begin to con-
tain this spending and that we can do
better and we will do better in the fu-
ture and there will be other steps we
will want to take.

But I do believe this amendment will
be one of the first things we can do, in
a bipartisan way, to help control the
growth of spending and put us back on
track. In the 1990s, it led to actual sur-
plus. So I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Sessions-McCaskill amend-
ment. I believe it is the right thing for
our country. It is a significant step
that will work. It is not going to solve
all our problems, but it will be a big
help.
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I yield the floor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
would ask if Senator SESSIONS notes
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be recognized to speak as in
morning business for such time as I
may consume.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, let me say that I do like all the
guys I am opposing on this legislation.
I have been particularly close to JIM
DEMINT for quite some time. It hap-
pens that Senator DEMINT and I, al-
most every rating that comes along,
are considered always in the top five
most conservative Members of the Sen-
ate.

In fact, I tell the occupier of the
chair who already knows this, that just
last week I was declared by the Na-
tional Journal to be the most conserv-
ative Member of the Senate. I say that
because I am disagreeing with a lot of
my friends who have come forth to try
to do something about what they call
earmarks.

Let me try to make a couple points
that I think are significant. First of
all, an earmark that is in a current un-
derlying bill, if it is defeated, does not
save one cent, not one.

People out there believe—and I have
heard the talks on the floor where they
say: Well, we have to do something
about the next generation and all that.
Look, I have 20 kids and grandkids. I
am the guy who is concerned about the
next generation.

So when you try to make people be-
lieve you are doing something that is
saving money and doing something
about the horrible spending that is
going on, it is not sincere, because an
earmark does not add money. What
you do when you kill an earmark is re-
direct it or you might say you have an
earmark, but you do not like what
they put in, so you are going to reear-
mark it to something else.

I will give you a couple examples.
These examples, I know the Chair is fa-
miliar with this because he serves on
the Armed Services Committee. They
are two earmarks that Senator McCAIN
had; one was the earmark for the F-22,
where the President had had an
amount of money for the F-22, our
fifth-generation fighter. I thought it
was not enough. Several of us added
more, about $1.75 billion to that pro-
gram.

Senator McCAIN—and I respect the
fact that he disagreed—disagreed on
this issue. But he had an amendment
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to strike that earmark, which was a
successful effort. So he struck it. How-
ever, that did not change the fact that
the NDAA, that is the National Defense
Authorization Act, was still at $679.8
billion, the same as it would have been
had that earmark not been struck.

What happens to that money? That
was the $1.75. Well, that goes back into
the defense system, into the Pentagon,
where President Obama and his people
can make a determination as to how to
spend that.

Using another example very similar
to that, when we had the appropria-
tions bill—that was authorization—
when we had the appropriations bill, it
was at $625.8 billion. We had an ear-
mark that—you can call it an earmark
because we increased the amount of
money within the bill, and we offset it
to increase the number of C-17s. We
felt, in our judgment, that is what
should happen. That would have been
$2.5 billion.

So Senator MCCAIN tried to get that
out of it, and he was unsuccessful. So I
have given you two examples, one
where you successfully defeat an ear-
mark, one where you are not success-
ful. But neither one changes the under-
lying bill.

So for that reason, it does not hap-
pen. Another one the Senator had was
having to do with transportation. I re-
spect him. I do not agree with him. But
he had an amendment that would
strike some things from the Transpor-
tation bill amounting to about $1.7 bil-
lion. He redirected that to NextGen.
NextGen is a program I am very famil-
iar with because it has to do with the
next generation of avionics and all of
it. I know the Chair is aware of this;
that when Senator Glenn retired, that
left me as the only active pilot in the
Chamber or the only commercial pilot.
So I stay on those issues.

I found out I disagreed with Senator
McCAIN on that because CBO said we
could do the NextGen without this ad-
ditional money. So the point I am try-
ing to make is, eliminating earmarks
does not save any money.

Here is another thing that I think is
significant. Sean Hannity had a three-
night report that I enjoyed. What he
did, he had a list of 102 earmarks. He
went down these earmarks, and every-
one enjoyed it. Last night he had the
last 20. So he went: Earmark No. 20, 19,
18, 17, 16—went all the way down to
earmark No. 1. There is not time to
cover all 102 of these. I did this on Mon-
day on the floor, by the way.

But it was such things as the $3.4
million to the Florida Department of
Transportation to build an ecopassage
to allow turtles to cross under the
highway so they would not get hit by a
car. That was $3.4 million; $450,000 for
22 concrete toilets in the Mark Twain
National Forest; another earmark,
$325,000, to study the mating decisions
of female cactus bugs. That was an-
other one. This country needs that, of
course; $300,000 to buy a helicopter
equipped to detect radioactive rabbit
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droppings; $400,000 to study whether
adults with attention deficit disorder
smoke more than other adults. This is
one that really wound me up: $500,000
in a grant to a researcher named in the
climategate scandal. Here is a guy who
has been cooking the science, and we
are going to give him half a million
dollars. Then there is $500,000 to study
the impact of global warming on
wildflowers in Colorado.

I could go through all 102. But there
is one thing they all have in common.
I will bet you not many people know
what that is. Not one of these 102 was
a congressional earmark. These were
all Presidential or bureaucratic ear-
marks. There is where the problem is.
But they won’t talk about it because
the public has been duped into think-
ing congressional earmarks are a prob-
lem.

Let me tell you what happened over
in the other House. I am criticizing my
own Republicans now. The Republican
caucus got together and they had a re-
solve. They said:

Resolved, that it is the policy of the Re-
publican Conference that no Member shall
request a congressional earmark, limited tax
benefit, or limited tariff benefit, as such
terms are used in clause 9, rule XXI of the
Rules of the House . . .

