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a clean sheet of paper, bring all the
parties together, and start over.

They are telling us they want a new
bill. It is no wonder, since the bills we
have seen would slash Medicare, in-
crease taxes, and lead to higher insur-
ance premiums. You could call this
kind of approach many things, but you
can’t call it reform. Americans want
real reform. That is what I had hoped
Thursday’s meeting at the White House
would present, an opportunity for us to
share the best ideas and work together
on commonsense solutions. I am dis-
appointed the White House seems to
view it instead as an opportunity to
simply restart where we left off in De-
cember. Americans don’t know how
else to say it. They are not interested
in reform that starts with either of
these two bills. The American people
have been quite clear about that. They
are not interested in reform that starts
with either of these two bills.

If you think they are mad about the
process they have seen so far, wait
until Democrats in Washington com-
pletely ignore them and try to jam
these bills through one more time. Peo-
ple aren’t interested in so-called re-
form that raises costs instead of low-
ering them. They are not interested in
massive cuts to Medicare. They are not
interested in new taxes at a time when
we are already struggling. They are not
interested in a government-run health
care system that will inevitably lead to
delays and to rationing. They want
step-by-step reforms that address the
core of our problem, which is cost, not
grand government schemes that only
expand existing problems, increase our
debt, and extend the reach of govern-
ment further and further into our lives.

Reform is necessary. Unfortunately,
it seems Washington Democrats are so
wedded to their own flawed vision of
reform that they would rather have
nothing at all done about health care
than to implement the kinds of
changes Americans want.

When it comes to solving problems,
Americans want us to listen first and
then, if necessary, offer targeted, step-
by-step solutions. Above all, they are
tired of a process that shuts them out.
They are tired of giant bills negotiated
in secret, then jammed through on a
party-line vote in the middle of the
night. It should be clear by now, Amer-
icans are tired of grand schemes im-
posed from above. They have been tell-
ing us exactly that for an entire year.
Incredibly, our friends on the other
side still don’t seem to get it. But
Americans see what is going on, and
that is why they will reject this bill
one more time.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.
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MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be a period of morning business for
1 hour, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each, with the time equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the Republicans
controlling the first half and the ma-
jority controlling the final half.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

———

JOBS LEGISLATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I rise to address the jobs issue
and the bill before the Senate. Part of
it is to show to my fellow Senators and
the American people that the Demo-
cratic leadership has a different view
on this bill before us that is a partisan
bill, particularly in regard to the ab-
sence of tax extenders being in that
bill, compared to what they have over
several of the recent years, which was
very supportive of these tax provisions
that are left out of this bill. I will ex-
plain it this way.

Although the Senate Democratic
leader was highly involved in the de-
velopment of the bipartisan bill, he ar-
bitrarily decided to replace it with a
bill now being jammed through the
Senate. From the start, this was some-
thing Senator BAUCUS and I were work-
ing on with both leaders of the Senate.
Somehow, that didn’t seem to work in
the end, as we thought it was working
very well as we were moving along. As
much as I was surprised by the Demo-
cratic leader’s disregard for bipartisan-
ship, I am even more surprised by the
explanation given by him and his peo-
ple who speak for him.

Perhaps the most significant change
between the bipartisan package Chair-
man BAUCUS and I helped put together
and the package we voted to move to is
the package of expired tax provisions
has been removed. These expired tax
provisions are the ones I referred to as
tax extenders. These generally very
popular and certainly bipartisan tax
extender provisions have, in fact, been
extended several times over the past
few years. What is surprising is that
hyperpartisan members of the majority
have suddenly somehow decided tax ex-
tenders are what they refer to as ‘‘par-
tisan pork for Republicans.” A rep-
resentative sample comes from one re-
port which describes the bipartisan bill
as ‘‘an extension of soon-to-expire tax
breaks that are highly beneficial to
major corporations, known as tax ex-
tenders, as well as other corporate
giveaways that have been designed to
win GOP support.” Like this is some-
thing that only Republicans have ever
been for or it is just for major corpora-
tions.

There is another quote in the Wash-
ington Post which includes this attri-
bution to the Senate Democratic lead-
ership:
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“We’re pretty close,” [the majority leader]
said Friday during a television appearance in
Nevada, adding that he thought ‘“‘fat cats”
would have benefitted too much from the
larger Baucus-Grassley bill.

