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SAM said, ‘‘Just like slavery was the 
lead moral issue 150 years ago.’’ SAM 
opposes Roe v. Wade, has a 100-percent 
pro-life voting record, and sponsored 
numerous bills in support of the un-
born. 

In 1995, SAM was diagnosed and treat-
ed for melanoma and it had a profound 
effect on his life. SAM said: 

With the cancer, I did a lot of internal ex-
amination. My conclusion was that if this 
were to be terminal, at that point in time I 
would not be satisfied with how I had lived 
my life. I had tried to be a Christian, but I 
had failed. . . . 

Surviving cancer, SAM found out just 
how precious life was, and with his new 
lease on life, SAM began to devote his 
life and work in the Senate to humani-
tarian causes around the world. SAM 
has actively fought to bring awareness 
to the genocide in Darfur. SAM sup-
ported the Sudan Peace Act of 2002 and 
the Darfur Peace and Accountability 
Act of 2002. In 2004, SAM visited Darfur 
to see violence and suffering firsthand, 
and that same year he supported the 
Congressional Declaration of Genocide. 

In addition to his advocacy work on 
Sudan, SAM has worked on numerous 
other humanitarian challenges 
throughout the world, including Iran, 
Afghanistan, Uganda, the Congo, Paki-
stan, Ukraine, China, North Korea, and 
Vietnam. The Weekly Standard wrote: 

Arguably no Senator has done more to 
press for human rights and democracy or to 
confront the spread of deadly disease, such 
as malaria, which kills 800,000 children in Af-
rica every year. 

In the Senate, SAM has crusaded for 
his humanitarian causes in a bipar-
tisan fashion, including cosponsoring 
the Iran Democracy Act with Senator 
EVAN BAYH, cosponsoring the North 
Korea Human Rights Act with the late 
Senator Ted Kennedy, and what SAM 
calls his greatest achievement, cospon-
soring the Trafficking in the Victims 
Protection Act with the late Senator 
Paul Wellstone. 

Another one of SAM’s passions was 
his role as chairman of the Senate Val-
ues Action Team. The group, con-
sisting of outside organizations, met 
weekly to discuss matters of faith, 
family, and religious freedoms. Over 
the years, they worked together to 
strategize on efforts to protect the 
sanctity of life, school choice, and 
much more. SAM devoted countless 
hours to this organization and rarely 
missed a meeting. 

In the Senate, I relied heavily on 
SAM’s expertise and his leadership. He 
was always someone I looked toward, 
whether it was for guidance or perspec-
tive on many different issues. SAM 
served on numerous committees, in-
cluding the Appropriations Committee, 
the Joint Economic Committee, the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, and the 
Senate Special Committee on Aging, as 
well as the Senate Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

In 2008, SAM announced he would 
honor his pledge to only serve two 

terms in this Chamber. SAM will be 
missed, but his service to Kansas will 
continue. Last month, SAM was elected 
Governor of Kansas with 63 percent of 
the vote, winning 103 of the 105 coun-
ties. I wish to congratulate SAM on his 
impressive victory, and I cannot think 
of a better public servant or leader 
than SAM BROWNBACK for the people of 
Kansas. 

On top of all of SAM’s accomplish-
ments, he is a loving husband to Mary. 
They met in law school and have been 
married for 27 years. Together, Mary 
and SAM have five children, including 
one adopted from Guatemala and one 
adopted from China. SAM said: 

My family has been personally touched by 
adoption. My wife and I adopted our two 
youngest children, and I continue to experi-
ence joy from the relationships we have built 
through our adoption experience. 

I think right there tells us all we 
need to know about the type of char-
acter and person SAM BROWNBACK is. 

SAM, this Chamber honors you today 
for your service to this Nation, to the 
State of Kansas, and to the millions 
around the world who dream of a better 
life. Thank you from all of us, and good 
luck in the next chapter of your life. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. 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. 

f 

DEVELOPMENT, RELIEF, AND EDU-
CATION FOR ALIEN MINORS ACT 
OF 2010—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will resume consider-
ation of the motion to proceed to S. 
3992, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 663 (S. 
3992) to authorize the cancellation of re-
moval and adjustment of status of certain 
alien students who are long-term United 
States residents and who entered the United 
States as children, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed as in morning business for 10 
minutes. 

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

DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we 

have enacted the National Defense Au-
thorization Act every year for the last 
48 years. We need to do the same thing 
this year. 

This year’s bill would continue the 
increases in compensation and quality 
of life that our service men and women 
and their families deserve as they face 
the hardships imposed by continuing 
military operations around the world. 

For example, the bill would extend 
over 30 types of bonuses and special 
pays aimed at encouraging enlistment, 
reenlistment, and continued service by 
active-duty and reserve military per-
sonnel. 

The bill would authorize continued 
TRICARE coverage for eligible depend-
ents of servicemembers up to the age of 
26. 

The bill will improve care for our 
wounded warriors by addressing inequi-
ties in rules for involuntary adminis-
trative separations based on medical 
conditions and requiring new education 
and training programs on the use of 
pharmaceuticals for patients in wound-
ed warrior units, and it will authorize 
the service secretaries to waive max-
imum age limitations to enable certain 
highly qualified enlisted members who 
served in Operation Iraqi Freedom or 
Operation Enduring Freedom to enter 
the military service academies. 

The bill would also include important 
funding and authorities needed to pro-
vide our troops the equipment and sup-
port that they will continue to need as 
long as they remain on the battlefield 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. For example, 
the bill would enhance the military’s 
ability to rapidly acquire and field new 
capabilities in response to urgent needs 
on the battlefield by expanding DOD’s 
authority to waive statutory require-
ments when urgently needed to save 
lives on the battlefield. 

The bill will fully fund the Presi-
dent’s request for $11.6 billion to train 
and equip the Afghan National Army 
and Afghan police—growing the capa-
bilities of these security forces to pre-
pare them to take over increased re-
sponsibilities for Afghanistan’s secu-
rity by the July 2011 date established 
by the President for the beginning of 
reductions in U.S. forces at that time. 

