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in Akron and Dayton and Columbus, 
all kinds of job creation with alter-
native energy. 

But we need a better national econ-
omy. That is why yesterday in Cin-
cinnati the President and Chairman of 
the Export-Import Bank, Fred 
Hochberg, came to that city at my re-
quest and did a roundtable with com-
munity bankers on how we can help 
them help their customers to export 
more and met with a group of entre-
preneurs, a group of businesspeople in 
Cincinnati who were there in order to 
learn how to get help so they can ex-
port. 

The big companies, such as Procter & 
Gamble and GE, both major, important 
citizens in Cincinnati, don’t need all 
that much help to figure out how they 
are going to export products, but 
smaller companies of 5, 10, 50, 100, and 
200 employees need some assistance. 
When they try to export, when they are 
working in another country trying to 
find customers and trying to export 
their products, sell their products, so 
often other companies with which they 
are competing usually have their gov-
ernment standing right side by side 
with them in partnership. 

That is what we need to do for our 
small businesses, especially our small 
manufacturers that are trying to sell 
more products abroad, creating jobs in 
this country. We know that for $1 bil-
lion we export, it creates—whether it is 
in Albuquerque or whether it is in Ash-
land, OH, whether it is in Santa Fe or 
whether it is in Sidney, OH, we know 
that $1 billion in exports creates about 
15,000 jobs. 

Right now, we have a huge trade def-
icit, hundreds of billions of dollars in 
trade deficit. We know that costs us 
jobs. That is why what happened in 
Cincinnati yesterday is so important, 
so the Export-Import Bank can help 
these smaller companies that want to 
export, help them find financing, help 
them figure out how you license prod-
ucts if you want to sell them in Hun-
gary or you want to sell them in Ban-
gladesh or Nigeria or France, help 
them figure out how to get through the 
rules and deal with language barriers 
and deal with all kinds of problems 
that larger companies have a staff to 
do. Smaller companies need some as-
sistance, need a partnership with their 
government. That is what that meeting 
was all about yesterday. That is what 
the President understands. 

We need to help small business, we 
need to unfreeze credit, we need to do 
direct spending for infrastructure to 
prepare for the future, and we need to 
export more. Those are some of the 
keys to job creation. The President, 
when he speaks down the hall in the 
joint session of Congress tomorrow 
night for the State of the Union, will 
address a lot of those issues. It is time 
that the obstruction in this Chamber 
stops, and we can move forward and 
begin to do those kind of things we 
need to do. 

I yield the floor. 

RECESS 

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:43 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BEGICH). 

f 

INCREASING THE STATUTORY 
LIMIT ON THE PUBLIC DEBT— 
Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 8 minutes. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. FRANKEN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2952 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. FRANKEN. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3308 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3299 

(Purpose: To reduce the deficit by estab-
lishing 5-year discretionary spending caps) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The amendment is 
proposed by myself and Senators 
MCCASKILL and KYL. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS], 

for himself, Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Mr. KYL, 
proposes an amendment numbered 3308 to 
amendment No. 3299. 

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

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, our 
fathers and forefathers made heroic 
sacrifices so that we one day might 
enjoy the blessings of liberty and pros-
perity. Indeed, we have had prosperity 
through much of our country’s history. 
Their courage during World War II 
changed the world, making possible the 
greatest run of economic growth in his-
tory. The character and courage they 
displayed remains an inspiration to us. 
And there are important lessons to be 
learned from the way this ‘‘greatest 
generation’’ faced adversity. 

We have recently been put to the test 
ourselves. We were—and in many ways 
continue to be—faced with a national 
crisis in the form of a historic and se-

vere recession. So what did we do? We 
could have learned from President 
Reagan and Paul Volcker, a Democrat 
who was then Federal Reserve Chair-
man and is now working with Presi-
dent Obama. They took the political 
heat in the short run so the free mar-
ket could correct itself and emerge 
stronger on the other side. 

Instead, I think we flinched. We tried 
to limit the immediate pain by mort-
gaging our children’s future. We bor-
rowed hundreds of billions of dollars to 
finance our standard of living today. 
We took money from the future so we 
can spend it today. We tried des-
perately to mitigate the downturn of a 
huge economy, even when we know 
economies are cyclical and do have 
booms and busts. 

Every penny we spent on the stim-
ulus package—$800 billion—and other 
special spending was borrowed and 
must be paid back. In truth though, 
there is no plan to pay the debt back— 
only to pay the soaring interest for as 
far in the future as we can see. So this 
is not an academic problem, nor is it 
just a question of public financing and 
governmental roles. 

As former Federal Reserve Chairman 
Alan Greenspan said about our debt in 
December—and I think it is a stunning 
statement— 

The challenge to contain this threat is 
more urgent than at any time in our history. 
Our Nation has never before had to confront 
so formidable a fiscal crisis as is now visible 
just over the horizon. 

The policies adopted by Congress and 
the President have set the Nation now 
on a dangerous course of spending and 
borrowing. The budget crisis we face is 
so severe, the mountain of debt so 
high, that it threatens to undermine 
the foundation, as Mr. Greenspan said, 
of our economic strength and our pros-
perity. This is reality. 

For the first time in our Nation’s his-
tory, our generation stands to be-
queath to our children a nation that is 
less economically sound, less fun-
damentally strong, and less secure 
than that which we inherited. And it is 
not necessary. We can do better if we 
act today. 

It would be an unthinkable tragedy 
and really a moral failure for us to pass 
on a less strong country. We have re-
sponsibilities not just to our own peo-
ple today but to those who will follow 
us in the years to come, and we would 
have no one else to blame but our-
selves. 

The numbers tell a grim story. In fis-
cal year 2009, our government spent 
$1.4 trillion more than it took in 
through revenues. That is the largest 
deficit in our Nation’s history, dwarf-
ing those of previous years. Scaled to 
the budget of a typical family, the gov-
ernment operated like a household 
making $50,000 but spending $83,000. 
That is how much more spending we 
carried out than we had revenues. 

Common sense tells us this is 
unsustainable, and almost every expert 
you ask would use that very word: 
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‘‘unsustainable.’’ Yet we expect to run 
deficits over the next decade that aver-
age nearly $1 trillion annually—aver-
aging that and not going down. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
in the 8th, 9th, and 10th year, the def-
icit continues to increase. 

By 2019, we will owe our creditors, in-
cluding nations such as China and 
Japan, more than $15 trillion—three 
times the total debt of America that 
existed last year. In 2019, the interest 
payments we will make on the debt we 
owe outside the government—the pub-
lic debt to foreign countries and indi-
viduals—will be $799 billion, almost 
$800 billion in one year. That will be up 
from $202 billion in interest payments 
last year. $800 billion is about $200 bil-
lion more than we spend on defense, 
and 20 times more than we spend on 
roads or education. We currently spend 
about $40 billion a year on roads, and 
this interest on the debt will cost us 
$800 billion a year in 10 years—a basis 
of a tripling of our debt. 

That growing interest payment will 
crowd out our ability to fund other im-
portant government services, and it 
will crowd out private borrowers who 
will need to borrow to create jobs. 

Given that we have embarked on 
such a spending spree, is it any sur-
prise that the first item on the Senate 
agenda this year is the necessary bill, 
they say, to raise the debt limit to 
allow us to borrow more money? We 
have hit the limit. The government has 
a limit on the amount of debt it can 
hold by statute, such as a maximum 
amount on a credit card. America’s 
credit card has a $12.4 trillion limit on 
internal and external debt and, incred-
ibly we have maxed it out again. It 
should be a dramatic thing to boost 
that debt limit, but, interestingly, it 
has become routine. 

This will be the seventh time we have 
done so in 5 years, and it is troubling 
Americans. The public is rightly angry 
with Washington’s cavalier attitude to-
ward spending. They know ‘‘buy now; 
pay later’’ catches up with you eventu-
ally. They know nothing comes from 
nothing. The American people know 
that what Stanford University econo-
mist Michael Boskin wrote in the Wall 
Street Journal is true. He said: 

The explosion of spending, deficits, and 
debt foreshadows even higher prospective 
taxes on work, savings, investment and em-
ployment. That not only will damage our 
economic future but is harming jobs and 
growth now. 

The American people know that 
taxes are going to go up, a fact con-
firmed by David Walker, former Comp-
troller General and GAO head. He testi-
fied recently that taxes would need to 
double by 2040 to keep up with our cur-
rent commitments. 

The American people have made it 
clear they reject the philosophy of ever 
increasing debt. They reject taking on 
such a burden. Why? Because they 
know it threatens the strength of the 
American economy. They know it is a 
cloud over our efforts to rebound eco-

nomically, and they want us to stop. 
They want us to stop. 

To my colleagues, I ask: How much 
clearer does that message have to be? I 
do not think anyone doubts it. The 
good news is, many Senators are wor-
ried on both sides of the aisle. They are 
concerned about what we are doing, 
and they know we need to do better, 
and they are listening to their con-
stituents. They will have an oppor-
tunity this week to do that by sup-
porting this bipartisan legislation I 
have offered. 

I see my colleague Senator CLAIRE 
MCCASKILL from Missouri in the Cham-
ber, who is a cosponsor of this legisla-
tion that will limit the growth of 
spending. So it is a simple amendment. 
There are no strings attached. It as a 
rare opportunity to impose budget dis-
cipline on a Congress that is notorious 
for not having any. 

That is what makes people angry. 
Politicians talk a good game but noth-
ing seems to change. But when it 
comes down to it, the politicians al-
ways seem to find a way to spend more, 
and the taxpayers end up holding the 
bill. So this amendment would help 
change that. It would impose, first, 
binding limits on the 40 percent of Fed-
eral spending we control each year, dis-
cretionary spending. The amendment 
would put into law the spending levels 
approved in the fiscal year 2010 con-
gressional budget, which a majority of 
the Senate supported. It is basically 
the Democratic Congress’s budget. It 
had certain limits over 5 years. 

What we are saying is if you exceed 
those limits, then you would be vio-
lating this amendment, which seeks to 
control and avoid that. Those spending 
levels include only our budget in-
creases that are averaging about 2 per-
cent a year annually over 5 years. Con-
trast that with the 12-percent increases 
we saw last year in nondefense discre-
tionary appropriations, and the 10 per-
cent the year before. 

Factoring in the stimulus, govern-
ment spending on nondefense accounts 
actually soared by 57 percent, while 
State and local governments were 
tightening their belts, some cutting ex-
penses. 

Each year we increase spending it 
gets built into the baseline of our budg-
et for the next year, and when we have 
an increase in the next year, it is an in-
crease on a higher baseline, and it goes 
up exponentially. 

For example, last year, on one bill, 
the defense bill, there was tacked on an 
$18 billion expenditure for various 
projects that were not paid for within 
the budget. It was added, paid for with 
debt—money we had to borrow. If we 
do that each year, if we add another $18 
billion through that kind of budget- 
busting activity, it would cost the tax-
payers an extra $1 trillion over a dec-
ade. It is hard to believe, but that is 
true. Mr. President, $18 billion one year 
goes into the baseline; the next year 
you add another $18 billion, and it is 
not $18 billion, it is $36 billion more 

than you would have spent had the 
first one not been spent. 

I am convinced we can do better. 
This amendment is an important step. 

Second, the amendment would re-
quire 67 votes—two-thirds of the Sen-
ate—to waive the binding caps. In 
other words, if we set these caps, we 
can waive them if there is an emer-
gency. But it takes two-thirds to do so. 
Two-thirds of the Senate is a strong 
threshold that will keep these caps in 
place except in times of true emer-
gency. 

Finally, this amendment com-
plements efforts to rein in mandatory 
spending programs that are expected to 
be insolvent in coming years. Social 
Security runs a surplus now. Medicare 
did so until the last few years. Those 
surpluses are being spent in our discre-
tionary accounts. So these programs 
have little to do with our record defi-
cits. It is discretionary spending, up 
until recently, that has driven the en-
tirety of our debt. 

Deficits for the most part come from 
discretionary spending, and this statu-
tory caps idea I have proposed is tested 
and proven. The Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990 included similar provisions 
that kept the growth of Federal spend-
ing low for 12 years. Its provisions were 
extended in 1997 because people found 
they were working. Congress felt they 
were working. 

All in all, these budget rules helped 
to achieve four balanced budgets for 4 
consecutive years, from 1998 to 2001. 
The key component of that, I truly be-
lieve, was these statutory caps on 
spending that were passed during that 
period. 

Many currently serving Senators 
were in this Chamber in the 1990s and 
recognized the necessity. In 1997, 28 
currently serving Democrats, for exam-
ple, voted for these provisions, includ-
ing many of the Democratic leaders in 
the Senate today. I submit that those 
budget rules are even more needed 
today. 

As Mr. Greenspan said, we have never 
faced such a fiscal crisis looming just 
over the horizon. 

I am pleased a number of organiza-
tions known for their knowledge and 
concern about deficits have recognized 
the merit of this proposal, including 
the National Taxpayers Union, Com-
mittee for a Responsible Federal Budg-
et, the Heritage Foundation, and the 
Concord Coalition. 

Budget experts Douglas Holtz-Eakin, 
who served under a Republican admin-
istration; Alice Rivlin, who served 
under the Clinton administration at 
CBO; and Alan Viard also back the 
plan. President Obama, we learned 
today is now talking about a 3-year 
freeze on some discretionary spending. 
This legislation would only help him 
achieve that goal because he can make 
a speech and he can propose it to Con-
gress, but it doesn’t necessarily become 
law. If he supports this and works to 
support the statement that we under-
stand he will make in the State of the 
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Union Address, this legislation would 
be a firewall to make sure his promise 
isn’t broken. 

I say this to my colleagues: We have 
a budget crisis. It is a calamity so pro-
found that it threatens our economic 
security. Americans across the coun-
try—in red States and blue States—get 
it. They are deeply concerned about 
the direction in which we are headed. 
They know the crushing debt we are in-
curring will weaken our country, and it 
will restrict the opportunities our chil-
dren will have. They are making their 
voices heard. 

A vote against this amendment 
would be a suggestion that a Senator is 
not serious about maintaining our 
budget caps but is looking for ways to 
bust the budget, get around the budget, 
and spend more. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
legislation as a strong act of fiscal re-
sponsibility that will have a good im-
pact. In fact, I am confident it would 
send a message to the financial com-
munity that we are beginning to get 
our house in order. 

While I would like to go further and 
be more frugal in some of our behavior 
around here—and I do believe we are 
going to have to go further than this— 
this amendment will ensure that the 
limits on spending made last year in 
the budget passed by this Congress will 
not be exceeded. It will be a firewall 
that will save us from our excesses. It 
will begin to restore financial responsi-
bility to our Nation, a commodity of 
which we are in desperately short sup-
ply. 

I see Senator MCCASKILL. She has 
cast a number of tough votes to ques-
tion reckless spending since I have ob-
served her in the Senate. I appreciate 
her leadership and courage in speaking 
out on this issue. If we do this, it will 
not solve all our problems, but I think 
it will make a positive difference for 
us. It will allow increases as the budget 
allows for some increases before the 
firewall kicks in. But it also would 
make it very difficult to break the 
budget in any significant way, unless 
we face a true emergency. 

I yield the floor and I thank my col-
league for her leadership on this legis-
lation. 

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

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
acknowledge my colleague, Senator 
SESSIONS from Alabama, and welcome 
the opportunity to join him in an at-
tempt to restore some sanity in Con-
gress about spending. 

I come from a State where there is a 
requirement of a balanced budget, al-
though, over the last couple years, I 
am not sure how they would have done 
that without incredible pain if it 
hadn’t been for the help the Federal 
Government sent them. There is no 
question that the fact that we don’t 
have to balance the budget in Wash-
ington has led to some very bad habits. 

I was thinking about spending over 
the weekend, as this week there are a 

number of provisions we will debate 
that I have sponsored or am a big sup-
porter of, including the fiscal task 
force amendment which went down this 
morning by a narrow vote, and obvi-
ously pay-go, which I have been the 
lead Senate sponsor on over the last 
several months. These are all things 
with which we are trying to fight 
something that you encounter all the 
time as a parent. How much easier it is 
to say yes than no. My kids hate when 
I give them that lecture because they 
are always wanting me to say yes. I al-
ways say the easiest thing to do is to 
say yes—yes, you can have that outfit; 
yes, you can take my car; yes, you can 
go see your friends, even though I am 
not sure you finished whatever chores 
you had around the house. It is always 
easier to say I will go along with it, it 
is a good cause. 

That is what happens around here. It 
is not like we are spending on evil 
stuff. We are spending on stuff we be-
lieve in—education, highways, our 
parks, our military—and we are spend-
ing on things that make it even harder 
to say no. 

The time has come that we all have 
to feel the pain of saying no. We all 
have to be willing to suffer the polit-
ical consequences of saying no. That is 
why this amendment is such an impor-
tant step in the right direction. 

I want to be honest about this be-
cause we have a tendency to make 
things bigger than they are. This isn’t 
going to make a dramatic change in 
the deficit or the debt. I am not sure 
how many Americans have focused on 
the difference between the two, but 
they are two different things, and it 
will not make a huge difference. People 
need to remember that if we took out 
all discretionary spending and decided 
we were not going to spend another 
dime on education, highways or any of 
the things we decide on spending every 
year, we will still have a massive def-
icit problem. We don’t fix the deficit by 
passing this amendment. We don’t fix 
the deficit by saying we are not going 
to even do discretionary domestic 
spending anymore. So this is not a fix- 
all. Do you know what it does? It be-
gins to get us well. It is a little like 
earmarking. Is earmarking the huge 
problem? No. But it is similar to a 
fever; it is a symptom of a disease. This 
will help us get well. 

It will be a step toward recovery if 
we can pass this amendment to freeze 
our discretionary spending. I am so 
pleased the White House has called for 
a freeze. I think this is a wonderful bi-
partisan moment. I think we are all 
hankering for a good bipartisan mo-
ment right now. I hope we are all han-
kering for a good bipartisan moment. I 
got worried this morning on the vote 
on the fiscal task force because it 
seemed like there might have been 
some political games being played. I 
don’t know about anybody else, but I 
am hankering for a good bipartisan 
moment. This ought to be one, where 
Republicans and Democrats set aside 

who looks good and who looks bad, who 
gets credit and who gets the blame, and 
do something we need to do. 

We used to have a freeze and we used 
to have pay-go. They were both allowed 
to expire in 2002. I wasn’t here. I am 
not sure why they were allowed to ex-
pire. Did Congress all of a sudden think 
we don’t need pay-go anymore or we 
don’t need limits on discretionary 
spending anymore because we are out 
of the woods when it comes to the def-
icit or debt? I am not sure why that 
happened. I know most of the folks who 
let those things expire wish they could 
take it back. I bet most of the folks 
who did voting for major entitlement 
programs without paying for them dur-
ing that time—I bet they wish they 
could take it back because now we are 
in a real mess. 

The first and most important step to 
get out of this mess is to vote to con-
trol our spending. I am hopeful this 
will be passed by a wide margin. Some 
of my friends on the left have said the 
last thing in the world we should do 
now is limit spending, that government 
is the answer in this difficult recession. 
I voted for the stimulus, and I think 
the tax cuts in the stimulus, which 
don’t get talked about enough, and the 
help to the States, which doesn’t get 
talked about enough, and the jobs that 
will be created this year are very im-
portant to the progress we have made 
in terms of climbing out of the eco-
nomic hole we found ourselves in a 
year ago. 

But we will not get out of this reces-
sion on the back of government spend-
ing. If we decide it is just about gov-
ernment spending during this reces-
sion, we are dealing a very bad hand to 
our grandchildren. 

I hope this amendment passes. I hope 
it is not even controversial. I am so 
pleased the President is on board, and 
I am pleased that so many members of 
the Republican party are on board. 
Let’s take this important step, and 
then let’s live up to it during the ap-
propriations process. Let’s realize that 
pet project at home that we know we 
can get because we can get an ear-
mark—maybe this is the year to say no 
and push back from the table and say 
all those pet projects, those earmarks, 
are not the right signal we need to send 
to the American people this year. 

I thank my colleague from Alabama 
and Senator KYL, who were cosponsors 
on this. I look forward to wide bipar-
tisan support. I look forward to enthu-
siastic applause tomorrow night in the 
President’s State of the Union Address, 
when he lays out his freeze on spend-
ing. We are all on board now. Let’s 
make it happen. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator JUDD 
GREGG, former chairman of the Budget 
Committee and ranking member, be 
added as a cosponsor to this legisla-
tion. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I thank my colleague 

for her fine remarks. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3303 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3299 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amended be set aside and I send up 
amendment No. 3303. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 3303 to 
Amendment No. 3299. 