Understand, Senator BAUCUS is a
Democrat, I am a Republican. The por-
trait being painted, then, by certain
members of the majority, echoed with-
out critical examination by people in
our press, is wildly inaccurate. For one
thing, the tax extenders include provi-
sions such as the deduction for quali-
fied tuition for college and related ex-
penses and also the deduction for cer-
tain expenses for elementary and sec-
ondary schoolteachers. That ended De-
cember 31. It is going to mean tax in-
creases for these families if we don’t
reinstitute it. If you are going to col-
lege or if you are a grade school teach-
er, the Senate Democratic leadership
thinks you are a fat cat, so you are on
your own. If your house was destroyed
in a recent natural disaster and you
still need any of the temporary dis-
aster relief provisions contained in this
extenders package, too bad, because
helping you would amount to corporate
giveaways in the eyes of some around
here.

The bipartisan package that was
shelved included an extension of unem-
ployment insurance and also a COBRA
health insurance extension. Do these
provisions benefit corporate fat cats?
The answer is obviously no. Therefore,
the common, ordinary person, Main
Street America, smalltown America or
big city America, the working people
of this country, that is who will benefit
from those provisions that are left out
of this bill.

The tax extenders have also been rou-
tinely passed and repeatedly passed be-
cause, in fact, they are and have been
bipartisan and have been very popular
and have been very beneficial to the
economy. Democrats have consistently
voted in favor of extending these tax
provisions. Let me as an example refer
to House Speaker NANCY PELOSI, who
released a very strong statement upon
the House package of tax extenders in
December 2009. Just 6 weeks ago, the
other body passed these tax extenders.
This is what the leader of the Demo-
cratic Party in the House had to say in
December 2009, not very long ago: that
it is ‘‘good for business, good for home-
owners, and good for our commu-
nities.”

In 2006, the then-Democratic leader
released a blistering statement:

After Bush Republicans in the Senate
blocked passage of critical tax extenders [be-
cause] American families and businesses are
paying the price because this Do Nothing Re-
publican Congress refuses to extend impor-
tant tax breaks.

Recent bipartisan votes in the Senate
on extending expiring tax provisions
have come in the Emergency Economic
Stabilization Act of 2008, the Tax Re-
lief and Health Care Act of 2006, which
passed the Senate by unanimous vote,
and the Working Families Tax Relief
Act of 2004, which was originally passed
in the Senate by a simple voice vote,
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although the conference report re-
ceived 92 votes in favor and a whopping
3 against. That doesn’t sound, to me,
like these tax extenders are just for
GOP corporate fat cats.

According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Research Service, extension
of several of these provisions goes back
even further, including the Tax Relief
Extension Act of 1999, which passed the
Senate by unanimous consent and lost
just one Senator voting against it com-
ing out of conference.

Why have Democrats in the last few
weeks or maybe in just the last few
days turned against the extenders, par-
ticularly considering it passed over-
whelmingly in the House of Represent-
atives with Democratic support? The
only explanation to this behavior is
that certain Senators have decided it
serves deeply partisan goals to slander
what have been, for several years, very
bipartisan and very popular tax provi-
sions benefiting many different people.

Yesterday’s Washington Post article,
from which I quoted, includes a state-
ment from a Democratic leadership
aide saying that:

No decisions have been made, but anyone
expecting us immediately to go back to a
bill that includes tax extenders will be sorely
disappointed.

Having put their heads into the sand,
this Chamber’s leaders seem intent on
keeping them there, based on that pre-
vious quote. The bill, as currently writ-
ten, would allow employers of illegal
workers to benefit from the payroll tax
holiday. For sure, we should correct
that mistake with an amendment. But
under this parliamentary setup, you
can only offer an amendment if not a
single Senator objects to setting aside
the existing business and replacing it
with a new idea. The leadership’s pos-
ture on this bill now prohibits this cor-
rection of giving illegal workers the
benefit of a payroll tax holiday or the
employer that employs them. Either
the Democratic leaders are playing
partisan politics with tax extenders or
they don’t understand the worth of the
provisions to the economy as a whole
and, most importantly, job retention
and job creation.

I wish to speak about a very specific
industry where 23,000 jobs are at risk
and, in some instances, people actually
without a job since December 31 be-
cause the biodiesel tax credit has been
allowed to expire on December 31. That
is one of the many tax extenders.

These workers are not GOP corporate
fat cats, and in case anybody thinks
biodiesel—because it is connected to
agriculture—is related just to Iowans,
let me make it very clear that these
green jobs are in 44 of the 50 States,
with thousands of people unemployed.

