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or background or documentation and
citizenship. It did wonders for
Yusmerith.

She worked at a lot of different jobs
to pay for her education, from
waitressing in restaurants to working
at a pet store and babysitting. She con-
tinues to work to pay for her edu-
cation.

Now having graduated from Norwalk
Community College, Yusmerith went
on to attend Western Connecticut
State University. This picture is of her
graduation, but we are hopeful she will
have another graduation. She is cur-
rently pursuing a double major in ac-
counting and finance at Western State
University and expects to graduate in
2014. She hopes to be an accountant.
She hopes to have a career where she
can put her skills to work. She hopes
to give back to this country. That hope
deserves recognition and realization,
and that is why I stand here asking
this body to give Yusmerith and thou-
sands of other young people in Con-
necticut, the DREAMers, that oppor-
tunity to have a secure and permanent
status, a path to citizenship that they
will earn through education or mili-
tary service.

I am hopeful my colleagues, even in a
time of tremendous partisanship, will
see the importance of what Yusmerith
and the DREAMers can do not only for
themselves but what they can give to
our Nation and us. With her skills, tal-
ent, and dedication, this Nation will be
even greater. We are the greatest Na-
tion in the history of the world, but
even greater with the contributions of
young people such as Yusmerith.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent
to speak as in morning business.

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

NOMINATIONS

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise
tonight to speak about one subject, but
a very important subject for our coun-
try and for our system of justice, and
that is the confirmation of Federal dis-
trict court judges. I will focus tonight
on one Federal district in Pennsyl-
vania, the Middle District. By way of
background, I will review where we are
in the Senate.

Earlier today Majority Leader REID
was required to ask for unanimous con-
sent in order to proceed on Senate con-
firmation votes for 17 district court
nominees. Of course, this is from dis-
trict courts across the country. As the
majority leader and many of our Sen-
ate colleagues have noted, the district
court nominees on the Senate Calendar
are nearly all noncontroversial and
have received significant bipartisan
support. The judges I will speak about
tonight fit that description.

Historically the Senate has deferred
to the nomination of the President and
the support of home State Senators.
Unfortunately, that doesn’t seem to be
the case today in too many instances.
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Of course, not in every instance but too
many instances. There is an old expres-
sion in the law that many of us have
heard, and it is very simple, but I think
it has substantial consequences for real
people. The expression is: Justice de-
layed is justice denied.

When we have a situation where we
have two judges in the Middle District
of Pennsylvania—I should say for the
record and for the description of the
geography in our State we have three
Federal judicial districts: the Eastern
District, the Middle District, and the
Western District. When we have two
district court nominees in Pennsyl-
vania, or in any of the other States
that have judges who are still pending,
we can imagine the number of cases. It
is not just hundreds but thousands of
cases. In this case 17 judges could be
handling these cases right now across
our country. That old expression, jus-
tice delayed is justice denied, has real
significance for real people out there,
people who come before the district
court as litigants. Whether they are in-
dividuals, corporations, or whatever
the party, they come for basic justice
and that gets very difficult when there
is a backlog and there are not enough
judges.

It is especially egregious and out-
rageous that they are held up here
when in many cases they get out of the
Judiciary Committee after a long proc-
ess of getting to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. Sometimes there are many
months of vetting and investigation
work. Often the names are available for
voting here in the Senate after not just
getting through the Judiciary Com-
mittee, but part and parcel of that
means in almost every instance the
two Senators from that State have
agreed they should come up for a vote.
Yet when it lands here on the Senate
floor after committee consideration,
judicial nominees are held up.

The ability of the Federal courts to
provide justice for the American people
has indeed been threatened by the va-
cancy crisis and the overburdened Fed-
eral district courts. Families, commu-
nities, and small businesses are not
able to get a fair hearing or have their
claims resolved in a timely fashion.
These Federal court vacancies need to
be filled to mature a functioning de-
mocracy and a functioning judicial sys-
tem.

The Pennsylvania nominees to the
Senate Calendar are two individuals,
Malachy Mannion and Matthew Brann.
Both are to be confirmed as U.S. dis-
trict judges for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania.