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

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

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Monday, January 25, 2010, 
under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the amendment be divided in the 
form which I now send to the desk. 

I ask at this time that division I of 
the original amendment be made the 
pending amendment. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. COBURN. I have the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

GILLIBRAND). The Senator from Okla-
homa still has the floor. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, 
while the Parliamentarian is doing the 
work that is necessary at this time, I 
thought I would spend a few minutes 
talking about this amendment in the 
interest of saving some time. 

We have a significant problem in 
front of us as a Nation. We have before 
us an underlying bill that raises the 
debt that nobody in this room, save the 
pages, will ever pay a penny toward re-
ducing—nobody except the pages and 
their generation will pay a penny to-
ward reducing. 

This request for increasing the debt 
limit of $1.9 trillion, I remind my col-
leagues, is $200 billion more than the 
entire Federal Government spent in 
the year 1999, 10 years ago. So we, in 
one fell swoop, in 1 year, we are going 
to increase the debt by $200 billion 
more than what the entire Federal 
Government spent 10 years ago. 

The whole purpose behind this 
amendment is a wake-up call to say: 
Wait a minute, the Congress, in the 
last 2 years, under its leadership, has 
increased spending 11.4 percent in 2009 
and 11.4 percent this year, not counting 
a stimulus bill and not counting omni-
bus bills that were not paid for because 
they were declared an emergency. 

If we add all that up, excluding the 
stimulus bill, we had a 28-percent in-
crease in the size of the Federal Gov-
ernment in the last 2 years—just in the 
last 2 years. At that rate, the size of 
the Federal Government doubles over a 
5-year period. 

What these amendments are designed 
to do is to get us doing what every 
American family is doing today; that 
is, starting to make some of the hard 
choices about where we have excess, 
where we have inefficiency, where we 
have duplication, and eliminate it be-
cause we should not ask the American 
people to take on more debt when we 
know we have at least $387 billion 
worth of waste, fraud, and duplication 
every year in the Federal Government. 
Yet that is exactly what we are doing 
with the underlying bill. We are taking 
on more debt and not doing anything 
about the excessive spending or the 
waste, fraud, or duplication. 

The whole purpose behind coming to 
the floor is to say: Can we not, in light 
of a 28-percent increase, cut 5 percent 
in terms of discretionary spending that 
we just jacked up five times that 
amount over the last 2 years? Can we 
not find 5 percent worth of waste? We 
have identified specifically 640 pro-
grams that are duplicative of one an-
other in the Federal Government. We 
have identified waste. When we go to 
find out, when we ask the GAO or the 
Congressional Research Service to help 
us with this, do you know what they 
tell us? We cannot; it is too big. We 
cannot tell you where all the duplica-
tion is. That is our own research bodies 
saying they cannot tell us where it is 
too big. 

This amendment puts a stop to that. 
It mandates that we in the future, 
every year, will get a report from the 
GAO on every program within the Fed-
eral Government that duplicates an-
other program and what their rec-
ommendations are to streamline or 
change it. 

The reason it is easy to borrow or 
easy to raise taxes is because we fail to 
do the hard work of eliminating the 
spending waste. We just had the Sen-
ator from Alabama wanting to put on 
some caps. That is not going to be 
adopted. We know it. 

The reason I divided this amendment 
is because my colleagues will take one 
segment of it and say: Oh, I was for 
cutting 5 percent out of the Federal 
budget, but I just did not agree with 
this one segment, whether it be edu-
cation or somewhere else, that we 
should not cut, and, therefore, I voted 
against the whole amendment. 

This puts the American people in the 
driver’s seat, as far as their Senators 
are concerned. We are going to get to 
see whether they agree that we ought 
to continue to waste money; that we 
ought to steal it from these pages and 
their generation and not do the hard 
work of making a choice and putting 
things in terms of priority like every 
American family is doing. 

Every American family is doing that 
right now. They do not have an unlim-

ited credit card. They do not have the 
privilege of going to the bank when 
they are tapped out and say: Just give 
me more money, like we are getting 
ready to do on extending the debt 
limit. 

The other thing that is in this is 
leading by example. The Senators in-
creased their budget by 5.8 percent this 
year. We reverse that. Most of us can 
easily live within the budget we had 
last year—easily. So we reverse the in-
crease for the Senate back down to 
what it was last year. 

We should not ask the rest of this 
government to make a sacrifice that 
we are not willing to demonstrate by 
leading on the same issue. 

This bill can be the first step in a re-
ality check of getting the Congress 
back aligned with where the American 
people are, as far as spending. 

Just a year ago, in January of 2009, 
the national debt was $10.6 trillion. 
Today the national debt is $12.2994 tril-
lion. Forty-three cents of every dollar 
we spent last year we borrowed, and we 
are going to do exactly that or worse 
this next year unless we wake up, un-
less we come to our senses. 

You can have all the arguments you 
want, but nobody in America believes 
the Federal Government is not waste-
ful. Nobody believes it is good enough 
to just freeze a small portion of discre-
tionary spending. What Americans be-
lieve is we need to cut spending. We 
need to cut out the waste, cut out the 
duplication, and cut out the fraud. We 
need efficiency where we can generate 
efficiency. We need to eliminate dupli-
cation where there is duplication. 

My friend, President Obama, when he 
was campaigning said: I promise to 
spend taxpayer money wisely and to 
eliminate wasteful redundancy. We are 
going to help him with that. That is 
what this amendment does. In 640 pro-
grams where there is duplication, we 
are going to allow an incentive for each 
department to get rid of it. We are not 
mandating they have to get rid of it. 
We are saying: You should do the re-
view. You should take this money, and 
you should eliminate the duplications. 
What you need from us to do that, we 
will give you. But we are giving you 
the authority to do that with these 
amendments. 

Let me quote from President Obama: 
Too often Federal departments take on 

functions or services that are already being 
done or could be done elsewhere within the 
Federal Government more effectively. The 
result is unnecessary redundancy and the in-
ability of the Federal Government to benefit 
from economies of scale and integrated 
streamlined operations. 

He is right. So now we are going to 
give the Senators a chance to support 
his statement and his position. 

Nothing has been done in the last 
year to accomplish that. As a matter of 
fact, the President sent program after 
program that he wanted to get rid of. 
He said they are not effective, they do 
not work, they are duplicative, and 
they are not efficient. What did we do? 
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We did not eliminate a one of them. We 
just kept funding them. So we cannot 
claim that the problems lie with the 
President. The problems do not lie with 
the President. The problems lie with 
the elected body of Congress in not 
making the hard, difficult choices of 
putting a priority on what is most im-
portant and taking the time to do the 
oversight and explain to the American 
people why we ought to have the pro-
grams consolidated. We may have a 
goal we want to accomplish and help 
the American people with, but we cer-
tainly ought to do it in the most effi-
cient and effective manner we can. 

The other reason to consider this 
amendment is to think about what is 
getting ready to happen to us. What is 
getting ready to happen to us over the 
next 10 years is we are going to accrue 
another $9 trillion in debt if we do not 
start this process with this amendment 
today. We are going to accrue another 
$9 trillion. Of that $9 trillion, $4.8 tril-
lion of it is going to be interest. It is 
going to be interest costs on the debt. 
We are going to borrow money to pay 
the interest on the money that we bor-
row. It does not have to be that way. 

My colleagues will come down and 
say: The big problem is the entitlement 
programs. There is no question that is 
two-thirds of our problem. But the easy 
thing to fix now and saves billions, if 
not trillions, of dollars on is the discre-
tionary portion of the budget that we 
do have control over. 

We always hear the excuse: That is 
not the big problem. The reason it is 
not the big problem is because politi-
cians enamor themselves with people 
at home by spending money we do not 
have on things we do not need that are 
not truly a legitimate role of the Fed-
eral Government. 

The family budget is getting smaller, 
and the Federal Government is getting 
bigger. That is just exactly the oppo-
site of what ought to be happening in 
this country today. Inflation is near 
zero, but yet we are increasing spend-
ing, like I said, 11.7 percent last year. 
That does not include the supplemental 
emergency spending and does not have 
any connection at all with the stim-
ulus bill. That is what we did with the 
individual budgets across the Federal 
Government. 

When I come down and make the case 
for cutting back 5 percent of that, 
which ends up being $120 billion, no-
body should be opining: My goodness, 
we are going to tear things up. But we 
are going to hear that. We are going to 
hear all the reasons we cannot do what 
I am proposing to do. 

America is not going to buy that 
anymore. They are not buying it any-
more, and they should not buy it. 

The other thing this amendment will 
do is it will give us 30 days to come 
back and assess other areas where we 
can cut more spending. People in this 
body think that is hard. It is not hard. 
Let me give an example of where we 
can save $80 billion a year in one pro-
gram. 

At a minimum, there is $100 billion of 
fraud in Medicare a year. We do not 
have an effective strategy, like any 
other organization outside of govern-
ment, to limit the defrauding that goes 
on in Medicare. We pay, and then we 
try to chase people we should not have 
paid. 

Senator LEMIEUX from Florida and 
others have multiple ideas on how we 
could take that $100 billion and over 
the next 6 months save $30 billion or 
$40 billion of that. That is $30 billion or 
$40 billion each year over the next 10 
years. That comes out to $1⁄2 trillion, 
which cuts down that $9 trillion in ad-
ditional debt we are going to be encum-
bering upon our children. Last year, 
this country’s debt grew $4.2 billion a 
day. We didn’t do anything about that 
except spend more money, so this year 
it is going to accrue at $4.3 billion a 
day. That is how much we are going to 
spend that we don’t have. 

Isn’t it time that we start facing the 
situation as it is rather than the way 
we would like it to be? The cold hard 
facts are that we have a short time-
frame—4 to 5 years at most—to get our 
house back in order. Now is the time to 
start. It is not next year, it is not next 
month; it is right now—right now, 
when the American people may or may 
not be focused on the fact that we are 
going to authorize an additional $1.9 
trillion worth of borrowing. You can’t 
even write that many zeros down and 
have a comprehension of how much it 
is. At the same time, we don’t do any-
thing about solving the problem. 

Quite frankly, Congress has a depend-
ency issue. We are addicted. We are ad-
dicted to spending. We are addicted to 
the age-old adage that if I spend 
enough money, I can go home and tell 
people how great I am, not ever telling 
them I am spending their money and 
their kids’ money but claiming I am 
looking out for them. 

The only way you really look out for 
America is to secure America into the 
future, and we have not been doing 
that. It hasn’t been done under the Re-
publican watch, hasn’t been done under 
the Democratic watch. What has hap-
pened is the same old same old of con-
tinuing to ignore the problem and not 
taking the heat for making the tough 
choices that will put our country back 
on the track on which it belongs—a 
track that will secure a future for our 
children and grandchildren, that will 
embrace the heritage that made this 
country great. What was that heritage? 
That heritage was sacrifice. In this 
country, all of us—many—are sacri-
ficing now, and many in the future are 
going to have to sacrifice. 

Others will come down to the floor 
and they will say: Well, COBURN, all 
you want to do is cut spending; you 
don’t really want to solve the problem. 
Well, the first part of solving the prob-
lem is cutting the spending and recog-
nizing that the walls don’t fall down if 
you cut 5 percent out of the discre-
tionary spending in our budget. As a 
matter of fact, very few people will 

ever notice $120 billion coming out of 
the Federal Government on these dis-
cretionary programs because they will 
just go to a different grant program 
that does the same thing and get it 
there. 

Let me go into some of the facts be-
cause many of us don’t understand. 
Here are some examples: 

There are 14 programs administered 
by the U.S. Department of Education 
related to foreign exchanges and de-
signed to increase opportunity for stu-
dents to study abroad. There is nothing 
wrong inherently with wanting our stu-
dents to study abroad, to gain that per-
spective and to gain that education, 
but why 14 different programs? Why 
not one? Why not 1 program and save 
all the administrative costs of the 
other 13? Why not do that? Because 
somebody may not have their name on 
a program? The fact is, nobody knew 
that until we discovered it in the last 
4 weeks. 

There are more than 44 job-training 
programs administered by 9 different 
Federal agencies across the bureauc-
racy, costing $30 billion a year. Forty- 
four Federal job-training programs? 
Tell me why we need 44. Maybe 4 to hit 
different areas in different situations 
but not 44 and not through 9 different 
Federal agencies that are all trying to 
do the same thing and competing to 
throw out money. 

What about 69 early education pro-
grams administered by 9 different Fed-
eral agencies. Sixty-nine, why would 
we tolerate that? Why would we con-
tinue with the status quo? Now is the 
time to make changes. 

One of my favorites is that we have 
105 Federal programs supporting 
science, technology, engineering, and 
math—105 different programs where we 
support that—funding over $3 billion a 
year. I agree we ought to encourage it, 
we ought to stimulate it, we ought to 
support it because we know we have to 
be competitive in the future, but do we 
really need 105 different Federal Gov-
ernment programs? The answer is, ab-
solutely not. We don’t. But because we 
don’t know what is there, we continue 
to do the same. 

As a matter of fact, there is going to 
be a Judiciary markup on Thursday 
that has a new program in it—sup-
posedly new—and the authors of the 
bill have no idea that we already have 
a Federal program that does the same 
thing. That is why the important key 
component of this global amendment is 
to make sure the GAO tells us what is 
out there, what we need to do, and how 
we need to go about it. We may need 
some redundancy, but we don’t need 105 
times redundancy, we don’t need 30 
times redundancy, we don’t need 44 
times redundancy, and we don’t need 69 
times redundancy. As a matter of fact, 
when we have all these programs, the 
States have to hire all these different 
people to understand all the different 
programs so they can make sure they 
get their fair share. We could actually 
save the States a ton of money if they 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 00:48 Jan 27, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26JA6.026 S26JAPT1dc
ol

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES228 January 26, 2010 
only had one-stop shopping—if, in fact, 
it is a truly legitimate government 
function. 

The amendment also rescinds unobli-
gated discretionary funds that have 
been available for more than 2 consecu-
tive fiscal years. So it doesn’t hurt the 
agencies if the money has been there 
and they haven’t spent it. As a matter 
of fact, we are giving them so much 
money, they can’t spend it all. We have 
seen unobligated balances go up be-
cause they can’t get it out the door. 
And when we are pushing them to get 
it out the door, guess what happens to 
efficiency and accuracy and effective-
ness of those programs. It goes way 
down. 

According to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, at year end 2009, that 
is, September 30, there was $657 billion 
sitting in unobligated funds. Some of 
that is military, some of that is war 
funds, some of that is VA. We exempt 
war funds and we exempt VA. We ex-
empt DOD, but we shouldn’t because 
there is $50 billion a year in waste in 
the Pentagon that can easily be dem-
onstrated. 

So we direct the GAO to identify 
those duplicative programs and report 
to Congress on the findings. 

Madam President, may I make an in-
quiry of the Chair? Has the status of 
our division been decided? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s amendment is not divisible as a 
matter of right because the Senate has 
entered into a unanimous consent 
agreement limiting the universe of 
amendments on this measure. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the 
Senators from Alabama and Oklahoma 
have offered that amendment to the 
debt limit resolution. As these amend-
ments address matters primarily for 
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations 
Committee, I will defer to the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee 
to address those amendments momen-
tarily. 

NOMINATION OF BEN BERNANKE 
Madam President, in the meantime, 

on another matter, I wish to say I 
strongly support the nomination of 
Chairman Ben Bernanke to his second 
term as Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve. 

Last August, President Obama an-
nounced his intention to renominate 
Chairman Bernanke for a second term. 
There is little debate that our financial 
system has been through one of the 
most tumultuous times since the Great 
Depression. I strongly support Presi-
dent Obama’s decision to renominate 
Ben Bernanke and believe he has the 

expertise to continue to lead this coun-
try out of one of the worst economic 
downturns in history. 

Chairman Bernanke graduated 
summa cum laude from Harvard Uni-
versity, earning a bachelor’s degree in 
economics. He continued his studies at 
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, where he received a Ph.D. in 
economics. He then had the good sense 
to head to Stanford, my alma mater, 
where he taught economics for several 
years at the Graduate School of Busi-
ness. After heading back to Princeton 
University, he quickly rose through 
the academic ranks to become chair-
man of the Princeton Economics De-
partment. His groundbreaking eco-
nomic work on the Great Depression 
helped increase our understanding of 
that calamity and prepared him well to 
tackle our recent disaster. He has a 
strong record of public service, includ-
ing work as a visiting scholar at sev-
eral Federal Reserve banks. 

In 2002, President George W. Bush ap-
pointed him to serve on the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. In 2005, President Bush appointed 
him Chairman of the President’s Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers. In 2006, Presi-
dent Bush appointed him Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve. The Senate con-
firmed his nomination by voice vote. 
After his appointment to three posts 
by President Bush, Ben Bernanke was 
renominated as Federal Reserve Chair-
man in 2009 by President Obama. 

At this point, I might point out that 
if any Senator had any problems with 
the reappointment of Chairman 
Bernanke, they certainly knew when 
his term expired and they should have 
conveyed those views to President 
Obama, and conveyed them strongly if 
that was their view, so that President 
Obama would have had an opportunity 
to appoint somebody else if that was 
his choice. It is my understanding that 
virtually no Senator complained to 
President Obama about the renomina-
tion of Chairman Bernanke before the 
nomination was sent to the Senate. 

In his nearly 4 years as Federal Re-
serve Chairman, Ben Bernanke has 
demonstrated he is worthy of another 
term. Facing the worst financial ca-
lamity in nearly 70 years and relying 
on his keen insight into the origins of 
financial panics, he successfully 
worked with the previous and current 
administrations to ensure that the 
economy of the United States and the 
world survived the crisis of 2008. 

Again, his dissertation was on the 
Great Depression. This is a man who 
understands the Great Depression and 
probably had some pretty good ideas of 
how to prevent that from occurring. 
Averting disaster is not something 
that usually earns you accolades or pa-
rades. ‘‘It could have been worse’’ is 
not your typical commendation. But 
there is no doubt that without Chair-
man Bernanke’s leadership, our econ-
omy would have been much worse off. 

Time will tell how the history of this 
crisis is written, but economists and 

experts believed then and still today 
that the Federal Government could not 
stand by and let the financial system 
collapse. Liquidity in the markets 
evaporated. Small businesses could not 
obtain the day-to-day cash to buy in-
ventory or make payroll. Foreclosures 
increased from hundreds to hundreds of 
thousands. Americans across the coun-
try witnessed their retirement savings 
dwindling before their eyes. Confidence 
in the system as a whole vanished. 

Beginning in 2008, Chairman 
Bernanke began to take a series of 
steps to walk us back from the brink of 
disaster. The Federal Reserve cut in-
terest rates early and aggressively in 
an attempt to inject liquidity into the 
markets. I might point out that there 
were some who counseled the opposite 
action; that is, those most concerned 
about inflation. Perhaps Bernanke 
went too far in trying to inject liquid-
ity back into the markets, but that is 
what he believed was necessary in 
order to get the economy back on 
track. The Fed established lending fa-
cilities to provide much needed fund-
ing. Last year, the Fed, in conjunction 
with the Department of Treasury, es-
tablished the Term Asset-Backed Secu-
rities Loan Facility, TALF, to finance 
more than 4 million consumer and 
small business loans. That is some-
times forgotten, but that is something 
he did. At a time when conditions were 
changing daily and sometimes hourly, 
Chairman Bernanke did not hesitate to 
take bold and necessary steps to avoid 
total collapse of our economy. 

Madam President, 20/20 hindsight will 
always reveal things we would have 
done differently. With such aggressive 
and unprecedented action comes criti-
cism and judgment. 

Without a doubt, the Federal Reserve 
System deserves a share of the blame 
for fostering the conditions that led us 
to the precipice, but as this crisis was 
systemic, so, too, were its flaws. 

On that point, I might say there are 
a lot of agencies that probably should 
be blamed or held accountable for some 
of the missteps or failure to foresee the 
crisis occurring. One that comes to my 
mind is the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. The Securities and Ex-
change Commission either did not have 
jurisdiction or didn’t ask for jurisdic-
tion or did not exercise jurisdiction 
over a lot of the nonbanks that were 
creating a lot of these fancy deriva-
tives and other instruments. I can 
name many of them. I think we all 
know who they are. It was a lack of ef-
fort by the SEC. I think the SEC was 
derelict in not being much more ag-
gressive at that time. 

