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and Albania—exceed the agreed-upon
ratio of 2 percent of gross domestic
product to be spent on defense.

Two decades after the collapse of the
Berlin Wall, the U.S. share of NATO de-
fense spending has now risen astound-
ingly to more than 75 percent. Sec-
retary Gates put all of our efforts
under NATO alliance operations to-
gether at 75 percent. We are all aware
that the United States is facing very
hard and real serious fiscal constraints.
Hence it is clear that we can no longer
continue to pay for the vast majority
of NATO operations that are not in the
vital security interests of our Nation.
It is time for the United States to ask
our allies to step up and keep the
agreement they made when they be-
came part of NATO, or for the United
States to consider reducing our spend-
ing level that we now provide to NATO
and also move to redeploy a large por-
tion of our military presence in Europe
back to the United States.

I have spoken on the floor many
times about my concerns for maintain-
ing such a large military presence in
Europe and I will continue to fight for
spending cuts to a largely unnecessary
and expensive U.S. military presence
on the European continent. It was de-
cided in the last administration to cut
back to two brigade combat teams in
Europe, in Germany. We have now had
the two be expanded to four. The other
two are now in limbo. So there are now
four brigade combat teams in Europe.
Two were supposed to move back to the
United States and the military con-
struction to house at least one of those
has been done at a cost of over 400 mil-
lion taxpayer dollars. So we have the
capability to bring home troops, tax-
payers have spent $400 million in pur-
suit of that, the barracks sit empty,
and we still have four brigade combat
teams in Europe, in Germany.

Unfortunately, here is the message
we are sending to our European allies
by that military presence, and by our
operations in support of NATO, that
American taxpayers are willing and
able to shoulder the burden for their
defense, and that there are apparently
no consequences if the Europeans fail
to do their fair share.

We need to change that message. We
need to make our Nation’s current fi-
nancial difficulties a priority. Our mes-
sage should be that NATO has been a
valuable alliance for 60 years, and it
can be in the future, with a concerted
effort by our allies to share the burden.
That means truly sharing. The United
States should lead when and where our
capabilities are essential. We do have
vast capabilities. When they are essen-
tial we have shown we will always be
there. But others can lead where they
have the capability to do so, and they
need to do it with personnel and with
the appropriate level of funding.

The complacency of our allies is in-
creasingly a threat to our national se-
curity for we are shouldering more and
more of the burden, even where our in-
volvement is not in the vital interests
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of the United States. The American
taxpayer can no longer afford to write
endless checks for NATO operations. It
is time for our allies to shoulder their
responsibilities and reduce their de-
pendence on U.S. military forces.

We want to maintain our military
strength. We have the greatest mili-
tary in the world. There is no doubt
about that. But to keep our military
strong, we cannot over-deploy our
forces. I have talked to people who
have been to Afghanistan six times on
rotations—six times. Most of our peo-
ple who have gone to Afghanistan have
gone more than once, and that is fol-
lowing all of the time they have been
to Iraq as well. We must keep our mili-
tary strong by not overburdening them
because our allies are not doing their
share and supplying the troops they
agreed to provide when they became
members of NATO. For us to keep the
strength we have, or to handle the big
operations where we have the unique
capabilities, we must be smarter about
allocating and sharing the responsibil-
ities. We can continue to lead and take
the biggest share, but not 75 percent of
the share and continue to remain
strong, especially with the financial
constraints we have today.

We are in the midst of negotiating
how we can lower our deficit so we
don’t hit that $14 trillion debt ceiling
without a plan for bringing down the
deficit so we will never have to lift
that debt ceiling again. So it is in ev-
eryone’s interests for our allies to step
up to the plate. They made agree-
ments. It used to be a 3-percent gross
domestic product commitment that
was required for NATO. Now we are
talking 2 percent, and only five coun-
tries—only five countries—meet that
test. That is not a sustainable alliance.
If we allow them to drag down their
strongest member, it will not be in the
interests of anyone if something big
happens that requires an immediate
and robust response.

