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Shelby Toomey Webb
Snowe Udall (CO) Whitehouse
Stabenow Udall (NM) Wicker
Tester Vitter Wyden
Thune Warner

NOT VOTING—2
Kerry Pryor

The amendment (No. 58), as amended,
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid
upon the table.

VOTE EXPLANATION

e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I was
necessarily absent for the vote on Nel-
son of Nebraska amendment No. 58, as
amended, to the FAA reauthorization
bill. If T had attended today’s session, I
would have voted in support of that
amendment.e

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at 2:15
p.m. on this day there be 20 minutes of
debate equally divided in the wusual
form on the Wicker amendment prior
to the vote in relation to the Wicker
amendment, and that the remaining
provisions of the previous order remain
in effect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
———
RECESS

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

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB).

———

FAA AIR TRANSPORTATION MOD-
ERNIZATION AND SAFETY IM-
PROVEMENT ACT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I speak on my
amendment and ask the time not be
counted or charged from either side.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, a few
days ago I offered an amendment that
would eliminate the Essential Air
Service Program, which is at least au-
thorized in this bill at about $200 mil-
lion. I had no idea we would approach
the end of Western civilization as we
know it if we eliminated this obviously
outdated and unnecessary $200 million
of the taxpayers’ money.

I am reminded of a comment once
made by President Ronald Reagan. To
paraphrase what he said: The closest
thing to eternal life here on Earth is a
government program. There is nothing
that illustrates that point more than
the Essential Air Service Program.

I ask unanimous consent that three
letters be printed in the RECORD. One is
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from FreedomWorks, one from the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, and another is
from the Citizens Against Government
Waste.

I ask unanimous consent they be
printed in the RECORD.

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

FREEDOMWORKS,
Washington, DC, February 14, 2011.

DEAR SENATOR, On behalf of over a million
FreedomWorks members nationwide, I urge
you to vote YES on Sen. McCain’s (R-Ariz.)
amendment to S. 223 the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Air Transportation
Modernization and Safety Improvement Act
which would eliminate the Essential Air
Service (EAS). The EAS was created in the
1970’s to help a small number of rural com-
munities retain access to air service after
airline deregulation. Like so many other
government programs, Congress initially en-
acted it to be a relatively small and tem-
porary ten year program costing several mil-
lion dollars annually. However, the needless
program has continued for 23 years while
costing taxpayers $200 million every year.

Along with many fiscally conservative
groups, even the Government Accountability
Office (GAO) questioned the usefulness of the
EAS by stating ‘‘current conditions raise
concerns about whether the program can
continue to operate as it has . . . the growth
of air service especially by low-cost car-
riers—weighted against the relatively high
fares and inconvenience of EAS flights.”” Los
Angeles Times reports that taxpayers are
forced to subsidize airline service to small
communities at a loss. Most of the money
provides service to rural airports with fewer
than 30 passengers a day.

The ESA is a prime example of wasteful
spending. A graph produced by the FAA
shows that 99.95 percent of all Americans
live within 120 miles of a major public air-
port. Airports should operate where there
are consumers to support such an airport.
Taxpayers should not be forced to subsidize
rural airports with too little demand to jus-
tify their existence. I urge you to repeal the
EAS to save taxpayers $1 billion over the
next five years. It’s a step in the right direc-
tion to cut excessive spending wherever we
find it.

This, however, is a modest step and should
be easily supported by anyone serious about
reining in the federal government. In order
to produce even more savings, Congress
should look into privatizing airports to allow
private capital to flow in. Many other coun-
tries have successfully and fully privatized
some of their airports including Britain,
Italy and Australia. The private sector has
produced more efficient airports which have
led to an increase in airport revenue. The
privatization of airports has been beneficial
for consumers, airlines and taxpayers.

We will count your vote on Sen. McCain’s
amendment to the FAA Air Transportation
Modernization and Safety Improvement Act
as a KEY VOTE when calculating the
FreedomWorks Economic Freedom Score-
card for 2011. The Economic Freedom Score-
card is used to determine eligibility for the
Jefferson Award, which recognizes members
of Congress with voting records that support
economic freedom.

Sincerely,
MATT KIBBE,
President and CEO.
NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Alexandria, VA, February 15, 2011.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 362,000-

member National Taxpayers Union (NTU), I
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urge you to vote “Yes” on Senator John
McCain’s amendment to S. 223, the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Reauthoriza-
tion Bill. Approving this amendment, which
would repeal the Essential Air Service (EAS)
program, is an ideal way for the Senate to
demonstrate its commitment toward elimi-
nating low-priority expenditures and begin-
ning to restore fiscal responsibility to the
federal budget.

Created in 1978 as a 10-year venture that
would ease the transition to a more market-
driven commercial aviation sector, EAS has,
like many other federal programs, engen-
dered constituencies that have kept the pro-
gram alive far beyond any demonstrable pur-
pose. Indeed, NTU questioned the need for
EAS in the first place, given the fact that ro-
bust and competitive air services would ful-
fill consumers’ needs more efficiently than
any government subsidization scheme. Un-
fortunately, many of the taxpayers’ worst
fears about EAS have come true. The pro-
gram now operates in more than 100 areas of
the country, even as air travelers’ choices
are numerous. In fact, the Government Ac-
countability Office concluded in 2009 that
many Americans are shunning EAS-sub-
sidized flights and airports in favor of lower-
cost fares offered at hubs that are still rea-
sonably accessible by automobile. This free-
market evolution can be encouraged by eas-
ing tax and regulatory burdens on airlines
and customers.

Just as other federal transportation pro-
grams like Amtrak pour tax dollars into un-
profitable and low-traveled routes which
consumers bypass out of preference for other
commercial alternatives, EAS seems to oper-
ate more out of satisfying political consider-
ations than addressing any perceived market
defects. Your colleague Senator Coburn pro-
vided a vivid illustration of these flaws in a
report, Wastebook 2010, late last year:

The cities of Macon and Athens, Georgia
are both less than a 90-minute drive from At-
lanta’s Hartsfield-Jackson International air-
port. Despite this, the U.S. Department of
Transportation subsidized 26 flights per week
to and from each city at a clip of $464 per
passenger for Macon and $135 for Athens.
Passengers pay $39 each for a seat on the 50-
minute flight. . . . The local newspaper re-
ports that the Macon [service] averaged 10
passengers a day, while Athens averaged 12
EAS-subsidized flights. By law, the Depart-
ment of Transportation subsidies are capped
at $200 for flights to airports less than 210
miles from a large or medium hub, which At-
lanta is.

EAS’s justification may always have been
dubious, but in today’s fiscal environment
its continued existence is even less defen-
sible. The savings at stake from passage of
the McCain Amendment—$200 million—cer-
tainly won’t erase the current fiscal year’s
projected $1.5 trillion deficit, but if the Sen-
ate cannot eliminate this blatant example of
low-priority spending, taxpayers will have
every right to question Congress’s sincerity
in the vital endeavor of bringing the budget
back under control.

NTU has expressed concerns over several
portions of the FAA bill, including the
threat of higher Passenger Facility Charges
and a lack of progress in moving toward a
private sector-driven model for air traffic
control. Senator McCain’s proposal provides
a key opportunity to break from the tax-
and-spend philosophy that has dominated
past FAA legislation and to recognize the
role of commercial aviation in America’s
economic recovery. Once again, NTU asks
that you support the McCain Amendment;
roll call votes pertaining to this measure
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will be significantly weighted in our annual
Rating of Congress.
Sincerely,
PETE SEPP,
Ezxecutive Vice President.
COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS AGAINST
GOVERNMENT WASTE,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2011.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR, Senator John McCain (R-
Ariz.) recently introduced Amendment #4 to
S. 223, the FAA Air Transportation Mod-
ernization and Safety Improvement Act.
Senator McCain’s amendment would repeal a
$200 million government subsidy for the Es-
sential Air Service. On behalf of the more
than one million members and supporters of
the Council for Citizens Against Government
Waste (CCAGW), I urge you to support this
amendment.

Federal spending has ballooned out of con-
trol and taxpayers are bracing themselves as
the nation rapidly approaches its statutory
$14.3 trillion debt limit. Yet, Congress con-
tinues to fund wasteful and unnecessary pro-
grams. The Essential Air Service was created
in 1978 to subsidize airline carriers that pro-
vide service to small communities. Origi-
nally funded at $7 million, the program has
since grown to cost taxpayers $200 million,
subsidizing a dozen airline carriers in more
than 100 communities.

Ironically, this air service program is any-
thing but essential, as 99.95 percent of Amer-
icans live within 120 miles of a public airport
that accommodates more than 10,000 take-
offs and landings each year. CCAGW has been
a long-time proponent of eliminating fund-
ing for worthless, money-draining airports
that have long been protected under the Es-
sential Air Service. One such egregious ex-
ample is the John Murtha Johnstown-
Cambria ‘‘Airport for No One.”” This airport
services fewer than 30 people per day, yet it
has received more than $1.3 million under
this program. This is hardly an efficient use
of taxpayer dollars, especially when the gov-
ernment is facing a record-breaking $1.5 tril-
lion budget deficit.

The HEssential Air Service program has
been repeatedly cited in CAGW’s Prime Cuts,
a proprietary database comprised of 763 rec-
ommendations that would save taxpayers
$350 billion in the first year and $2.2 trillion
over five years.

Congress cannot continue on a spending
rampage while ignoring the nation’s balance
sheets. Senator McCain’s amendment would
cut a profligate, indefensible government
program that Americans do not need and
taxpayers simply cannot afford. All votes on
Amendment #4 to S. 223 will be among those
considered in CCAGW’s 2011 Congressional
Ratings.

Sincerely,
THOMAS SCHATZ,
President.

Mr. MCCAIN. FreedomWorks says:

The ESA is a prime example of wasteful
spending. A graph produced by the FAA
shows that 99.95 percent of all Americans
live within 120 miles of a major public air-
port. Taxpayers should not be forced to sub-
sidize rural airports with too little demand
to justify their existence. I urge you to re-
peal the EAS to save taxpayers $1 billion
over the next 5 years.

The National Taxpayers Union cites:

The cities of Macon and Athens, Georgia
are both less than a 90-minute drive from At-
lanta’s Hartsfield-Jackson International Air-
port. Despite this, the U.S. Department of
Transportation subsidized 26 flights per week
to and from each city at a clip of $426 per
passenger from Macon and $135 for Athens.
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Then, of course, the Citizens Against
Government Waste points out that:

Congress cannot continue on a spending
rampage while ignoring the nation’s balance
sheets.