There are a lot of areas where fingers 
can be pointed. One can be the Con-
gress. Where were the oversight com-
mittees at that time? What were the 
questions they were asking? What were 
they doing? 

I think, frankly, that mistakes were 
made, many of them, beginning with 
the subprime mortgage crisis and 
working all the way up to mortgage 
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brokers packaging and reselling loans 
and securitizing those loans and then 
all the other instruments that were de-
veloped at the time, and very high le-
verage. That was a big mistake made 
before Ben Bernanke was head of the 
Fed. 

It is more apparent than ever that we 
must pass strong and comprehensive 
regulatory reform, to crack down on 
risky financial derivatives, properly 
regulate the shadow banking system, 
and ensure consumers are adequately 
protected. In his confirmation hearing, 
Chairman Bernanke stated that such a 
crisis ‘‘must prompt financial institu-
tions and regulators alike to undertake 
unsparing self-assessments of their 
past performance.’’ 

Chairman Bernanke is doing just 
that. The Federal Reserve has already 
undergone significant regulatory 
changes, and he is committed to work-
ing with me and my colleagues in Con-
gress to put in place proper oversight 
and transparency to see that we are 
never again faced with the peril we 
have witnessed over the past 2 years. 

But as Emerson once said, ‘‘[b]lame 
is safer than praise.’’ I commend Chair-
man Bernanke and his team at the 
Federal Reserve for acting in a time of 
such uncertainty. There is still much 
that must be done to get our economy 
back on track and Americans back to 
work. I believe that Chairman 
Bernanke and the Federal Reserve will 
continue efforts to create jobs and help 
middle class families. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting Chair-
man Bernanke’s nomination for his 
second term, as he works to restore 
confidence and prosperity in our econ-
omy. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KAUFMAN.) Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3303 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak in support of the Coburn amend-
ment to eliminate wasteful and dupli-
cative spending. Before my colleague 
from Oklahoma leaves the floor, I 
know he has to go, but I have to pose 
a question for the Senator from Okla-
homa. We have a listing in the Sen-
ator’s amendment of the many duplica-
tive programs. 

Have we had a study that would indi-
cate how many government employees 
are engaged in administering these du-
plicative programs? 

Mr. COBURN. No. To answer the Sen-
ator’s question, we do not even know 
how many duplicative programs there 
are out there. These are the 640 we 
found looking over a 4-week period. 

But when we asked GAO or the Con-
gressional Research Service about this, 

what they say is the task is too big. 
They do not even know if they can ac-
complish the task, which goes to the 
enormity of the problem we face. 

I mentioned on the Senate floor ear-
lier, we have a markup tomorrow in 
the Judiciary Committee for a new pro-
gram, and it is duplicative of an exist-
ing program. But those offering the 
amendment do not even know it. So it 
shows we have to stop and reassess. 
Part of this amendment is creating a 
mandate that the GAO has to advise us 
on that. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I do believe that at 
least we ought to, over time, make an 
attempt to ascertain the numbers of 
employees who are in these duplicative 
government programs. It is really star-
tling—if the American people knew of 
the fact that there are so many dupli-
cative efforts and different agencies of 
the government trying to accomplish 
the same mission. 

Before I go much further, I would 
like to mention, I have the information 
that tomorrow night the President will 
propose a spending freeze for discre-
tionary spending with the exception of 
defense, veterans affairs, and homeland 
security. I applaud that move on the 
part of the President. 

I think, from the conclusions I have 
reached so far, it would save some $15 
billion next year and perhaps $200 bil-
lion over time. We are trying to ascer-
tain exactly what that is. 

But I do not see how the President, 
at the same time that he is recom-
mending a spending freeze that would 
save some $12 or $15 or $20 billion next 
year, at the same time to be proposing 
a stimulus package, another one, that 
could be $80 or $100 billion. That is not 
fiscal discipline. 

The House, the other body, passed, 
before we went out of session, a jobs 
bill that was somewhere around $100 
billion, as I understand it. I understand 
the other side of the aisle is working 
on a package of about $80 billion. Well, 
look, let’s stop the spending now. Let’s 
stop the spending now. 

So if we want to be sincere about 
stopping the spending that is unneces-
sary and unneeded, then we certainly 
should discard the idea that we need 
another massive stimulus, particularly 
in light of the fact that by any esti-
mation, including the prediction of the 
President’s economic advisers that if 
we passed the last stimulus package, 
unemployment would be at 8 percent. 

So this proposal about a spending 
freeze would have a lot more credi-
bility with me if we said we are going 
to stop additional spending this year 
that would also add to the burgeoning 
national debt. 

The Coburn amendment is an impor-
tant one. The Coburn amendment is 
best appreciated by the fiscal situation 
in which we find ourselves. In a recent 
editorial in the Houston Chronicle, 
they noted: 

Our spending excesses, as most every 
American knows, are increasingly financed 
by foreign sources led by China. In all, about 

$4.5 trillion in U.S. debt is held by foreigners 
and nearly $800 billion of that is held by the 
Beijing government. 

So we will increase the debt limit, 
and who is going to buy that debt? Ap-
parently, the Chinese are buying a lot 
of it since they own, according to the 
Houston Chronicle, about $800 billion, 
and foreign countries own about $3.5 
trillion. 

On December 16, the Wall Street 
Journal wrote: 

Our view is there is good and bad public 
borrowing. In the 1980s, Federal deficits fi-
nanced a military build-up that ended the 
Cold War leading to an actual peace dividend 
in the 1990s of 3 percent of GDP, as well as 
tax cuts that ended the stagflation of the 
1970s, and began 25 years of prosperity. Those 
were high-return investments. Today’s debt 
is financing what exactly? The TARP money 
did undergird the financial system for a 
time, and is now being repaid. But most of 
the rest has been spent on a political wish 
list of public programs ranging from unem-
ployment insurance to wind turbines to tax 
credits for golf carts. Borrowing for such 
low-return purposes makes America poor in 
the long run. 

So if we are increasing the debt 
limit, and the Chinese and other coun-
tries are going to buy that debt, and we 
are spending money in the stimulus 
package that has shown very little re-
turn on the massive $787 billion invest-
ment, then should we not try Dr. 
COBURN’s method and support his 
amendment which would basically pre-
vent us from having to increase the 
debt limit? 

This amendment of Dr. COBURN’s 
would rescind $120 billion in spending, 5 
percent from each agency of govern-
ment, other than the Department of 
Defense and Veterans Affairs; directing 
the agencies to consolidate more than 
650 duplicative government programs; 
rescind unobligated discretionary funds 
available for more than 2 consecutive 
fiscal years. Most Americans would be 
astonished to know that there are still 
tax dollars sitting out there which 
have been appropriated and not been 
spent for more than 2 years, sometimes 
several years. 

Directing GAO to identify duplica-
tive government programs and report 
the findings to Congress would render 
the debt limit increase in the under-
lying bill null and void. It is $1.9 tril-
lion. 

Let’s just look at a few of the dupli-
cative Federal programs that are out 
there. A 2004 report by a nonprofit re-
search group listed 21 Federal pro-
grams across multiple agencies, many 
at Health and Human Services that 
funded childhood obesity programs ei-
ther as the main focus or as one com-
ponent of the Federal program. 

Child obesity is a serious issue in 
America. Do we need 21 separate pro-
grams to address the issue? Would not 
we be more efficient if we had a single 
program instead of spreading them out 
amongst different Federal agencies? 

There are 14 programs administered 
by the U.S. Department of Education 
related to foreign exchanges and de-
signed to increase the opportunities for 
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study abroad, 14 programs. According 
to a 2003 GAO report, the Federal Gov-
ernment funds more than 44 job train-
ing programs administered by nine dif-
ferent Federal agencies across the Fed-
eral bureaucracy at a cost of $30 bil-
lion. 

According to data from the Catalog 
of Federal Domestic Assistance, 14 de-
partments within the Federal Govern-
ment and 49 independent agencies oper-
ate exchanges and study abroad pro-
grams. 

A 2009 GAO report found 69 early edu-
cation programs administered by nine 
different agencies. There are over 30 
Federal programs that provide finan-
cial assistance to students to support 
postsecondary education at a cost to 
the taxpayer of over $30 billion every 
year. 

According to a May 2007 report in the 
Academic Competitiveness Council, 
there are 105 Federal programs sup-
porting STEM education with aggre-
gate funding of $3.2 billion in 2006. You 
will note that I am not even talking 
about millions or hundreds of millions; 
we are talking about billions. 

Here is one. There are at least 17 of-
fender reentry programs across five 
Federal agencies, different Federal 
agencies, costing the taxpayers over 
$250 million annually. 

A 2005 GAO study found there are a 
total of 23 Federal housing programs 
targeted or have special features for 
the elderly, 23 Federal housing pro-
grams that target or have special fea-
tures for the elderly. 

There are at least nine programs at 
the USDA tasked with researching and 
developing biofuels, costing taxpayers 
nearly $300 million annually. Over $800 
million was included in the stimulus 
bill for these initiatives. 

The Federal Government oversees at 
least 15 different preservation pro-
grams costing taxpayers nearly $100 
million annually. 

There are at least 28 Federal pro-
grams totaling over $5 billion that sup-
port job training and employment. 

Here we are, with an outstanding 
public debt well over $12.3 trillion. The 
estimate for this year is the largest in 
history. The estimated population of 
the United States is over 307.6 million 
people. Therefore, each U.S. citizen’s 
share of this debt is approximately 
$40,100. That is $40,000 for every man, 
woman, and child in this country. That 
is shameful, shameful spending that 
has laid this debt on future generations 
of Americans. The greatness of Amer-
ica is based on the tradition that one 
generation has passed off to the next 
generation a nation that is better off 
than the one they inherited. What kind 
of a nation are we going to hand off to 
the next generation of Americans with 
a debt to the Chinese of $800 billion, a 
debt of over $3.5 trillion held by for-
eigners, and the debt goes on and on 
and on with no end in sight. 

Why should we not try Dr. COBURN’s 
method? Why should we not attempt to 
do something different rather than 

raising the debt limit every time we 
have spent so much we have to raise it 
again? 

Let’s look at what we spent last year 
alone: $787 billion on the so-called 
stimulus bill which amounts to $1.1 
trillion, if you calculate the interest; 
$700 billion in TARP to bail out the 
banks and other ailing financial insti-
tutions; $410 billion for the Omnibus 
appropriations bill, a package of 9 ap-
propriations bills rolled together, 
which contained over 9,000 
unrequested, unnecessary, run-of-the- 
mill pork-barrel earmarks; $450 billion 
for the 2010 Omnibus appropriations 
bill, a package of 6 bills rolled to-
gether, containing 5,000 unrequested 
earmarks. Let’s put them together. In 
two bills last year, one for 2009, the 
other for 2010, were at least 14,000 ear-
marks. The Democratic leadership 
worked with the President to ram 
through a $3.5 trillion budget resolu-
tion. We have spent $83 billion to bail 
out the auto companies. There is still a 
chance that a $2.5 trillion health re-
form bill may be passed by the other 
side. 

Overall, domestic spending has in-
creased by 14 percent over the last fis-
cal year. Inflation has been practically 
zero for all intents and purposes. But 
the spending has increased by 14 per-
cent. Don’t we get it? Don’t we see 
what we are doing to future genera-
tions of Americans? Don’t we see that 
a debt for $40,100 for every man, 
woman, and child in America is uncon-
scionable? Why don’t we try the 
Coburn amendment before we willy- 
nilly increase the debt limit by another 
$1.4 trillion? Why? Why can’t we at 
least make an effort? 

One thing I know about Dr. COBURN, 
he researches his information care-
fully. He has shown us we don’t need to 
raise the debt limit and give ourselves 
a green light to spend even more. We 
have before us an opportunity. We can 
turn things around today. We can pass 
this amendment and begin the hard 
work and make the tough decisions 
necessary to put us on the path to fis-
cal solvency and national prosperity. 

Here we are with a bill before us to 
increase the debt limit which would in-
crease, then, the debt that every man, 
woman, and child in America has, as 
we continue this almost unrestrained 
spending spree. 

I have said to my colleagues for a 
long time—and I think it was authenti-
cated in Massachusetts recently—the 
American people are mad. They are 
angry at the spending. They do not 
want to lay a huge debt on future gen-
erations of Americans. They do not be-
lieve there is a shred of fiscal responsi-
bility in the Congress or the adminis-
tration. I will fairly note that this out- 
of-control spending was not invented 
with this administration. Republicans, 
when they were in charge, let spending 
get completely out of control. We be-
trayed our fiscal base. We paid a heavy 
price for it, but we deserved to pay 
that price. Now is the time to say stop, 

stop borrowing against our children 
and grandchildren’s futures. Stop put-
ting ourselves in a precarious situa-
tion, where the Chinese own so much of 
our national debt that they have their 
hand on the throttle of the American 
economy. 

I hasten to add, it is not in China’s 
interest to hurt the American econ-
omy. But it certainly can’t be in our 
interest, in any way, to be in that kind 
of fiscal jeopardy. We cannot do that— 
not to mention the $3.5 trillion in debt 
held by foreigners. 

I say to my colleagues, let’s look at 
the Coburn amendment. It is well 
thought out, well researched. Let’s put 
the brakes on the mortgaging of Amer-
ica’s future. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. ENSIGN. I ask unanimous con-

sent to speak as in morning business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
CHRISTMAS DAY TERRORIST ATTACK 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I had the 
benefit last week of attending two dif-
ferent hearings on the attempted ter-
rorist attack that took place on Christ-
mas Day. The first was in the Home-
land Security Committee and the sec-
ond was in the Commerce Committee. 
One thing became clear: There is a 
definite disconnect in this administra-
tion about how to handle terrorists 
once they are captured. Over this last 
weekend, Osama bin Laden claimed re-
sponsibility for the foiled Christmas 
Day bomber terror attack. He has, once 
again, inserted himself into the na-
tional security dialog in the United 
States. 

I fear al-Qaida will have another op-
portunity to attack the United States 
because of the fumbling of intelligence 
information that could have been gath-
ered on the Christmas Day bomber be-
fore his attempted attack and subse-
quently from this terrorist after he was 
captured. But this administration 
clearly dropped the ball. We know the 
Director of National Intelligence, Den-
nis Blair; FBI Director Mueller; Na-
tional Counterterrorism Center Direc-
tor Michael Leiter; and the Homeland 
Security Secretary, Janet Napolitano, 
were not consulted about the decision 
to read Abdulmutallab his Miranda 
rights and try him in civilian courts. 
We know that as soon as this terrorist 
was told of his right to remain silent, 
that is what he did. He stopped talking. 

It is unfathomable that these individ-
uals were not even consulted before 
this hugely important decision was 
made. After the hearings conducted 
last week and interviews over the 
weekend, it appears it was ultimately 
the Attorney General who made the de-
cision to read the Miranda rights and 
place Abdulmutallab in the civilian 
court system. However, there is a lot of 
ambiguity to show how this decision 
came to be made. Were there any delib-
erations or meetings that occurred 
prior to this decision? Was the Presi-
dent brought into this discussion? All 
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these ambiguities need to be cleared up 
so we do not make the same mistakes 
again. 

As a member of one of the commit-
tees charged with oversight of home-
land security, I will be asking for a 
written response from the administra-
tion on this issue. 

Additionally, because the heads of 
government agencies charged with 
making the decisions do not seem to be 
talking, I have joined with several of 
my Senate colleagues to cosponsor leg-
islation authored by Senator COLLINS 
and Senator LIEBERMAN, the distin-
guished ranking member and chairman 
of the Homeland Security Committee. 
This legislation would require the At-
torney General to consult with the Di-
rector of National Intelligence, the Di-
rector of the National Counterterror-
ism Center, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, and the Secretary of Defense 
prior to the initiation of giving any 
terrorist Miranda rights or the initi-
ation of civilian criminal charges 
against a foreign person detained by 
the U.S. Government on suspicion of 
any terrorist activities. The legislation 
would also require, in the event of a 
disagreement amongst these folks on 
whether such action should be initiated 
in civilian criminal court, that the At-
torney General not initiate such action 
unless specifically directed by the 
President. I ask my other Senate col-
leagues to join me in cosponsoring this 
vital legislation. 

A second thing we learned from last 
week’s hearings was there is confusion 
about when the high-value interroga-
tion group or the HIG should be con-
vened to decide on whether to interro-
gate terrorists such as Abdulmutallab 
or to interview them with their law-
yers present. Director of National In-
telligence Dennis Blair told the Home-
land Security Committee: 

This unit was created exactly for this pur-
pose—to make a decision on whether a cer-
tain person who is detained should be treated 
as a case for Federal prosecution or for some 
other means. 

The intelligence chief said the inter-
rogation group was created by the 
White House last year to handle over-
seas cases but will now be expanded for 
domestic cases. 

He said: 
We did not invoke the HIG in this case. We 

should have. 

Subsequently, we heard from the ad-
ministration that this HIG unit isn’t 
even up and running yet. 

My question is, How does the indi-
vidual who is in charge of our intel-
ligence infrastructure not know the 
policy and procedures for interrogating 
terrorists? Based on the testimony 
given last week, it would seem we do 
not have a fully integrated and com-
prehensive method for interrogating 
terrorists, whether they are captured 
abroad or here at home. The capture 
and subsequent handling of terrorist 
Abdulmutallab was bungled from the 
get-go. It is continuing to be bungled. 

A week ago, I signed a letter to 
President Obama with a number of my 

colleagues indicating that the decision 
to prosecute this terrorist in civilian 
court has resulted in a missed oppor-
tunity to collect timely intelligence. 
In order for the U.S. Government to 
fully understand where we failed on 
Christmas Day, it is imperative we ex-
amine the methods and means 
Abdulmutallab used to avoid detection. 

As many of my colleagues have 
pointed out, our ability to gather this 
information has been severely ham-
pered by the decision to put this ter-
rorist almost immediately into the ci-
vilian court system. He now has all the 
rights, protections, and privileges of 
American citizens. Make no mistake 
about it, this decision to try 
Abdulmutallab as a U.S. citizen, which 
he is not, as opposed to an enemy com-
batant will be a detrimental impact on 
our ability to learn more about this 
failed terrorist attack. Taking it a step 
further, this decision may very well 
weaken our national security. Last 
week, the Republican leader mentioned 
that a year ago the President, imme-
diately after taking office, decided to 
revise the Nation’s interrogation poli-
cies and to restrict the CIA’s ability to 
question terrorists. 

This was done by Executive order. 
While questioning the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, I specifically asked 
if the Director believed the classified 
interrogation methods used previously 
by our own government were more ef-
fective than the current methods found 
in the Army Field Manual that is pub-
licly available for the terrorist to train 
to. 

One statement the DNI, the Director 
of National Intelligence, made during 
the Q-and-A portion of the hearing par-
ticularly caught my attention. In re-
sponse to a question from Senator 
BURRIS regarding al-Qaida’s ability to 
exploit open source intelligence, Admi-
ral Blair stated this—I am quoting, 
once again: 

[T]he public discussion of the specifics of 
the defensive measures we take are making 
it that much easier for people to evade our 
defenses and come in . . . I think they are 
just making the job of those who are work-
ing hard to try to defend us that much hard-
er. It costs the taxpayer that much more 
money. And I wish people would just shut 
the hell up. 

That is what he said. 
So if keeping some of our airport se-

curity measures a secret makes it 
harder for terrorists to evade them, 
shouldn’t that same logic also hold 
that keeping some of our interrogation 
measures classified also makes it hard-
er for the terrorists to beat those inter-
rogation techniques? But this adminis-
tration does not seem to be on the 
same page. 

As I am sure you can imagine, those 
who wish to do us harm can simply 
train to the methods that are pub-
licized in this public document. By lim-
iting our intelligence community to 
only those techniques in the Army 
Field Manual, we have removed one 
important tool the intelligence com-
munity has to use against al-Qaida; 
that is, fear of the unknown. 

Terrorists now know exactly what 
our interrogation methods and limita-
tions are, and based on that knowledge 
they can train and prepare themselves 
to successfully resist our interrogation 
efforts. 