The bill will extend for one more 
year the authority for the Secretary of 
Defense to transfer equipment coming 
out of Iraq as our troops withdraw to 
the security forces of Iraq and Afghani-
stan, providing an important tool for 
our commanders looking to accelerate 
the growth and capability of these se-
curity forces. 

The bill also includes important leg-
islative provisions that would promote 
the Department of Defense cybersecu-
rity and energy security efforts—two 
far-reaching initiatives that should 
help strengthen our national defense 
and our Nation. 

If we fail to act on this bill, we will 
not be able to provide the Department 
of Defense with critical new authori-
ties and extensions of existing authori-
ties that it needs to safeguard our na-
tional security. For example, without 
this bill, the Department of Defense 
will either lose the authority it has re-
quested to support counter-drug activi-
ties of foreign governments, use pre-
mium pay to encourage civilian em-
ployees to accept dangerous assign-
ments in Iraq and Afghanistan, and 
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provide assistance to the Yemeni coun-
terterrorism unit. A failure by the Sen-
ate to provide these important authori-
ties could have serious consequences 
for the success or failure of ongoing 
military operations around the world. 

I recognize this bill includes a hand-
ful of contentious provisions on which 
there is disagreement in the Senate. 
Some of those provisions I support and 
others I objected to and voted against 
in committee. 

One of those provisions is the one 
that would repeal don’t ask, don’t tell 
60 days after the President, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff certify to Con-
gress that implementation of repeal is 
consistent with the standards of mili-
tary readiness, military effectiveness, 
unit cohesion, and recruiting and re-
tention in the Armed Forces. 

The Armed Services Committee held 
two excellent hearings last week to 
consider the final report of the working 
group that reviewed the issues associ-
ated with the repeal of don’t ask, don’t 
tell. 

The report concluded that allowing 
gay men and women to serve in the 
U.S. Armed Forces without being 
forced to conceal their sexual orienta-
tion would present a low risk to the 
military effectiveness, even during a 
time of war, and that 70 percent of sur-
veyed servicemembers believe that the 
impact on their units would be posi-
tive, mixed, or of no consequence at 
all. 

General Casey, Chief of Staff of the 
Army, testified that the presumption 
underpinning don’t ask, don’t tell is 
that ‘‘the presence of a gay or lesbian 
servicemember in a unit causes an un-
acceptable risk to good order and dis-
cipline.’’ Then he said, ‘‘After reading 
this report, I don’t believe that’s true 
anymore, and I don’t believe a substan-
tial majority of our soldiers believe 
that’s true.’’ 

After considering the report, Sec-
retary of Defense Gates urged Congress 
to pass this legislation this year, so 
that the repeal of don’t ask, don’t tell 
could be implemented in a well-pre-
pared and well-considered manner, 
rather than by abrupt judicial fiat, 
which he described as ‘‘by far the most 
disruptive and damaging scenario [he] 
can imagine.’’ 

To the extent that some of the serv-
ice chiefs expressed concern about the 
repeal of don’t ask, don’t tell, their 
concerns focused on the timing of the 
repeal and adequacy of time to prepare 
for implementation, rather than on re-
peal itself. Secretary Gates testified 
that he ‘‘would not make his certifi-
cation until [he] was satisfied, with the 
advice of the service chiefs, that we 
had in fact mitigated, if not eliminated 
to the extent possible, risks to combat 
readiness, to unit cohesion and effec-
tiveness.’’ All of the service chiefs tes-
tified that they were comfortable with 
the ability to provide military advice 
to Secretary Gates and have that ad-
vice heard. 

The only method of repeal that 
places the timing of the repeal and the 
control of implementation in the hands 
of the military and the Department of 
Defense is the provision contained in 
this bill. By contrast, if don’t ask, 
don’t tell is repealed by a court deci-
sion, the service chiefs will have no in-
fluence over the timing of repeal or the 
implementation of the repeal. 

Despite differing views over this and 
other provisions where there are dif-
ferences of opinion, we should not deny 
the Senate the opportunity to take up 
this bill, which is so essential for the 
men and women in the military, be-
cause we disagree with some provisions 
of the bill. These are legitimate issues 
for debate, and I believe the Senate 
should debate this. But the only way 
we can debate and vote on these issues 
is if the Senate proceeds to the bill. 
The disputed provisions can be ad-
dressed through the amendment proc-
ess. 

Madam President, as you well know, 
this is a crucial matter for resolution. 
Our Presiding Officer has played an in-
strumental role in getting the don’t 
ask, don’t tell issue before this body 
and before the country. I commend her 
for that. We need to resolve it. The 
only way to resolve it is to get to the 
bill. 

We currently have 50,000 U.S. sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines on 
the ground in Iraq and roughly twice 
that many in Afghanistan. While there 
are some issues on which we may dis-
agree, we all know that we must pro-
vide our troops with the support they 
need as long as they remain in harm’s 
way. Senate action on the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
2011 will improve the quality of life of 
our men and women in uniform. It will 
give them the tools they need to re-
main the most effective fighting force 
in the world. Most important of all, it 
will send an important message that 
we, as a nation, stand behind them and 
appreciate their service. 

This bill runs some 850 pages. The 
House bill—the counterpart bill—runs 
more than a thousand pages. Even if we 
get 60 votes today to invoke cloture on 
the motion to proceed to this bill, and 
even if we are able to consider amend-
ments and pass this bill in a few days, 
it will be possibly an insurmountable 
challenge to work out all of the dif-
ferences with the House. Over the last 
10 years, it has taken an average of 75 
days to conference the Defense author-
ization bill with the House after we 
pass it. If we don’t proceed on this bill 
this week, then invoking cloture some-
time next week—even if we can do it— 
would be a symbolic victory. I don’t be-
lieve there would be enough time to 
hammer out a final bill before the end 
of the session. 

I don’t believe in symbolic victories. 
This bill is a victory for the people in 
uniform. It is essential for the people 
in uniform. We should not act symboli-
cally in their name and for their sake; 
we should act in reality. But the only 

way this will be real, and that the re-
peal of don’t ask, don’t tell—assuming 
we continue to keep it in the bill—will 
be real is if we proceed to this bill this 
week. We cannot and should not delay 
this vote any longer. 