I won’t go through their backgrounds
and qualifications today. We have done
that already. They don’t need me to do
that. They are through the Judiciary
Committee. These men are both very
well qualified to be U.S. district
judges.

Both of these judges would fill judi-
cial emergency vacancies in Penn-
sylvania’s Middle District. Just to give
my colleagues a sense of what we are
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talking about, the Middle District of
Pennsylvania has six posts, six judicial
slots, and these are two vacancies for
those six. The Middle District is the
largest Federal district in Pennsyl-
vania geographically, and there are
four courthouses, one of which is sev-
eral hours’ drive from the others. Be-
cause of the vacancies, the judges with
senior status still continue to hear
cases. Three of these judges are at least
86 years old. Let me say that again.
Three of these senior judges who have
to do extra work because of the vacan-
cies are at least 86 years old.

Mal Mannion and Matthew Brann
were both reported by voice vote out of
the Judiciary Committee earlier this
year, and both nominees were sup-
ported by Senator TOOMEY as well as
me. Both of us came together through
the process of introducing both of these
nominees to the Judiciary Committee.
They are, as I said before, through that
process.

I strongly urge that we move forward
and allow a vote on all of these highly
qualified, noncontroversial U.S. dis-
trict court nominees, two in particular
in Pennsylvania.

I should mention that there was an
article written—I won’t summarize it
here—in the Atlantic magazine just
last week by Andrew Cohen that high-
lighted some of the impacts this crisis
has on real people when they appear
before district courts such as the Mid-
dle District of Pennsylvania.

I yield the floor.

———

NOMINATIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the
majority leader was required to take
the extraordinary step of asking for
unanimous consent to secure Senate
confirmation votes for 17 district court
nominations. Before the American peo-
ple elected Barack Obama as our Presi-
dent, district court nominees were gen-
erally confirmed within a couple of
weeks of being reported by the Judici-
ary Committee. This was true of those
nominated by Republican Presidents
and Democratic Presidents. Deference
was traditionally afforded to home
State Senators and district court
nominees supported by home State
Senators were almost always con-
firmed unanimously.

However, Senate Republicans have
raised the level of partisanship so that
these Federal trial court nominees
have now become wrapped around the
axle of partisanship. Despite a vacancy
crisis that threatens the ability of Fed-
eral courts to provide justice for the
American people, Senate Republicans
now refuse to allow a vote on any of
the 17 pending district court nominees,
including 12 that have been declared ju-
dicial emergency vacancies. Senate Re-
publicans’ across-the-board obstruction
of President Obama’s judicial nominees
that began with their filibuster of his
very first nominee continues. For the
first time I can recall, even district
court nominees with support from Re-
publican home State Senators face
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months of delay if not outright opposi-
tion from the Senate Republican lead-
ership and Senate Republicans.

The long delays and backlog we are
seeing on the Federal trial courts and
Senate Republicans’ refusal to vote on
so many consensus judicial nominees
before we recess for the upcoming Pres-
idential election are entirely without
precedent. The Thurmond rule has
never been applied to stop votes on
consensus district court nominees. In
September 2008 we reported and con-
firmed 10 of President Bush’s district
court nominees and left none on the
Senate calendar as we headed into that
Presidential election. In contrast, this
year we are still waiting on votes for
district court nominees reported by the
Judiciary Committee in April, June,
July, and August. All but 1 of these 17
district court nominees was reported
with significant bipartisan support, all
but 3 nearly unanimously.

The partisan refusal to allow votes
on consensus nominees has become
standard operating procedure for Sen-
ate Republicans. In each of the last 2
years, Senate Republicans refused to
follow the Senate’s traditional practice
of clearing the calendar of non-
controversial nominees. As a result,
there were 19 judicial nominees pend-
ing without a final confirmation vote
at the end of 2010 and another 19 left
without a vote at the end of 2011. Due
to this latest refusal to consent to
vote, Senate Republicans are ensuring
that the Senate will recess for the elec-
tion without voting on 21 judicial
nominees ready for final Senate action.
The result is that for the first time in
decades Federal courts are likely to
have more vacancies at the end of
these 4 years than at the beginning of
the President’s term. Federal judicial
vacancies have been at historically
high levels for years, remaining near or
above 80 for nearly the entire first
term of the President. Judicial vacan-
cies today are more than 2% times as
high as they were at this point in
President Bush’s first term, with near-
ly 1 out of every 11 Federal judgeships
currently vacant.