So I appreciate that Secretary Gates,
in his final days in office has talked
very straight to our NATO allies. I
hope they are listening, and I hope
they are prepared to act. Yes, they
have financial constraints too; we un-
derstand that. But it is time the bur-
den be shared. It is time we have a real
alliance in which we remain strong so
we maintain the strength to respond to
the big emergencies when we are
called. Being dragged down by smaller
contingencies that can be handled by
others, whether it is Kosovo or Libya—
and, certainly, we also are concerned
about the situation in Syria and
Yemen—we can let others be in the
lead in those areas so that when the
big things happen—such as Afghani-
stan which will continue to require our
commitment—those major efforts can
be led by the United States with our
unique capabilities and our commit-
ment.

Our military remains the best in the
world. Our equipment is the best in the
world. Our training is the best in the
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world. We need to maintain that
strength with an alliance that accepts
its responsibility for burden sharing.
Where we are required to lead and are
uniquely capable we will do so but we
cannot allow ourselves to be contin-
ually placed in the position where
these contingencies drag down our ca-
pabilities for the future.

So I applaud Secretary Gates for
starting this dialogue in earnest. We
have talked about it for a long time—
for years, actually. We have talked to
our NATO allies about stepping up to
the plate. Even in good financial times
that didn’t happen but for a few. I will
say that Great Britain has always been
there, and we have had other strong al-
liances, including Australia—mot in
NATO but certainly a strong ally. Can-
ada is also a strong ally, but it is time
for us to reassess our contributions in
NATO to preserve our strength so that
we are there and prepared for major op-
erations, which is in all of our inter-
ests.

Thank you, Madam President. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended until 6
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

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

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 782

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
going to wait until the Senator from I1-
linois arrives before making a motion,
but I wish to explain what I am going
to do. I am going to make a motion
when he does arrive.

I have an amendment. First of all,
being the ranking member of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee,
I have more than just a passive inter-
est in this EDA bill. But one of the
things I have been trying to do is get
people to understand we have all these
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amendments, and a lot of these amend-
ments have nothing to do with the Eco-
nomic Development Administration.
They have to do with everything else
that is out there. In fact, I am guilty of
the same thing. I have, I think, five un-
related amendments. They are all good
stuff, things I wish to get through, and
that seems to be what this bill is all
about.

But under all these amendments
there is a bill and there is a reason for
introducing it. It is a foregone conclu-
sion—I think we all understand if we
were to pass the EDA bill out of here in
any form similar to the way it was in-
troduced, it would never pass the
House, and that would be a done deal.

What I am going to attempt to do
is—I am going to attempt today and
tomorrow and however long it takes—
to get an amendment in there that is
going to provide oversight authority by
the GAO. Through the audits and as-
sessments, the GAO can ensure that
the EDA grants are distributed, and
put some spending discipline in there,
such as through a competitive award
process—it is all drafted in the amend-
ment; by the way, the amendment is
No. 459—and in accordance with the
EDA criteria and requirements.

Additionally, the GAO would submit
a report every year to the Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee
and the House T&I Committee, Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, to have efficiency assured.

What we are doing here is, instead of
having a jump ball and saying we are
going to do any kind of an EDA pro-
gram that we can sell through the ad-
ministration, we will actually have dis-
cipline in there so it will have to be,
first of all, gone over with the Govern-
ment Accountability Office. Then,
after that, it is not over because it has
to come back to both committees in
the House and the Senate. And, of
course, I am the ranking member, and
by the time that gets started, I may
end up being the chairman, if it is after
the next election. But you never know
those things. So we would be able to
look at it again.

The purpose of the amendment is to
make certain that grant recipients are
determined based on competitive pro-
cedures and to create more account-
ability for the EDA. Overall, I think
Washington bureaucrats should not be
picking winners and losers but, in-
stead, rely on a formula and strict
rules to determine where agency dol-
lars flow.

I know we are not on the bill now. We
are still in morning business. I under-
stand we are going to go back on the
bill at 6 o’clock this evening. But I
have to get a request in that my
amendment be—at that time, I am
going to ask that the pending amend-
ment be set aside for consideration of
amendment No. 459, which I have just
described.