Probably the loudest complaints
have been from the State of Alaska, a
State I love and enjoy. There is a great
article that appeared in an Alaskan
newspaper. It is called ‘‘Self-Sustain-
ability—Is it time for Alaska to grow
up?n

Among other things I didn’t know
about is:

While the nation faces a $14 trillion fiscal
hole and Congress is looking to tighten its
belt, it’s inevitable that Alaska is going to
feel some of the pain.

But what is interesting is that the
State of Alaska, he goes on to state,
has ““$12 billion in reserves and another
$40 billion banked away in the perma-
nent fund.”

Wow. I don’t know of another State
in the Union that is that well off. He,
Andrew Halcro, goes on to say:

We Alaskans fancy ourselves as rugged in-
dividualists, who are quick to eschew the
long arm of the federal government and Big
Brother. However our actions sometimes
don’t match our rhetoric.

He goes on:

What about the amendment to eliminate
essential air service subsidies in small rural
communities throughout Alaska? Currently
the feds subsidize air service to more than 44
communities to the tune of $12 million per
year.

The author goes on to say:

Is it really the federal government’s role to
subsidize air service to Rampart, a commu-
nity with 15 people?

An interesting question. He goes on
to say:

We’ve known this day was coming but have
done little to prepare our communities for it.
We have continued to live in a subsidized
world, where one of the biggest issues so far
this legislative session has been a debate
over suspending Alaska’s measly gas tax.

This past week, Alaska Senator Mark
Begich, in response to the announced ban on
earmarks stated, ‘I have said many times
Alaska is a young State with many needs,
and we deserve our fair share of Federal
funding to develop our resources and our in-
frastructure.”

The author goes on to say:

While I would absolutely agree that federal
policies have restricted Alaska’s ability to
develop its vast resources, the ‘‘young state”
argument has been used for decades to jus-
tify growing demands on the Federal budget
for things like the Denali Commission and
earmarks for controversial bridges.

This year Alaska turns 52, so arguably we
are not kids anymore. Is it time for us to
grow up?

Is it time for all of us to grow up and
eliminate these Federal programs that
cost billions of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money, which originally may
have—and I emphasize ‘may have’’—in
1978, when we deregulated the airlines,
have had a legitimate reason? Obvi-
ously, it does not anymore.

I look forward to the fact that our
conservative organizations are all judg-
ing these as a key vote. I also point out
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to my colleagues, if we are serious, if
we are serious about cutting spending
and going about making tough deci-
sions, this is an easy decision. If we
vote against my amendment, if the ma-
jority votes against my amendment to
eliminate essential air service, the
message to the American people as of
November 2 is, we aren’t serious. We
aren’t serious. If we can’t eliminate a
program like this, how can we make
the tough decisions that are coming?

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
I hope we will have a vote as soon as
reasonably possible, and I look forward
to the continued debate on this issue
which seems to have created quite a
large degree of controversy throughout
the country.

I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 14, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 20
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote in relation to amendment No.
14 offered by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, as modified.

The Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, under
the previous order I yield 4 minutes to
the Senator from Maine, Ms. COLLINS.

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment of Senator WICKER to provide ad-
ditional workforce protections for
Transportation Security Officers while
at the same time ensuring the manage-
ment flexibility that is vital to the
operational efficiency of the TSA, and
thus the security of the American peo-
ple. Instead of dramatically changing
the TSA personnel system in a way
that could interfere with TSA’s ability
to carry out its essential mission, as
the administration plans, we should,
instead, make some targeted but im-
portant reforms in the system to en-
sure that TSA employees are treated
fairly.

First, we should bring TSA employ-
ees under the Whistleblower Protection
Act, which safeguards the rights of
whistleblowers throughout the Federal
Government.

Second, we should give TSA workers
the right to an independent appeal of
adverse personnel actions—for exam-
ple, a demotion would qualify. What we
are proposing is that a TSA employee
so affected would be able to appeal to
the Merit Systems Protection Board.

Third, we should make clear that
TSA members can, in fact, join a
union. That is a different issue from
collective bargaining. So our amend-
ment specifically provides that we are
not depriving employees of that
choice—which they have right now.

I have just received a letter from
former TSA Administrator Kip Hawley,
who was extremely well regarded and
served as the head of T'SA for 4 years.
He expresses support for the amend-
ment that Senator WICKER and I are of-
fering. Mr. Hawley knows firsthand
how important it is for TSA to have
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the flexibility in order to respond
quickly and effectively to changing
conditions, to emerging threats, to new
intelligence, and to impending crises. I
note this is not theoretical. TSA has
used this authority in the past.

In 2006, for example, TSA had to re-
spond virtually overnight to the liquids
plot to blow up airplanes that origi-
nated in Great Britain. Overnight, TSA
had to retrain its workers and redeploy
them to different airports. This is not
a theoretical concern.

Another example was the blizzard
that occurred in Denver, where TSA
screeners had to be flown in from an-
other city to cover the shifts of TSA
employees at that airport. This kind of
management flexibility was also used
in the wake of the gulf coast hurri-
canes when there were massive evacu-
ations.

In his letter, Mr. Hawley states that
although TSA’s recent determination
states that security policies and proce-
dures will not be issues subject to col-
lective bargaining, the dividing line be-
tween security and nonsecurity prac-
tices ‘‘is not a bright one.”

He makes the same point that former
Homeland Security Secretary Chertoff
made the last time we debated this
issue, and that is defining what is and
what is not subject to collective bar-
gaining undoubtedly will be subject to
subsequent litigation.

He further notes:

The resolution of these issues could rest
with an arbitrator with no direct knowledge
of security issues, intelligence, and transpor-
tation security. [This could] place the per-
formance of TSA’s security mission in the
hands of someone who neither has the exper-
tise to make these decisions, nor [a person
who] is accountable for them.

I ask unanimous consent the entire
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

FEBRUARY 15, 2011.

Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS,

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR COLLINS, I am writing in
support of the Amendment to S. 223 offered
by you, Senator Wicker, and others that
would exclude Transportation Security Ad-
ministration employees from collective bar-
gaining.

This issue has a long history and the argu-
ments are well known, so I will focus on two
specific elements of the administration’s re-
cently released policy on collective bar-
gaining for Transportation Security Officers:
(1) inherent ambiguity in the definition of
security activities; and (2) the issue of per-
formance management.

TSA’s memorandum states that collective
bargaining will be ‘“‘within a framework
unique to TSA that does not adversely im-
pact the resources and agility necessary to
protect the security of the traveling public.”
It further states that within this framework,
‘“‘security policies and procedures,” or ‘‘in-
ternal security practices’ will not be issues
subject to collective bargaining. Given that
security practices and procedures frequently
change, this dividing line is not a bright one
and will likely be the subject to collective
bargaining and subsequent litigation. The
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resolution of these issues could rest with an
arbitrator with no direct knowledge of secu-
rity issues, intelligence, and transportation
security. This could result in the very thing
that TSA does not want, and that is to place
the performance of TSA’s security mission in
the hands of someone who neither has the
expertise to make these decisions, nor is ac-
countable to them.

Secondly, the decision document drives a
stake through the heart of what makes risk-
based security work: meaningful perform-
ance-based incentives. The decision here uses
the words ‘‘high performance,” ‘‘engaged,”
describes an organization that ‘‘truly values
and promotes initiative,” and vows that se-
curity will not be compromised. This deci-
sion, however, imposes a wall between a
TSO’s job performance and pay incentives.

Cash incentives are effective motivators to
officers who are willing to be accountable
and base their personal success on good secu-
rity results—something air travelers should
want very much. ‘“The performance manage-
ment process’ is explicitly included among
the issues subject to collective bargaining,
but at the same time in the next section,
‘“‘pay and policies affecting pay’’ are specifi-
cally excluded. In other words, this decision
means that better performance does not
mean better pay. The union will bargain to
define ‘‘performance,”” probably seniority-
based, and TSA agrees not to use cash incen-
tives to motivate employees’ performance.
For an agency that depends on its security
officers to constantly adjust and improve
their skills so that they are prepared for
ever-changing terrorist tactics, this dis-
connect between pay and performance could
be disastrous.

TSA has a robust pay-for-performance sys-
tem in place today and those who perform
their security duties better get significant
bonuses and pay raises. Reversing the logic
to de-link pay incentives from job perform-
ance can only sap the energy of TSOs who
are motivated to be actively engaged, use
initiative, and strive to achieve high per-
formance team objectives. That cannot be
good for security, or performance of any
kind.

There are many other issues worthy of dis-
cussion, but these cut across philosophy and
politics and gets to the issue of the security
of the flying public. Action is needed now to
stop the imposition of this flawed decision
on TSA’s fine workforce and all of us who de-
pend on them.

Respectfully,
Kip HAWLEY,
TSA Administrator, 2005-2009.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used her time.

Ms. COLLINS. I urge our colleagues
to support this amendment. I think it
is a balanced approach that will give
these employees more rights than they
currently have without interfering
with the essential mission of this law
enforcement agency.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, do I un-
derstand I have 6 minutes remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 4 seconds.

Mr. WICKER. I was under the impres-
sion I had yielded 4 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the majority object to the Senator
from Mississippi taking 6 minutes?
Without objection, it is so ordered. The
Senator has 6 minutes.

Mr. WICKER. I will reserve the re-
mainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes, if I can.

I listened carefully to the statement
of my friend, the Senator from Maine.
Frankly, I wonder if we are in parallel
worlds and we are talking about the
same thing but in a different context.
My friend, the Senator from Maine,
seems to be ignoring the very careful
limitations that TSA has placed on col-
lective bargaining rights. For example,
under the provisions of TSA, the trans-
portation security officers cannot bar-
gain over pay.

They cannot bargain over pay. They
cannot bargain over deployment proce-
dures—who works where. The Senator
mentioned the incident involving Great
Britain; they had to train people over-
night. Well, they cannot bargain on
training either. That is not part of the
bargaining rights they would have.

The Senator mentioned about the de-
ployment of people to Denver because
of a blizzard. Well, deployment proce-
dures, who works where, is not again
subject to collective bargaining. Emer-
gency response measures, that was the
one dealing with Great Britain. On
emergency response measures, who
goes where, how long they have to be
there for an emergency response, is not
negotiable. It is not part of the collec-
tive bargaining agreement.

So I am at a loss to understand what
the Senator from Maine was talking
about. They cannot bargain over emer-
gency response procedures, deploy-
ments or other security issues. So,
again, this is not something that is
part of the collective bargaining agree-
ment.