I urge Senator TOOMEY, Senator
KIRK, Senator RUBIO, Senator COBURN,
Senator INHOFE, Senator HATCH, Sen-
ator LEE, Senator COLLINS, and Sen-
ator SNOWE, all of whom have judicial
nominees on the calendar ready for a
final Senate vote, to reason with their
leadership about this obstruction. I ask
other Republican Senators who know
better to weigh in with their leader-
ship. This is wrong for the country,
damaging to the Federal courts, and
harmful for the American people look-
ing to our courts for justice.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my statement a column by Rus-
sell Wheeler entitled ‘‘The Case for
Confirming District Court Judges”
that appeared in Politico on Wednes-
day and notes the unprecedented and
destructive nature of this obstruction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, so ordered.
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Mr. LEAHY. I have served in the Sen-
ate for 37 years, and I have never seen
so many judicial nominees, reported
with bipartisan support, be denied a
simple up-or-down vote for 4 months, 5
months, 6 months, even 11 months. And
if there was any doubt that Senate Re-
publicans insist on being the party of
no, their current decision to deny votes
on these highly qualified, non-
controversial district court nominees—
while we are in the middle of a judicial
vacancy crisis—shows what they stand
for. They care more about opposing
this President than helping the Amer-
ican people.

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

[From Politico, Sept. 18, 2012]
THE CASE FOR CONFIRMING DISTRICT COURT
JUDGES
(By Russell Wheeler)

The accepted wisdom on Congress is that
the presidential campaign is likely to crowd
out most real work until after Nov. 6, when
all its focus abruptly changes to the fiscal
cliff.

There is, though, one important non-
controversial matter that the Senate should
take up now—as have previous Senates at
this time: confirming district judges.

A government that can’t do its mundane
business is surely unlikely to be able to deal
with more controversial problems. History
shows that the Senate should be able to con-
firm a respectable number of long-standing
district court nominations before Election
Day—certainly before adjournment. If it can-
not, this may signal that the past four years
of delayed and confrontational nominations
have not been an aberration but represent
the new normal of district court confirma-
tions.

Sixty-one of the nation’s 673 lifetime ap-
pointment district court judgeships are va-
cant. President Barack Obama has submitted
nominees to fill 24 of the vacancies. Seven-
teen of the 24 have cleared the Senate Judici-
ary Committee and are awaiting final action
by the full Senate.

As of Sept. 10, the Senate had confirmed
126 of Obama’s district nominees—=81 percent.
In comparison, President George W. Bush
had a 97 percent district confirmation suc-
cess rate in his first four years, and Presi-
dent Bill Clinton an 87 percent rate.

If the Senate confirms 10 of the 17 Obama
nominees, this would lift his four-year suc-
cess rate to equal Clinton’s. Confirming all
17 would 1lift it to 91 percent.

Rates aside, however, even if all 17 were
confirmed, Obama would have made roughly
20 fewer district appointees than Clinton or
Bush. Obama has submitted fewer nominees.

Extended vacancies often mean long
delays, especially in civil cases. They often
mean full caseloads for judges in their 70s
and beyond—despite statutory promises
that, at that age, judges who have put in
substantial service are entitled to scale
back.

Filling judicial vacancies is part of the
business of government, and like much of
that business, it is more mundane than dra-
matic. Federal district caseloads consist
largely of commercial disputes and federal
crimes like immigration law violations—
issues important to litigants and collec-
tively important to all of us. They are part
of how our society resolves disputes and help
set the framework for commercial and social
intercourse.

But you might say, judges can’t get con-
firmed this close to a presidential election
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because opposition senators are hoping their
guy will soon be in the White House and
make his own nominations to those vacan-
cies.

That may be true now for court of appeals
nominees — you have to go back to the first
Bush administration to find a circuit con-
firmation after July of a presidential elec-
tion year — but not for district courts.
There’s plenty of precedent for late-election
year confirmations.