I think the chief complaint about
some of the EDA process—by the way,
I have to say about the EDA process, it
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has done so well in my State of OKkla-
homa. We had one project in Elgin,
OK—a very small community adjacent
to the live range at Fort Sill—for a
$2.25 million EDA grant. They ended up
planning to construct a 150,000-square
foot building that would employ—the
numbers were almost the entire popu-
lation of Elgin, OK. It is something
that would revive that part of the
State. The southern part of the State
of Oklahoma and the south central
part have historically been an area
that is somewhat impoverished, and
through these EDA grants we have
done a good job.

The good thing about EDA grants is
they require a lot of local participa-
tion. Generally, it is through the city
funds, the State funds, and the county
funds, and then an equal amount or a
greater amount from the private sec-
tor.

In my State of Oklahoma, the grants
are usually about one to nine in terms
of public participation. So the program
is good. I am the first one to admit,
however, it may not work the same
way in every State. I can only say what
our experience has been in Oklahoma.

What I am going to suggest with this
amendment is something we are doing
anyway in Oklahoma. We are going
through a competitive award process.
That is a process that everyone under-
stands. It is one that is all outlined in
our rules. We know what they have to
go through for competition. Then it is
in accordance with the criteria.

The criteria is very important. One
of these days we are going to get
around to a transportation reauthor-
ization bill that will come out of my
same committee. The last one we had
was in 2005. Since then, that has run
out, and we are going kind of month to
month. We have a dire need for infra-
structure in America with the roads,
highways, and bridges. It is something
we have fallen behind on, and we are
going to be getting to that.

The reason our 2005 bill was so suc-
cessful in infrastructure for transpor-
tation in the reauthorization bill is be-
cause we had a formula. The formula
took into consideration money to be
spent on bridges and roads and high-
ways, State by State, with such factors
as to the fatalities in that State, the
number of road lanes, miles, and all
this criteria. When we got through es-
tablishing the criteria in 2005, it must
have been good because nobody liked
it. If it was something that upset ev-
eryone, then, obviously, it was omne
that was pretty good, and we passed it.
That was a $284.6 billion reauthoriza-
tion bill. We should be able to do some-
thing comparable now.

You might say, everyone is goosey
about spending money nowadays. And
that is understandable with the defi-
cits. President Obama’s three budgets
have suggested and have put into effect
$56 trillion of deficit—not debt but def-
icit.

This last budget was around a little
over $2.5 trillion. And I can remember
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back in 1995, back when President Clin-
ton was in office, going down to the
floor and complaining because he had a
budget to run the entire country of $1.5
trillion. Well, the deficit alone in the
last budget we have had here, as pre-
scribed by the President, has exceeded
the amount it took to run the country
during that period of time.

I see the Senator from Illinois is
here. I would say to my good friend
from Illinois, what I am doing here is I
am going to attempt now—and it will
be objected to, and I understand that
because we are not on the bill yet—I
am going to continue to attempt to
have an accountability amendment
that takes the EDA process and sub-
jects it to a competitive award process,
along with oversight by the GAO and
by our committee and by the T&I Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives.
I think it is something that would
make—frankly, if we do not do it, in
my opinion, there would be no way in
the world that the House of Represent-
atives would pass it. This offers dis-
cipline to it. I will go so far as to say
that if we are not able to pass this
amendment, to have accountability, I
will probably end up voting against the
bill if it comes up for a vote.

So with that in mind, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order to re-
sume consideration of S. 782 so that I
can call up my amendment No. 459
which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what I am
about to say is no reflection on the
Senator from Oklahoma nor the merits
of his amendment. We have almost 100
amendments filed and 17 pending, and
the majority leader has asked that we
at least reflect on those filed and set
our schedule accordingly. I am not say-
ing this will not be considered, but at
the moment we are going to object to
the offering of additional amendments.
So I do object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. 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. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

TRADE AGREEMENTS

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
while it is important to address the
Federal budget deficit, too many Wash-
ington politicians have turned a blind
eye to the U.S. trade deficit. Working
families in Ohio and our Nation’s man-
ufacturers haven’t forgotten about the
devastating effects of our ballooning
trade deficit.

How much bigger does our trade def-
icit need to get before Washington
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