There are 24 facilities in Texas, 15 in
my State of Iowa, 6 in Illinois, 6 in Mis-
souri, and 4 facilities in Washington
State. Ohio has 11 facilities, there are 5
facilities in Indiana, 3 each in Mis-
sissippi and South Carolina, 7 in Penn-
sylvania, and 4 in Arkansas. New Jer-
sey has 2 facilities, there is 1 facility in
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North Dakota. Only 6 States out of 50
do not have some biodiesel production
layoffs because Congress did not act by
December 31 of last year.

You know what. We just had to stay
in session on Christmas Eve—because
we had not met on Christmas Eve since
1895—to pass a health care reform bill
that does not take effect until 2014.

Think of that. Let people in the bio-
diesel industry be laid off because Con-
gress cannot act because we had to
work on a bill that does not take effect
until the year 2014.

So we need to turn away from talk
about GOP corporate fat cats. We have
to start thinking about those teachers
having income tax provisions to be able
to deduct expenses they have for their
classrooms. We ought to think about
these biodiesel workers being laid off.
We ought to be thinking about the peo-
ple who are harmed by the floods and
have an extension of the temporary tax
relief for them and quit bad-mouthing
popular bipartisan proposals that we
need to pass and should have passed
yvet last year, as the House of Rep-
resentatives did. So we need to get
back to work on a bipartisan package
that was in the works until the Demo-
cratic leadership dramatically changed
directions and went partisan.

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. I wish to speak for
up to 10 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

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

(The remarks of Ms. LANDRIEU per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 419
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”’)

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

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

LANCE CORPORAL LARRY JOHNSON

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise
for two purposes this morning. The
first is to speak about a native of
Scranton, PA, who died serving our
country in Afghanistan. LCpl Larry M.
Johnson, just 19 years old, lost his life
in the service to his country in the last
couple of days. He becomes for Penn-
sylvania the 43rd soldier killed in ac-
tion in Afghanistan, with an additional
191 Pennsylvanians who have been
wounded at last count.

When we lose one of our brave young
soldiers in Afghanistan or Iraq or any-
where around the world, we have a lot
to say about their sacrifice and their
service. I often, as we all do at one
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time or another, quote Abraham Lin-
coln: ‘“These Americans gave the last
full measure of devotion to their coun-
try.”” No one said it better than Lin-
coln. He captured the essence of their
service and the sense of loss we all feel
when someone who is serving their
country is lost in combat.

LCpl Larry Johnson’s duties were the
following: He was the combat engineer.
His main responsibility was to combat
and detect improvised explosive de-
vices, and we know them by the acro-
nym IEDs. He lost his life doing that
work. Just 19 years old, he was a grad-
uate of Scranton High School in 2008.

In instances such as this, probably
the best testimony about the soldier’s
life, their commitment to their coun-
try and the sacrifice they made, prob-
ably the best testament of all of those
subjects comes from members of their
family. In this case, there was testi-
mony in news articles over the last
couple of days from friends and teach-
ers, but, of course, most poignantly
and most movingly from Larry John-
son’s family. Yesterday in the Scran-
ton Time-Tribune there was an article
among several over the course of a cou-
ple of days, but this article in par-
ticular focused on Larry Johnson’s
family. I unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD two stories, one
entitled ‘‘Teacher Recalls Scranton
Marine’s ‘Really Good Heart.’”” That is
the name of the first story. That is
February 21. The second story I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD is entitled ‘“Knock at the
Door Brought Tragedy Home for Ma-
rine’s Kin.”” That is from Borys
Krawczeniuk, February 22.

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

[From citizensvoice.com, Feb. 22, 2010]
FOR MARINE’S FAMILY, KNOCK AT DOOR
BROUGHT TRAGEDY HOME
(By Borys Krawczeniuk)

Johanna Johnson thought she would die
first, not any of her four kids.

“You’re not supposed to bury your son.
Your son is supposed to bury you,”” Johnson,
43, said Sunday. ‘It isn’t supposed to be this
way.”’

She worried about Larry, her third child,
the Marine in Afghanistan, the one who
loved the outdoors and a good time and loved
his mom so much that he always promised
he would someday make sure she no longer
had to work. He would buy her a double-
block home in California, and she would live
on one side and live off the rent from the
other half.

“I’'m 43 and he’s acting like I'm 70,”” John-
son said.

She worried about him the way a mom
worries about a son fighting a war a world
away, but this was not supposed to happen.

Two serious-looking Marines are not sup-
posed to come to the door of a tiny, third-
floor apartment on Moosic Street in Scran-
ton to report that your son gave his life in
service to his country.

Last Thursday, they did.

The official Marine version says Lance Cpl.
Larry M. Johnson, 19, of Scranton, died that
day ‘‘as a result of a hostile incident while
conducting combat operations in Helmand
province, Afghanistan.”
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