I yield the floor and ask unanimous 
consent that the time on the quorum 
that I will call for be equally divided 
between both sides. 

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

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
rise to speak on a bill that the Chair 
has spearheaded the charge for—and 
done it with such hard work and deter-
mination and commitment and vigor— 
and that is the bill to provide health 
care for our 9/11 heroes, those men and 
women who at a time of war rushed to 
danger to save lives and protect our 
freedom. 

We have met with these brave men 
and women repeatedly. Some of them 
are suffering already with cancers they 
acquired for their acts of bravery. Oth-
ers know it is an almost certainty that 
they will come down with similar dis-
eases and illnesses that are extremely 
costly to fight. 

Madam President, we have had a 
grand tradition in America: Those who 
risk their lives to protect us and volun-
teer to do it under no compunction, we 
remember them when they get hurt in 
that brave endeavors. We do it for our 
veterans and we should be doing it for 
our 9/11 heroes—the first responders, 
the police, the firefighters, the EMT 
workers, the construction workers, and 
the ordinary citizens who rushed into 
danger at a time when no one knew 
how many people might be living and 
entrapped in those collapsed towers. 

I plead with my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, this should not 
be a moment of politics. One can come 
up with reason after reason why not to 
vote for this bill, and we have heard 
many and the reasons keep changing. 
But one fact doesn’t change: There are 
those who need help and who deserve 
our help—from New York, New Jersey, 
Connecticut, and from every other 
State of the Union. To them, a par-
liamentary decision that we can’t vote 
on this because there is another bill we 
want to vote on first, because we would 
change this or that, is going to ring 
very hollow. 

This should not be a partisan issue. 
This should be an issue where America 
unites. When it comes to helping our 
veterans, we are united. That is not a 
Democratic or Republican issue. That 
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is not a northeast or southwest issue. 
It is an issue of being an American. 
This vote is about being an American 
because from the days at Bunker Hill, 
when the patriots put down their plows 
and took up muskets to defend and cre-
ate our freedom, we have always tried 
to take care of them, and we have done 
it better and better for our veterans. 
The heroes of 9/11 are no different. 

So I beg, I plead, I implore two brave 
colleagues from the other side to join 
us. Put aside the political consider-
ations. Remember what these people 
did for us. You have seen them when 
they have visited your offices, the suf-
fering, all for an act of voluntary her-
oism. They are not asking for welfare. 
They are not asking for a huge hand-
out. They are simply asking that they 
be able to meet the high health care 
costs that occur when you develop can-
cers and other illnesses because par-
ticles of glass and cement and other 
materials get lodged in your lungs or 
your gastrointestinal tract. 

So this is our last call. It is a plea. 
We will keep at this, but today is the 
day to step to the plate. I urge my col-
leagues to please support those brave 
men and women who were there for 
us—for America. Do not come up with 
an excuse as to why you cannot do it. 
We have marched and marched and 
marched, and this is the finish line. 
Help us get over it, please. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 

rise to speak on the two pending votes 
before the Senate. First, I wish to fol-
low my distinguished colleague from 
New York, whose comments I want to 
echo regarding the Presiding Officer, 
who has made this one of her passions. 
She picked it up when I first intro-
duced the James Zadroga Act and then 
took it up when she came to the Senate 
and has done a magnificent job and 
brought us to this moment. 

Jim Zadroga was a New Jerseyan who 
spent 450 hours at the World Trade 
Center site—a New York City police of-
ficer who simply had a paper mask on 
as his only protection. He and so many 
others who answered on that fateful 
day did not question their personal se-
curity, did not give it a second 
thought. They did not think about 
their health, did not think about the 
potential consequences that would flow 
from the exposure to which they were 
subjecting themselves. They thought 
only about responding, saving lives, 
and meeting the Nation’s need—the 
Nation’s need, not New York’s need. 
For Jim Zadroga and so many others, 
the consequence of that selflessness 
has been enormous. In many cases, 
they have died. In other cases, they 
have serious life-threatening illnesses. 
In other cases, they have real disabil-
ities as a result of those illnesses. 

I remember on that day, after the at-
tacks on September 11, how we came 
together on the Capitol steps and we 
declared our commitment of love of 

country and a commitment to those 
who died on that fateful day, to their 
families, and to those who responded. I 
remember the incredible words—glow-
ing, soaring—that were spoken about 
the bravery of those men and women 
who responded from all over the coun-
try. 

Those who are the victims of the ex-
posure they received on the ground on 
September 11 come from every State in 
the Union. This is not simply a New 
York issue or a New Jersey issue, 
where so many of our first responders 
came from. These are individuals who 
came from across the country, who 
came together as Americans to respond 
on that fateful day. This requires each 
and every one of us in the Senate to re-
spond to all of those Americans from 
every State who ultimately find them-
selves, through their selflessness, ex-
posed to life-threatening illnesses. A 
grateful nation not only joins together 
in commemoration on September 11 of 
each year but a grateful nation shows 
its gratitude to those who answered 
the call without concern for their well- 
being by how we take care of their 
health care, how we take care of their 
disabilities, and how we take care of 
the families of those who ultimately 
lost their lives in service to the coun-
try. 

This is no different than the men and 
women who wear the uniform of the 
United States and go abroad to defend 
the Nation. These men and women 
wore uniforms too. Some of them wore 
the uniform of a police officer, some of 
them wore the uniform of a firefighter, 
some wore the uniform of emergency 
management personnel. Some of them, 
ultimately, were first-aid squads. But 
all of them on those fateful days wore 
a uniform that served the Nation. How 
can the Nation forget them now? That 
is what this vote is all about. 

I cannot accept as a moral equivalent 
that some oath not to vote on those 
who serve the country, risk their lives, 
cannot take place because of some vote 
on some tax issue. No one in the Na-
tion would believe that it is OK to say: 
I will not vote to give relief to the 
health of those individuals who sac-
rificed their health on September 11 
and the days after because I have to 
wait for some pending tax vote. 

Go back to the men and women who 
serve this country and look at them in 
their eyes and tell them it is some vote 
that we are waiting for on taxes that 
determines whether their health needs 
will be responded to. Shameless. I can’t 
wait to see, when one of us stands for 
one of those pictures on the commemo-
ration of September 11, the comments 
about how heroic those individuals 
were but cannot cast a simple vote. 