Last week, the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration said—the Adminis-
trator, John Pistole, testifying before
the House subcommittee, said that the
employee morale is a security issue—
employee morale. Why did he say that?
A recent survey ranked TSA 220 out of
224 Federal employers as the best place
to work. In other words, 224 would be
the worst place to work in the Federal
Government. TSA was rated at 220.
They have a high turnover rate, they
have a high injury rate, and extremely
low morale.

So what we are trying to do is give
them that boost in morale. Here is
what the TSA Administrator said last
week:

The safety of the traveling public is our
top priority, and we will not negotiate on se-
curity. But morale and employee engage-
ment cannot be separated from achieving su-
perior security.

While some of my colleagues have
suggested that providing collective
bargaining rights could jeopardize se-
curity, nothing could be further from
the truth. Unionized security personnel
are just as effective, dedicated, and
willing to put their lives on the line in
an emergency.



S718

I point out, for example, Border Pa-
trol personnel have collective bar-
gaining rights. Immigration and Cus-
toms officials have collective bar-
gaining rights. Our Capitol police offi-
cers who protect us have collective bar-
gaining rights. Why should TSOs be
any different? To suggest that union-
ized security personnel are somehow
less effective, less dedicated, less will-
ing to put their lives on the line in an
emergency I believe is an insult to
every man and woman in uniform in
this country who works under a collec-
tive bargaining agreement.

I only need to remind everyone, re-
member 9/11. Remember that image of
all the people in New York running
away from those towers as they came
down, the thousands of people running
away from that calamity, and the pic-
ture was of other people running into
it—our police, our firefighters, our
emergency personnel, who not only
risked their lives but gave their lives
to help save people in that tragedy.

Every single one of them, every fire-
fighter, every policeman, the emer-
gency personnel, were all union people,
belonged to a union with collective
bargaining rights. Yet look at what
they did during that emergency.

So, again, I think it is important to
add that under this agreement, they
get limited collective bargaining
rights. They cannot bargain over secu-
rity procedures and policies, deploy-
ment, disciplinary standards or ‘‘any
action deemed necessary by the admin-
istrator or his or her designees to carry
out the agency mission during emer-
gencies.”

They cannot negotiate on that. So,
again, we just want to help raise the
morale there, to give these people bar-
gaining rights so——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Here is what they can
bargain on: grievance procedures—that
helps on morale—nonemergency sched-
uling—that helps on morale—awards
and recognitions, uniforms, bidding on
shifts and procedures used for how they
bid on shifts—who gets the 2 a.m. shift,
who gets the 7 a.m. shift—all non-
emergency types of situations.

This will help give them better mo-
rale and will help in terms of ensuring
security. Do not take my word for it.
Take the Administrator’s word for it,
Administrator John Pistole, who said
this will help ensure the safety of the
traveling public.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I rise in support of the Wicker
amendment. Senator COLLINS, who
spoke earlier, is a cosponsor of this
amendment. I might also note that
Senator COBURN has joined as a cospon-
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sor also. The Wicker amendment has
everything to do with public safety. It
has everything to do with preventing
excessive litigation when it comes to
the definitions of the roles of our TSA
workers. It has everything to do with
preventing increased deficits here in
the United States and in the Federal
Government.

For that reason, groups that support
the Wicker amendment today and urge
an ‘‘aye’” vote include the Heritage
Foundation, the Workforce Fairness
Institute, and Americans for Tax Re-
form.

Just a little history for those who
have not followed this debate over the
last several days. Currently, TSA em-
ployees are not allowed to collectively
bargain. That has been the policy of
the Federal Government since the in-
ception of the Transportation Security
Administration. For a decade, TSA em-
ployees have not been allowed to col-
lectively bargain.

Their rights and considerations and
morale issues have been taken care of
in other ways. Since the creation of
TSA, its employees have been treated
similar to those in the FBI, the CIA,
and the Secret Service, for purposes of
collective bargaining. In fact, in a 2003
memo, the Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security, which is now
the TSA Administrator, prohibited
TSA security screeners from union-
izing with collective bargaining rights.

The Under Secretary at the time
made this decision ‘‘in light of their
critical national security responsibil-
ities.” That has been the regime under
which we have operated the TSA for
the entire existence of the agency.

Now, however, the Obama adminis-
tration is intent on dolling out rewards
to campaign supporters and they are
moving to reverse this decades-long de-
cision and to allow TSA workers to col-
lectively Dbargain. My amendment
would prevent that and, as I say, would
keep the TSA employees under the
same restrictions as the FBI, CIA, and
Secret Service.

Senator COLLINS, in her modification
to my amendment, provided some very
important safeguards. It allows TSA
workers to be under the Merit Systems
Protection Board. It also provides
Whistleblower Protection Act protec-
tions for TSA employees.

We are told our concerns about safe-
ty have been taken care of because the
agreement or the decision by the TSA
Administrator says we cannot have
collective bargaining over other secu-
rity issues. It named several, and then
it says ‘“‘other security issues.” What
does that mean?

Well, that is what the former Admin-
istrator was talking about in the letter
to Senator COLLINS. This is going to re-
quire litigation to determine what
“‘other security issues’ are. I will tell
you what, apparently, is allowed under
the Administrator’s proposal. It does
allow bargaining over the selection
process for special assignment. It al-
lows collective bargaining over the
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policies for transfers. It allows collec-
tive bargaining for shift training, as
my friend from Iowa just acknowl-
edged. All of these are going to make
the TSA less flexible and less efficient
in going about their business of pro-
tecting America.

I would close by saying this: There is
a budget debate also. At the other end
of this building, we are having hour
after hour of debate about how to keep
this deficit from ballooning, how to
keep the cost of government from
going up.

Does anybody think that allowing
collective bargaining for 50,000 addi-
tional Federal employees is going to
cut the cost of the Federal Govern-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. WICKER. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

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

Mr. WICKER. What is happening out
in the States? State after State after
State is facing bankruptcy, and a large
part of it is the cost of government
brought on by employee union con-
tracts. That is just a fact. State after
State, Governor after Governor, they
are coming to Washington, DC and say-
ing: We are going to have to do some-
thing about this. We are going to have
break these contracts and save us from
financial ruin.

At a time when Governors are mov-
ing in that direction and trying to get
out from under these public employee
collective bargaining agreements,
would it not be the height of irrespon-
sibility, would it not be the height of
irony for the Federal Government to go
in the other direction?

Vote for the Wicker amendment and
save the taxpayers the additional
money it will take to move to collec-
tive bargaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
to speak against the Wicker amend-
ment. This is the Republican’s first of
what I worry will be a sustained attack
in the 112th Congress against Federal
employees.

As the Senator from Maryland and
for Maryland, I represent more than
130,000 Federal employees. These men
and women are dedicated and duty
driven. They are on the frontlines pro-
tecting America every day securing our
borders inspecting our food, and per-
forming critical health research. They
deserve a decent wage, safe working
conditions and our thanks and respect.

This amendment would deny TSA
workers the collective bargaining
rights that many other employees at
DHS currently have, including the Bu-
reau of Prison Guards, Customs and
Border Protection, and the Capitol Po-
lice.

TSA currently suffers from low mo-
rale, high injury rates, and high staff
turnover. Giving these employees a
voice at work representing their inter-
ests will lead to a more stable, more
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experienced, and healthier workforce.
That would increase productivity, per-
formance, and safety for the flying
public.

Like all Federal employees, the em-
ployees at DHS with collective bar-
gaining rights must follow civil service
rules that prohibit the right to strike
and allows managers to move employ-
ees to different areas in the event of an
emergency. They bargain in a way that
does not compromise the agency’s mis-
sion and that does not endanger na-
tional security.

Congress has been debating allowing
collective bargaining for TSA employ-
ees for a decade. Republicans have been
vocally against it.

In 2001, Congress took up FAA. It
gave the administrator the authority
to determine whether TSA employee
would get collective bargaining rights.

In 2004, the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended granting TSA workers col-
lective bargaining.

In 2006, the Senate passed a bill
granting collective bargaining for TSA
workers. But we couldn’t get it across
the finish line because of the threat of
a Presidential veto. Every Democratic
Senator voted in favor of collective
bargaining for TSA.

Finally, this month, the TSA com-
pleted its review of the potential im-
pact of collective bargaining rights for
TSA workers on the safety and secu-
rity of American travelers. And the
TSA Administrator announced that
TSA workers do have collective bar-
gaining rights, and they will soon be
able to determine whether or not they
wish to exercise those rights. In the
coming months, TSA workers will be
able to decide whether or not they
want to be represented by a union to
bargain on their behalf on nonsecurity
employment issues.

But the Wicker amendment would
bring all of this to a screeching halt.

We should not stand in the way of
something that TSA employees want,
and the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity and the President support.

Federal employees serve their com-
munities and country every day. They
should be empowered to fight for their
rights on the job without any fear of
retribution.

Whether you are at the IRS or the
TSA, you deserve collective bargaining
rights. And if anyone wants to block,
or take away those rights, you will
have to get through me first.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
how much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes four seconds.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Let me just say
that the TSA Administrator has the
right to allow collective bargaining for
TSA employees through the authority
he was provided in the original Avia-
tion and Transportation Security Act
passed in 2001.

When Congress passed that, we came
to an agreement that left the deter-
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mination of allowing collective bar-
gaining rights for Transportation Secu-
rity Officers to the TSA Administrator.
I firmly believe this authority should
remain with the TSA Administrator.

The current agreement was approved
under the Bush administration and ap-
proved by a Republican-controlled
House of Representatives. I see no rea-
son to alter this compromise at this
time. There are valid reasons to keep
the authority with the TSA Adminis-
trator. He works firsthand with the
employees every day. The nature of his
work is very hands on. He is better
qualified to determine the agency’s
mission, how it can be improved, with
or without collective bargaining—he
more than anybody.

On Friday, Administrator Pistole an-
nounced his intention to allow collec-
tive bargaining over workforce issues,
but security and pay will not be sub-
ject to negotiation. Most other Federal
law enforcement agencies, including
others housed within the Department
of Homeland Security, such as Customs
and Border Patrol, have collective bar-
gaining rights.

I do not believe the sponsors of this
amendment would question the dedica-
tion of these law enforcement officers,
despite their right to collectively bar-
gain. TSA employees must still follow
civil service rules that prohibit the
right to strike and allow managers to
move workers to different areas and
roles in the event of an emergency and
security as needed.

I cannot support this amendment. I
feel it could negatively impact security
if TSA permits collective bargaining
rights to improve employee retention.
Finally, this amendment is a security
issue, and one that is better addressed
when a TSA reauthorization comes to
the floor. This is our problem. We are
not talking about security here, we are
talking about other matters.