I am also concerned that the admin-
istration may begin to bargain or pro-
pose a plea deal to this terrorist, 
Abdulmutallab, in order to obtain addi-
tional information. I believe this would 
set a very dangerous precedent for 
would-be terrorists in order to poten-
tially have their jail time reduced. It is 
my understanding the policy of the 
United States is not to negotiate with 
terrorists. 

We should comprehensively and ef-
fectively interrogate terrorists to gain 
the information we need, not to nego-
tiate with them for it. The only true 
way to gather this information is 
through an extensive interrogation of 
the terrorist by highly trained intel-
ligence personnel. The definition of an 
‘‘extensive and comprehensive interro-
gation’’ is not a 50-minute questioning 
while the terrorist is being prepped for 
surgery, as was the case with 
Abdulmutallab. 

Extensive interrogations are con-
ducted over a sustained amount of 
time, with members of various govern-
ment agencies included. They incor-
porate individuals from defense intel-
ligence and have elements of uncer-
tainty and surprise. This means those 
conducting the interrogations are not 
limited to a set of interrogations which 
the terrorist has trained against. In 
short, a proper and extensive interro-
gation should not solely consist of the 
interrogation methods listed in the 
Army Field Manual. 

We have in our custody an individual 
who has been trained by al-Qaida. He 
has met with some of its most senior 
leaders and has not been properly and 
comprehensively interrogated. How is 
this possible? He could give us informa-
tion on the al-Qaida command-and-con-
trol structure. It is possible he could 
give us information on funding mecha-
nisms, ongoing operations, safe houses, 
personnel and leadership profiles, al- 
Qaida’s governmental connections in 
Yemen and maybe other Middle East 
nations, and what the enemy views as 
weaknesses in our airport security. 

What happens if, say, new informa-
tion comes to light; say, Osama bin 
Laden releases a new tape like he just 
did, or if we intercept some commu-
nication coming out of Yemen? As it 
stands now, we have lost the ability to 
interrogate Abdulmutallab on those 
issues. 

Over the weekend, we heard a prepos-
terous statement from the President’s 
spokesman when he said the FBI got 
all the information they could get out 
of him. That is a preposterous state-
ment. I do not believe that to be the 
case, and I do not believe most Nevad-
ans or other Americans believe it ei-
ther. 

It is for these reasons we must trans-
fer Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab to the 
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military and remove the Executive 
order restrictions that requires our in-
telligence community to follow only 
the Army Field Manual when interro-
gating a terrorist. It is in the best in-
terests of the security of the United 
States to do so. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3303 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in opposition to an amendment 
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma. 
Once again, we find ourselves debating 
an amendment that at first blush 
sounds like a good thing. But when 
Members take the time to actually 
read the amendment and understand 
the programs it impacts, they will dis-
cover this amendment causes harm to 
our national and international security 
and to our economy. 

Let me begin by discussing the last 
section of the amendment, section 16. 
Section 16 of the Coburn amendment is 
based on assumptions that reflect a 
lack of understanding about both what 
constitutes discretionary unobligated 
balances as well as about Federal fund-
ing and oversight for certain critical 
procurement programs. 

The Senator from Oklahoma claims 
that $100 billion would be rescinded 
from an estimated $657 billion in unob-
ligated balances. First, this amend-
ment assumes a rescission amount 
based on erroneous assumptions. Spe-
cifically, the majority of the $657 bil-
lion in unobligated balances would not 
be eligible for rescission under criteria 
outlined in the amendment because 
they are either mandatory funds or 
they are not older than 2 years. 

Second, because of the small amount 
of unobligated funding eligible for re-
scission, this amendment indiscrimi-
nately rescinds prior year unobligated 
funding from certain critical programs, 
jeopardizing our national defense, our 
homeland security, our economy, and 
the well-being of our citizens. 

For example, we require the Depart-
ment of Defense to budget up front for 
all the costs required to procure mili-
tary equipment, such as ships or air-
craft. But I think all of us are aware it 
takes several years to complete con-
struction. 

For shipbuilding specifically, funds 
provided to the Department of Defense 
are available for obligation for 5 years. 
Rescinding unobligated funds would 
now require the Navy to cancel con-
tracts for ships under construction and 
lay off thousands of workers across the 
Nation’s shipyards. 

In terms of our veterans who have re-
turned from war or have fought bravely 
in past wars, section 16 also severely 
impacts the construction of new hos-
pitals by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Like for defense procurement, the VA 
requests full funding for the construc-
tion project in the first year. As a re-
sult, the Veterans’ Administration has 
43 active major construction projects 
at various stages of completion, total-

ing over $1.6 billion in unobligated bal-
ances. Over 49,000 construction jobs 
would be terminated with the loss of 
this funding, further delaying critical 
services to our brave men and women 
who have served us. 

Rescinding unobligated balances in 
the Department of Homeland Security 
would stop the construction of the 
Coast Guard National Security Cutter 
and would rescind funding for the pur-
chase of explosive detection systems. 

Rescinding unobligated balances in 
NOAA would create a minimum 6- 
month gap in coverage for the geo-
stationary weather satellite system, 
which focuses directly over the United 
States, and constantly and accurately 
monitors storm conditions. Over 200 
employees would lose their jobs. 

The reasoning for the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma is a catch- 
22 for those of us on the Appropriations 
Committee with responsibility for 
overseeing our taxpayers’ dollars. We 
are criticized for having funding that is 
unobligated for more than 1 year. Well, 
a ship is not built in a year, a hospital 
is not built and equipped in a year, and 
the next generation satellite is not 
built in 1 year. 

The Coburn amendment proposes to 
rescind an additional $20 billion from 
programs he perceives to be redundant. 
We can go around and around about 
what is redundant and what is not be-
cause one’s perception of what is or is 
not a duplicative program is based on 
subjectivity. It is that simple, and this 
amendment reflects what the Senator 
from Oklahoma alone believes is redun-
dant. But what is clear is that this 
amendment proposes to cut $20 billion 
in funding that the Congress voted on 
and agreed to provide just months ago. 

The impact of these cuts has signifi-
cant consequences for many critical 
services. For example, the Senator’s 
amendment proposes that the intent is 
to consolidate duplicative programs 
serving the homeless. However, in re-
ality, this language simply calls on the 
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment to implement a 5-percent re-
duction across the Department’s pro-
grams. The bulk of the funding in-
crease recently provided by Congress to 
HUD covers the increasing cost of pro-
viding affordable housing to our Na-
tion’s low-income citizens. According 
to HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment 
Report, on any given night there are 
over 650,000 people who are homeless. 
However, HUD’s resources fund 183,000 
beds. During this difficult economic 
time, it is not the time to cut housing 
for the Nation’s poorest individuals. 

This amendment also takes aim at 
nursing education programs, claiming 
they are duplicative, when in fact they 
are not. While there are several pro-
grams that promote nursing education, 
each of these programs addresses dif-
ferent needs in our Nation’s effort to 
address a profound nursing shortage. 
We have a loan repayment program to 
get nurses to rural areas, a program to 
incentivize nurses to teach, and a pro-

gram to expand nurse training in geri-
atric care. 

The amendment instructs the Sec-
retary of the Interior to consolidate 
programs for dealing with the impacts 
of climate change. The truth is, each of 
the three agencies named by the Sen-
ator deal with a different aspect of cli-
mate change, and each brings a special 
expertise to the problem. They are not 
duplicative; they are complementary 
based on specific expertise. 

For the Department of Energy, the 
Building Technologies Program is not 
a grant program to weatherize existing 
residential and commercial buildings 
in the same fashion as the weatheriza-
tion program does for residential 
homes. There is a difference between a 
residence and a building. It is a re-
search and development program 
aimed at new technologies. There is 
simply not overlap or duplication in 
these programs. 

The amendment proposes to rescind 
funding for the 2010 census. Any reduc-
tion in funding for the constitutionally 
mandated 2010 census at this critical 
time would jeopardize the completion 
of a timely and accurate count, which 
is necessary, sir. 

The amendment proposes to cut $2.2 
billion from critical Department of 
Homeland Security programs. 

The attempted destruction last 
month of Northwest flight 253 near De-
troit is our most recent reminder that 
terrorists continue to threaten our 
homeland and the security of all Amer-
icans. This amendment would reduce 
funding for the purchase of explosive 
detection equipment at the very time 
the Department of Homeland Security 
Secretary has asked us to address the 
need for further increases in airport se-
curity. 

In closing, the author of this amend-
ment arbitrarily rescinds funding with 
no true justification. The rescission of 
$100 billion from the $657 billion in un-
obligated balances, as we know, would 
wreak havoc on ongoing procurement. 
The rescission of $20 billion is based on 
the claim of redundancy in programs 
where no redundancy exists. 

This is a bad amendment with bad 
consequences. It is time for Members 
to act responsibly. We have a well-es-
tablished process for funding the Fed-
eral Government. It involves a Budget 
Committee that sets our allocations 
and involves the consideration and ap-
proval by the Senate of every appro-
priations bill. It is not passed in the 
dark of night. 

I can assure my colleagues in this 
Chamber that the Appropriations Com-
mittee takes its responsibilities seri-
ously, and every agency budget is re-
viewed and oversight is provided 
throughout the year. Each year, the 
Appropriations Committee rec-
ommends rescissions of funds that are 
not needed. But those rescissions are 
based on detailed oversight and under-
standing of the programs, not indis-
criminate action. 

This amendment is not based on 
careful review and would harm many 
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worthwhile programs, and it fails to 
meet the test of proper oversight. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3308 
I will also speak on another amend-

ment. I will speak in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Alabama, Senator SESSIONS. 

We are all concerned with the growth 
of the deficit and the need to control 
the debt of the United States. I support 
that goal, as I imagine all of us in this 
Chamber support the goal. None of us 
disputes the ultimate threat to the 
standard of living of our citizens posed 
by long-term deficit spending. 

However, the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Alabama is not the 
appropriate way to attack the issue, 
for several reasons. As I understand the 
amendment, it would have the effect of 
freezing any increases in nondefense 
discretionary spending for the next 5 
years. 

In addition, the amendment would 
impose caps on emergency spending 
that could potentially cripple our abil-
ity to respond to emergencies, such as 
hurricanes, earthquakes, or terrorist 
attacks. 

The amendment also contains unreal-
istic spending caps that would restrict 
funding needed to support our forces in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Let’s start with the facts. For fiscal 
year 2010, the government spent $2.9 
trillion, of which about $1.2 trillion was 
discretionary. The remaining $1.7 tril-
lion we declare as being mandatory. Of 
the $1.2 trillion that was discretionary, 
approximately $526 billion, or less than 
half, was for nondefense purposes. 
Therefore, this amendment attempts to 
reduce the deficit of the United States 
by constraining 18 percent of total gov-
ernment spending. If the goal is to re-
duce government spending, I am un-
clear on how constraining growth on 
just 18 percent of that spending will be 
at all effective. 

In addition, if we examine the actual 
numbers involved here, it becomes 
even clearer that this amendment will 
simply not achieve its stated goal. 
From fiscal years 2006 to 2009, the Fed-
eral debt was increased by approxi-
mately $4.4 trillion. During that time, 
the total increase in nondefense discre-
tionary spending was approximately 
$93 billion, as compared to $4.4 trillion. 

Doing the math, for the past 4 years, 
the increase in nondefense discre-
tionary spending has accounted for 2 
percent of the increase in the national 
debt—just 2 percent. 

What do we get for this 2-percent sav-
ings? Aside from the obvious challenge 
of funding vital government programs 
without even an adjustment for infla-
tion, we also put our country and our 
citizens at risk. 

Arbitrary spending caps would im-
pede the delivery of resources needed 
to keep Americans safe from terrorist 
attacks and violent crime. Such sub-
jective across-the-board restrictions 
would hinder our ability to protect our 

homeland and secure our borders. As 
more and more of our service men and 
women are returning from the battle-
field, this measure would restrict our 
ability to provide our military per-
sonnel and veterans with the medical 
care and support they need. 

These are only a few examples of the 
damage that would be done to vital 
programs, all for a projected savings of 
2 percent. 

Even more troubling, this amend-
ment would impose a roughly $10 bil-
lion annual cap on emergency spend-
ing. Emergency spending is, by its very 
nature and definition, impossible to 
predict. To deliberately impede the 
government’s ability to respond to nat-
ural disaster or major terrorist attack 
I say is deeply irresponsible. 

Recent history clearly demonstrates 
the folly of attempting to affix a set 
price to future emergencies. More than 
4 years later, the gulf coast is still re-
covering from destruction wrought by 
Hurricane Katrina. Over $100 billion in 
Federal resources has been needed to 
respond to this one disaster alone. 

We have all seen the horrible suf-
fering that has resulted from the dev-
astating earthquake in Haiti. What if a 
city in California were to experience a 
similar disaster? This reckless amend-
ment could delay or block the timely 
delivery of resources needed for an ap-
propriate Federal response. 

The recent Christmas Eve airline 
bombing attempt serves as a stark re-
minder of the grave threats that con-
tinue to face our Nation. In the event 
of a major terrorist attack on our soil, 
the Federal Government must not be 
constrained by an emergency spending 
cap. 

Remarkably, this amendment would 
also restrict funding needed to support 
our men and women in uniform fight-
ing overseas. Based on earlier budget 
projections that no longer reflect fiscal 
reality, this amendment provides $130 
billion for the current fiscal year and 
$50 billion per year thereafter for 
‘‘overseas deployments and other con-
tingencies.’’ The President’s recent de-
cision to increase troop levels in Af-
ghanistan will almost certainly require 
additional resources from Congress. 

I find it very difficult to imagine 
that the Senator from Alabama genu-
inely believes that $50 billion would 
suffice to cover the cost of the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

If this amendment were adopted, 
with defense and overseas caps, in stat-
ute, are we expecting Congress to cut 
defense to pay for these operations? 
That is what this amendment author-
izes. 

Spending restraints that would deny 
funding needed to support our troops 
are not fiscally prudent; they are deep-
ly irresponsible. 

Finally, I remind my colleagues that 
we already have a 60-vote threshold to 
overcome budget points of order to ap-
propriations bills. As we all know, 60 
votes is not a minor hurdle to over-
come. By increasing that threshold to 

67 votes, we turn over decisionmaking 
to a small portion of the Senate. We 
should not let those who represent only 
one third of this body exercise control 
over bona fide emergency spending. 

This country must face the challenge 
of reducing our deficit. We all agree to 
that. But we must do so in a meaning-
ful and effective way. I do not believe 
this amendment does either. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting against the Sessions amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for 15 min-
utes as in morning business. 

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

UGANDA 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a lot of 

times attention is drawn to terrible 
things going on around the world. We 
hear a lot about Sudan, and we hear 
about Zimbabwe, with a president who 
has taken that country from the bread-
basket of the world to one of the most 
impoverished nations around. 

But there is one area nobody talks 
about. I have been trying for quite 
some time to get attention drawn to 
this area. We have a bill that is intro-
duced by Senator FEINGOLD, myself, 
and others, which is called the LRA 
Disarmament in Northern Uganda Re-
covery Act. This essentially does one 
thing. It directs the administration to 
develop a research strategy to appre-
hend a guy named Joseph Kony and the 
top LRA commanders throughout the 
country and protect the civilians. 

The reason this is important—and I 
have been dealing with this issue for 10 
years, or perhaps more. I have had oc-
casion to spend time with President 
Museveni of Uganda, President Kagame 
of Rwanda, and President Kabila of 
Congo, and others in that area. Twen-
ty-five years ago, Joseph Kony—he is 
kind of a spiritual leader in that east-
ern African area. He is a deranged per-
son. He decided to start a thing that 
some people have heard of, called the 
‘‘child’s military’’ or the ‘‘children’s 
army,’’ where he goes out and abducts 
little kids. For more than 20 years, he 
has led this Lord’s Resistance Army. 
He has done it primarily in the area of 
northern Uganda. 

I have been there several times to 
Gulu, which is the headquarters area. 
Many of the kids who have survived 
him are up there now in hospitals. His 
way of doing things is to go into vil-
lages and abduct children, young chil-
dren—I am talking about 11, 12, 13- 
year-old children—and teach them to 
be soldiers, with AK–47s, the whole 
thing. Then they have to go back to 
their villages and murder their parents 
and all their siblings. If they do not do 
that, they cut their ears off and cut 
their noses off and cut their lips off, as 
we can see in this picture. Here are 
these young, little guys. That little 
boy is about 10 years old with an AK– 
47. 
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The tribes in that part of Africa, 

Hutus and Tutsis, have been fighting 
forever. We are all familiar with the 
genocide that took place in Rwanda 
and the millions of people who lost 
their lives and the torturing that went 
on. The things that have happened are 
just mind-boggling. Yet all the time 
that was happening, nobody realized 
what was going on in that area. 

Millions of people have fled their 
homes over time and have been in dis-
placement camps in the areas I just de-
scribed. A vast nation in the heart of 
Africa, the DRC—the Democratic Re-
public of Congo—has strived to recover 
from lengthy civil wars. It goes back to 
many years ago, back when Congo got 
its independence from King Leopold II. 
Anyone with an interest in Africa at 
all should read a book. It is called 
‘‘King Leopold’s Ghost.’’ When you 
read this book, you will find out what 
really happened, what the true story is 
not just of the Congo but all of Africa. 

This area was in the Congo. The wars 
started back in 1960 and then the most 
recent started in 1990. Joseph Kony 
would go into these areas of displaced 
people and capture the young people. 
We made an effort, as we tracked him 
from one area to another just about 6 
months ago, to Goma—that is a fairly 
large city in Eastern Congo. That is 
where he was last seen. He left before 
we got there. As he went north up to-
ward the Sudan, he mutilated 900 peo-
ple, most of them young people, on 
that route. 

One might ask the question, Why is 
it these countries are not able to eradi-
cate this person, to do something about 
him? The problem is that we have a 
very fine President in Uganda, Presi-
dent Museveni. Museveni used to be a 
warrior. I think there is a reluctance of 
the warriors who become Presidents of 
African nations to want to say: We 
cannot handle the security ourselves; 
we are going to have to depend on 
other countries, the United States or 
other countries, to do it for us. He has 
been somewhat resistant. 

President Kagame from Rwanda is—I 
think everyone agrees—one of the 
greatest leaders in Africa. He is the 
one, in the genocide of 1994 that wiped 
out most of his population, who was 
able to go back. As you go down from 
the airport to the capital area of Rwan-
da, you would think you are in an 
American city. In fact, it is much 
cleaner than many American cities. He 
has been able to bring it back up. He 
also came from the bush as a warrior. 
Again, he is a great person. As I said 
the same thing about President 
Museveni, there is a reluctance to 
admit they cannot handle these prob-
lems themselves. 

President Kabila is President of 
Congo. Congo used to be called Zaire. It 
is a gigantic area. We remember the 
stories of explorers who went over 
there and were able to get all the way 
across the Congo, taking months and 
months to do so, many of them losing 
their lives. Back when the Congo was 

having serious problems, President 
Kabila, Sr., was there. He was actually 
killed, and his son Joe Kabila took the 
reins of the country. Joe Kabila also 
has a military background. 

So we have three Presidents. They 
respect each other. They are not at war 
with each other. They all have one 
thing in common; that is, they want to 
eradicate this monster called Joseph 
Kony. They have not been able to suc-
cessfully get that done. 

What we are doing with this legisla-
tion is recognizing, because we never 
hear anyone talking about it, that 
there is this serious problem that is 
taking place. We all want to do things 
to help people who are downtrodden, 
but this is one that has been over-
looked. 

Finally, this bill would give every-
body throughout the world an under-
standing that this is now a U.S. pri-
ority and that we are going to finally 
do something to get rid of this Joseph 
Kony. 

It is easy to say that is another part 
of the world until you get over there 
and see. These are kids from 10 to 12 
years old being forced to murder people 
in their own village. They brutally tor-
ture these children and maim them for 
life. That is what this guy has been 
doing for 25 years. 

We have an opportunity to do some-
thing. We never had an opportunity be-
fore. We tried to introduce it. This bill 
is one that is out of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee now. It is sponsored 
primarily by Senator FEINGOLD. I did 
not support it at first because it does 
require about $30 million to $35 million. 
He had it offset by taking money out of 
the Air Force. I did not like that. I 
think this President is going to go 
down as the most anti-defense, anti- 
military President in history. We pun-
ished the military enough, and I am 
not going to take any more money out 
of that budget. They agreed to pull 
that out in committee. The money 
should come from USAID, from exist-
ing State Department funds. We do not 
know that yet, but we do know this is 
going to come to the floor. We want it 
to come to the floor. There is a hold on 
it now. In fact, the hold is by my junior 
Senator. I hope we are able to get this 
bill. 