In 1980, 1984 and 1992—when Presidents
Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan and George
H.W. Bush were up for reelection—the Sen-
ate each time confirmed roughly 10 district
court nominees between the political con-
ventions and election day. That number
dropped to zero in 1996 under Clinton but
shot up to six in 2004 under Bush.

In years when the incumbent president
wasn’t on the ballot, the Senate also con-
firmed district judges, including 10 in Sep-
tember 2008—even as Obama’s victory
seemed increasingly likely.

There’s plenty of recent precedent for con-
firming at least the 17 pending Obama nomi-
nees. But the past four years of district con-
firmations haven’t followed precedent.

Not only is the confirmation rate lower, at
least for now, but time from nomination to
confirmation has spiked. Eight percent of
Clinton’s district confirmations in the first
four years took more than 180 days, as did 27
percent of Bush’s. But it’s now up to 67 per-
cent for Obama.

The increase in time has been matched by
an increase in contentiousness. All of Clin-
ton’s district appointees were confirmed by
voice vote — even those who merited more
attention, like the subsequently impeached
and convicted Thomas Porteous of New Orle-
ans. All but four of Bush’s appointees were
approved by either voice or unanimous vote.
Of the four, one got 20 ‘‘no”’ votes and one
got 46.

Most of Obama’s appointees have also been
confirmed with no, or token, opposition—
even those who waited a long time. But 11 re-
ceived more than 20 ‘‘no’” votes. It’s hard to
believe, however, that the quality of Obama
appointees plunged so decisively compared
with those of his immediate predecessors.

So district confirmations—especially in
double digits—in the next several months
may be iffy, and those who do get confirmed
will have waited considerably longer than
late-year confirmations in previous adminis-
trations.

We’ve come to accept, or at least recog-
nize, as the new normal that only six or
seven out of every 10 circuit nominees will
get Senate approval. Are the district courts
next?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). The Senator from New
Hampshire.

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

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

VAWA

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to again raise my concerns about
and the desire to see action in the
House to pass the Senate bill reauthor-
izing the Violence Against Women Act.
We need to continue this critical fund-
ing for survivors of domestic violence.

In the discussions on the Senate
floor, we have heard about the protec-
tions offered in the Senate bill that
have not been included in the bill the
House has pending. They are protec-
tions that would help women on college
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campuses, women on tribal lands, gay
and lesbian victims, and immigrants.
However, it is really important for us
to remember not just those provisions
but all of the other ways the Violence
Against Women Act has benefited not
just the victims of domestic violence
but really all of us because domestic
violence isn’t just a women’s issue. It
affects all of us. It affects our entire
economy. It affects our families. The
Centers for Disease Control estimates
that the direct health care costs asso-
ciated with domestic violence are
about $4.1 billion every single year. We
know this is a conservative estimate
because so many of the victims never
come forward.

The protections offered by the Vio-
lence Against Women Act have proven
to be absolutely essential in preventing
abuse. Last week was the 18th anniver-
sary of the original passage of VAWA,
so this is a good time to reflect on the
progress we have made.

Over the past 18 years, the reporting
of incidents of domestic violence has
increased by 51 percent. At the same
time, according to the FBI, the number
of women who have been Kkilled by an
intimate partner has decreased by 34
percent. So clearly it is having some
effect. Researchers at the North Caro-
lina School of Public Health estimate
that VAWA saved $12.6 billion in its
first 7 years alone. So even if one
doesn’t support the legislation because
it does good work for families, this is a
bill that is also a good investment.

This is about telling the victims of
violence that we stand with them be-
cause having safe, healthy citizens ben-
efits all of us. We all do better when
fewer women are going to the emer-
gency room, are missing work or giving
up their children in order to protect
those children from violence at home.
We are all in this together.