Accordingly, I urge my fellow Sen-
ators to oppose the Wicker amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Would the Senator
yield? How much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
1 minute 39 seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, listen-
ing to my friend from Mississippi talk
about deficits—and we have to be con-
cerned about deficits. The first thing
on which they cannot bargain is pay.
That is not something they can bar-
gain on. Generally, Federal employees
do not bargain on pay, I might add.

So I do not know what that means. I
mean, he is talking about deficits, but
they cannot bargain about pay anyway.

Then he talked about the FBI and
the CIA and the Secret Service, that
they did not collectively bargain.
Those agencies all deal with very high-
ly sensitive national security informa-
tion. What are we talking about here?
We are talking about the people who
check your bags. We are talking about
the people at screenings and who do
the patdowns, but we are also talking
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about an agency that has one of the
highest turnovers of any Federal agen-
cy. I do not want a high turnover rate
among those people at the airport. I
want them to be highly skilled, highly
trained, highly motivated. I want a
good morale system there. Everyone
says it is one of the lowest in terms of
morale and has one of the highest turn-
overs of any Federal agency.

Giving these people the right to orga-
nize and to bargain collectively on
things that are not of national security
measures—not pay, not emergency pro-
cedures, but other things that make
life a little bit better for them so they
know basically: What is the procedure
for me being posted here, what is the
procedure for me working at 2 a.m. or
7 a.m., so they have a system whereby
they know what is expected of them—
to me, that is the way to build morale.

Lastly—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HARKIN. I just ask for 30 sec-
onds. I gave him 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. HARKIN. I just gave him 2 min-
utes. I did not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The time that was given
to the other side was due to an error in
the chair.

The question is on agreeing to the
Wicker amendment No. 14, as modified.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY) and the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 17 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Alexander Ensign McConnell
Ayotte Enzi Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Brown (MA) Hoeven Risch
ambliss nhofe X

Coats Isakson Ishubl.o

essions
Coburn Johanns Shelb
Cochran Johnson (WI) S y
Collins Kirk nowe
Corker Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lee Tgomey
Crapo Lugar Vl.tter
DeMint McCain Wicker

NAYS—51

Akaka Blumenthal Carper
Baucus Boxer Casey
Begich Brown (OH) Conrad
Bennet Cantwell Coons
Bingaman Cardin Durbin
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Feinstein Levin Rockefeller
Franken Lieberman Sanders
Gillibrand Manchin Schumer
Hagan McCaskill Shaheen
Harkin Menendez Stabenow
Inouye Merkley Tester
Johnson (SD) Mikulski Udall (CO)
Klobuchar Murray Udall (NM)
Kohl Nelson (NE) Warner
Landrieu Nelson (FL) Webb
Lautenberg Reed Whitehouse
Leahy Reid Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Kerry Pryor

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 47, the nays are 51.

Under the previous order requiring 60
votes for the adoption of this amend-
ment, the amendment, as modified, is
withdrawn.

VOTE EXPLANATION
e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I was
necessarily absent for the vote in rela-
tion to Wicker amendment No. 14, as
modified, to the FAA reauthorization
bill. If T had attended today’s session, I
would have voted in opposition to that
amendment and would have supported
any motion to table that amendment.e

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. 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, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Paul amend-
ment No. 21; that there be 100 minutes
of debate equally divided between Sen-
ators PAUL and ROCKEFELLER or their
designees; that upon the use or yield-
ing back of time, the Senate vote in re-
lation to the Paul amendment; that
there be no amendments in order to the
amendment prior to the vote; and that
the motion to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table with no
intervening action or debate.

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

Who yields time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the time
be charged equally.

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

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, I ask unan-
imous consent that if we have quorum
calls during this period of time, the
time be charged equally.

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

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 21

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
the pending Paul amendment will cut
the FAA’s authorization levels for fis-
cal year 2011 to 2008 levels, $14.7 billion
for the entire agency, representing a
near $3 billion cut from the administra-
tion’s introduced 1level of approxi-
mately $17.5 billion. That does not
sound like a lot of money—of course it
does—but let me explain.

Managing FAA at the 2008 levels
would result in the immediate re-
trenchment of core functions to reduce
operating costs; to wit, FAA would
eliminate services and furlough all air
traffic organization employees for at
least 20 days. The primary services of
the ATO is to move air traffic safely
and efficiently, and that for a period of
40 days would cease. FAA would imple-
ment a hiring freeze for the ATO—air
traffic organization—which would force
the ATO to focus on major airports
with scheduled service resulting in
service reductions at particularly the
smaller and rural airports, which af-
fects some of us.

The Aviation Safety Office would
eliminate 680 employees through attri-
tion. It would also furlough all 1,015
operational support employees an aver-
age of 2 days each week. It is pretty
hard to carry on 3 days and then 3 days
the next week. That particular agency,
Aviation Safety, is responsible for the
certification, production approval, and
continued airworthiness of aircraft and
certification of pilots and certification
of mechanics and others in safety-re-
lated positions. That is what this
amendment would do.

The FAA would have to defer major
Next Generation Air Traffic Control
System initiatives. That is extraor-
dinarily painful. After all, we go back
to our old story that we are behind
Mongolia in this modernization effort.
Just a thought.

In all of this we would be including

next generation network-enabled
weather, data communications, sys-
temwide information management,

safety security and environmental se-
curity, information tool set. This
means accurate weather forecasting
would go down and pilots would have
less relevant information, resulting in
increased delays and congestion as air-
craft would have a lot more difficulty
navigating storms. Weather is the asso-
ciated cause of 7 percent of delays,
much less accidents. It cuts Data
Comm. It would impact pilot situa-
tional awareness and lead to degraded
air safety control, having an effect on
safety.

It would cut FAA’s research, engi-
neering, and development, and require
FAA to cancel or delay the NextGen
and environmental research—I repeat,
to cancel or delay NextGen.
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Specifically, FAA will terminate all
related programs that were started
since 2008, including the Continuous
Low-Energy Emission and Noise Pro-
gram, Wwhich develops cleaner and
quieter aircraft technologies and alter-
native aviation fuels. Safety research
would also be impacted, including a 1-
year delay for research on continued
airworthiness for small aircraft, as
well as research on emerging tech-
nologies for larger aircraft.

Specific office impacts: Office of
Human Resources. FAA would furlough
all employees for at least 46 days. Fur-
loughing AHR employees would impose
a significant hardship on AHR’s ability
to provide human resources to FAA.
Aviation safety and security hazard
materials would be reduced. This
means fewer inspectors for airlines,
fewer parts certified as safe, and delays
in producing new U.S.-manufactured
aircraft.

The Office of the Associate Adminis-
trator for Airports would also be cut.
This would be an increased risk of run-
way incursions and delays to tech-
nology that would minimize such risks
which have been widely reported in the
press and often not reported in the
press but nevertheless happen.

The FAA would implement a hiring
freeze which amongst many things
would lead to a loss of support staff in
air traffic control towers and, con-
sequently, controllers would pick up
administrative duties and would have
less time on the boards in front of
them, the lights going off and on. This
could lead to an increased number of
severity of operational errors. You can-
not make operational errors in the con-
trol tower. You cannot hand that off to
other people. That is called essential
air safety. This means fewer air traffic
controllers and ones that are less fo-
cused on directing airplanes. On the
safety side and on the maneuverability
side, both would subside.

Elimination of all Federal contract
tower funding will effectively shift the
cost of operating these towers to the
affected airports or to State and local
government. I do not know what good
comes of that since State and local
governments do not do that stuff.

I could go through State by State
what the effects would be, but what it
does is a ham-handed approach to
make a cut.

There is a very interesting thing
about air traffic safety: It is highly so-
phisticated. It is compartmentalized.
You can’t just shift people from this to
that as quickly as you can in other
lines of work. Lives are at stake,
homes on the ground are at stake,
crashes are at stake, collisions are at
stake. So it is all well and good to do
something which appears to be cutting
the budget, but when you are putting
the lives of Americans on the ground
and in the air directly at risk, that
strikes me as something we should not
do.

So I am extraordinarily
unenthusiastic about this amendment,
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and I hope there are many eloquent
speeches that follow me in this man-
ner.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
will take such time as I may consume,
and I am sure Senator PAUL will be
here shortly.

Mr. President, the Paul amendment
does reduce the aggregate authorized
spending level to the amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 2008. So basically
it is going back to the 2008 levels. I am
going to support the amendment be-
cause I think we have to make a start
at cutting back on spending in every
area of government that is discre-
tionary and where we can make respon-
sible cuts. However, I do want to say
that the better approach, in my opin-
ion, would be to have an overall cap on
spending at the 2008 levels and then
pick the priorities we must fund and
take away the lesser priorities for gov-
ernment funding. I believe we need a
more measured approach on infrastruc-
ture spending.

In the case of the FAA, I would point
out that the agency is funded through
a mix of aviation trust fund dollars and
general fund dollars. Specifically, three
of the four main accounts in the FAA
budget—airport improvement, facili-
ties and equipment, and research—are
paid for entirely by the aviation trust
fund. The aviation trust fund is funded
by revenue from various users of the
U.S. aviation system through taxes and
fees on the industry. So all capital in-
vestment in aviation infrastructure is
paid for by the users of that infrastruc-
ture. The fourth account—operations—
is then funded partially by the aviation
trust fund and partially from the gen-
eral fund.

So as we move toward conference, I
think we need to make sure infrastruc-
ture projects that increase airport ca-
pacity, improve safety, increase the ef-
ficiency of our aviation system, and
modernize our air traffic control sys-
tem are adequately funded. This should
be especially true when the revenues
used to pay for these projects are paid
for by the users of the aviation system.

I am certainly committed to restor-
ing fiscal responsibility. I think we
have to choose the strategic places
where we must invest to ensure our in-
frastructure serves the needs of our
people. I believe Congress would be
much wiser to have an aggregate dis-
cretionary spending cap and then allow
us to debate the priorities that would
be funded under that cap. But that
means doing business not as usual. It
means we don’t take each bill individ-
ually, each department and agency in-
dividually. It means we set an overall
cap for Federal spending and then de-
cide which places in which agencies
should be well funded and which ones
should take a pass for the present until
we get our fiscal house in order.

So I am going to support the Paul
amendment, but I do believe we need to
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have a more systematic approach going
forward and fund what needs to be
funded. And I do believe FAA, aviation
security, aviation infrastructure and
efficiency in our air traffic system
should be funded. But I think we have
to do it in a bigger picture than each
individual bill that is going to go
through here, and I ask my colleagues
to think about a better approach going
forward than this type of amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman and the ranking member
for the work they have done. As I said
yesterday, it is fairly exceptional, con-
sidering the time it has taken to get to
where we are.