When we look at how many years 
something like this has been going on, 
this unspeakable type of behavior—we 
don’t know of anyplace else in the 
world. It is a very small price to pay, a 
small effort to let us take the lead with 
other nations. I can assure my col-
leagues that other nations will follow. 
I have given talks in Canada and some 
of the other places about the problems 
we have with Joseph Kony. 

People say we just need to have 
somebody come in and say: If you can 
get together the Presidents of these 
countries of Rwanda, Uganda, Congo, 
Sudan, and the Central African Repub-
lic, these five countries, then we will 
come in if you lead the way. That is 
what we want to do. 

There are so many things going on 
right now. We have people who, when 
we had the PEPFAR bill—that was a 
bill to send money to countries, pri-
marily African countries. That bill was 
on the floor of the Senate. It had been 
funded previously at $15 billion. Just 6 
months ago, that bill was down here. 
They raised it from $15 billion to $50 
billion. They raised it $35 billion. That 
is going to go to Africa with very few 
controls on it. We do not know where 
the money is going to go. This is less 
than one-thousandth of that amount to 
defend these kids. 

There is a group I ran into up in Gulu 
in northern Uganda. It was about 3 
years ago. I wish I could remember 
their names. Young college kids recog-
nized this was going on. They went up 
there with camera crews and took pic-
tures. They have been here and rallied 
the support of literally thousands of 
college kids who have become familiar 
with these atrocities that are taking 
place. I applaud them for doing it. 
They wonder why we cannot do some-
thing. 

If you can increase your PEPFAR 
funding for Africa by $35 billion and 
you don’t want to spend one-thou-
sandth of that amount, $35 million, to 
save those kids—30,000 kids over the 
years have been mutilated like this— 
then there is something wrong with 
this country. 

We are going to make every effort— 
Senator FEINGOLD is one of the more 
liberal Democrats, and I am one of the 
most conservative Republicans. This 
crosses all these concepts. 

I know my time has expired, but I 
only want to say I want to do every-
thing I can to get this legislation 
through. I am going to ask our con-
servative friends to listen and do some-
thing that is right on this legislation. 
I believe, with the 51 cosponsors we 
have right now, we ought to be able to 
get the bill passed if we can get it to 
the floor. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
THE ECONOMY 

Mr. BURRIS. Mr. President, a little 
over a year ago this country stood on 
the brink of economic disaster. Banks 
and financial institutions wavered on 
the verge of collapse. The foundation of 
our economy was shaken to its core. 
But that is when this Congress took 
bold action. In the face of public dis-
content, many of my colleagues sum-
moned the courage to cast a difficult 
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vote—a vote that set aside hundreds of 
billions of dollars to prop up our failing 
financial institutions, a vote that was 
not popular with the American people 
but that I feel history will judge as the 
right thing to have done. 

These are the moments that define 
us—as individuals, as public servants, 
and as a nation. The American people 
called upon their representatives to 
make tough choices, to exercise their 
best judgment, and rise to every occa-
sion that may impact the quality of 
life of the people of this country. 

I applaud my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who lived up to these ex-
pectations and made the decision to do 
what was right, not what was popular. 
As a result of their courage and their 
ability to reach for something larger 
than the small politics of the moment, 
our economic foundation has been sta-
bilized. That vote brought us back 
from the brink of disaster and restored 
confidence in the financial institutions 
that threatened to undermine our en-
tire system. It did what was necessary 
to prevent a complete economic melt-
down. 

But make no mistake, this emer-
gency legislation did not solve every 
problem. It was not a cure-all. And as 
many hard-working Americans will tell 
you, we are not out of the woods yet. 
There are still miles to go. Our country 
remains on the road to recovery. If we 
want to continue down this road, this 
Congress needs to take the next step. 
So at this point, we must turn our at-
tention to the ordinary Americans who 
are still suffering. It is time to help 
Main Street. It is time to take bold ac-
tion to create jobs, help small busi-
nesses, and stabilize community banks. 
It is time to shift our focus to the 
innovators, entrepreneurs, and local in-
stitutions that drive our economy on a 
daily basis. In some places, things have 
already started to turn around and we 
need to continue that progress, but es-
pecially among poor and minority com-
munities, these groups are falling fur-
ther and further behind. As a former 
banker, I understand the vital roles 
these institutions play in local commu-
nities and our economy as a whole, and 
I understand the challenges they face 
in tough times such as these. 

That is why we need to embrace a 
new economic program which will en-
courage banks to start lending, make 
capital available for small businesses, 
and mitigate the foreclosures. Let’s 
stop shutting down people’s homes and 
putting them out in the streets. If we 
work together to tackle these prior-
ities, we can have regular Americans 
get back on their feet without spending 
another dime on Wall Street. 

Let us come together right now to 
send a strong message to Main Street: 
Help is on the way. The cavalry is com-
ing to help them. We can do this right 
now. We can do it without passing a 
new round of emergency appropria-
tions. We can do it without increasing 
the deficit or the national debt and 
without writing another 100-page bill. 

When the original economic stimulus 
was passed more than a year ago, this 
Chamber set aside roughly $700 billion 
to aid in the recovery effort. These ef-
forts have been effective and, as we 
speak, there is still $320 billion that 
has not been spent. So rather than 
begin the process again, as some have 
suggested, let us simply change the 
focus of the existing program. Let us 
draw from the money we have already 
set aside to help small businesses, local 
banks, and ordinary folks. At the mo-
ment, we don’t have the resources or 
the time to start over with a new round 
of stimulus legislation, so let us seize 
this opportunity to direct funds we 
have already designated for this pur-
pose. 

Every Member of this body has seen 
the devastating effects of the economic 
crisis in their home States. Everyone 
in this Chamber knows we need to act 
with urgency. We can’t wait another 
moment. Thankfully, if we decide to 
embrace these priorities, there is no 
reason to wait. We can restore hope 
and optimism to Main Street, we can 
help the minority communities, small 
businesses, and local banks that are 
still in grave need of our assistance. We 
can do this, and I believe we must do 
it. The resources, the funds are there, 
and the commitment should be there. 
Let us use those resources now to put 
them into Main Street and help ordi-
nary folks. Constituents come up to me 
all the time wondering: Where is my 
piece of the stimulus package? Well, it 
could be in Main Street. It could be in 
our local banks. So let’s do it. 

I call upon my colleagues to use 
those dollars that are now in the stim-
ulus package to put them into Main 
Street, into the local banks, and start 
helping the local communities. 

Thank you. I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3308 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I want 

to share some thoughts on an amend-
ment that Senator MCCASKILL and I of-
fered earlier today. I note that a num-
ber of people are anxious to vote and 
finish up. If and when that time comes, 
I will be pleased to yield the floor. The 
amendment we offered, which would 
place statutory caps on spending—and 
that cap level that we picked was in 
our budget. It is what the Senate 
passed in the budget last year. It rep-
resents an increase each year, which is 
1 to 2 percent annually. This is a budg-
et number basically passed by our 
Democratic colleagues. 

So what we are saying is, let’s adhere 
to that. If we adhere to that level of 
spending, then we can begin to make 
progress. 

A similar type of statutory cap was 
placed in 1990, renewed in 1997, helped 
lead us to the only 4 years of budget 
surpluses in recent memory, from 1998 
through 2001. After that, the statutory 
caps were allowed to expire. We find 
this was something that actually 
worked to help us contain excessive 
spending. This amendment would say 
that number that is in the budget for 
the next 5 years would be firm. We 
would put it in statutory language, 
but, of course, it can be exceeded by a 
two-thirds vote of the Senate, and the 
statute itself can be reversed by 60 
votes of the Senate. It is not something 
that constitutionally would be firm 
over managing our system. It is con-
sistent with previous actions of the 
Congress. It worked, and I believe it 
will work again. 

It has been contended today, I under-
stand, that these caps would impose 
limits on emergency spending that 
could potentially cripple our ability to 
respond to emergencies, such as hurri-
canes, earthquakes, and terrorist at-
tacks. 

Well, I just want to say that hurri-
canes and earthquakes and things of 
that nature have had huge bipartisan 
votes for emergency spending. For ex-
ample, after Katrina, there were two 
supplemental emergency bills passed. 
The first was passed by unanimous con-
sent. Nobody objected to it. It was 
unanimous. The second was passed on a 
rollcall vote, 97 to 0. There is no doubt 
in my mind that if we have a serious 
emergency, we will have a lot of sup-
port for responding to that emergency. 

Also, one week after September 11, 
the Senate unanimously passed supple-
mental appropriations in response to 
that terrorist attack. So the allegation 
that somehow this would cripple the 
ability of Congress to respond to emer-
gencies is inaccurate. 

Second, it was contended earlier 
today that the amendment contains 
unrealistic spending caps that would 
restrict funding needed to support our 
forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

That is not accurate. The amend-
ment includes specific provisions that 
prevent the caps from restricting fund-
ing for our troops in a time of war. It 
would not block us from doing that. We 
are in a time of war. It just would not 
apply in a time of war. 

We hear it said that everybody is 
concerned with the growth of the def-
icit and the need to control debt in the 
United States, but this amendment— 
the McCaskill-Sessions amendment—is 
not the appropriate way to attack this 
issue. 

Let me respond to that. For fiscal 
year 2010, the government spent $2.9 
trillion, of which about $1.2 trillion was 
for discretionary spending. The re-
maining $1.7 trillion was mandatory 
spending. That is what we call entitle-
ments. That is when you get 65 and you 
are entitled to Medicare, and the gov-
ernment has to pay it whether it has 
any money or not. You are entitled to 
Social Security payments, and the gov-
ernment has to come up with the 
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money. We don’t vote on it again. We 
already voted on Social Security to set 
up how much money you are entitled 
to get. We have to have that money. 
That is why it is called an entitlement. 

Now entitlements—Medicare and So-
cial Security—exceed the discretionary 
account, which includes defense. So of 
the $1.2 trillion that is in the discre-
tionary account that we actually vote 
on each year, approximately $526 bil-
lion, or a little less than half, is for 
nondefense purposes. 

This amendment attempts to reduce 
the deficit by constraining just 18 per-
cent of total government spending. It 
can make a much larger difference 
than many people realize. Five-year 
discretionary spending caps were 
passed—what we are proposing today— 
in 1990 and 1997 with strong bipartisan 
support. In 1997, 44 currently serving 
Senators supported the caps, and 26 of 
them were Democrats. It made a dif-
ference. We balanced the budget in 1998 
through 2001—4 years. The current ma-
jority leader and chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee both voted, in 
1990 and in 1997, for the 5-year caps, 
which restricted annual discretionary 
spending to approximately 1 to 2 per-
cent increases. That is basically what 
our legislation would do. It would con-
tain this discretionary spending to 1 to 
2 percent. 

We know we are out of control. We 
know that last year discretionary 
spending increased by 10 percent, and 
this year it will increase by 12 percent. 
That is unsustainable. At 7 percent 
growth, your money will double in 10 
years. At 12 percent growth, the 
amount of money we would be spending 
in our discretionary account would 
double in 6 years—double. We are on an 
unsustainable growth here. Some say: 
Where do you come up with this 
money, SESSIONS? This limit of 1 to 2 
percent is too tough. 

It is not too tough. It is the budget 
we voted on. Actually, I didn’t vote for 
it, our Democratic colleagues voted for 
it. It was their budget, and it passed 
with almost unanimous Democratic 
support. It calls for a 1- to 2-percent in-
crease in spending over the next 5 
years. That is all Senator MCCASKILL 
and I are suggesting we should do. We 
would make that harder to bust, harder 
to break it. We put in a firmer cap. If 
we stay on that level, and if we have an 
emergency, we will have to meet it. 
But if we stay at that level, we could 
end up surprising ourselves how much 
good we can do in the years to come. 

From fiscal year 2006 to 2009, the Fed-
eral debt was increased by approxi-
mately $4.4 trillion. That is a lot. That 
is almost the total debt of America. We 
had about $4 trillion in debt in 2006, 
and we added, in those 3 years, $4.4 tril-
lion. During that time, the total in-
crease in nondefense discretionary 
spending was approximately $93 billion. 
This means the increase in nondefense 
discretionary spending has accounted 
for 2 percent of the increase in the na-
tional debt, our critics say. So it 

doesn’t make much difference, they 
would say. They are correct about the 
surging debt, but not that this would 
make no difference. If it made little 
difference, then why are they worrying 
about passing it? 

Restraining discretionary spending, 
like we did in the nineties, is the bear 
minimum Congress can do to be fis-
cally responsible, in my view. For fis-
cal year 2010, nondefense, nonveteran 
discretionary spending increased by 12 
percent and in 2009 by 10 percent. Those 
are huge increases, not including the 
stimulus package. If we included the 
stimulus package, nondefense discre-
tionary spending has increased 57 per-
cent since 2008, in 2 years. 

That is a stunning number. We actu-
ally increased discretionary spending 
by 57 percent in 2 years. The Sessions- 
McCaskill amendment is similar to the 
proposal offered by President Obama or 
what we are hearing he is going to 
offer—to freeze nondefense discre-
tionary spending for 3 years. This 
would place a cap on excess. If we 
break through the President’s sugges-
tion and don’t freeze and go above that, 
we hit this cap, and it would take a 
two-thirds vote to go above that. 

Apparently, President Obama’s sug-
gestion is less spending than this bill 
would cap. But that is fine, we can al-
ways do less. The danger, from my ex-
perience, is that we get carried away 
and do more. 

Some have said the arbitrary spend-
ing caps would impede the delivery of 
resources needed to keep Americans 
safe from terrorist attacks and violent 
crime. Such subjective across-the- 
board restrictions would hinder our 
ability to protect our homeland and se-
cure our borders. 

Well, it does allow for an increase, 
first and foremost. Second, our con-
gressional process and appropriations 
process and authorization process 
should have helped us set priorities 
within that. It would be unthinkable if 
this Congress were to somehow take all 
that money that we need from areas to 
keep us safe from attack. Surely, we 
can make judgment decisions about 
that. 

Another allegation is that more and 
more of our service men and women are 
returning from the battlefield, and this 
would restrict our ability to provide 
them the medical care and support 
they need. 

This measure provides all the funding 
in the 2010 budget resolution. It would 
allow that. If additional resources are 
needed to care for our returning service 
men and women, and that has bipar-
tisan support, and certainly if we need 
to be able to take care of injured and 
wounded, we could get 67 votes. We can 
do like most people do when they have 
a necessary expense. They trim spend-
ing somewhere else and fund the more 
necessary item. 

Some have said it would impose a 
roughly $10 billion annual cap on emer-
gency spending. Emergency spending 
is, by its very nature, impossible to 

predict. The critics say, to deliberately 
impede the government’s ability to re-
spond to a natural disaster or major 
terrorist attack is deeply irresponsible. 
But that is not what we do. In the leg-
islation we proposed as an amendment, 
Senator MCCASKILL and I set up a $10 
billion a year emergency fund—every 
year. That would be incorporated in 
the budget resolution, it would be con-
tained in our amendment, and it would 
be restricted only by the normal 60- 
vote requirement on a budget point of 
order for emergency spending. That 
money would not be subject to a higher 
point of order, and it would not change 
up to the first $10 billion—which is a 
lot of money. 

Alabama’s budget, including edu-
cation, is about $7 billion. So we are 
setting aside $10 billion for emergency 
funds every year, and if we went above 
that, we would have to have a super-
majority for the kind of emergency 
that would justify that. 

I do not think that criticism is valid. 
Also, some have said that recent his-
tory clearly demonstrates the folly of 
attempting to fix a set price for future 
emergencies. 

More than 4 years later, the Gulf 
Coast is still recovering from Hurri-
cane Katrina. Over $100 billion in Fed-
eral resources has been needed to re-
spond to this disaster alone. 

Our amendment would have no effect 
on Hurricane Katrina. The fact is, as I 
have said before, we have had virtually 
unanimous votes supporting funding 
for Katrina. I do not think that is a 
valid criticism. If we have an emer-
gency, I am confident this Congress 
will meet it. 

The recent Christmas Day airline 
bombing—I see my friend, Senator 
LEAHY. Is he seeking the floor to 
speak? If so, I will try to wrap up. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
going to speak for just 3 or 4 minutes, 
but I do not want to interrupt my 
friend from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I will wrap up. I do 
not want to delay the vote. It will be 
perfectly appropriate for him to make 
his remarks at this time. 

But first, I will point out this chart. 
Why do we need to contain the reckless 
growth in spending? This chart shows 
how much interest we pay on the debt. 
When we passed a stimulus package of 
almost $800 billion, we did not have 
that money. Where did we get it? We 
borrowed it, and we have to pay inter-
est on it. 

When we have an emergency, such as 
Hurricane Katrina—by definition, an 
emergency is an expenditure for which 
we do not have the money and it is 
above our budget. Our budget puts us 
in deficit. Emergency spending is al-
ways deficit funded, funded with bor-
rowed money. 

In 2009, the interest we paid on our 
debt was $200 billion. That is the public 
debt. We have more debt than that. We 
have internal debt. Under the 10-year 
proposal President Obama gave us 
early last year, the Congressional 
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Budget Office concludes that our defi-
cits will surge and that in 10 years, the 
interest for 1 year would be $799 billion. 
That is why everybody says we are on 
an unsustainable path. How do we get 
off it? Basically, we have to contain 
our spending. We cannot have $800 bil-
lion stimulus packages every year or 
two. We cannot have spending in-
creases of 10 percent and 12 percent in 
basic discretionary accounts. 

If we start taking firm action now, 
this will not happen. The debt tends to 
compound. Our deficits tend to com-
pound. They go into the baseline, and 
then we have an increase over that the 
next year and the next year, and it 
compounds a lot more than some of our 
Members realize. That is why we are 
getting into the area that threatens 
the very financial viability of this Na-
tion, as Mr. Greenspan said in Decem-
ber with a statement so strong about 
the danger we face that it would curl 
your hair. 

That is why Senator MCCASKILL and 
I think we need to take some action. 
This is a proven way to do so with stat-
utory caps. I encourage my colleagues 
to see it for what it is: a bipartisan at-
tempt to be sure we do not rise above 
the budgetary caps that are in our 
budget. This amendment would make 
it hard to go above those levels in our 
spending. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, first, I 

thank my friend from Alabama for 
yielding time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3303 
Among the $120 billion in funding 

cuts that would be required by the 
Coburn amendment is a $1.3 billion re-
scission from the State Department. 
Section 13 of the amendment specifi-
cally directs the Secretary of State to 
eliminate two programs—the East- 
West Center and the Asia Foundation— 
saying this would produce savings. 

Even if it made sense to eliminate 
these programs which have a long his-
tory of achievement for our Nation and 
strong bipartisan, bicameral support, 
to do so would produce savings of only 
$42 million—a long way from the $120 
billion about which he spoke. The Sen-
ator’s amendment does not say where 
the balance of the $1.3 billion cut would 
come from. 

The Senator’s Web site mentions two 
other small programs within the State 
and Foreign Operations budget that he 
believes should be cut which total $25 
million, and $20 million of that, inci-
dentally, is for the Tropical Forest 
Conservation Act, something that gets 
us praise around the world and actu-
ally protects the well-being of every-
body in this country. It has long been 
supported by the senior Republican on 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

The explanation of the Senator from 
Oklahoma for eliminating these funds 
is that other nations should be respon-
sible for the conservation of their own 
tropical forests. Would that it were so. 

But when they get cut down, they af-
fect those of us in Vermont, Colorado, 
Oklahoma, or anywhere else. In fact, it 
is like saying to other nations, no mat-
ter how impoverished—for example, 
Haiti—that they should take care of 
their own health needs. That ignores 
the fact that deadly viruses, such as 
HIV and TB, are as oblivious to na-
tional boundaries as are carbon emis-
sions from the destruction of tropical 
forests. It is a shortsighted and un-
workable approach to global problems 
that affect the American people di-
rectly. 