I have had a chance as we have had
this debate in the Senate to visit a
number of crisis centers in New Hamp-
shire—centers that benefit directly
from the funding in the Violence
Against Women Act. Recently I visited
the city of Keene’s Monadnock Center
for Violence Prevention and had a
chance to speak with one of the case-
workers there and with two of the sur-
vivors. Those two women told me what
it was like as they were trying to fig-
ure out how to leave their abusers. I
asked them: What would have hap-
pened if this center wasn’t here? Both
of them said they had nowhere else to
g0. One of the women said: My husband
would have killed me. That was how
desperate she was.

While I was there, I also had a chance
to meet some of the children who were
staying at the center. I wish to take a
minute to talk about how important
this is for them, the children who were
witnesses of domestic violence or who,
as the result of that violence, are vic-
tims themselves.

Centers all over New Hampshire and
the United States have advocacy pro-
grams that are funded by VAWA that
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offer support groups for children. Chil-
dren are particularly vulnerable and
ill-equipped to deal with the trauma of
domestic violence. This is trauma that
affects them for their entire lives.

A study by the World Health Organi-
zation found that children raised in
households where domestic violence oc-
curred are more likely to have behav-
ioral problems, to drop out of school
early, to experience juvenile delin-
quency. It is not surprising.

A child who witnesses domestic vio-
lence between parents is more likely to
view violence as an acceptable method
of conflict resolution. Boys who wit-
ness domestic violence are more likely
to become abusers, and girls who wit-
ness domestic violence are more likely
to become victims of domestic violence
as adults. One advocate at the Bridges
Crisis Center in Nashua, NH, works to
prevent this cycle by providing safety
planning for children. She teaches
them they can live a life that is free of
violence. This free preventive care for
children is made possible by a grant
from VAWA. Our children deserve this.
This is why we need to reauthorize the
Violence Against Women Act. This is
about women who are in danger, about
children and families who are at risk.

One of the stories I found particu-
larly touching when I was at Bridges
was about a young boy named Brian.
The caseworker told me that Brian was
really nervous about going back to
school. He was supposed to bring with
him a story about something fun he
had done over the summer, but he had
been in the shelter at Bridges with his
mother and it really hadn’t been a very
fun summer. So the child advocate or-
ganized a barbeque in the park across
the street, and everybody from the cen-
ter came and joined in that barbeque
and gave him a happy memory that he
could take with him to the first day of
school. This is the kind of healing we
need more of. We can help this con-
tinue by reauthorizing the Violence
Against Women Act.

I hope that as Senators go home for
the next 6 weeks, as we go back to our
States and travel around and hear from
people in our States the issues they are
concerned about, we won’t forget about
the task we have at hand when we
come back. We need to reauthorize the
Violence Against Women Act. We need
to get the House to join with us in
passing the Senate bill so we can in-
clude those expanded protections that
are needed so much by women and fam-
ilies across this country. I know the
Presiding Officer joins with me in rec-
ognizing that we still have time to get
this done this year.

Thank you, Mr. President. I note the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN). The Senator from Vermont.

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

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
wish to spend a few minutes talking
about an issue that I believe has not
gotten the attention it deserves, espe-
cially in the midst of the contentious
Presidential campaign we are wit-
nessing, and that is the need to discuss
a program which is probably the most
successful social program in the mod-
ern history of the United States, a pro-
gram that provides dignity and secu-
rity to well over 50 million Americans,
and that is Social Security.

Just this afternoon, 29 Senators sent
a letter to all of our colleagues that
says:

We will oppose including Social Security
cuts for future or current beneficiaries in
any deficit reduction package.

Let’s be very clear. Our country does
have a serious deficit problem. Our def-
icit this year is about $1 trillion, and
our national debt is $16 trillion. That is
a serious problem. However, let’s be
equally clear in understanding that So-
cial Security has not contributed one
nickel to the Federal deficit. So de-
spite what we are going to hear tonight
on cable television or some of the
speeches my colleagues will give, let
me reiterate: Social Security has not
contributed one nickel to our Federal
deficit.

In fact, the Social Security trust
fund today, according to the Social Se-
curity Administration, has a $2.7 tril-
lion surplus—let me repeat that: a $2.7
trillion surplus—and can pay out 100
percent of all benefits owed to every el-
igible American for the next 21 years.