I understand the amendment that is
being proposed and the goal of it, and I
have been one of those who have sup-
ported the deficit commission, which
brought forward some recommenda-
tions on how to manage this budget. I
have supported multiple efforts on this
floor to reduce and manage the budget
in the overall scheme of how we move
down to sustainability regarding the fi-
nances of this country. But this is one
bill where you have to take into ac-
count not only what is being proposed
but what it does and what it will im-
pact. I will use my State as an exam-
ple. When you think about Alaska,
there is no question that when it comes
to air travel, no other State has the
kind of rural and extended air travel as
we have in Alaska. I talked about the
Essential Air Service Program yester-
day. Forty-four communities are af-
fected by the funding for this program,
which serves people who are not next
door to any airport and who are not
only not just a few miles from an air-
port, but in some cases, from their air-
port to a hub, it might be 1,200 miles.
So the work and the resources of the
Essential Air Service is critical for us
to not only conduct business, to move
people back and forth between commu-
nities, but for medical services. It is
really the lifeblood for our commu-
nities. This amendment would literally
wipe that out or reduce it to such a
point that it would be impossible for us
to make it economical for some of
these airports to operate and some of
these flight services that bring the
only service to these communities, al-
lowing them to survive.

When you think about NextGen, if we
went to the 2008 levels, NextGen was
just in the beginning stages. This is an
important investment. And it is not
the Federal Government that was anx-
ious to get it done right away. We had
to actually push Congress—the chair-
man may remember this—we had to
push the Federal Government to move
this forward. Why? Because it was the
private sector that came to us. The
people in the private sector came to us
and said: It is important that the Fed-
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eral Government move this forward,
expedite this resource, help us move
this new technology forward to help
save fuel, save time, increase capacity
at our airports, and make it a better
business operation for the private sec-
tor airports.

So when I see this amendment, my
view is that it is a job- killing amend-
ment. This wasn’t a decision where the
Commerce Committee said: Well, let’s
just move this up a few years because
we think the government should do
this right away. The private sector
came to us because they wanted to in-
vest in this new technology. But they
are not going to make the investment
until there is certainty from the Fed-
eral Government on their part of the
arrangement. So that is what we are
doing. We are doing that in this bill. So
this amendment, in my view, is truly a
job-killing amendment.

Then I look at the airport improve-
ments, and I was listening to the chair-
man, who was talking about the con-
tracted services. So I quickly looked at
the list affecting Alaska, and I saw Ko-
diak. Kodiak is where the largest Coast
Guard base in this country is. Kodiak
is also the contracted services tower. I
don’t know how that will affect the
Coast Guard. I would be very nervous
about what it might do.

This type of amendment may be well
meaning in the sense of how we all are
going to sit here—and I left the Budget
Committee meeting to come here. The
Budget Committee is where we are now
talking about how to plan this budget
in a holistic way, not nitpick it like
this. The amendment may be well in-
tended to get control of the budget, but
it does not understand the impact.

Again, airport improvement is an-
other piece. I would challenge the indi-
vidual who sponsored the amendment.
If he has been to Alaska, great. I would
love to take him to a couple of those
airports. There is now a great reality
show about flying in Alaska. It is so
dangerous to fly in Alaska that they
had to make a reality show about it.
So I would encourage everyone to turn
that on and see why NextGen, which
was pioneered in Alaska, is so impor-
tant and why this investment the Fed-
eral Government is making is so im-
portant for the private sector to have a
better tool to utilize in transportation
in this country.

Again, airport improvements in my
State are critical. It could be anything
from refinishing a runway to just hav-
ing a gravel runway—one that brings
food and supplies, medical provisions,
and just moving people in and out. It is
a critical piece of the equation.

The phrase the Chairman used about
the amendment was that he was less
than enthusiastic about it. I don’t like
the amendment as it is written today,
specifically around this bill. I am anx-
ious to get to the bigger debate, and I
hope, once this bill is cleared off, we
will get to the big debate of how we
manage the deficit of this country, how
we look at it long term. I know I will
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hear that this is a start, this is the way
we have to start, and that would make
sense if this bill was started with that
intent in mind. But in 2007, when this
authorization expired, NextGen was
just an idea. Well, this is a new invest-
ment we have to make in order to
make our air travel safer, more eco-
nomical, save fuel, and respond to the
private sector that has asked us to get
off the dime and create certainty so
they can make the investments that
will make their business model more
effective.

Again, I had no intention to speak
today. I was in the Budget Committee,
but I wanted to come down and say a
few words.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 5 minutes.

Mr. BEGICH. I again thank the chair-
man for the time, allowing me to say a
few words from Alaska’s perspective.
And I would again emphasize that this

amendment is a job-Kkilling amend-
ment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, everyone
agrees that the FAA plays an impor-
tant role in air safety. I don’t think
there is any real discussion or debate
on either side in that regard. My
amendment calls, though, for having
spending levels at 2008. This is actually
what is going to be produced out of the
House. The House has already pub-
lished their spending proposals, and
most of their spending proposals will
be at the 2008 level.

This is a small downpayment on the
debt. Some say this is the wrong place
to start, but you have to start some-
where. Everybody says they are going
to be for balancing the budget or tack-
ling the debt or doing this or that, but
you don’t get there unless you cut
spending.

Now, you can’t create a situation
where you make it an either/or situa-
tion—either we have air safety or we
don’t have air safety—depending on a
spending level. Perhaps you can spend
money more wisely. Perhaps the job of
a legislator is to find out how you
spend money, how you find savings,
and how you make do with less. If we
don’t, we are never going to get out of
this problem.

The deficit is an enormous burden on
all of us—on our kids and grandkids.
The last election was about the deficit,
about the mounting debt, but the other
side doesn’t seem to have listened.
They also need to understand what the
deficit does to jobs. Our national debt
now is approaching our gross domestic
product. That means our debt is about
equal to what we produce as an econ-
omy for a year as a whole country.
When it does, there are estimates that
it kills the rate of growth of our econ-
omy by 1 percent and costs 1 million
jobs a year. This is from the debt.

They are talking about what $2 bil-
lion will do within one agency. We are
talking about what $14 trillion worth
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of debt does to an entire economy. Re-
member, 1 percent loss of growth and 1
million jobs a year. The national debt
is killing us.

So we had an intervening election,
and a message was sent. The message
was, listen to the American people.
They are upset about passing this debt
on to our kids and our grandkids. So
we got a response. The President laid
out his budget this week. Do you know
what his budget will do? The Presi-
dent’s budget will spend $46 trillion—I
am not making that up, $46 trillion
over 10 years. That tells me the other
side didn’t get the message.

Now, $46 trillion over 10 years, what
does this mean? When President Obama
came into office, the debt was about $7
trillion, maybe $8 trillion. We are now
going to triple that debt if he wins a
second term. The President will have
tripled the national debt in 8 years.

His 10-year proposal will double the
debt in just 10 years. The deficit this
year alone will be $1.65 trillion.

The President said he is going to
freeze spending. He is going to freeze
spending in this little, tiny percentage
of the budget, about 12 percent of the
budget. It is not enough. It doesn’t do
it.

Republicans want to go back to the
2008 level, which is what I am pro-
posing. It is not enough either because
you are only looking at one tiny sliver
of the budget. Today we are looking at
one small program.

The problem is that people are start-
ing to recognize the problem of the
debt, but they are unwilling to do what
it takes to look at the entire budget.
We are going to have to look at mili-
tary spending, we are going to have to
look at nonmilitary discretionary
spending, and ultimately we are going
to have to look at entitlements. But
you have to say every program has
something good about it. Everybody
can stand and say we need NextGen. I
am for NextGen. But the thing is, if
you are a legislator and you have less
money, let’s figure out where we find
the money in the existing budget.

I proposed some other alternatives. I
proposed $500 million in savings by say-
ing: When we build airports, let’s not
make it be the union wage or the pre-
vailing wage, let’s have the market
wage. That would have saved $500 mil-
lion. That goes a long way toward
funding NextGen. Another $500 million,
$400 to 500 million is in the unprofit-
able airports that we are going to sub-
sidize in this bill. There are savings
that can be found, but we never find
them.

In Washington, what do we tend to
do? If we want something, we just add
more money to the bill. There are al-
ways arguments for these programs,
but we also have to understand what
are the consequences of a $14 trillion
debt.

President Obama’s 10-year plan that
he released this week will change $14
trillion into nearly $27 trillion. The
numbers are mind-boggling. If we do
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not do something about it, it is a
threat to our country. The President’s
own Secretary of Defense has said the
No. 1 threat to our national security is
our debt. It is out of control. I don’t
think the problem is fully grasped by
either side, but I know if we are here
today and cannot come to an agree-
ment to save $2 billion—think about it.
I am asking to save $2 billion out of a
budget of $3.7 trillion. It is such a
small number.

They might argue it is such a small
number, why even do it? If you don’t
start somewhere, how will we ever bal-
ance the budget? How will we ever get
out of this mess if we are not willing to
save $2 billion? It is a start. It is a
downpayment. It is how we can say to
the American people we heard you in
November. We realize we cannot pass
this debt on to our Kkids and our
grandkids. Something has to be done.

Instead, what we get from the other
side is that we make this into: The
other side is not for progress. They are
not for developing airports. They are
not for GPS systems at the airport. It
is not that simple. I am for all those
things, but I am for saying let’s step up
as legislators and say: How do we find
the savings in the existing budget? Be-
cause the alternative is: How are we
going to pay for $14 trillion in debt?
How are we going to pay for $26 trillion
in debt that is going to be added if the
President gets his 10-year plan?

You can pay for debt in a variety of
ways. You can tax people. But as you
can tell by the movement out there,
most of us think we are taxed enough
already. The average taxpayer is often
paying 40 percent and 50 percent of his
income. The average taxpayer is pay-
ing more in taxes than they do for food
and clothing and transportation and all
their expenses; they pay more in taxes.
I don’t think the general public wants
to raise taxes.

The other way is, you stick your
head in the sand and keep borrowing.
That is what we keep doing, borrowing
and borrowing, but it threatens our
very economy and threatens the coun-
try.

How does the country also pay for
debt? Are we going to default on our
debt? No. Ultimately, we will print
money to pay for it, but there is a
downside to that too. Countries have
ruined their currency. Germany in the
1920s destroyed their currency.

If you look at the curve of what hap-
pened to the currency in the 1920s, it
happened over a period of about 6
months. You had bread that sold for 100
marks and then 1 million marks and
then 100 million marks and then 1 bil-
lion marks. The money became so de-
valued it was of more value to actually
burn as a fuel. People went around
with wheelbarrows full of money. The
workers demanded to be paid two and
three times a day.