THE DREAM ACT 
Finally, I want to move to the ques-

tion of the DREAM Act. On the 
DREAM Act, the House of Representa-
tives took a critical step yesterday in 
making a reality of the dreams and 
hopes and aspirations of young people 
who know nothing but this country as 

their country. They made no choices in 
their lives to come to the United 
States. Those choices were made by 
their parents. All they know is that 
they stand every day as young students 
and pledge allegiance to the flag of the 
United States of America. All they 
know is the national anthem of the 
United States. All they know is they 
worked hard and became salutatorians, 
valedictorians, and done everything we 
expect of any one of us, particularly of 
our children, to try to excel and ex-
ceed. Overwhelmingly, they have ex-
celled and exceeded. Yet their dream of 
being able to continue to exceed and 
excel on behalf of the Nation is blunted 
by the fact that they have an undocu-
mented status in this country through 
no fault of their own. 

The DREAM Act says if you are will-
ing to wear the uniform and serve in 
the Armed Forces of the United States, 
and you serve honorably for 2 years, we 
will give you a pathway toward perma-
nent residency. If you go to college— 
assuming that you ultimately qualify, 
that you are accepted, and that you do 
well—we will give you a pathway to 
permanent residency. We will adjust 
your status and permit that dream to 
take place. 

This is not amnesty. Amnesty— 
which I have heard some of my col-
leagues use, and they will use it on 
anything that is immigration related. 
Right away they roll out the word 
‘‘amnesty.’’ Amnesty is when you get 
something for nothing; when you did 
something wrong and you have to pay 
no consequence. In this case I believe 
wearing the uniform of the U.S. Armed 
Forces, risking your life for your coun-
try, maybe losing that life before you 
achieve your goal and your dream, is 
not amnesty. I believe working hard 
and being educated so you can help fuel 
the Nation’s prosperity and meet its 
economic challenge, that is not am-
nesty. That is paying your dues on be-
half of the country. For if you do all of 
that, you still have to wait a decade 
before your status can be adjusted to 
permanent residency. So you have to 
be an exemplary citizen, you have to do 
everything that is right, everything we 
cherish in America. That is what the 
DREAM Act is all about and that is 
why the Secretary of Defense has come 
out in strong support of the DREAM 
Act. That is why Colin Powell came 
out in support of the DREAM Act. That 
is why the Under Secretary, Personnel 
and Readiness at the Department of 
Defense during the Bush administra-
tion, David Chu, came out and said this 
is, in essence, the very effort we would 
like to see. 

[For] many of these young people . . . the 
DREAM Act would provide the opportunity 
of serving the United States in uniform. 

Moreover, university presidents, re-
spected education associations, leading 
Fortune 500 businesses, such as Micro-
soft, also support this legislation. Mike 
Huckabee explained the economic 
sense of allowing undocumented chil-
dren to earn their way. 
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Let’s not stop young men and women 

who know only this country as their 
country, who made no choices on their 
own. Let’s be family-friendly. Let’s ob-
serve the values. Let’s pass the 
DREAM Act today. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

ask to be notified after 4 minutes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, 
the military has a very fine program 
now that allows people legally and ille-
gally in the United States to join the 
military and put themselves on a path-
way to citizenship. The fact is, in this 
bill, as it is going to work out in re-
ality, 95 percent, probably 98 percent of 
the people who take advantage of this 
amnesty that puts them on a guaran-
teed path to citizenship will do so by 
claiming they have a high school de-
gree. They can be up to 30 years of age. 
They claim they have a high school de-
gree and then do 2 years of community 
college or even correspondence college 
work. That is where this huge loophole 
is and that is why we will have 1 to 2 
million people who are going to seek 
protection under this act. 

What is this about? The American 
people understand it. They have tried 
to tell this Congress, but the Congress 
and the political leadership refuse to 
listen. What they are saying is do not 
continue to reward illegality. Do not 
continue to provide benefits for people 
who violated our law, please. The first 
thing you do is don’t reward it. The 
second thing you want to do is to end 
the mass illegality that is occurring in 
our country—600,000 people were ar-
rested last year trying to enter our 
country illegally at the border—600,000. 
This is a huge problem. 

This administration sued Arizona 
when it tried to do something about it. 
They have ended workplace raids that 
would have identified people who were 
working illegally and provide Ameri-
cans an opportunity to have a job. This 
bill will cost $5 billion according to the 
CBO. It is not going to pay for itself, 
and it allows people with two mis-
demeanors—if you only have two mis-
demeanors you can apply. Many people, 
if you know much about the law en-
forcement system in the country, plead 
to lesser offenses when they really are 
guilty of more serious offenses. A lot of 
these misdemeanors are very serious 
offenses themselves. They will be given 
the advantage of this act. 

It is not set up for military, it is not 
set up for valedictorians and saluta-
torians, it is not set up for people going 
to Harvard. It is set up for people who 
have come into the country, can be 
brought in illegally as a teenager, they 
go to high school—they have to be ac-
cepted. They get a GED or get a high 
school degree, and they apply and have 
a safe harbor in our country indefi-
nitely. 

I introduced yesterday a chart show-
ing a Google page with a whole long 
list of places you can order false high 
school diplomas, false transcripts, false 
GED certificates. There are no people 
funded to investigate any of this. Peo-
ple are going to walk in and say: I am 
30 years old and I came at age 16. I’m 
in. 

Who is going to go out and inves-
tigate that? Nobody is. There is no 
funding to do it, and there is no plan to 
do it. It is a major loophole. 

But, fundamentally, I would say this 
Nation will be prepared, as a nation, to 
wrestle with and try to do the right 
thing about people who have been here 
a long time and who came here as a 
young person. But let me tell you, not 
until this country brings the lawless-
ness to an end, that is what the Amer-
ican people have told us unequivocally. 
They shut down our switchboards with 
so many phone calls not too long ago 
when we tried to pass amnesty here. 
We do not need to do this. Why don’t 
we do the responsible thing? 