In defense of his proposal to rescind 
$1.3 billion from the State Department, 
Senator COBURN cites more than $13 
billion in funding for Iraq reconstruc-
tion that has been wasted, stolen, or 
lost. I see my good friend from Okla-
homa on the floor. I say in that regard, 
there is no doubt there was deplorable 
waste, fraud, and abuse of U.S. tax-
payer funds by contractors, such as 
Halliburton, that received no-bid, 
sweetheart contracts under the last 
Republican administration. It was 
probably the most poorly implemented 
nation-building program in history. At 
that time, the Republican Congress 
rubber-stamped those funds that were 
wasted—probably not wasted if you 
were a shareholder of Halliburton; you 
thought it was a good idea because 
they walked off with so much of it. The 
White House even opposed efforts by 
some of us, including Republicans, to 
create the Office of the Special Inspec-
tor General for Iraq Reconstruction 
that discovered the misuse of funds. 

I also remind everybody that it was 
the Republican Congress, with a Re-
publican President, that inherited the 
largest surplus in America’s history, 
created by a Democratic administra-
tion, that of President Clinton’s, that 
left a surplus that was paying down the 
national debt, left a huge surplus to 
the incoming Republican President. 
The Republican Congress not only 
voted to use that surplus to pay for an 
unnecessary war in Iraq but even cut 
taxes when we were fighting what 
ended up being two wars. It is the only 
time in our Nation’s history we have 
done that—spend the surplus, cut 
taxes, and somehow these wars that 
have been going on now for 8 years 
would pay for themselves. 

I think to use the last Republican ad-
ministration’s waste of taxpayer dol-
lars in Iraq as a rationale to rescind 
funds today that have bipartisan sup-
port for the security of our embassies 
and our diplomats overseas and for pro-
grams in Afghanistan, Pakistan, 
Yemen, the Middle East, Indonesia, 
Mexico, Central Asia, Israel, and 
Egypt, where the threats to U.S. na-
tional security interests are beyond 
dispute, would be foolhardy. 

Every one of us should agree that not 
every Federal program deserves to be 
funded and certainly not because it was 
funded in the past. I have voted to cut 
programs in the Appropriations Com-
mittee and on this floor because they 

have gone beyond their useful life span 
or were ineffective. Some programs are 
effective. Those that are not should be 
eliminated. 

But the Appropriations Sub-
committee on State and Foreign Oper-
ations, with leadership between myself 
and the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire, Mr. GREGG—we spent the 
better part of last year making dif-
ficult choices of what to fund and what 
to cut. The Appropriations Committee 
approved those choices, Republicans 
and Democrats, all 29 members, with 
one dissenting vote, and that was on 
another issue involving abortion. This 
amendment would cut funding to com-
bat HIV, TB. Countries receive help 
from us, from Colombia, to Israel, to 
Egypt, to Mexico. The Senator from 
Oklahoma, with one strike of the pen, 
would arbitrarily slash 5 percent of 
that funding. Should we look for places 
where we can save money, where pro-
grams are not meeting their goals? Of 
course. But to do it this way, willy- 
nilly, picking a percentage out of the 
air with no concern for the con-
sequences, does not protect the secu-
rity of the American people. 

There is another section of the 
amendment about which I would like 
to speak. Section 5 of the amendment 
directs the Secretary of Education to 
work with the Secretaries of other rel-
evant agencies to consolidate and re-
duce the cost of administering the stu-
dent foreign exchange and inter-
national education programs. These ex-
changes are some of the most strongly 
supported programs by both Democrats 
and Republicans in the foreign aid 
budget. 

This amendment takes aim at the 
Benjamin Gilman International Schol-
arship Program, as well as several De-
partment of Education international 
education and research programs, some 
of which are administered by the State 
Department, and a National Science 
Foundation program. 

The Benjamin Gilman Program, cre-
ated by Congress, provides scholarships 
to American undergraduates to study 
abroad, including students in nontradi-
tional destinations, or to study critical 
languages, such as Arabic, Persian, and 
Chinese. Our military, and our intel-
ligence agencies, say there is an unmet 
need for Americans who can speak 
these languages. Senator COBURN would 
cut funding for it. 

The Department of Education’s For-
eign Language and Area Studies Fel-
lowship Program provides funding for 
foreign language study at U.S. univer-
sities, and several of these programs 
focus on strengthening study in inter-
national business and education, at a 
time when we are becoming more and 
more aware we cannot compete just 
within our borders. Our businesses 
have to be able to compete with other 
countries around the world or we lose 
jobs in America. We should be 
strengthening our study of inter-
national business and education, not 
cutting these programs. 
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The amendment would cut other suc-

cessful exchanges, such as the Ful-
bright-Hayes programs for teachers, 
high school students, graduate stu-
dents, and business professionals. 
These exchanges bring foreigners with 
a range of economic, cultural, and eth-
nic backgrounds to the United States 
and they send Americans overseas. At 
a time when America should be reach-
ing out around the world for our secu-
rity, for our businesses, we should not 
be cutting these programs which have 
been woefully underfunded as both Re-
publicans and Democrats have pointed 
out. 

The Institute for International Edu-
cation is one example of an organiza-
tion that effectively administers these 
programs. It provides citizens of other 
countries with a chance to learn first-
hand about American culture, our val-
ues, our government, and our way of 
life. These are among the most effec-
tive ways of countering the misrepre-
sentation and false stereotypes about 
the United States that we see per-
petrated by extremists. Some of these 
programs and their predecessors I saw 
during the Cold War period. I remem-
ber one of the early meetings I had, 
along with several others, with Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan. He had spoken 
about the evil empire, and he said: 
What would you suggest we do? Of the 
suggestions that several of us made, I 
said this: Why don’t you visit the So-
viet Union and invite their leader to 
come to the United States next year 
and visit here? 

He said: Why? 
I said: Because you really don’t know 

much about them. I pressed him a lit-
tle on that, but he heard me out, and I 
said: But they do not know much about 
you either, and it would force them to 
learn about you and your staff, and it 
would force us to learn about them and 
their staff. 

Later, in his second term, President 
Reagan told me that was some of the 
best advice he ever got. We know how 
triumphant his visit was to the Soviet 
Union and how triumphant it was when 
Mr. Gorbachev came here, and the two 
of them learned about each other and 
worked together to lower the threat of 
nuclear war. 

That is just one example. 
Mr. COBURN. Would the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. LEAHY. Without losing my right 

to the floor. 
Mr. COBURN. No problem there. 
Is the Senator aware that the foreign 

ops appropriation increased by 11 per-
cent in 2009 and 33 percent last year? 
Yet the Senator is saying we can’t trim 
5 percent from that budget? Am I hear-
ing the Senator correctly? We in-
creased it 46 percent in 2 years, and we 
can’t cut 5 percent? 

Mr. LEAHY. I would tell the Senator 
from Oklahoma that if you look over 
the last 10 years, there have been sig-
nificant shortfalls in many of these 
programs, and in personnel. The in-
creases began first at the request of 

former President George W. Bush, and 
then followed by President Obama be-
cause they realized the need for us to 
have these programs for our own secu-
rity. 

My response would be: Where do we 
make cuts? Your amendment does not 
say. Do we start with individual coun-
tries—Israel, Egypt, and so on? Do we 
start with programs to combat HIV, or 
malaria, or programs to eliminate 
childhood diseases in Africa? These ex-
changes enable Americans and for-
eigners to conduct scientific research 
to increase understanding and coopera-
tion. 

Rather than cut funding, Senators on 
both sides of the aisle have consist-
ently urged the Appropriations Com-
mittee to increase funding to expand 
our efforts to promote better under-
standing of the United States. If we 
had funded all the requests for in-
creases, it would be considerably more 
than it was. Senator GREGG and I 
stayed within our allocation. Also, I 
think it was the only appropriations 
subcommittee that reported a bill with 
no earmarks. 

If there are ways of consolidating to 
reduce some administrative costs with-
out harming the effectiveness or reduc-
ing opportunities to participate in 
these exchange programs, I am for it. 
But rather than by amendment to the 
debt ceiling bill, rather than giving 
carte blanche to the administration— 
or any administration—let’s consider 
this in the normal appropriations proc-
ess in a deliberative way. 

Mr. President, we actually work hard 
on these bills. We make difficult 
choices. Some things get funded, others 
do not. We vote up or down. We have to 
stay within our budget, and we did, and 
we did it without earmarks. So I be-
lieve the amendment should be re-
jected. 

It sounds nice we should just elimi-
nate $2 billion in waste. Who would not 
want that? Let us be specific. Let us 
make the hard choices and say where 
the cuts are going to come from. The 
Senator’s amendment does not do that. 
I recall a Republican President who 
gave great speeches about a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, and then during his administration 
tripled the national debt. I have heard 
great speeches by people who have 
voted to cut taxes during two wars, by 
people who instead of using the surplus 
left by the last Democratic President 
squandered it in a year’s time. 

Mr. President, I see the distinguished 
majority leader on the Senate floor, so 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Senator from 
Vermont, the chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order for the Coburn 
amendment, No. 3303, to be divided into 
four divisions, as follows, and modified 
to strike sections 17 and 18: section 1, 
division I; section 2, division II; sec-
tions 3 to 5, division III; and section 16, 
division IV; further, that once the Re-

publican leader or his designee has of-
fered his amendment, a copy of which 
is at the desk, no further amendments 
or motions be in order; that Senator 
COBURN be recognized for up to 15 min-
utes; that upon the use or yielding 
back of that time, the Senate proceed 
to vote with respect to the following 
amendments in the following order; 
and that prior to each vote, there be 6 
minutes of debate equally divided and 
controlled in the usual form—that is, 
there be 3 minutes on each side: Coburn 
division I, Coburn division II, Coburn 
division III, Coburn division IV; that 
on Thursday, January 28, after any 
leader time, the Senate then resume 
consideration of H.J. Res. 45; that no 
further debate be in order except as 
provided for in this agreement; that 
prior to each of the following votes 
with respect to H.J. Res. 45, there be 4 
minutes of debate, equally divided and 
controlled in the usual form: 
Brownback amendment regarding com-
missions, which is at the desk; Ses-
sions-McCaskill amendment No. 3308; 
Reid amendment No. 3305; Baucus, for 
Reid, substitute amendment No. 3299; 
passage, H.J. Res. 45; further, that the 
cloture motions filed with respect to 
H.J. Res. 45 be withdrawn; with the 
vote threshold requirement still in ef-
fect as provided in the order of Decem-
ber 22, and that the Baucus amendment 
No. 3306 be withdrawn; further, that 
upon disposition of H.J. Res. 45, the 
Senate then proceed to executive ses-
sion, and there be 60 minutes of debate 
prior to the cloture vote on Executive 
Calendar No. 641, the nomination of 
Ben Bernanke to be Chairman of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the lead-
ers or their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I wish to 
modify my consent request. I said sec-
tions 3 to 5, but it is sections 3 to 15 be 
division III. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not 
object, but I want to convey my appre-
ciation to the leader and his staff for 
allowing division in the four areas on 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 3303), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE ll—ELIMINATION OF 
DUPLICATIVE AND WASTEFUL SPENDING 

SEC. 1. IDENTIFICATION, CONSOLIDATION, AND 
ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATIVE GOV-
ERNMENT PROGRAMS. 

The Comptroller General of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office shall conduct 
routine investigations to identify programs, 
agencies, offices, and initiatives with dupli-
cative goals and activities within Depart-
ments and governmentwide and report annu-
ally to Congress on the findings, including 
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the cost of such duplication and with rec-
ommendations for consolidation and elimi-
nation to reduce duplication identifying spe-
cific rescissions. 
SEC. 2. REPEAL OF INCREASE OF THE OFFICE 

BUDGETS OF MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–68 for the legislative branch, 
$245,000,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That none of 
the funding available for the Legislative 
Branch be available for any pilot program 
for mailings of postal patron postcards by 
Senators for the purpose of providing notice 
of a town meeting by a Senator in a county 
(or equivalent unit of local government) at 
which the Senator will personally attend. 
SEC. 3. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111-80 for the Department of Agri-
culture, $1,342,800,000 in unobligated balances 
are permanently rescinded: Provided, That as 
proposed by the President’s FY 2010 budget, 
no funding may be available for the Eco-
nomic Action Program, which is duplicative 
of USDA’s Urban and Community Forestry 
program, has been poorly managed, and has 
funded questionable initiatives such as 
music festivals: Provided further, That no 
funding may be available for the High En-
ergy Cost grant program, which is duplica-
tive of the $6,000,000,000 in low interest loan 
programs offered by the UDSA’s Rural Utili-
ties Service: Provided further, That as in-
cluded in the Congressional Budget Office’s 
August 2009 Budget Options document, which 
states that the program ‘‘merely replaces 
private spending with public spending’’, no 
funding may be available for the Foreign 
Market Development Program, which also 
duplicates the Foreign Agricultures Serv-
ice’s Market Access Program: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall consolidate 
and reduce the cost of administering the nu-
merous programs administered by the De-
partment relating to encouraging conserva-
tion, including the Conservation Steward-
ship Program, which the Government Ac-
countability Office revealed in 2006 is dupli-
cative of other USDA conservations efforts, 
including the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram, the Wetlands Reserve Program, the 
Farmland Protection Program, the Wildlife 
Habitat Program, and the Grassland Reserve 
Program: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall work with the Secretary of En-
ergy to consolidate and reduce the cost of 
administering the numerous programs ad-
ministered by both Departments relating to 
bioenergy promotion, including the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Biomass Program, the De-
partment of Agriculture’s Biomass Crop As-
sistance Program, the Biorefinery Program 
for Advanced Fuels Program, and the 
Biobased Products and Bioenergy Program, 
the Biorefinery Repowering Assistance Pro-
gram, the New Era Rural Technology Com-
petitive Grants Program, and the Feedstock 
Flexibility Program: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall work with the Secretary 
of Energy to consolidate and reduce the cost 
of administering the numerous programs ad-
ministered by both Departments relating to 
alternative energy, including the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Geothermal Technology 
Program, Wind Energy Program, and the 
Solar Energy Technologies Program, and the 
Department of Agriculture’s Rural Energy 
for America Program: the Secretary shall 
consolidate and reduce the cost of admin-
istering the numerous programs adminis-
tered by the Department that provide food 
assistance to foreign countries, including the 

USAD Foreign Agricultural Service, the food 
for Progress Program, the McGovern-Dole 
International Food for Education and Child 
Nutrition Program, the food for Peace pro-
grams, the Bill Emerson Humanitarian 
Trust, and the Local and Regional Procure-
ment Projects ; Provided further, That for 
any program for which funding is prohibited 
in this section, any activities under that pro-
gram that are deemed by the Secretary to be 
necessary or essential, the Secretary shall 
assign to an existing program for which 
funding is not prohibited in this section. 
SEC. 4. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Com-
merce, $697,850,000 in unobligated balances 
are permanently rescinded: Provided, That 
the Secretary shall work with the Secretary 
of Agriculture to consolidate and reduce the 
cost of administering the programs adminis-
tered by both Departments that provide 
rural public telecom grants, including elimi-
nating USDA’s grants to rural public broad-
casting stations, as proposed by the Presi-
dent’s FY 2010 budget, which duplicates the 
Department of Commerce’s Public Tele-
communications Facilities Program, and the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, which 
also receives Federal funding: Provided fur-
ther, That no funding may be made available 
for the Hollings Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership Program, which duplicates the 
Small Business Administration’s Small Busi-
ness Development Centers and which has 
been found by the Office of Management and 
Budget to ‘‘only serve a small percentage of 
small manufactures each year’’: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall work with the 
Secretaries of Housing and Rural Develop-
ment and Agriculture to consolidate and re-
duce the cost of administering the programs 
administered by these Departments relating 
to Economic Development, including the fol-
lowing programs, the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, the Community Devel-
opment Block Grants, Rural Development 
Administration grants, the National Com-
munity Development Initiative, the 
Brownfields Economic Development Initia-
tive, the Rural Housing and Economic Devel-
opment grants, the Community Service 
Block Grants, the Delta Regional Authority, 
the Community Economic Development 
grants, and the Historically Underutilized 
Business Zone program: Provided further, 
That for any program for which funding is 
prohibited in this section, any activities 
under that program that are deemed by the 
Secretary to be necessary or essential, the 
Secretary shall assign to an existing pro-
gram for which funding is not prohibited in 
this section. 
SEC. 5. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF EDUCATION. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Edu-
cation, $3,213,800,000 in unobligated balances 
are permanently rescinded: Provided, That 
the Secretary shall work with Secretaries 
from other Federal Departments to consoli-
date and reduce the cost of administering 
the at least 30 Federal programs that provide 
financial assistance to students to support 
postsecondary education in the forms of 
grants, scholarships, fellowships, and other 
types of stipends, including the 15 such pro-
grams at the Department of Education, such 
as the Academic Competitiveness Grants, 
the TEACH grants, the Federal Supple-
mental Education Opportunity Grants, the 

Leveraging Educational Assistance Program, 
the Javits Fellowships Program, Graduate 
Assistance in Areas of National Need pro-
gram, as well as the three similar programs 
administered by the National Science Foun-
dation, such as the Robert Noyce Teacher 
Scholarship program, as well as a program at 
the Department of Justice and one at the 
Health Resources Administration: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall work with 
Secretaries from other Federal Departments 
to consolidate and reduce the cost of admin-
istering the at least 69 Federal programs 
dedicated in full or in part to supporting 
early childhood education and child care, as 
outlined by the Government Accountability 
Office, which found that these 69 education 
programs are spread across 10 different agen-
cies: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall work with Secretaries from other Fed-
eral Departments to consolidate and reduce 
the cost of administering the at least 105 
Federal science, technology, math, and engi-
neering education programs, as outlined by 
the Academic Competitiveness Council, 
which found that these 105 education pro-
grams are spread across numerous Federal 
agencies: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall work with Secretaries from 
other Federal Departments to consolidate 
and reduce the cost of administering the nu-
merous student foreign exchange and inter-
national education programs, including the 
at least 14 programs at the Department, in-
cluding the American Overseas Research 
Centers, Business and International Edu-
cation, Centers for International Business 
Education, the Foreign Language and Area 
Studies Fellowships, the Institute for Inter-
national Public Policy, the International Re-
search and Studies, the Language Resource 
Centers, the National Resource Centers, the 
Technological Innovation and Cooperation 
for Foreign Information Access, and the Un-
dergraduate International Studies and For-
eign Language Program, the State Depart-
ment’s Benjamin A. Gilman International 
Scholarship Program, the Boren National 
Security Education Trust Fund, and ex-
change programs administered by the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s Office of Inter-
national Science and Engineering. 
SEC. 6. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111-85 for the Department of Energy, 
$1,321,800,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That the Sec-
retary shall work with Secretaries from 
other Federal Departments to consolidate 
and reduce the cost of administering the var-
ious Federal weatherization efforts, includ-
ing Federal funding for State-run weather-
ization projects, the Department of Energy’s 
Energy Conservation and Weatherization 
grants, as well as the Department of Ener-
gy’s building Technologies Program, the 
LIHEAP weatherization efforts, the National 
Park Service’s Weatherization and Improv-
ing the Energy Efficiency of Historic Build-
ings program, and the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development’s Energy Inno-
vation Fund: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall consolidate and reduce the cost 
of administering the various energy grant 
programs, including the Tribal Energy grant 
program, which overlaps with the Depart-
ment’s Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
Block Grants, and the Energy Start Energy 
Efficient appliance Rebate Program: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall con-
solidate and reduce the cost of administering 
the various vehicle technology programs at 
the Department, including the Vehicle Tech-
nologies program, the Advanced Battery 
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Manufacturing grants, the Advanced Tech-
nology Vehicles Manufacturing Loans Pro-
gram, and the Innovative Technology Loan 
Guarantee Program. 
SEC. 7. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Health 
and Human Services, $4,116,950,000 in unobli-
gated balances are permanently rescinded: 
Provided, That the Secretary, in coordination 
with the heads of other Departments and 
agencies, shall consolidate the programs 
that support nonresidential buildings and fa-
cilities construction, including the 29 pro-
grams across 8 Federal agencies identified by 
the Government Accountability Office. The 
Secretary, in coordination with the Sec-
retary of HUD and USDA and other appro-
priate departments and agencies, shall con-
solidate duplicative programs intended to re-
duce poverty and revitalize low-income com-
munities, including the HHS Community 
Services Block Grant, the HUD Community 
Development Block Grant, and USDA Rural 
Development program: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall work with Secretaries 
from other Federal Departments to consoli-
date and reduce the cost of administering 
the dozens of Federal programs, across mul-
tiple agencies, that funded childhood obesity 
programs, either as the main focus or as one 
component of the Federal program. 
SEC. 8. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–83 for the Department of Homeland 
Security, $2,205,000,000 in unobligated bal-
ances are permanently rescinded: Provided, 
That the Secretary shall work with Secre-
taries from other Federal Departments to 
consolidate and reduce the cost of admin-
istering the dozens of Federal homeland se-
curity programs, as identified by the Office 
of Management and Budget, which states 
that ‘‘a total of 31 agency budgets include 
Federal homeland security funding in 2010’’. 
SEC. 9. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, $2,302,450,000 in un-
obligated balances are permanently re-
scinded: Provided, That the Secretary shall 
work with Secretaries from other Federal 
Departments to consolidate and reduce the 
cost of administering the various Federal 
programs aimed at addressing homelessness, 
including the Supportive Housing Program, 
the Shelter Plus Care Program, the Single 
Room Occupancy Program, the Emergency 
Shelter Grant Program, programs at Health 
and Human Services such as the Basic Cen-
ter Program, Projects for Assistance in 
Transition from Homelessness, and the 
Street Outreach Program, and also including 
the more than 23 housing programs identi-
fied by the Government Accounting Office 
that target or have special features for the 
elderly. 
SEC. 10. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF INTERIOR. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–88 for the Department of Interior, 