Although many Americans now take
Social Security for granted, we should
never underestimate the incredibly
positive impact Social Security has
had on our Nation. In fact, one could
well argue that Social Security has
been the Nation’s most successful so-
cial program—certainly in the modern
history of this country.

In the 77 years since Social Security
was signed into law, it has been enor-
mously successful in reducing poverty
for senior citizens. Before the advent of
Social Security, back in the 1920s,
early 1930s, about half of the senior
citizens in this country lived in pov-
erty, some in dismal poverty. Today,
while the number is too high, the num-
ber of seniors living in poverty is less
than 10 percent. We have gone from 50
percent to less than 10 percent. That,
to my mind, is a real success story and
something of which this Nation should
be incredibly proud.

Today Social Security not only pro-
vides retirement benefits for 3¢ million
Americans but also enables millions of
people with disabilities and widows,
widowers, and children to live in dig-
nity and security. I hear in Vermont
very often—and I expect the Presiding
Officer hears in New Hampshire—about
young people who have been able to go
to college, live with some sense of se-
curity, despite the death of a parent,
precisely because of Social Security.
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Yet, despite all of these success sto-
ries, today Social Security is on the
chopping block. Millions of Americans,
when asked in polls, make it very
clear—including people all across the
political spectrum—saying: No, we
should not cut Social Security. Mil-
lions of people understand that Social
Security—and this is simply an ex-
traordinary record—has been there in
good times and in bad times. And in 77
years, not one American, no matter
what the state of the economy, has not
received all of the benefits to which he
or she is entitled. It is an insurance
program that has worked, and worked
extraordinarily well.

What we are looking at right now are
attacks on Social Security coming
from Mitt Romney, from PAUL RYAN,
and from virtually every Republican in
Congress, who are calling for major
cuts in Social Security. Many of them,
including Romney and RYAN, also want
to begin the process of privatizing So-
cial Security and turning it over to
Wall Street, putting the retirement
dreams of millions of Americans at
risk. They are also pushing to increase
the retirement age to 68 or 69, forcing
older Americans who have worked
their entire lives—sometimes in phys-
ically demanding jobs in construction;
maybe they worked in restaurants
being waitresses their whole lives and
now some folks want these people to
still be working at the age of 68 or 69.

While virtually every Republican in
Congress is pushing to cut Social Secu-
rity benefits, there are also some
Democrats who are considering cutting
Social Security as part of some deficit
reduction grand bargain. I strongly dis-
agree with that approach, and I hope
President Obama will make it clear, as
he did 4 years ago, that he also dis-
agrees with that approach.

Let me quote what President Obama
said 4 years ago when he was Senator
Obama running for the White House.
This is what he said:

John McCain’s campaign has suggested
that the best answer for the growing pres-
sures on Social Security might be to cut cost
of living adjustments or raise the retirement
age. Let me be clear: I will not do either.

End of quote of Senator Barack
Obama on September 6, 2008. What
then-Senator Obama said in 2008 was
exactly right, and I hope that now, in
2012, we will hear the President reit-
erate that position.

One of the most talked about ideas,
when we hear discussions about cutting
Social Security—and nobody outside of
the beltway has a clue about what this
means. I can tell you, I have been to
many meetings in Vermont, and I have
asked Vermonters: Do you know what
the chained CPI is? And nobody has a
clue. But one of the most talked about
ways to cut Social Security is moving
toward a so-called chained CPI, which
changes how cost-of-living adjustments
for Social Security benefits and vet-
erans benefits are calculated.

So what it does right now: There is a
formula by which the government de-
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termines what kind of COLA—cost-of-
living adjustment—seniors and vet-
erans will get. It is a complicated for-
mula. But what these guys want to do
is cut back, readjust that formula so
that the benefits will be less.

People who support this concept of a
chained CPI, such as Alan Simpson, Er-
skine Bowles, and Wall Street billion-
aire Pete Peterson—and Peterson is
one of the guys, a billionaire on Wall
Street, putting in huge amounts of
money in order to cut Social Security
and other important programs—they
believe Social Security COLAs and
COLAs for veterans benefits are too
generous, and they want to cut those
COLA benefits.