Finally, let me say this illegality can 
be ended. It is within our grasp if we 
have leadership from the top and lead-
ership in the Congress and leadership 
from the President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed his 4 
minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair. I 
say we have not had that leadership. 
What happens 3 years from now when 
we have another group that has come 
illegally at age 15 or 16 because they 
have seen what happens to the ones 
who came before? Are we then going to 
say they don’t get amnesty? No. We 
will have lost the moral high ground, 
the right, responsible effort to have a 
lawful system in America. We are sur-
rendering to it if we vote for this bill. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 

consent to be allowed to engage in a 
colloquy with my colleagues. 

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

Mr. BARRASSO. As Members of this 
body know, for the past 9 months I 
have come to the floor every week to 
offer a doctor’s second opinion on the 
new health care law. I do this as some-
one who has practiced medicine, taken 
care of families around the State of 
Wyoming for a quarter of a century. 

Each week I repeatedly criticize an-
other one of the unintended con-
sequences of this health care law, a law 
that I think is bad for patients, bad for 
providers—the nurses and the doctors 
who take care of those patients—and 
bad for the taxpayers. 

Americans heard how this law breaks 
most of the President’s promises about 
health care reform. That is why, on 
election day, Americans across our 
country spoke out. They called on 
Washington to work to repeal and re-
place this law. The Republicans have 

answered. We realize we cannot just ob-
ject to the law, we must do our best to 
repeal and replace it. That is why I am 
delighted this morning to be joined on 
the floor by Senator WICKER from Mis-
sissippi. He is joining me to talk about 
his new bill that he is introducing 
today that will allow State officials to 
challenge Federal regulations before 
these regulations actually go into ef-
fect. This will allow States to fight 
back against outrageous health care 
regulations that continue to be writ-
ten. 

With that, I would like to ask my 
colleague if he would please share with 
the body and with the country the re-
markable bill that he is introducing 
today. 

Mr. WICKER. I thank my colleague 
from Wyoming, Senator BARRASSO, a 
practicing physician in his own right. I 
thank my friend for repeatedly coming 
to the floor and simply bringing the 
facts to the attention of our member-
ship and to the American people. 

This was an unpopular piece of legis-
lation when we were considering it. We 
wasted most of a year when we should 
have been talking about job creation 
and the economy, talking about the 
overhaul of our entire health care sys-
tem with the ObamaCare proposal. It 
was unpopular when it was enacted. It 
was unpopular when it was signed into 
law. We saw that in election after elec-
tion, the two elections in New Jersey 
and Virginia. We saw it in spades in the 
Massachusetts election where it was 
the central issue. But this Congress 
persisted against the will of the Amer-
ican people. 

Because of the facts as presented by 
Dr. BARRASSO and also the facts that 
are coming to light as the people are 
finding out in their own lives with 
their own insurance policies, this law 
is even more unpopular and more un-
satisfactory than it was at the very be-
ginning, and it should be repealed lock, 
stock, and barrel. It should be defunded 
and it should be replaced by something 
market driven and something work-
able. 

In an additional attempt to address 
this very wrongheaded piece of legisla-
tion, a few moments ago I introduced 
the Tenth Amendment Regulatory Re-
form Act. To remind my colleagues, 
the tenth amendment to the Constitu-
tion explicitly states: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people. 

This amendment, this part of the Bill 
of Rights, expressly limits the powers 
of the Federal Government for impor-
tant reasons. 

When we look back to the early days 
of the United States, it is clear that 
the Founding Fathers believed in a 
limited Federal Government, having 
just defeated a monarchy with near ab-
solute power. Our Founders sought a 
different way of governing, one based 
on controlled size and scope. 

Our Founding Fathers repeatedly 
stated their opposition to a Federal 
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Government with expansive powers. In 
Federalist No. 45, James Madison 
wrote: 

The powers delegated by the proposed Con-
stitution to the Federal Government are few 
and defined. 

When have we heard that last? 
He goes on to say: 
Those which are to remain in State gov-

ernment are numerous and indefinite. 

This may come as a surprise to peo-
ple who have viewed the Congress of 
the United States in the past few 
years. Madison wrote, ‘‘few and de-
fined.’’ Dispute this fact, congressional 
limits on the Federal Government are 
rarely enforced today. I hope to change 
this through my legislation. 

Federal agencies routinely usurp the 
rights of States by promulgating regu-
lations that are contrary to the spirit 
and the letter of the 10th amendment 
to the Constitution. The Code of Fed-
eral Regulations now totals an expan-
sive 163,333 pages. While some of the 
rules contained in it are necessary, 
many of them simply are not—adding 
burdens, headaches, and costs for mil-
lions of Americans and forcing unnec-
essary Federal spending at a time when 
the United States borrows 40 cents for 
each dollar we spend. These rules and 
regulations also take power from 
States and they take power from indi-
vidual Americans. This bill would 
allow States to challenge unconstitu-
tional mandates before these mandates 
take effect. 

Much of the new health care law 
gives unelected bureaucrats the power 
to write rules and regulations required 
to implement ObamaCare. Overall, the 
new health care law creates 159 bu-
reaucracies, according to a study by 
the Joint Economic Council. Countless 
Federal regulations will have to be 
written to implement the law. 

A requirement for Americans to pur-
chase government-approved health in-
surance—a central piece of Obama-
Care—explicitly oversteps the 10th 
amendment. Under no other cir-
cumstances do we force individuals to 
pay for something they may not want 
or cannot afford, simply because they 
are Americans, which is what this law 
attempts to do. 

Many rules and regulations will be 
required to implement this provision. 
According to one analysis, the Internal 
Revenue Service will need to hire 16,000 
new IRS employees to enforce this in-
dividual mandate. Each of those bu-
reaucrats will be governed by agency 
rules created in the coming months 
and years, and we read in the paper 
today that it may even be decades be-
fore all of these rules will be created. 

Once these regulations are written, it 
will again require costly and time-con-
suming court proceedings to overturn 
them. Instead of forcing the American 
people to wait for a remedy, we should 
have agencies address these problems 
at the outset. This bill would go a long 
way toward doing that. It would pro-
vide special standing for designated 
State government officials to dispute 

regulations issued by administration 
agencies attempting to implement new 
Federal laws or Presidential Executive 
orders. Under the legislation, any rule 
proposed by a Federal agency would be 
subject to constitutional challenges if 
certain State officials determine the 
rule infringes on powers reserved to the 
States under the 10th amendment. 