$606,200,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That the Sec-
retary shall consolidate and reduce the cost 
of administering the at least 11 historic pres-
ervation programs at the Department, in-
cluding the 9 preservation programs at the 
Heritage Preservation Services, such as the 
Federal Agency Preservation Assistance Pro-
gram, the Historic Preservation Planning 
Program, the Technical Preservation Serv-
ices for Historic Buildings, as well as the 
Save America’s Treasures Grant Program, 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion, and the Preserve America program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
consolidate and reduce the cost of admin-
istering the various climate change impact 
programs at the Department, including the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs office Tackling Cli-
mate Impacts Initiative, the U.S. Geological 
Survey’s National Climate Change and Wild-
life Science Center, the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service climate change initiatives, and the 
state and tribal wildlife conservation grants 
which are being provided to entities to adapt 
and mitigate the impacts of climate change 
on wildlife: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall consolidate and reduce the cost 
of administering the dozens of invasive spe-
cies research, monitoring, and eradication 
programs at the Department, including the 
eight programs administered by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Services, the similar programs 
administered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the National Park Service, and the 4 
Federal councils created to coordinate Fed-
eral invasive species efforts, the National 
Invasive Species Council, the National 
Invasive Species Information Center, the 
Federal Interagency Committee for the Man-
agement of Noxious and Exotic Weeds, and 
the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force. 
SEC. 11. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Justice, 
$1,385,100,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That the At-
torney General in coordination with the 
heads of other Departments and agencies, 
shall consolidate Federal offender reentry 
programs, including those authorized by the 
Second Chance Act, the DOJ Office of Jus-
tice Programs Bureau of Justice Assistance 
Prisoner Reentry Initiative, the Department 
of Labor Reintegration of Ex-Offenders pro-
gram, the Department of Education 
Lifeskills for State and Local Inmates Pro-
grams, and the HHS Young Offender Reentry 
Program: Provided further, That the Attorney 
General shall consolidate the four duplica-
tive grant programs, including the State 
Formula Grant program, the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention Block Grant program, the 
Challenge/Demonstration Grant program, 
and the Title V grant program, administered 
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act and reduce the cost of ad-
ministering such programs: Provided further, 
That the Attorney General, in coordination 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) and the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), shall consoli-
date Federal programs that assist state drug 
courts, including substance abuse treatment 
services for offenders, such as the HHS 
Adult, Juvenile, and Family Drug Court pro-
gram, the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration Drug Court 
Treatment Program, the DOJ Drug Court 
Program, the ONDCP National Drug Court 
Institute: Provided further,That the Attorney 
General shall eliminate the National Drug 
Intelligence Center (NDIC) which duplicates 
the activities of 19 other drug intelligence 

centers and reassign any essential duties 
performed by NDIC. 
SEC. 12. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF LABOR. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Labor, 
$679,100,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That the Sec-
retary, in coordination with the heads of 
other Departments and agencies, shall con-
solidate the 18 programs administered by the 
Department and ten programs administered 
by other agencies that support job training 
and employment, such as the Adult Employ-
ment and Training Activities program, Dis-
located Worked Employment and Training 
Activities, Youth Activities, YouthBuild, 
and the Migrant and Seasonal Farmers pro-
gram and reduce the cost of administering 
such programs. 
SEC. 13. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of State, 
$1,318,550,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded: Provided, That in ac-
cordance with the President’s FY 2010 budg-
et, no funding may be made available for the 
Center for Cultural and Technical Inter-
change Between East and West, which dupli-
cates the State Departments cultural ex-
changes: Provided further, That no funding 
may be made available for the Asia Founda-
tion, which duplicates efforts at USAID and 
the National Endowment for Democracy: 
Provided further, That for any program for 
which funding is prohibited in this section, 
any activities under that program that are 
deemed by the Secretary to be necessary or 
essential, the Secretary shall assign to an 
existing program for which funding is not 
prohibited in this section. 
SEC. 14. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Transpor-
tation, $1,090,500,000 in unobligated balances 
are permanently rescinded: Provided, That 
the Secretary shall consolidate and reduce 
the costs of various duplicative highway pro-
grams, including the regionally specific de-
velopment programs, the Federal-Aid High-
way Programs under chapter I of title 23, 
United States Code, the Research programs 
authorized under title V of Public Law 109– 
59: Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
consolidate and reduce the costs of various 
rail-line relocation grant programs, includ-
ing the Rail-Line Relocation and Improve-
ment Capital Program, and the Highway- 
Rail Crossings Program, the Railroad Reha-
bilitation and Improvement Financing pro-
gram. 
SEC. 15. REPEAL OF EXCESSIVE OVERHEAD, 

ELIMINATION OF WASTEFUL SPEND-
ING, AND CONSOLIDATION OF DU-
PLICATIVE PROGRAMS AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF TREASURY. 

Of the funds made available under Public 
Law 111–117 for the Department of Treasury, 
$677,650,000 in unobligated balances are per-
manently rescinded. 
SEC. 16. RESCISSION OF UNSPENT AND UNCOM-

MITTED FUNDS FEDERAL FUNDS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, of the $657,000,000,000 in Federal funds 
unobligated at the end of fiscal year 2009, the 
discretionary, unexpired funds available for 
more than 2 consecutive fiscal years, as of 
the date of enactment of this Act, are perma-
nently rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, we just 

heard the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, who is also chairman of 
the appropriations subcommittee, give 
the typical Washington talk on why we 
can’t cut spending. In light of the fact 
there has been a 45-percent increase in 
his area of appropriations, we now 
can’t come back and give 5 percent of 
that back to the American people. 

Forty-five percent growth in 2 years, 
and we are picking winners and losers? 
We are not picking winners. The only 
winners we are picking are the Amer-
ican people. 

The fact is, there hasn’t been a major 
program eliminated by the appropria-
tions subcommittee in 5 years. What 
they do is, once they are there, they 
are there forever, and nobody is willing 
to make the hard choices. That is typ-
ical of all the talk we will hear about 
why we can’t cut $120 billion from the 
expenditures for this year—$120 billion 
out of $3.4 trillion, and we can’t come 
up with 5 percent. We can’t find it. 

We are giving you a way to do that. 
Everybody is going to get to vote, and 
we are going to send a message to the 
American people. At the rate we are 
growing the government, it will double 
in the next 5 years, and we can’t find 5 
percent, when they are having to make 
10, 15, 20, and 25 percent cuts in their 
own budgets. 

What we heard was the typical appro-
priations response: We work hard, let’s 
save this for appropriations. The prob-
lem is it never happens because every 
bill, somewhere, has a small constitu-
ency—every program. We listed 640 pro-
grams that have duplication, redun-
dancy, and inefficiency. Yet we hear an 
appropriations subcommittee chairman 
say: Oh, no, we can’t. 

Well, the American people don’t get 
that. We ought to be about trimming 
the waste out of this government, and 
at a conservative estimate there is at 
least $387 billion in waste, fraud, or du-
plication this year. 

So we have the tremendous oppor-
tunity to come down here and deny the 
truth the American people know: This 
government is wasteful, it is not effi-
cient, and most of the time it is not ef-
fective. When we try to make a com-
monsense, small cut after a tremen-
dous growth over the last 2 years, we 
hear: No, we can’t. No, we can’t. We 
hear a sob story. We can’t do it. 

The fact is, we don’t have a future 
unless we start cutting spending. The 
President even asked his staff to give 
him an option on the budget of a 5-per-
cent across-the-board cut. We will hear 
tomorrow night about freezing discre-
tionary spending. It is easy to freeze 
discretionary spending. We have just 
jumped it 27 percent across the board. 
But the freezing doesn’t start until 
2011. We are not going to freeze it until 
2011. Our problem is today. The prob-
lem that our children are going to face 
is being manifested and made signifi-
cantly harder because we are fearful to 
make commonsense cuts. 

Mr. President, $100 billion out of this 
$120 billion comes from $660 billion that 
is sitting in agencies that haven’t ex-
pended it over the last 2 years—the 
$660-some billion. We are saying, of 
those that haven’t been spent, that 
hasn’t been rolled out over the last 2 
years, send $100 billion back. It is easy. 
We are spending money so fast that the 
agencies can’t even get it out the door. 
When they do get it out the door, it is 
ineffective and highly inefficient and 
loaded with fraud. 

Why in the world would we reject 
making commonsense efforts just like 
everybody else in this country is hav-
ing to make today? Why would we put 
in the perspective: Oh, we can’t do 
these little things, from the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee, when in fact 
our country is drowning in debt and 
the future for our children is in doubt? 
We cry crocodile tears over some little 
program somewhere that in the whole 
realm of things is either duplicated or 
highly ineffective. We want to keep 
every last one of them. 

We just heard the chairman of the 
foreign ops subcommittee say we can’t 
do any of this. They are way too valu-
able; we can’t do it. 

Well, what is more valuable, taking 
care of the next generation, embracing 
our heritage of sacrifice to create op-
portunity or satisfying a small interest 
group that is dependent on a govern-
ment program that is both ineffective 
and inefficient and also has three or 
four other programs that do exactly 
the same thing? 

The first component that we are 
going to vote on is a mandatory re-
quest of the GAO to tell us the duplica-
tion; tell us across agency lines where 
we are failing. What do we need to 
know? Nobody can tell us that today. 
When we asked the GAO—personally 
asked the GAO—they said the task is 
too big. Well, that ought to be our first 
signal that something is really wrong, 
when the Government Accounting 
Agency says the government is so big 
and convoluted that they can’t tell us 
where we have duplication. They can-
not give us recommendations on what 
to eliminate. 

That ought to be our first signal to 
say time out, stop, cut some spending 
and let’s see who squeals, and we will 
put back if we have made a mistake. 

The American people understand, 
more than we do, what is at risk in the 
future. They want a secure future. 
They want the ability to plan for their 
children and their grandchildren. They 
do not want a fiat currency, which is 
what is coming if we do not rein in 
spending. 

Most of my colleagues know that is 
the problem before us. The question is, 
will we have the courage to go after it. 
It would be different had we not had 
significant increases over the last 4 or 
5 years in this country, in terms of the 
budget of the Federal Government. But 
it has doubled. We are going to have an 
increase in the debt limit for 1 year 
that is $200 billion more than the en-

tire government spent in 1999. In 10 
years we are going to borrow $200 bil-
lion more than we spent—just to oper-
ate 1 year—than we spent in the entire 
budget in fiscal year 1999. Of every 
penny we spend this next year, 44 cents 
of it is going to be borrowed—$4.4 bil-
lion a day. 

What this amendment says is let’s 
not make that so. It does not have to 
be so. Let’s cut it to $3 billion or $3.3 
billion of that. Let’s save the future for 
our children. 

I am reminded that hard things are 
hard. Habits are hard to break. The 
habit of Washington is to never have to 
make a hard choice. We heard a stellar 
representation by the Senator from 
Vermont about why things cannot 
change here—because everybody has a 
special little project, they want to pro-
tect. While they are protecting their 
special little project, they are forget-
ting about the country as a whole. 
That should not be the legacy we want 
to embrace. The legacy we ought to 
embrace is that we had the courage to 
make the hard, tough decisions at a 
time when it was called for. Now is 
that time. It is not 2011, it is not next 
month, it is not when the appropria-
tions bills come, it is now. 

Just think what would happen to the 
dollar tomorrow if the Senate cuts $120 
billion of discretionary spending that 
is wasteful and duplicated and is not 
going to make a difference in nary an 
American life. The signal it will send 
to the world is we are back on track. 
The value of the dollar will rise, the 
cost of oil will go down, the standard of 
living of consumers will go up, and 
every family this year will benefit to 
the tune of $794, if we agree to this 
amendment. 

I think the citizens of America are 
worth that. I know their children and 
grandchildren are worth it. The ques-
tion is, will we curry up the courage? 
Will we meet the challenge that faces 
this country or will we continue the 
status quo because we have always 
done it this way? Doing it this way is 
exactly what put us $12.4 trillion in 
debt; by this time next year $14.2 tril-
lion in debt. It is mortgaging and steal-
ing the future of our children. 

I look forward to seeing the outcome 
of the votes, and I know the American 
people do. This is the first time in a 
long time we have had a true vote on 
the floor to make a difference in what 
is going to happen in the finances of 
this country. My hope is we will not 
disappoint, again, the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I agree 

with the Senator from Oklahoma that 
there is waste within government, that 
there is duplication or overlap of pro-
grams across some government agen-
cies, and that the amount of spending 
approved for fiscal year 2010 was higher 
than it should have been given our Na-
tion’s fiscal situation. That is part of 
the reason why I opposed the fiscal 
year 2010 budget resolution. 

But, I am not enamored of the ap-
proach that Senator COBURN has taken 
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in this amendment. It is an abdication 
of our constitutional duties as elected 
Members of Congress to cede such vast 
decisionmaking power to the executive 
branch. If there is $120 billion to be cut 
from the budget, we should identify 
those cuts and vote on them. We should 
not let the President, a commission, or 
some other entity make those deci-
sions for us. 

Throughout the past year the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and other Mem-
bers offered amendments to cut spend-
ing from the budget resolution, appro-
priations bills, and other measures. 
Some of these amendments were adopt-
ed and some were not. I supported some 
of the amendments and opposed others. 
In each case, however, Senators knew 
what they were voting on and had some 
idea what the effect of the amendment 
would be. With this amendment we 
have no idea what its effect will be. 
The sponsor of the amendment says the 
impacts will be negligible but offers 
virtually no specifics. Perhaps he is 
correct. It is also possible that the 
President—whose priorities in many 
respects differ significantly from most 
Senators on my side of the aisle—will 
take the reductions mandated by this 
amendment from programs that my 
colleagues and I feel to be high prior-
ities. It is possible that the President 
will fail to take the reductions from 
those programs we feel are most dupli-
cative or wasteful. 

We will likely never know the an-
swers to these questions. This amend-
ment will not be enacted. I agree that 
Federal spending must be constrained. 
As we go forward, however, I hope the 
Senate will take a more transparent 
approach to deficit reduction so that 
Senators, consistent with their con-
stitutional responsibilities, can make 
informed decisions about the oper-
ations of the Federal Government. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

Coburn amendment, Division I. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD), the Senator from Maryland (Ms. 
MIKULSKI), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

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

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 6 Leg.] 
YEAS—94 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Barrasso 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
LeMieux 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 

McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Risch 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Byrd 
Mikulski 

Roberts 
Voinovich 

Warner 
Webb 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 94, the nays are 0. 
Under the previous order requiring 60 
votes for the adoption of this division, 
the division is agreed to. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the next three votes be 10- 
minute rollcalls. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3303, DIVISION II 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

will now be 6 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided, on Coburn division No. II. 
Who yields time? 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this 

amendment rescinds our increase for 
our operations. We increased our budg-
et 5.8 percent at a time when there was 
no inflation last year, zero. The year 
before that, we had increased our budg-
et in excess of 10.9 percent, which 
means we effectively increased our own 
budgets to run our own operations 17 
percent in the last 2 years, with less 
than 1 percent inflation over that pe-
riod. If, in fact, we can’t lead by exam-
ple to cut our own budgets to help the 
country move out of the problem it is 
having, it is probably because we are 
not very good managers of our own 
budgets, which belies the problem we 
now face. I appreciate support on this 
amendment. The American people 
would sincerely appreciate support on 
this amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the 

amendment being offered by the Sen-

ator from Oklahoma affects the legisla-
tive branch. It is true it affects Mem-
bers of Congress in their offices, but it 
affects much more. We just had an 
overwhelming vote to give new respon-
sibilities to the Government Account-
ability Office. The next amendment up 
calls for cutting their budget. I would 
say to the Senator from Oklahoma, 
you can’t have it both ways. You give 
new responsibilities to these agencies 
and then say: We will give you less 
money to do it. 

Let me suggest something else. When 
you start to leave this evening to go 
home and you drive by the gate out 
here and you see, in the dark, men and 
women in uniform risking their lives 
for us and for the visitors to the Cap-
itol, remember this vote. This vote 
cuts funds for the Capitol Police and 
security in the Capitol. When the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma was asked earlier, 
are you asking for too much in cuts, he 
said: I want to keep cutting until they 
squeal. What will be the squeal we hear 
when it comes to security from the 
Capitol? I am sorry to say it might be 
an incident that none of us wants to 
see. 

We want this to be a safe place. The 
Capitol Visitor Center has more and 
more people coming in. Cutting secu-
rity for the Capitol at this point in 
time with the threats facing our Na-
tion and the fact that we work in one 
of the biggest targets in America is 
very shortsighted. That is what hap-
pens when you cut across the board and 
you don’t take a look at the individual 
agencies involved. Please, for the secu-
rity of the Capitol and for the security 
of the people who visit it, vote no on 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, it is re-
markable what length we will go to de-
fend our budgets. The fact is, the as-
sumption Senator DURBIN made is that 
we are efficient. The fact is, we are not. 
Everybody in here could turn back at 
least 10 percent of their budget if they 
ran their office efficiently. We know 
that. Nothing in Washington is run ef-
ficiently. So to say we can’t do it with-
out putting ourselves at risk is poppy-
cock. It is time for us to lead. Now is 
the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip. 

Mr. DURBIN. One thing I forgot to 
mention. Members of Congress volun-
tarily forgo every cost-of-living adjust-
ment each year. We decided not to ask 
for a cost-of-living adjustment because 
we are in hard times. To suggest that 
sacrifices are not being made is not ac-
curate. I urge my colleagues, vote 
against this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the Coburn Amendment, Division No. 
II. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD), the Senator from Maryland (Ms. 
MIKULSKI), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

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

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 7 Leg.] 
YEAS—46 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bayh 
Bennet 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagan 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
LeMieux 

Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Risch 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Udall (CO) 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NAYS—48 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Menendez 
Merkley 

Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (NM) 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Byrd 
Mikulski 

Roberts 
Voinovich 

Warner 
Webb 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 48. 
Under the previous order requiring 60 
votes for the adoption of this division, 
the division is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3303, DIVISION III 
There will now be 6 minutes of debate 

equally divided on Coburn division III. 
Who yields time? 
The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-

nized. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, we are 

going to hear why we cannot do this, 
kind of along with the debate we just 
heard from the majority whip. But here 
are some examples for you. This is 
what the GAO found. 

In 2005, 13 different Federal agencies 
spent $3 billion to fund 207 programs to 
encourage students to enter the field of 
math and science. Mr. President, 207 
different programs, and we are going to 
vote against eliminating them here in 
just a minute. 

In 2003, $30 billion was spent on 44 
job-training programs administered by 
9 different Federal agencies. Fourteen 
departments within the Federal Gov-
ernment, 49 independent agencies oper-
ate exchange and study abroad pro-
grams. So 14 departments, 49 inde-
pendent agencies operate exchange and 
study abroad programs; 69 early edu-
cation programs administered by 9 dif-
ferent agencies; 23 Federal housing pro-
grams that target or have special fea-
tures for the elderly operated by 6 dif-
ferent agencies. 

That is just a minimal number. 
We are going to hear why we cannot 

do this. The American people are want-
ing to know when we are going to do 
what is right, what is possible, and 
what is best for the long term, not the 
short term. 