That finally defines what an earmark
is. I was thankful for that. Even
though their policy was bad, at least
they talked about what an earmark is.
Here is what it is. Clause 9, rule XXI
applies to all legislation in the House
of Representatives, whether it be au-
thorization or appropriation. That is
what we do for a living around here.

There is an old document nobody
pays any attention to anymore. It is
called the Constitution. If you look up
article I, section 9 of the Constitution,
it says that no money shall be drawn
from the Treasury but in consequence
of the appropriations made by law.
That is us.

Besides, if you remember studying
about this—I know the Chair and I
have talked about his knowledge of the
Constitution—it was James Madison
who was the father of the Constitution.
He was the one who came up with the
three coequal branches of govern-
ment—the judiciary, executive, and
legislative. He is the one who coined
the phrase ‘‘power of the purse.” That
was James Madison. If you read the
Federalist Papers, he made it clear
what we were supposed to do. What we
in the House and we in the Senate are
supposed to do is pass laws that are
necessary to have appropriations and
authorization.

The Chair and I are both on the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee. That is
the authorization committee. We go
through and study what we need to de-
fend America—missile defense, for ex-
ample. We need to have redundancy in
all phases—the boost face, the mid-
course face, the terminal phase. All
these things are complicated, and we
really can’t expect the general public
to be aware of it because they are too
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busy making money to pay for all this
fun we are having up here. We have
this authorization. That is what the
Constitution says we are supposed to
be doing.

Then appropriations. After we au-
thorize something, study as to whether
it should be a priority, then we have an
appropriation to put it into law. That
is, again, what we are supposed to be
doing. The Constitution tells us we
have to appropriate and authorize.

The oath of office—everyone here has
taken the oath of office. In that oath,
we say we solemnly swear we will sup-
port and bear true allegiance to the
Constitution of the United States.

Wait a minute. They are going to up-
hold the Constitution, but they have
just said by their own resolution that
they are going to break the Constitu-
tion.

I look at this, and I think about how
people, if they only knew this was
going on, if they only knew that all
these earmarks Sean Hannity talked
about, all 102 were earmarks that came
from unelected bureaucrats—people
not responsible.

There was an interesting article in
the Hill paper the other day. It was
from February 4. They say lobbyists
are now going to Federal agencies be-
cause of all these efforts because of
earmarks and all that. So we have
turned over and given to unelected bu-
reaucrats what we are supposed to be
doing under our sworn oath.

I know Senator McCCAIN is going to
have an amendment coming up tomor-
row. I would like to suggest that people
who talk about not doing earmarks
have done earmarks. In the case of
Senator MCCAIN, there was an article
titled ‘McCain Breaks Own Pork
Rule.”” This was from November 7, 2003.

Then we have Senator DEMINT, who—
again, I really value him. He is one of
my closest friends. I remember when he
was first running for office. I went to
South Carolina, and they talked about
how roads were so important down
there, and he swore he would support
them. So he did. He kept his word.
These are earmarks. Senator DEMINT:
$10 million for the construction of I-73
at Myrtle Beach; $15 million to widen
U.S. 278 to six lanes; $10 million, engi-
neering, design, and construction of a
port access road; $10 million in im-
provements to U.S. 17; $6 million, wid-
ening SC 9; $3 million to complete con-
struction. These are earmarks that
were done by Senator DEMINT. I don’t
blame him. That is what we are sup-
posed to be doing. I have done the same
thing. You add up all these earmarks
on just that bill, and it comes to $110
million. Those are Senator DEMINT’S
earmarks on that one bill.

What I am saying is, these guys all
earmark, but somehow the public
thinks there is something wrong with
earmarks. I say: Fine. Define ear-
marks. Be as honest as the House of
Representatives. The House of Rep-
resentatives says earmarks are author-
izations and appropriations.
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What we need to do is remember
what our jobs are here. Again, the
thing that frustrates me is that there
are so many people writing editorials
thinking earmarks are going to some-
how cut spending. They don’t cut any
spending. Eliminating an earmark
merely transfers it from our constitu-
tional responsibility to the executive
branch. I am hoping people will under-
stand this.

I can remember 8 years ago. Every-
one said at that time that global
warming was caused by manmade
gases, anthropogenic gases. I thought,
it must be true; everybody says it is
true, until the Wharton School of Eco-
nomics came along and did a study dur-
ing the Kyoto Treaty days. They said:
What would it cost America if we were
to sign and ratify that treaty and live
by its emissions restrictions? The
range they gave us was between $300
and $400 billion a year. We are talking
about $300 to $400 billion a year.

I see my friend from Arkansas. I sug-
gest to him, that $300 to $400 billion a
year would cost every taxpayer he has
who files a return in the State of Ar-
kansas just under $3,000 a year. That is
what it would cost. We didn’t ratify
that.

Along came, in 2003, the McCain-
Lieberman bill—another cap-and-trade
bill to do essentially the same thing
Kyoto did—and then the McCain-
Lieberman bill in 2005 and the Warner-
Lieberman bill in 2008 and the Sanders-
Boxer bill in 2009. All of these have one
thing in common; that is, cap and
trade. Right now, we have Senator
LINDSEY GRAHAM and Senator JOHN
KERRY trying to change the word, not
use ‘‘cap and trade,” but essentially it
would be cap and trade.

All of that would have cost between
$300 and $400 billion a year. I bring that
up because it is pertinent to this. I
brought it up because 8 years ago no-
body believed me when I said it is
going to cost that much money and it