States are already challenging the 
massive Federal takeover in court be-
cause of the mandates on both States 
and individuals. I am proud to say that 
43 of the 50 States have either joined 
lawsuits or taken other official action 
to stop its unconstitutional provisions. 
This bill would give State officials an-
other tool at their disposal to chal-
lenge the unconstitutional overreach of 
the Federal Government. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
this legislation. It is late in this Con-
gress, but there is another one looming 
with reinforcements coming from the 
people. 

I appreciate my colleague allowing 
me to join him today in this discussion 
of a doctor’s second opinion. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, I am very im-
pressed by what the Senator have come 
up with. This leadership position takes 
that next step forward to protect our 
rights that he and I believe are in the 
Constitution and apply to the people of 
our States and apply to the people of 
this country. 

One would hope everyone would join 
in, and I ask unanimous consent to be 
added as an original cosponsor of this 
legislation. 

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

Mr. BARRASSO. The Senator men-
tioned the unelected bureaucrats in our 
comments. There was a story today in 
the New York Times. I would like to 
ask a couple of questions of the Sen-
ator from that story because I think it 
gets to the point he is making. This 
was by Eric Lichtblau and Robert Pear. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
this story from today’s New York 
Times. 

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

[From the New York Times, Dec. 8, 2010] 
WASHINGTON RULE MAKERS OUT OF THE 

SHADOWS 
(By Eric Lichtblau and Robert Pear) 

WASHINGTON.—Federal rule makers, long 
the neglected stepchildren of Washington bu-
reaucrats, suddenly find themselves at the 
center of power as they scramble to work out 
details of hundreds of sweeping financial and 
health care regulations that will ultimately 
affect most Americans. 

In Bethesda, Md., more than 200 health reg-
ulators working on complicated insurance 
rules have taken over three floors of a subur-
ban office building, paying almost double the 
market rate for the space in their rush to get 
started. 

Executives from the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce have been meeting almost daily with 
financial rule makers to air concerns about 
regulations they say threaten to curtail 
commerce. 

And at the White House, senior officials re-
ceive several status reports a week on a 
process that all sides agree has vast implica-
tions for the country as a whole and for the 
Obama administration’s political fortunes. 

The boom in rule-making—the bureau-
cratic term for the nitty-gritty of drafting 
regulations—is a result of the mega-bills ap-
proved by Congress this year at the urging of 
President Obama: the health care bill signed 
into law in March, and the financial over-
haul law signed in July. 

‘‘There has never been a period like what 
we are going through now, in terms of the 
sheer volume and complexity of rule-mak-
ing,’’ said Paul Dennett, senior vice presi-
dent of the American Benefits Council, a 
trade group for large employers. 

And what was already shaping up as a ran-
corous lobbying battle over the rules is like-
ly to become more contentious when Repub-
licans take control of the House, having been 
swept to power on a pledge to influence 
health care and financial regulation. 

At the very least, Republicans will be able 
to hold public hearings to spotlight financial 
regulations they see as too restrictive and 
health care rules they see as too disruptive, 
and they could pressure regulators to soften 
them. 

The debate over federal spending has al-
ready slowed the development of financial 
rules, as hundreds of new rule-making posi-
tions have gone unfilled because of a lack of 
new financing. 

Congress provided a road map for measures 
aimed broadly at getting more Americans 
covered by health insurance and providing 
more federal safeguards against risky finan-
cial practices. But the laws were so broad 
and complex that executive-branch regu-
lators have wide leeway in determining what 
the rules should say and how they should be 
carried out. 

In all, the bills call for drafting more than 
300 separate rules on a rolling schedule by 
about 2014, plus dozens of other studies and 
periodic reports. That may be only the be-
ginning. A recent report from the Congres-
sional Research Service said the publication 
of rules under the health care law could 
stretch out for decades to come. 

Regulators at various agencies are trying 
to answer questions like these: 

How much should a credit-card company be 
able to charge a shopkeeper for administra-
tive fees when you swipe your card for a pur-
chase? 

Which types of financial companies are so 
‘‘systemically important’’ to the overall 
economy that they should be subject to 
greater federal oversight? 

What services must be covered by all insur-
ers as part of the ‘‘essential health benefits’’ 
package? And at what point would an in-
crease in an insurer’s premiums be consid-
ered so ‘‘unreasonable’’ that state and fed-
eral regulators could step in? 

These and many other questions are now in 
the hands of government lawyers, doctors, 
bankers, accountants, actuaries and other 
regulatory specialists. With the rules spread 
across agencies, no one is certain how many 
employees are working on them, but the 
number is certainly in the hundreds or high-
er. 

At the Federal Reserve, for instance, most 
of more than 50 lawyers in the legal division 
are now spending significant parts of their 
days on rule-making issues, like the question 
of how to carry out and enforce the so-called 
Volcker Rule, named for Paul A. Volcker, 
the former Fed chairman, restricting banks 
from making certain types of speculative in-
vestments. 

No longer are these considered arcane 
questions that draw scrutiny only from the 
few Washingtonians who read the ‘‘notices of 
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proposed rule-making’’ in the Federal Reg-
ister. 

These days, the rule makers are attracting 
attention from Congressional officials, in-
dustry advocates and lobbyists, with dozens 
of executives from firms like Goldman 
Sachs, Mastercard, JPMorgan Chase and 
Credit Suisse meeting with federal regu-
lators recently to give input on specific rules 
and try to influence the outcome, according 
to public online postings by federal regu-
lators on many of the meetings. 

‘‘I wake up in the morning thinking about 
this stuff, and I go to sleep at night thinking 
about it,’’ said Tom Quaadman, a senior 
Chamber of Commerce executive who is lead-
ing a group of 10 staff members seeking to 
shape the financial rules. 

The discussions are in the early stages. 
But though all sides talk of finding con-

sensus, conflicts have emerged. 
The Chamber of Commerce and the Busi-

ness Roundtable, made up of leading chief 
executives, are suing the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, arguing that a rule giv-
ing proxy access on corporate boards to 
small shareholders did not get a proper re-
view and would undermine companies. 