That is what happens to a country
that has a massive debt. You cannot
tax people enough.
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Greece just went through default re-
cently. As Greece went through de-
fault, they tried to raises taxes, but ev-
erybody was paying too much already,
so everything was forced into the un-
derground economy. You can raise the
taxes by 90 percent, you don’t get more
money. When you increase tax rates,
you don’t always get more money. The
money went underground.

You can print the money, but if you
just simply print the money, you de-
stroy people’s savings. You steal from
those who have saved and take the
value of their dollar.

This bill is the beginning of the de-
bate. It is the first bill we have had to
come forward with a new Congress that
talks about money. It is a very small
downpayment. I am asking for a little
over $2 billion savings. It is 2008 levels.
It is what the House is asking for. You
have to realize also what happened be-
tween 2008 and 2011. Do you know how
much spending went up? Spending went
up by 24 percent. Spending is out of
control in this city, and we have to re-
alize the consequences. If we stood here
and had an argument over whether
NextGen is a good thing, there is no ar-
gument. It is a good thing. We should
have GPS. We have it in our cars. For
certain, we should have it in our air-
ports. I am all for modernizing the air-
ports. But what I am saying is, it is ir-
responsible as legislators to stand here
and just say more, more, more. We are
going to spend more money.

We cannot do it. The thing is, it is
not just the program. We are not talk-
ing about whether the program is justi-
fied or whether we should spend
money. We are talking about what are
the consequences of a massive debt. I
think that is where we are.

The American people know this.
They instinctively know this. I think
there is a great danger to not stepping
up. I wish the other side would have
come back and said: Why don’t we split
the difference and try to save $1.5 bil-
lion. That is what compromise would
be in this city. If they don’t want to
save $2.5 billion, let’s save $1.5 billion.
But the thing is, we need to save
money everywhere and it cannot be
that every program you want to cut is
somebody else’s program and then
when it gets to be your program that
you are interested in, you can’t cut it.
Everybody has a self-interest in their
program. Every special interest in this
country has a special interest. They
have an interest in their particular
spending.

I would say this is a small downpay-
ment. This is a way to say to the
American people: We have heard you in
the election. We know there is a prob-
lem. We are going to start cutting
spending.

I urge my fellow Senators to vote for
this amendment. It is something that
has nothing to do with quality, has
nothing to do with whether you believe
in air safety. It has to do with whether
you think the debt is a problem,
whether you think the debt is a threat
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to us as a country, and whether we are
going to step up and do the responsible
thing.

I reserve my time.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. 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. DURBIN. Madam President, what
is pending before the Senate at this
moment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment of the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. DURBIN. It is my understanding
this amendment by the Senator from
Kentucky would establish a new au-
thorization level for the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, which would re-
vert to the level of 2008. I think it is
worth noting that this may cut spend-
ing in some regards, but I do not be-
lieve it is a wise decision by the Senate
to move in that direction.

Our world has changed dramatically
since 2008 and the world of aviation
even more so. The aviation industry is
not the same today by any means. We
debated the FAA bill on the Senate
floor in 2008. At that time, oil was $120
a barrel, and the airline industry was
in the doldrums.

Eight airlines either completely
ceased operations or filed for bank-
ruptcy that year. That cost 11,000 air-
line-related jobs in America. Airlines
that weathered the financial storm lost
millions of dollars because fuel costs
were going through the roof.

United Airlines, based in Chicago,
which I am honored to represent, re-
ported a $538 million loss that year,
driven by a $618 million increase in fuel
expenses. The airlines reacted to this
market reality in 2008 by reducing ca-
pacity across the industry by 25 per-
cent. Flights were reduced at airports
all around the country.

The point I am trying to make is, if
we take a snapshot of the aviation in-
dustry in 2008, we would find an indus-
try devastated by high fuel prices, still
recovering from some of the episodes
that followed after 2001, and dramati-
cally cutting back its services across
the United States.

We have a suggestion by the Senator
from Kentucky to return to that level
of spending by the government, when it
comes to our responsibilities related to
the airline industry. I do not believe
that is a thoughtful suggestion because
it does not reflect the reality of where
we are today and what we are likely to
see in the future.

Today is a different day. The airline
industry is seeing a major rebound at
this point in America. Airlines have re-
ported a $15 profit in 2010, and the in-
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dustry is adding jobs. Airline activity
is up considerably compared to 3 or 4
years ago. Today the FAA announced
that their forecasts for aviation traffic
for the next 20 years were too low. The
FAA now predicts U.S. airlines will
reach 1 billion passengers per year by
2021, 2 years earlier than last year’s
prediction.

So the obvious question is, if the air-
lines are now going to move forward
into a period of expansion with more
flights, can we afford to say to the
American public and the flying public
from around the world as they come to
the United States that we are going to
dramatically cut government invest-
ment in aviation?

What the Senator from Kentucky
would have us cut, unfortunately, is
not the fluff and the extras. It goes to
the heart of the responsibility of the
Federal Aviation Administration.
Madam President, you and I and our
colleagues get on these airlines every
week. We put our fate and future in
their hands, trusting that we have a
qualified airline crew, a plane that is
ready to fly, and air traffic controllers
who will move us safely from one spot
to another.

Much of that is being done by those
who are employees of the airlines. But
a lot is being done by the employees of
the Federal Aviation Administration.
What Senator PAUL is suggesting is
that we, at a time of great expansion in
this industry, need to cut back on the
government role.

It means fewer dollars and, equally
important, fewer professionals who
would be inspecting these airplanes to
make sure they are safe, fewer air traf-
fic controllers, less of a role by our
government in making certain the air-
lines are operating in a safe and effi-
cient manner at a time when the avia-
tion industry is expanding.

Senator PAUL’s suggestion moves us
in the wrong direction. If there was
ever a need for more vigilance, more
oversight, and more professionalism at
the FAA it is now. Cutting back to 2008
spending levels will take away the pro-
fessional men and women who make
the FAA the fine agency that it is.

We signed the last FAA reauthoriza-
tion bill into law in December of 2003.
That bill expired in 2007, about the
same time Congress was considering
the fiscal year 2008 spending levels of
the FAA. We have now extended this
law 17 times, lurching forward each
time, waiting for this moment when
the bill came to the floor.

Congress used to reauthorize the
FAA every 2 years just to keep up with
a changing aviation industry and to
make sure our government agency,
working with the airlines, was on top
of its responsibility. Now we have been
stuck with the same authorization bill
we crafted 9 years ago, and the Senator
from Kentucky, with this amendment,
would have us go back to spending lev-
els of 2008.

Almost all Senators agree we need to
do more to make sure we have the best
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men and women working for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. We need
to talk about a new generation of air
traffic control. Almost all Senators un-
derstand we need to update an air traf-
fic control system that is based on
World War II technology, technology
from the 1940s—70 years ago. It is good,
but it could be dramatically better.

This bill before us makes that invest-
ment in a technology known as
NextGen. These investments move us
from radar-based systems to a GPS-
based system. It is incredible to me
that I can stand on the floor of the
Senate and make this speech while I
can carry in my pocket a cell phone
which has a GPS device which some
people could use to determine where 1
am at this very moment in time. Yet
when I board an airplane to fly to Chi-
cago, this technology is not being used.
Instead, they are using radar—not an
ancient technology but a very old tech-
nology.

If a GPS is good enough for my cell
phone, if it is good enough for so many
other applications, such as the bus that
travels back and forth on the streets in
the city of Chicago, why don’t we have
it in our airplanes? Well, because we
have never moved from that old tech-
nology to this modern technology of
GPS, using satellites to determine ex-
actly, pinpointing, where the planes
are at every moment.

The FAA bill before us moves us in
this direction. The Paul amendment by
the Senator from Kentucky would basi-
cally eliminate our development of this
new technology. The amendment
moves us back to the past and it does
not save money. The Paul amendment,
in fact, would basically deny us this
new technology. The FAA Adminis-
trator under President Bush, Marion
Blakey, was recently asked what she
thought about the movement to roll
back funding to the fiscal year 2008 lev-
els—the Paul amendment—when she
was Administrator. She said: ‘‘It’s false
savings because in the long run it’ll
cost us much more.”

She knows and we know we have to
move to GPS from radar to make it
safer and more up to date. Senator
PAUL of Kentucky says: Let’s stop
talking about the future. Let’s focus on
the past.

Can we afford that when it comes to
the aviation industry, where every sin-
gle day we entrust our lives and the
lives of the people we love on these air-
planes?

Ms. Blakey said that rolling out the
NextGen system by 2018—which is the
goal of this bill—would save $22 billion,
mostly because fewer delays would
mean less fuel burned.

But reducing FAA spending to the
fiscal year 2008 levels, as Senator PAUL
suggests in this amendment, would
amount, as Marion Blakey said, to a
cut of $1.3 billion—the amount being
spent this next year on NextGen. It
would roll back and stop NextGen, this
new technology, before we can move
forward.
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This amendment is not about saving
money. This amendment is about cut-
ting corners in an area where we
should never cut corners. When it
comes to the safety of the American
public boarding airplanes every day,
you do not cut corners. You make sure
you have the very best professionals
working for the agency and the best
technology being used by airports and
airliners as well.

I am afraid Senator PAUL’s approach
may have some appeal to those who
would cut blindly, but if you open your
eyes and take a look at it, this is a bad
move—a move that invites some ter-
rible consequences, which none of us
want to envision. We need to Kkeep
America investing in modern tech-
nology. We need to expand our national
airspace safely and efficiently.

I urge my colleagues, this afternoon
or early this evening, to vote against
the Paul amendment. I know his goal
is to save money. This is money that
needs to be spent for the safety of the
American flying public.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. CANTWELL. 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. CANTWELL. Madam President,
we are out here talking about the FAA
bill, a bill to improve the transpor-
tation system in America dealing with
our airways. There are a lot of great
things about this legislation, every-
thing from the passengers’ bill of
rights to improvement in airport infra-
structure that many of my colleagues
have been out here on the floor talking
about. Even the Acting President pro
tempore articulated why it is so impor-
tant to make improvements in our
ground-based system.

Practically every elected official in
America knows that airports are a cor-
nerstone of economic development. No
business is going to locate in a commu-
nity without knowing what the air
transportation system is. If it is falling
behind, if it is dilapidated, people are
going to go somewhere else for their
economic development. So improving
the ground transportation system as
part of the airport infrastructure is
critically important for improving jobs
in America.