With that, Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Hawaii is recog-
nized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma proposes to cut 
$20 billion from programs which he de-
scribes as being redundant. Well, take, 
for example, nursing. There are three 
different programs. They are not re-
dundant. One is for education; another 
is to train women and men to go to 
rural areas, rural America, to serve; 
and the third is for research. Yes, three 
different agencies handle that. It is for 
three different purposes. 

Then you have HUD. One of the sad 
facts of life is that tonight 658,000 
American men, women, and children 
are going to go to bed homeless, some 
of them with empty stomachs, some 
without blankets, and we are going to 
cut 5 percent from housing for the 
homeless? This amendment does that. 

Then you have cuts for foreign oper-
ations. Senator LEAHY spent some time 
this afternoon explaining why this is 
foolish. We had an accounting change 
because now we cover State Depart-
ment activities in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. 

I think it is ill-advised to do what 
the Senator proposes because these are 
not redundant. These are not wasteful. 
I think we could be spending more for 
the homeless, but yet we are cutting 
this by this amendment. I hope we re-
ject this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, what 
the American people are asking is, Why 
aren’t the three nursing programs com-
bined so you have one set of overhead 
to administer all three programs? That 
is what they are asking. This does not 
cut any money for the homeless. What 
it says is, put all the homeless pro-
grams under one set of administration 
where we save money and are much 
more effective at what we are doing be-
cause we are concentrating it within 
one area. We can have all sorts of rea-
sons why we cannot do it. Let’s find 
the courage to do it for the American 
people and the kids who follow. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the Coburn amendment, Division III. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD), the Senator from Maryland (Ms. 
MIKULSKI), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

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

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 61, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 8 Leg.] 
YEAS—33 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Corker 
Cornyn 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 

Kyl 
LeMieux 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Risch 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thune 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NAYS—61 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Franken 
Gillibrand 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Menendez 
Merkley 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Byrd 
Mikulski 

Roberts 
Voinovich 

Warner 
Webb 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 33, the nays are 61. 
Under the previous order requiring 60 
votes for the adoption of this division, 
the division is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3303, DIVISION IV 
There will now be 6 minutes for de-

bate equally divided on Coburn Divi-
sion No. IV. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, last 

year Federal agencies ended the fiscal 
year with $657 billion in unobligated 
balances. There is no question a great 
deal of that is associated with the war 
efforts and other things, but according 
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to OMB and CBO, approximately $100 
billion of that has been sitting for 2 
years or longer, never having been obli-
gated for what we have directed it to. 
So we have $100 billion sitting out 
there that the agencies have not been 
able to spend. Obviously, if they 
haven’t been able to spend it in the last 
2 years, it is not a priority. If, in fact, 
we rescind that money to the Treasury, 
we will cut our deficit $100 billion, and 
then we can reappropriate what is nec-
essary for this year. The rule in the 
Federal Government is after 2 years it 
is supposed to go back to the Treasury 
anyway, which is not being enforced 
for everybody except the Treasury De-
partment. They are under that obliga-
tion. 

So here is an opportunity—it doesn’t 
affect anything because the money 
hasn’t been obligated—to put it back in 
and start over and reprioritize. That is 
all it is about. It will actually move 
$100 billion back and then our appropri-
ators can decide whether they want to 
put that back this year. 

I appreciate your consideration on 
this amendment, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields? 

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this is a 

very serious amendment. Potentially it 
could be damaging. It says, very sim-
ply, if the funds are not obligated for 2 
years, then it is rescinded. It sounds 
reasonable, but I think it is no secret it 
takes longer than 2 years to build a 
battleship. It takes more than 2 years 
to build an aircraft carrier. It takes 
more than 2 years to build a hospital. 
Right now, there are 43 VA hospitals 
being built. Are we going to cut them 
out? What about the shipbuilding in-
dustry? Are we going to rescind that? 

This amendment has potentially very 
dangerous consequences. I hope my col-
leagues will vote against it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the dan-

gerous consequences facing this Nation 
aren’t as outlined by the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee. The 
dangerous consequences facing this Na-
tion are continued spending and bor-
rowing from the next generation and a 
creditworthiness that is not going to 
even be BBB. There is no question 
there is danger before us. It is not this 
amendment. It is the continuing efforts 
on the part of those who are in Wash-
ington to not recognize the fact that 
we are wasting money hand over fist 
and, in fact, we appropriate yearly on 
many of these projects. So it will not 
eliminate any as outlined by the chair-
man. It will give us a chance to 
reprioritize, which every family in 
America is doing today. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There is such a sec-
ond. 

All time is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
Coburn amendment, Division IV. 

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), the Senator from Maryland (Ms. 
MIKULSKI), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH). 

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

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 9 Leg.] 
YEAS—37 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kyl 
LeMieux 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Risch 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NAYS—57 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 

Menendez 
Merkley 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Byrd 
Mikulski 

Roberts 
Voinovich 

Warner 
Webb 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 37, the nays are 57. 
Under the previous order, requiring 60 
votes for the adoption of the division, 
the division is withdrawn. 

The Senator from Kansas is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3309 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3299 
Mr. BROWNBACK. I think under a 

previous agreement I was to call up an 
amendment. I ask that my amendment 
be callled up, No. 3309, which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendments are set aside and 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] 
proposes an amendment numbered 3309 to 
amendment No. 3299. 

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

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to add the fol-
lowing members as cosponsors to the 
amendment: Senators CHAMBLISS, EN-
SIGN, and VITTER. 

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, as 
I understand, there are no further 
votes this evening, and there will not 
be votes tomorrow. We will have this 
up Thursday, and we will debate it 
then and vote on it. I will put in some-
what of a statement tonight and then 
talk about it further on Thursday. 

This is a commission that has been in 
front of this body several times. We 
voted on it. It passed this body twice 
before in the budget debates. It is 
CARFA, the Commission on the Ac-
countability and Review of Federal 
Agencies. 

It is modeled exactly after the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission, 
the BRAC, that has been so successful 
on closing military bases and consoli-
dating assets and put the military in a 
better position. This is the same thing. 
It is to all of government. It has been 
voted on by this body twice before. It 
has passed this body. It is done in the 
budget agreement. It is time it became 
the law of the land. 

That is the process whereby we can 
actually cut government spending. It is 
a simple process—eight members on 
the Commission, four appointed by this 
body, four appointed by the House. For 
any recommendation to move forward, 
it has to pass by six of eight members, 
so either party cannot dominate or de-
termine it. It has to be six of eight. It 
will take one-fourth of the government 
each year for 4 years and review that 
fourth of the Federal Government and 
make recommendations for closure 
during that year’s period of time. 

The report for that year then is sub-
mitted to the appropriate committees 
of jurisdiction for a period of 30 days. 
They can review the report. They can 
hold hearings on the CARFA commis-
sion recommendations for a period of 30 
days. They can look it over and see 
which ones they like, which ones they 
do not like, but they cannot amend it. 

At the end of that 30 days, it is then 
subject to a privileged motion to come 
in front of this body so it has to be 
voted on by this body with a limit of 10 
hours of debate prior to going to the 
motion, 10 hours of debate on the bill 
itself. It cannot be amended. Then it is 
an up-or-down vote, with a 50-vote 
threshold of passage. It is a privileged 
motion that comes in front of this 
body, with a majority vote for it to 
pass through this body. 

This is the way we will get spending 
under control and done. This is an 
agreeable way. It is a way that has 
proven itself in the past. Now is the 
time we have to do this. 

I wish to show one chart that is new 
out today. It is no new news, unfortu-
nately. This one is new out today. This 
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is the projection of our Federal debt as 
a percentage of GDP. That is the one to 
watch, the projection of the Federal 
debt as a percentage of GDP. 

We can see what the January 2008 es-
timate of the Federal debt as a per-
centage of our economy was supposed 
to be. Here is the percent of the econ-
omy. We are pushing up 38 percent or 
so at this point in time. In January 
2008, this starts bending back down and 
moves to 20 percent by 2020. Then we 
had the January 2009 estimate come in. 
We see there we were getting up to 
mid-50 percent, and then it was going 
to bow back down to 41 percent. That 
was last year’s 2009 estimate. 

This year, just out today—this is the 
estimate—2010 as a percent of the econ-
omy, we are looking at our Federal 
debt as being midsixties, 67 percent, 
and staying at that level for the debt 
as a percentage of the economy. These 
are terrible numbers. They are way too 
high. They are stifling the economy. It 
is a nonsustainable position, and it is 
something we have to fix. 

Earlier today, we considered a com-
mission that had both spending and 
taxes in it. The American public is not 
for more taxes. They think they are 
taxed out, and I believe they are too 
taxed. They should not be taxed more. 
They do want us to cut spending. There 
is no question about that. They want 
us to cut it prudently. They want us to 
cut in wasteful, duplicative areas. That 
is what they want to get at. They want 
core programs clearly taken care of. 
That is why we put it to a bipartisan 
commission of individuals to look at. 
The recommendation has to clear six of 
eight members so no party can con-
trol—four appointed by Republicans, 
four appointed by Democrats—exam-
ined by the committees and then put 
forward for a vote. This can work. This 
is what the public wants us to do. It is 
time to do it. 

We have to start bending this down, 
the debt to GDP. This is dangerously 
high. It has not been this high since 
World War II. We cannot sustain it. We 
have to pull it back down. I would love 
us to start to cut spending and go 
through the committees and say we are 
going to cut here, we are going to cut 
there. We have not been able to do that 
under Republican or Democratic con-
trol of either branch of government. 
We have not been able to go at that on 
an individual basis. 

This is a system that has worked in 
the past. This is a system that this 
body has approved in the past. It has 
been in budget agreements. We have 
not made it all the way through in the 
budget agreement, but Members in this 
body have voted on this system for 
controlling spending. 

If people want to come back later and 
say: We want to look at other provi-
sions or we want to add something 
back, they can do that in future con-
ferences. But this gets that culling 
process going. 

I wish to point out one issue to my 
colleagues about the problem of run-

ning high debt and its impact on the 
economy. If the Federal Government 
runs a high debt level, it has a drag on 
the economy. There is a recent study 
just released at an American Econom-
ics Association meeting. The title of 
the study is ‘‘Growth in a Time of 
Debt.’’ It said, according to the study, 
that the sharp runup in public sector 
debt will likely prove one of the en-
dearing legacies of the 2009 financial 
crisis in the United States and else-
where. The study looked at debt levels 
of 44 countries and included data over 
the last 200 years in order to get the 
most comprehensive picture possible, 
the picture of debt on economic 
growth. 

What does this big lug do to the over-
all economy? Does it have an impact? 
They said, clearly, yes. 

The conclusion is clear: Very high 
government debt, classified as 90 per-
cent or more of gross domestic product, 
results in average growth rates a full 4 
percent below countries with lower 
debt levels. Since annual growth rate 
and GDP is averaged considerably less 
than 4 percent over the last 10 years in 
the United States, carrying high na-
tional debt can mean the difference be-
tween a growing economy and a con-
tracting economy. 

After the recent binge of Federal 
spending, our Nation’s gross debt could 
well surpass the 90 percent of GDP 
mark and go even above that, to the 
point that could be the lug on the econ-
omy that keeps us from growing and 
actually puts us in a contracting econ-
omy. 

I urge my colleagues or members of 
the Senate staff to look at these stud-
ies and look at the impact of debt on 
economic growth. This could end up 
being the real lug of what happens dur-
ing this period of time. 

CARFA is a bipartisan mechanism 
that can work us out of this situation. 
It pushes at the places we actually can 
cut and need to cut. Everybody in this 
body believes, and I believe, there are 
clear places in the Federal Government 
we can cut. For one reason or another, 
they have become sacred cows and we 
have not been able to cut them. This is 
a process that has worked on military 
bases before. 

I will talk more about this amend-
ment when we vote on it on Thursday. 
I ask my colleagues, in the interim 
day, when we have a chance to look at 
some of these things, to examine this 
process. It is one they have seen before. 
I have proposed this bill for 10 years. 
They voted on it before, as I stated ear-
lier. I urge them to look at this and 
think: Now is the time to do this. 
Maybe they had reservations about it 
in the past or thought: I don’t think we 
want to go into that sort of mechanism 
now. But there is not another mecha-
nism that works. This changes the 
mechanism for spending in a way that 
has worked in the past and, clearly, 
with these sort of debt numbers, the 
time has come to do it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we are 
now debating a resolution that would 
raise the Federal debt ceiling, allowing 
the Federal Government to borrow 
enough money to meet its obligations. 
I doubt anyone in this Chamber is 
happy at the prospect of approving an-
other such increase. I know I am not. 
Yet we must approve it. Failure to pass 
this resolution would do incalculable 
harm to our government’s standing 
with financial markets and endanger 
nearly every activity the government 
undertakes. It would throttle the faint, 
fragile signs of recovery from the deep-
est financial crisis in 75 years. Refusal 
to pass this resolution is not an option. 
It would be irresponsible and dangerous 
to the jobs and income of every Amer-
ican. 

Yet the magnitude of this action is 
staggering. If successful in this nec-
essary endeavor, we will authorize the 
Treasury to carry more than $13 tril-
lion dollars in debt. That is more than 
$42,000 for every man, woman, and child 
in the United States. 

While the debt itself is enormous, the 
rate to which we have been adding to it 
in recent years is equally staggering. 
The year President Clinton left office, 
the government ran a $236 billion sur-
plus. Yet, after 8 years of Republican 
leadership, that surplus evaporated 
into a mind-boggling $1.3 trillion def-
icit the day President Obama took of-
fice. 

The message of these numbers is sim-
ple: We cannot go on as we are. If we do 
not change our budget policies, and 
change them a great deal, we will 
plunge our economy into deep depres-
sion. 

Discretionary spending and nondis-
cretionary spending alike must be ad-
dressed. While some have successfully 
politicized earmark spending and dis-
cretionary spending programs, good 
and bad alike, the simple fact is that 
merely addressing these issues will not 
balance our budgets. 

In addition to meaningful spending 
reforms, we must also engage in mean-
ingful revenue reforms. The Bush-era 
tax cuts have already added trillions to 
our debt. Most should not be renewed. 
We also should end loopholes that 
allow corporations to hide income in 
offshore entities and people to hide 
their assets and income overseas. 

But the fact is that most of our budg-
et choices are not easy. And it is pre-
cisely because these choices are so dif-
ficult that we find ourselves where we 
are now. So it is worth considering how 
we got into this situation and how we 
might get out of it and whether the 
amendment to this resolution to be of-
fered by Senators CONRAD and GREGG 
presents a possible solution. 

First, let me respond to those who 
seem to have just recently discovered 
the importance of the Federal debt. 
Many of the people bemoaning budget 
deficits today are the same people who 
advocated a series of policies under the 
previous administration that added 
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greatly to our deficits, including enor-
mous tax cuts mainly for the wealthi-
est. No effort was made to pay for that 
policy or the two wars. They were fi-
nanced by debt. 

In fact, to the extent that our budget 
outlook is significantly worse at the 
end of this decade than it was in the 
beginning, decisions by the previous 
administration are by far the biggest 
contributor to the problem. In par-
celing out the blame for our massive 
deficit, one expert said, the Obama ad-
ministration ‘‘is like a relief pitcher 
who enters a game in the fourth inning 
trailing 19–0 and allows another run to 
score. The extra run is nothing to 
cheer about, of course, but fans should 
be far angrier with the starting pitch-
er.’’ 

However we reached this point, it is 
our responsibility now to address the 
consequences of failing to act. That is 
why I believe the amendment offered 
by Senators CONRAD and GREGG is wor-
thy of consideration. 

Briefly, they propose to establish a 
task force to recommend changes to 
our budget policies to address our long- 
term fiscal crisis. The task force would 
consist of 18 members: 16 Members of 
Congress, equally divided between 
House and Senate and majority and mi-
nority, and 2 administration officials, 
the Treasury Secretary and another 
Presidential appointee. Recommenda-
tions would require approval of 14 of 
the commission’s 18 members. Those 
recommendations would be referred to 
the Budget Committee and other com-
mittees of jurisdiction in each Cham-
ber and then move automatically to 
floor votes in each Chamber, where 
passage would require a three-fifths 
vote. 

There is much to recommend this ap-
proach. Our fiscal problem is so large 
partly because it is so politically dif-
ficult to address. Repairing our fi-
nances will require some combination 
of spending cuts and tax increases, and 
spending cuts and tax increases are 
rarely politically popular. The use of a 
task force to recommend difficult but 
necessary choices for the common good 
has been successful in the past, in sev-
eral rounds of military base closings 
and with the Greenspan Commission on 
Social Security reform in 1983. 

But this approach is not without 
flaw. One is the structure of the task 
force, which would include two execu-
tive branch appointees. 

Some have argued that the legisla-
tive commission must include members 
from the executive branch to achieve 
Presidential buy-in on the commis-
sion’s proposal. And I agree that gain-
ing the support of the administration 
is vital in this effort. But in seeking 
that buy-in, I do not believe it is either 
necessary or proper to give executive 
branch officials votes, which are poten-
tially decisive votes, on recommenda-
tions that would bypass the Senate’s 
rules and procedures. The proper way 
to achieve Presidential buy-in is 
through Presidential communication 

and consultation and the threat of an 
actual Presidential veto of a task force 
proposal, if passed by the Congress, if 
it is objectionable to the President. 
The appropriate buy-in before Congress 
acts could also be advanced with ex 
officio membership for the two execu-
tive appointees. 

I was pleased that the task force pro-
posal we are voting on today no longer 
gives the task force power to rec-
ommend changes to the Standing Rules 
of the Senate. That is a welcome 
change from its prior iterations. Suc-
cessfully tackling our fiscal crisis will 
require far-reaching legislation, and 
procedural hurdles in both chambers 
make passing any far-reaching legisla-
tion extraordinarily difficult. But any 
permanent procedural changes in our 
rules should be made by the Members 
themselves in each Chamber and not 
through this process. 

Despite my reservations, particularly 
about voting membership for executive 
branch officials on a congressional 
commission that has the power to by-
pass the normal rules of our body for 
consideration of its recommendations, 
I believe Senators CONRAD and GREGG 
have offered a way forward. Their 60- 
vote requirement for positive congres-
sional approval of the task force’s rec-
ommendations does significantly pro-
tect congressional prerogatives. It also 
is clear that our current political cli-
mate and ways of doing business have 
been unequal to the task. Addressing 
our deficit requires bold action. The 
consequences of failure to act are too 
severe for us to miss this chance to act. 
I will vote for the Conrad-Gregg pro-
posal. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to executive session to 
consider Executive Calendar No. 641, 
the nomination of Ben Bernanke. 

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

f 

NOMINATION OF BEN S. 
BERNANKE TO BE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF 
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Ben S. Bernanke, of New Jer-
sey, to be Chairman of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem for a term of 4 years. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the nomination 
of Ben S. Bernanke, of New Jersey, to be 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 

Christopher J. Dodd, Tom Udall, Edward 
E. Kaufman, Mark R. Warner, Patty 
Murray, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Paul G. 
Kirk, Jr., Daniel K. Inouye, Robert 
Menendez, Tim Johnson, Jack Reed, 
Debbie Stabenow, Tom Harkin, Max 
Baucus, Jon Tester, Joseph I. 
Lieberman, John D. Rockefeller IV. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the mandatory quorum call 
be waived. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

REMEMBERING DELIA MARTINEZ 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to honor Ms. Delia Martinez of Hender-
son, NV, who on January 19, 2010, 
passed away at the age of 61. Ms. Mar-
tinez was a dedicated public servant 
who volunteered countless hours of 
service to communities around the 
State of Nevada. 

Ms. Martinez was born in Mexico 
City to U.S. Foreign Service officer 
Charles Coop and his wife Concepcion 
Martinez. When Delia was 7 years old 
her family moved to Nevada, where she 
would spend the rest of her life. After 
graduating with honors from Rancho 
High School in Las Vegas, Ms. Mar-
tinez went on to receive a degree in 
business management from the Univer-
sity of Nevada Reno in 1972. 

From an early age, Delia was at-
tracted to the ideals of justice and 
equality for all. As a high school stu-
dent, she became actively involved in 
the civil rights movement, and worked 
diligently to this end all throughout 
her life. Ms. Martinez later enjoyed the 
opportunity to act on the passion for 
equality she had obtained earlier in 
life, when she became the first His-
panic female executive director of the 
Nevada Equal Rights Commission. In 
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