When these issues still rested with Con-
gress this year, the chamber spent millions 
on glitzy advertisements opposing the health 
care and financial regulation. The chamber 
does not plan anything so showy as the de-
bate shifts to the regulatory agencies, but is 
bracing for a long fight filled with low-key 
meetings and court filings. 

‘‘It’s a substantial amount of resources 
we’ve brought to bear on this,’’ Mr. 
Quaadman said. ‘‘We’ve always seen this as 
being a marathon. This is a process that’s 
going to take years, and this is the start of 
the race.’’ 

The Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, created by Congress as part of the fi-
nancial overhaul, has been the target of par-
ticularly intense lobbying, with industry 
representatives and consumer advocates try-
ing to shape the agency’s structure and mis-
sion. 

Questions about the agency’s allegiances 
have already arisen, however, after it was 
disclosed that Elizabeth Warren, the White 
House aide chosen to start up the agency, 
had worked as a consultant on a lawsuit in-
volving major banks and credit-card compa-
nies and that one of her senior aides had 
worked previously at a mortgage company 
with a spotty record. 

So far, health care regulators have a head 
start on their financial counterparts. They 
not only started the process four months 
earlier when the health care bill passed Con-
gress, but they also have the advantage of al-
ready securing start-up funds for rule-mak-
ing personnel and office space. 

In Bethesda, health care officials are leas-
ing more than 70,000 square feet of space on 
three floors of an office building for about 
230 employees to work on rule-making and 
other duties. The government agreed to pay 
$51.41 per usable square foot of space, com-
pared with an average of $27 in Bethesda, be-
cause it wanted to get the operation running 
in July, officials said. 

In contrast, financial regulators have been 
unable to get new financing for hundreds of 
additional rule makers because Congress has 
not yet passed a budget, and they are largely 
making do by reassigning existing staff 
members. Officials at agencies like the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, which 
is responsible for drafting more than 60 
rules, are warning that there is an urgent 
need for the money. 

Annette L. Nazareth, a former S.E.C. offi-
cial who now represents financial clients be-
fore rule makers as a lawyer for the firm of 
Davis Polk, said short staffing and ‘‘wildly 

unrealistic’’ deadlines set by Congress 
threatened the entire process. 

‘‘These regulators are overwhelmed, and 
this stuff is being churned out on issues that 
are enormously complex,’’ Ms. Nazareth said. 
‘‘It’s very bad for the markets to do it this 
way, and it’s bound to have an impact on 
how things come out.’’ 

Mr. BARRASSO. It talks about Fed-
eral rulemakers. That is whom I be-
lieve we are talking about, these 
unelected bureaucrats. 

Federal rule makers, long the neglected 
stepchildren of Washington bureaucrats, sud-
denly find themselves at the center of 
power— 

The bureaucrats— 
as they scramble to work out details of hun-
dreds of sweeping financial and health care 
regulations that will ultimately affect most 
Americans. 

We are talking about not just the 
health care law but also the financial 
regulations. 

The one part I want to ask the Sen-
ator about says: 

But the laws were so broad and complex 
that executive-branch regulators will have 
wide leeway in determining what the rules 
should say and how they should be carried 
out. 

Well, isn’t that why we need this 
piece of legislation—to let the States 
get in there before some of these rules 
and regulations are put onto the people 
of Mississippi, the people of Wyoming, 
the people all across the country? 

Mr. WICKER. Well, the Senator is ab-
solutely correct. And this coming from 
the New York Times in particular, this 
article is an astounding bit of informa-
tion for the American people, and they 
need to know about it. I think the 
American people have the quaint idea 
that their elected officials, both in the 
executive branch and in the legislative 
branch, should be the center of power. 
I did not come to Washington to be 
powerful. But at least I have to stand 
before my constituents every so often 
and get their approval. What this arti-
cle says is that the bureaucrats are 
now at the center of power because of 
this ObamaCare legislation and the fi-
nancial services legislation. 

We have enacted, over my vote and 
over the vote of the Senator from Wyo-
ming, a 2,700-page health care over-
haul. Yet we are told the main thing it 
does is empower bureaucrats and make 
them the decisionmakers. Certainly, if 
this is the result of this unfortunate 
piece of legislation, a Governor or a 
speaker of the house of representatives 
at the State level ought to be able to 
quickly and expeditiously go to Fed-
eral court and say: Wait a minute, this 
violates the 10th amendment. All we 
are saying is that they need a path to 
go quickly to the Federal courts and 
challenge this. 

I am sure the Senator noticed this— 
this is just one example. In neighboring 
Bethesda, MD, this new ObamaCare law 
has resulted in 200 health regulators 
rushing to a new facility there and 
paying twice the fair market value. 
This is Uncle Sugar coming in. They 
can pay as much money as they want. 

So they pay twice the fair market 
value in rent, and they have taken over 
three floors of a suburban office build-
ing to begin getting started on actually 
writing the rules that will apply this 
Federal mandate to the people. It is 
amazing. 

You know, actually, I will say this to 
my friend: When we talk about 
defunding the Federal Government, I 
would like for our Appropriations Com-
mittees, our investigative committees, 
both House and Senate, to look at how 
they got the right to pay twice the fair 
market value. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, it is aston-
ishing. I know the people of Wyoming 
as well as the people of Mississippi al-
ways oppose Washington’s wasteful 
spending, but when I read that the 
health care officials are leasing more 
than 70,000 square feet of space on 
three floors of this office building in 
Bethesda for 230 employees, rushing to 
rulemaking, and see that the govern-
ment—Washington—agreed to pay over 
$51 per usable square foot, compared 
with the average of less than $30 a 
square foot in Bethesda—why? Because 
it wanted to get the operation running 
in July. They were rushing to get to 
this. 

But it says that this may only be the 
beginning. This may only be the begin-
ning. A recent report—not by my col-
league from Mississippi and not by me 
but by the Congressional Research 
Service—says that the publication of 
rules under the health care law could 
stretch out for decades to come. 