So I know my colleagues are out here
offering amendments, and the pending
amendment is the Paul amendment,
which is a very concerning amendment
from the prospects of what it would do
to cut the innovation we are about to
implement in this FAA bill—the long-
standing improvements to the Federal
aviation system that have to do with
taking our airways from a 1950s tech-
nology to a 21st century technology
that improves both the situation for
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the pilots in the sky and the efficiency
of our system and it improves and co-
ordinates the communication system
on the ground.

All that also increases jobs in Amer-
ica, high-wage jobs. It puts America
back in the driver’s seat in the develop-
ment of key technology. Those are the
kinds of jobs in manufacturing we want
to be creating in America.

So when my colleague from Ken-
tucky comes out and offers a proposal
to basically slow down the implemen-
tation by the FAA on key employees in
these areas that are part of the tech-
nology and infrastructure, what you
are going to do is slow down high-wage
manufacturing jobs in the TUnited
States as well.

With this legislation—with both the
improvements to the airport infra-
structure and what 1is, with the
NextGen system, going to take place
with new technology—we are talking
about thousands of new jobs in Amer-
ica. We certainly want those manufac-
turing jobs to be here in the United
States and to get the benefits of this
NextGen system.

So I wish to take a moment to talk
about that NextGen transportation
system and why it is so important to
us in creating jobs. Because my col-
league from Kentucky may not realize,
when you actually cut people and you
cut the number of programs that are
geared toward this, such as in the
NextGen system, you are talking about
that the R&D programs could be re-
duced by as much as $25 million and
then funding for areas such as how to
do self-separation, weather technology
in the cockpit, weight turbulence.

I do not know about the Acting
President pro tempore, but I fly a lot,
back and forth across the country al-
most every week. Some of the pilots I
have been flying with have said this
has been the most turbulent weather
this winter that they have seen. So I
know personally. I want to know as
much about this and the latest tech-
nology that can help us. But under this
proposal, the estimated loss of jobs and
cutbacks in grant programs and tar-
geted areas again could mean the loss
of expertise in R&D that is critical for
us in our flying transportation system
and safety.

So what are we talking about when
we are talking about the NextGen sys-
tem? We are talking about improve-
ments in flight performance and im-
provements in the passenger experi-
ence and improvements in basically
even how we use fuel.

What I like about the NextGen sys-
tem most is that it reduces total flight
delays by 21 percent. That is not the
day we pass the bill or when the Presi-
dent signs it. But over time, the imple-
mentation of this system—which,
again, we have a very old 1950s system,
so it is basically radar. It is taking a
picture in the sky and saying: Here is
where planes are and having air traffic
controllers talk to those planes and
control, even in pass-off movements,
where those flights are going.
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In fact, I would say to the Acting
President pro tempore, I do not know if
she or anybody in her family has ever
played Flight Simulator. There is prob-
ably more certainty and predictability
in the movement in a flight simulator
than in that radar system we have
today. But we are going to change
that.

What this does, by allowing for more
accurate tracking and interface and in-
formation, is give us the ability to
have flights fly on a more direct path,
to be able to coordinate better with
flights in transportation, and to have
that system totally integrated on the
ground.

So even those kinds of flight delays
that happen on the ground at airports,
where you are waiting and taxiing at
the airport—oh, this flight is here and
that flight is there—all that will be
more improved. In fact, that improve-
ment, estimates are, will reduce carbon
dioxide emissions from the air trans-
portation system by 12 percent. So that
is a very positive aspect of moving for-
ward on Next Generation.

Obviously, if you are improving
flight delays by 21 percent, I guarantee
you, you are going to be improving the
passenger experience. When they know
we are trying to get them where they
need to go on time, in a better coordi-
nated fashion, with savings, it helps us.

But it also is going to improve the
ground transportation system. If you
think about that, our ground transpor-
tation system is always in need of co-
ordination. We have actually had some
accidents on runways. People have
heard those in the news over the last
several years.

So what this does—when you, again,
have a GPS system, the GPS system is
coordinating that, so you have better
coordination of the taxiing of planes
and airport vehicles and the entire
ground transportation system. That
should not be minimized. The fact that
we can imagine how a GPS system can
give us better data in the sky is impor-
tant, but there is a lot that is lost on
the ground with flights and the coordi-
nation of flights.

If you can imagine—just one of my
personal pet peeves—you fly all the
way across the country and you end up
at your destination after 5% hours, and
no one is there to meet the plane or it
takes an extra 10 minutes because
somehow somebody did not know the
plane was actually at the gate.

All that changes with the system.
You know exactly where the plane is,
and you know when they are going to
be at that gate after they have landed.
You know exactly how long it is going
to take for them to taxi and how long
it is going to take to get there. So that
is a great improvement in this system
and something that should not be un-
derestimated.

But the issue of safety is also of crit-
ical importance—the fact that safety,
in any kind of improvement to our sys-
tem, has to be the paramount issue. To
me, that is what NextGen delivers. It
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delivers better air traffic controller in-
formation. It means there is no routing
pass-offs, as we do now when you are
flying in between cities. At some point
in time, Seattle is tracking you. When
you leave Seattle, at some point in
time, it is handed over to another sec-
tor and then to another sector and then
to another sector. This situation is
going to have accurate information all
the way across, including no pass-offs
or challenges with pass-offs, and it is
going to give the pilots themselves bet-
ter situational awareness. It is giving
them more information about how they
fly and about the information on the
runway. So that is critically important
for this system. We want safety. We
want advancement.

In a lot of ways my colleague may be
well intentioned in trying to reduce
our budget, but when we look at these
numbers and we look at what the Next
Generation system is going to deliver,
we don’t want to cut that out of the
government system. These are things
that are going to give us efficiencies,
they are going to help our economy,
they are going to create jobs, and they
are going to improve the safety of air
transportation travel. I can tell my
colleagues I certainly want to improve
the safety and the situational aware-
ness of pilots.

I mentioned fuel efficiency. I wish to
talk about fuel efficiency for a second
because I know fuel efficiency is an im-
portant issue. The flying public may
think, Well, why do we want planes to
be more efficient? The more the trans-
portation system uses fuel, obviously,
the more we have seen gas prices go up.
It means our transportation tickets
and travel costs are more expensive.
With this Next Generation system, if
we can start driving more fuel effi-
ciency in our air flights by 5 or 6 per-
cent, then we are going to help keep
the efficiency in the transportation
system.

A program with something like Next
Generation was done by Southwest Air-
lines in a pilot project in Texas, and it
actually demonstrated a 6-percent fuel
savings for flights between Dallas and
Houston. By that I mean it showed
that by giving pilots more information,
being allowed because of a satellite
system-like approach to transportation
instead of radar, they are able to fly a
more direct route from takeoff to des-
tination. That efficiency translates
into savings in fuel costs. It alone is a
very important aspect of the system.

The net-net of this is high-wage jobs
for us in this particular sector. When
we think about this, it means high-
wage jobs in engineering, in software
development, and for other high-tech
workers who are part of developing this
system, as well as jobs for the flight
crews and maintenance and basically
everybody who benefits from the fact
that we have a traveling public and
tourism in our economy.

I hope my colleagues will vote down
the amendment by the Senator from
Kentucky. All of these things are very
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positive aspects of the Next Generation
system and the improvements to our
air transportation. This amendment
would cut the viability of many of
these programs within the NextGen
system and the jobs that can be cre-
ated from this particular legislation. It
is definitely long overdue and some-
thing the public is expecting from us.

I mentioned there is a passenger bill
of rights here which in and of itself is
a very positive aspect of the legislation
in terms of access. Any time there is a
delay on the runway, we have to make
sure there is access to food and water
and necessary medical treatment. Basi-
cally, the Department of Transpor-
tation can issue fines for noncompli-
ance of airlines. I know many of the
traveling public will love this par-
ticular aspect of this important FAA
legislation.

I hope we can dispose of this amend-
ment by my colleague from Kentucky
and move on to passing this important
legislation. It is about jobs. It is about
safety. It is about fuel efficiency. It is
about ontime arrival. It is about not
gutting this legislation when it is need-
ed most to be passed by this body.

I thank the Presiding Officer. I see
my colleague from Washington is also
here to speak so I will yield the floor
for her.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to take 10 min-
utes of the Republican time unless a
Republican Senator comes to the floor.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, we
are here on the floor debating an
amendment by the Senator from Ken-
tucky. It is very important for the
American public to understand. Every-
one agrees we have to take some smart
steps to cut waste and reduce our debt
and deficit, but cutting back doesn’t
mean cutting blindly. It doesn’t mean
indiscriminately cutting programs that
not only create jobs but, importantly,
keep our country and people safe. Make
no mistake about it: The Paul amend-
ment we are considering and that we
will be voting on shortly directly im-
pacts the safety of air travel in this
country.

We all know the FAA has a very spe-
cific mission. It is responsible for keep-
ing air travel safe. It oversees the safe-
ty of our airline operations. It certifies
the equipment they use to meet safety
standards. It is responsible for the air
traffic controllers who guide our
planes, and to make sure the pilots
who are responsible for our safety are
fit to fly. That is what the FAA does.
But under the amendment we are con-
sidering this afternoon, the FAA’s abil-
ity to do that job would be dramati-
cally hampered because under that
amendment, the FAA would lose hun-
dreds of its safety inspectors and would
have to use furloughs to reduce the
work hours of its entire safety inspec-
tor workforce.
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The FAA controls air traffic every
hour of every day. Under the Paul
amendment, the FAA would have to
furlough its air traffic controllers for
significant periods of time because we
wouldn’t be able to afford to pay for
the controller workforce to make sure
we have safety in the skies. That
doesn’t make any sense. It would mean
stretching a thinner workforce that
bears the burden of keeping millions of
air travelers safe every day.

The Paul amendment would force the
FAA to continue controlling air traffic
with outdated equipment. That is not
what we should be doing today. We all
know the FAA is currently in the
midst of a long-term initiative called
NextGen to modernize our air traffic
control system which the Senator from
Washington just spoke about—a sys-
tem that will increase the capacity of
our aviation system. It will reduce
delays and cancellations that every-
body knows are hampering our air traf-
fic right now. It saves fuel, and it low-
ers emissions. It is a modernization ef-
fort that is long overdue.

Right now, our air transportation
system still relies on radar technology
that was developed during World War
II. That is right. If you are flying
today, you are relying on radar tech-
nology that was developed during
World War II. The cell phones in
everybody’s pockets make use of sat-
ellite positioning, but we still haven’t
moved the FAA to a satellite-based
system that could guide our planes
with increased efficiency. Every one of
us uses computer networks every day
in our lives, but we are still making
the investments to move the FAA to
network-enabled operations that will
help the agency coordinate more effec-
tively with Homeland Security and the
Defense Department.

We all rely on our BlackBerries to
communicate with each other through
e-mail and text messages, but we are
still making the investments necessary
to help the FAA rely less heavily on
voice communication between pilots
and air traffic controllers. If you are on
a flight and if you listen on your head-
phones when the pilot is talking to the
air traffic controllers, and you know
they step on each other, we know the
system is not efficient. Under the Paul
amendment being offered today, that
entire modernization effort would face
significant delays. With goals for re-
duced delays and fuel savings in sight,
we would be stepping on the brakes.
Ironically, that would increase the cost
of these NextGen investments over the
long term, forcing all of us as tax-
payers to put in more money to reach
those necessary goals.

This amendment would not only im-
pact the safety of our travelers in this
country, it would create a major im-
pact on our efforts to create jobs and
boost the economy. I told my col-
leagues this amendment would fur-
lough or eliminate the jobs of workers
across the country, and they are not
nameless, faceless bureaucrats. These
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are people who are air traffic control-
lers who are right now controlling the
planes in the sky as we speak. These
are the safety workers who are respon-
sible for keeping watch over our air-
lines and certifying our pilots to make
sure that plane they are flying and any
repair that is made is done correctly.
They are the researchers who are work-
ing to find cleaner and quieter aircraft
technology and alternative aviation
fuels.

But this amendment wouldn’t just
impact those workers we all rely on,
and that is because when we are forced
to continue flying with fewer air traffic
controllers in the tower under older
technology, we are going to face huge
delays and inefficiencies that will lead
to billions of dollars in lost revenue.
Ask anybody in the hotel business or
restaurant business or tourist business
what happened after 9/11 when our air
traffic was shut down. The impact on
our economy is huge.

We need to make sure when we make
cuts to our budget, we do it wisely. The
Paul amendment that is before us af-
fects our economy, affects jobs, and
critically affects the safety of the
American public. That is not wise or
responsible.

The most recent statistics show that
civil aviation accounts for about $1.3
trillion in economic activity in this
country. Even more importantly, avia-
tion provides jobs for hard-working
Americans. A few years ago, 11 million
Americans were employed in an avia-
tion-related field. They earned about
$400 billion. This is not the time to put
this vital job sector at risk by cutting
back on our effort to modernize and in-
novate, and we should never be willing
to put the safety of our skies and our
airports and Americans at risk.

This amendment is a misguided at-
tempt at providing savings that comes
at too high a cost. We all know and we
all agree we need to be prudent about
our spending, but we can’t undermine
the FAA as our first attempt out here
and put the American public at risk.
That is not wise; that is not prudent; it
is not what we should be doing.

I urge the Senate to consider the
very real danger this amendment poses
to our safety and our economy and op-
pose this amendment.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor and I suggest 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. NELSON of Florida. 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. NELSON of Florida. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent to
take 1 minute of the time remaining
allocated to the other side of the aisle.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam
President, I can say it in 1 minute.
Why do we not want to savage the FAA
budget, cutting millions and millions,
to go back to the 2008 level? Simply
this: It is the safety of the flying pub-
lic.

The airways are getting more crowd-
ed. The delays on the ground, in the
airports, are getting longer. That is the
whole idea of creating a new system of
air traffic control—in order to handle
more traffic safely by having instru-
ments in the cockpit that operate off
our constellation of satellites that can
keep the separation between airliners,
can fly more efficient direct routes,
and it all be coordinated instead of
through radar from the ground. That is
the whole purpose of the updating of
the FAA air traffic control, called the
Next Generation of air traffic control.

If this amendment is adopted, all of
that is savaged. That is not where
America should be going.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I com-
mend Senator PAUL for his diligent
work to try to bring spending in line
with our Nation’s fiscal realities.

His amendment reduces the overall
authorization level for the Federal
Aviation Administration to $14.719 bil-
lion. That is the authorized level for
fiscal year 2008. That is down from
$17.526 billion, which is proposed under
the 2011 bill. To put this in perspective,
it is a 19-percent increase in just 3
years. If we continue to have those
kinds of increases, it is not going to be
sustainable given our large and grow-
ing debt.

Holding spending to 2008 levels is not
so outrageous or unworkable as has
been portrayed. By reducing the top
line amount, the amendment provides
the Secretary of Transportation with
the necessary discretion to make the
appropriate reductions to the related
FAA accounts. Not all of them, for ex-
ample, are safety accounts. So priority
could be given to those matters.

There is an argument that could be
made that since this is an authorizing
bill rather than an appropriations bill,
the overall funding levels do not mat-
ter. But authorization bills do estab-
lish guideposts for the Appropriations
Committee. In this case, the spending
reductions reflect limits on how much
will be appropriated out of the airport
and airway trust fund.

Additionally, a portion of FAA’s
funding comes from the general fund of
the U.S. Treasury. Imposing spending
cuts to this authorization bill also pro-
vides a tiny but still necessary signal
to other Members of the body, the ad-
ministration, and the financial mar-
kets that the United States is prepared
to begin dealing with our pending
budgetary catastrophe.

The simple fact is that the United
States is $14 trillion in debt and run-
ning an annual deficit of $1.6 trillion.
Our record level of debt is equal to
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$45,600 per American citizen and
$127,600 if we just count the taxpayers
in America. Each day the United
States pays another $1.273 billion in in-
terest alone on this debt.

To be clear, the amendment could re-
sult in a reduction of some FAA serv-
ices. This is a reality that setting the
tough spending priorities will cause
some services ©potentially to Dbe
trimmed and certainly unnecessary
functions to be eliminated.

But I do not think the debate over
this amendment can occur outside the
context of the difficult spending deci-
sions that we are going to need to con-
sider in the next several weeks. We lit-
erally have to start somewhere, and al-
most everywhere is going to require
some sacrifice.

The House of Representatives will
consider cuts to the FAA funding levels
this week and, likewise, this body will
be required to do the same.

I appreciate the work that Senator
PAUL has done and hope that my col-
leagues will strongly consider sup-
porting his amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded 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, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the disposi-
tion of the Paul amendment occurs,
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of H.R. 514, which was received
from the House and is at the desk; that
the Reid-McConnell substitute amend-
ment, which is at the desk, be agreed
to; that there be up to 30 minutes of de-
bate equally divided between the two
leaders or their designees prior to the
vote on passage of the bill, as amended;
that there be no further amendments
or motions in order to the bill prior to
the vote, and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I express
my appreciation to everyone involved.
It has been a difficult issue, but I will
put on the record what I have told a
number of Senators personally, and
that is that we will, prior to this expi-
ration occurring, bring up the PA-
TRIOT Act and have an opportunity for
an extended period of time—a week at
least—to offer amendments and do
whatever people feel is appropriate on
this bill.

I have talked to a couple of Senators
who have told me specifically that they
want to offer amendments. Although I
didn’t agree I would support their
amendments—one was a Democrat and
one was a Republican—I said that is
what we should be able to do, to set
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this up so they can offer their amend-
ments. And I will do whatever I can to
make sure we move forward on this
legislation in ample time so that we
can pass this PATRIOT Act for a more
extended period of time, which is so
important to the security of this coun-
try. I know people have problems with
it, and that is why we are going to have
the amendment process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is expired on the amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
table amendment No. 21 offered by the
Senator from Kentucky, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY) and the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR) are necessarily absent.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 18 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Inouye Reed
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reid
Blumenthal Klobuchar Rockefeller
Boxer Kohl Sanders
Brown (OH) Landrieu Schumer
Cantwell Lautenberg Shaheen
Cardin Leahy Stabenow
Carper Levin Tester
Casey Lieberman Udall (CO)
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—47

Alexander Ensign McConnell
Ayotte Enzi Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Brown (MA) Hoeven Risch
Chambliss  Thote | hoverts
Coats Isakson Istub{o

essions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Cochran Johnson (WI)
Collins Kirk Snowe
Corker Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lee Toomey
Crapo Lugar V{tter
DeMint McCain Wicker

NOT VOTING—2

Kerry Pryor

The motion was agreed to.
VOTE EXPLANATION
e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I was
necessarily absent for the vote in rela-
tion to Paul amendment No. 21 to the
FAA reauthorization bill. If I had at-
tended today’s session, I would have
voted in opposition to that amendment
and would have supported any motion
to table that amendment.e
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FISA SUNSETS EXTENSION ACT OF
2011

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the fol-
lowing measure, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 514) to extend expiring provi-
sions of the USA PATRIOT Improvement
and Reauthorization Act of 2005 and Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention
Act of 2004 relating to access to business
records, individual terrorists as agents of
foreign powers, and roving wiretaps until De-
cember 8, 2011.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the substitute
amendment is agreed to, and there will
be 30 minutes equally divided for de-
bate prior to a vote.

The amendment (No. 90) was agreed
to, as follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “FISA Sun-

sets Extension Act of 2011,

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF SUNSETS OF PROVISIONS
RELATING TO ACCESS TO BUSINESS
RECORDS, INDIVIDUAL TERRORISTS
AS AGENTS OF FOREIGN POWERS,
AND ROVING WIRETAPS.

(a) USA PATRIOT IMPROVEMENT AND RE-
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2005.—Section 102(b)(1)
of the USA PATRIOT Improvement and Re-
authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-177;
50 U.S.C. 1805 note, 50 U.S.C. 1861 note, and 50
U.S.C. 1862 note) is amended by striking
“February 28, 2011 and inserting ‘‘May 27,
2011,

(b) INTELLIGENCE REFORM AND TERRORISM
PREVENTION ACT OF 2004.—Section 6001(b)(1)
of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-458;
118 Stat. 3742; 50 U.S.C. 1801 note) is amended
by striking ‘‘February 28, 2011’ and inserting
“May 27, 2011,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in a few
minutes we are going to vote on a 3-
month extension of the expiring provi-
sions of the PATRIOT Act. I will sup-
port this extension because it gives the
Senate time to properly consider this
critically important legislation. But
before I support any additional exten-
sions of the PATRIOT Act, I believe we
should have an honest discussion about
changes and reforms that are necessary
to protect the constitutional rights of
innocent Americans. It is worth taking
a moment to reflect on the history of
the PATRIOT Act.

The PATRIOT Act was passed almost
10 years ago after the 9/11 terrorist at-
tack. Ground Zero was still burning
when President Bush asked Congress to
give him new authority to fight ter-
rorism. Congress responded, passing
the PATRIOT Act by an overwhelming
bipartisan vote, including my own. It
was a unique moment in our history.

But even then, many were concerned
that the PATRIOT Act might go too
far when it came to our constitutional
rights and freedoms. As a result, we
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