That is why I am going to cosponsor 
this legislation. I have great concern 
about States rights and individual 
rights being trampled on by a Wash-
ington government that is out of con-
trol in terms of spending, and it is 
doing it in spite of the cries of the 
American people. 

So I congratulate and compliment 
my colleague from Mississippi for 
bringing this piece of legislation to the 
Senate today and thank him for join-
ing me on the floor as part of a doctor’s 
second opinion because you don’t have 
to be a doctor to know that this health 
care law is not good for patients, it is 
not good for providers, it is not good 
for taxpayers. As more and more people 
see the rules and the regulations come, 
they will once again see the broken 
promises by this President, who said: If 
you like your health care program, you 
get to keep it, and then they turn 2 
pages in the rules and regulations into 
121 pages which said, for many people 
in this country, they are not going to 
be able to keep what they have, they 
are not going to be able to keep what 
has been promised them, and it is be-
cause the rules and the regulations are 
so complicated. And the rulemaking 
continues. 

Mr. WICKER. If I might add, this is 
really a new chapter in the history of 
the American Federal Government. Ac-
cording to the senior vice president of 
the American Benefits Council: 
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There has never been a period like what we 

are going through now, in terms of the sheer 
volume and complexity of rule-making. 

My friend, this is unprecedented in 
American history. The scope, the cost, 
the magnitude of this legislation is un-
precedented, according to the Amer-
ican Benefits Council. And the point of 
my bill is that that does violence to 
the Bill of Rights, it does violence to 
the intent of the Founding Fathers 
that the Federal Government be lim-
ited in its power and scope and that we 
leave most of the rights we are en-
dowed with by our creators to the peo-
ple and to the States themselves. So it 
is a great privilege to join my col-
league today in making this point. 

Mr. BARRASSO. With that, I thank 
and congratulate my colleague for his 
vision and his foresight and his leader-
ship because this is, I believe, how the 
Founding Fathers would have seen it. I 
believe those who wrote the Constitu-
tion would be on board with this piece 
of legislation to say, as the 10th 
amendment does say, ‘‘The powers not 
delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to 
the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people.’’ 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 3 
minutes. 

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

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to strongly urge my col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans, 
to oppose cloture on the so-called 
DREAM Act. That will be one of our 
votes in a few minutes. All these votes 
are important. That is the most impor-
tant. 

The reasons we should oppose cloture 
are simple and basic. They all go to 
this past election. They all ask the 
question: Have we been listening at all 
to the American people? The American 
people have been speaking loudly and 
clearly on issues that pertain to the 
DREAM Act. I point to three in par-
ticular. 

No. 1, the DREAM Act is a major am-
nesty provision. There are no two ways 
about it. It grants at least 2.1 million 
illegals amnesty. It puts them on a 
path toward citizenship, which will 
also allow them to have their family 
members put in legal status. That 
means when we count all those people, 
there are probably two to three times 
that initial 2.1 million people who will 
be granted some form of amnesty. 
When we are not securing our borders 
adequately, when we are not putting a 
system in place to enforce workplace 
security, that is absolutely wrong. 

No. 2, we are in the middle of a seri-
ous recession. The American people are 

hurting. Things such as slots at public 
colleges and universities, things such 
as financial aid for those positions are 
very scarce and very sought after, 
more than ever before, because of the 
horrible state of the economy. These 
young illegals who would be granted 
amnesty would be put in direct com-
petition with American citizens for 
those scarce resources. Are we listen-
ing to the American people about the 
struggles they are going through right 
now in this desperate economy? If we 
do that, the answer would clearly be 
no. 

Third, what about spending and debt? 
The American people have been speak-
ing to us loudly and clearly about that. 
Yet the DREAM Act would increase 
spending and deficit and debt. Would 
we be listening to the American people 
about that, were we to pass the 
DREAM Act? Absolutely not. The 
DREAM Act has at least $5 billion of 
unpaid-for spending in it, by all reason-
able estimates. If we grant amnesty to 
2.1 million people and then down the 
road we double or triple that when 
counting family members, of course, 
there is cost to that in terms of Fed-
eral Government benefits and programs 
and spending. Reasonable estimates 
say that is at least $5 billion of cost, 
unpaid for, increasing spending, in-
creasing deficit, increasing debt. If we 
did that by passing the DREAM Act, 
would we be listening to the American 
people? Absolutely not. 

Let’s come to the Senate Chamber 
and perform our first and most solemn 
duty, which is to listen to the Amer-
ican people, listen to the citizens of the 
States, and truly represent them in 
this important body. Let’s listen to 
them when they say no amnesty. Let’s 
listen to them when they say how dif-
ficult their lives are in this horrible 
economy. Let’s listen to them when 
they say control spending and deficit 
and debt. Don’t increase it yet again. 

I propose we listen to them. I will lis-
ten to them and vote no on cloture on 
the DREAM Act. 

I yield the floor and 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. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as I said 
this morning when the Senate came 
into session, the House passed, late last 
night, the DREAM Act. I have asked 
consent from my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to vitiate the 
cloture vote, and that was not granted 
this morning, which I think is unfortu-
nate because it is a waste of the Sen-
ate’s time because we need to act on a 
piece of legislation that is already 
passed, so that when we pass it, it 
would go directly to the President. 

We have been told by my Republican 
colleagues that they are not willing to 
do any legislative business, which I 

think is untoward and unnecessary and 
unfair. But that is where they are. So 
that being the case, Mr. President, I 
would again renew my request that we 
vitiate the vote on cloture that is 
pending before the Senate at this 
stage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion has been heard. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, hearing the 

objection, I move to table the motion 
to proceed to S. 3992, and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 

necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK). 

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

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 268 Leg.] 
YEAS—59 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown (OH) 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Conrad 
Coons 
Corker 
Crapo 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feinstein 

Franken 
Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 

Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Reid 
Risch 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—40 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown (MA) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Cornyn 
DeMint 
Ensign 

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

McCain 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Pryor 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Voinovich 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—1 

Brownback 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-

tion to proceed having been tabled, the 
cloture motion is vitiated. 

f 

JAMES ZADROGA 9/11 HEALTH AND 
COMPENSATION ACT—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the provisions of Rule XXII, the 
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