Well, I will tell you something. When
I talk to seniors in the State of
Vermont and I say there are people in
Washington who think their COLA ben-
efits are too generous, usually they
laugh. The reason they laugh is that
for 2 out of the last 3 years, they have
not received any COLA whatsoever—
nothing—while at the same time their
prescription drug costs and their
health care costs have been soaring.
And they look at me and say: What?
Are these people crazy? If we have not
gotten a COLA in 2 out of the last 3
years, while our expenses have risen,
how do they think that COLA formula
is now too generous?

Let’s also be very clear that when we
talk about this chained CPI, this
means not only cuts for seniors, it
means cuts for veterans, and that is an
issue we have not talked about very
much.

So let me talk about what the
chained CPI means. It means—and they
want to implement this, by the way,
very shortly. Romney and RYAN are
talking about changing Medicare, as
we know, over a 10-year period, and I
think that is a disastrous idea. But
what these guys now are talking about
are immediate cuts in the COLA, start-
ing as soon as they can pass that legis-
lation.

What it would mean is that for a sen-
ior citizen who is 65 years of age today,
by the time that senior reaches 75,
there would be a $560-a-year cut com-
pared to what they otherwise would
have gotten. Some folks here on Cap-
itol Hill may not think $560 is a lot,
but if you are struggling on $14,000 or
$15,000 a year, that is quite a hit. And
once that 65-year-old, in 20 years,
reaches 85, that cut will be approxi-
mately $1,000 a year.

Now, I have a problem; in a nation
that has the most unequal distribution
of wealth and income, where the rich
are getting richer and their effective
tax rate is the lowest in decades, some
folks around here, pushed by Wall
Street billionaires, by the way, say:
Hey, we have a great idea on how we
could deal with deficit reduction: Let’s
tell a senior living on $15,000 a year,
Social Security, that we are going to
cut them by $1,000 in 20 years. I think
really that is morally grotesque, and it
is also bad economics.
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But this chained CPI would not only
impact seniors, it would also impact 3
million veterans. Three million vet-
erans would be impacted by this
chained CPI. For example, a veteran
who put his life on the line to defend
this country and who was severely
wounded in action and who has a 100-
percent service-connected disability is
currently eligible to receive about
$32,000 a year from the VA. Under the
chained CPI, this disabled veteran, who
started receiving VA disability benefits
at age 30, would see his benefits cut by
more than $1,300 a year at age 45, $1,800
a year at age 55, and $2,260 a year at
age 65.

In other words, moving toward a
chained CPI would be a disgraceful ef-
fort to balance the budget on some of
the most wvulnerable people in this
country, including people who have
suffered severe wounds and disabilities
in defending this country. Those are
not the people upon whom you balance
the budget.

Madam President, I will conclude by
reminding the American people that
when Bill Clinton left office in January
2001, this country had a $236 billion sur-
plus, and the projections were that
that surplus was going to grow every
single year. But some of the same peo-
ple in Congress right now, including
Congressman PAUL RYAN, who is run-
ning for Vice President, who are so
concerned about the deficit, who want
to cut Social Security, end Medicare as
we know it, make devastating cuts in
Medicaid and education—these very
same people voted to go to war in Iraq
and Afghanistan and not pay one nick-
el for those wars but put them on the
credit card and increase the deficit.
These same people who now want to go
after wounded veterans gave huge tax
breaks to the wealthiest people in this
country, adding to the deficit. They
passed a Medicare Part D prescription
drug program and forgot to pay for
that as well. So, to my mind, I have a
real problem with folks who went to
war without paying for it, gave tax
breaks to billionaires without paying
for it, passed a Medicare Part D pre-
scription drug program without paying
for it, and now they say we have to cut
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid,
education, and the needs of working
families and low-income people. I think
that is absolute hypocrisy.

So our charge is that instead of lis-
tening to the Wall Street billionaires
who want to move to deficit reduction
on the backs of the elderly, the chil-
dren, the sick, the poor, wounded vet-
erans, there are better ways to do def-
icit reduction. I hope that as a Con-
gress we will come together and say
that when the wealthiest people are
doing phenomenally well, yes, they are
going to have to pay more in taxes.
When a quarter of the corporations in
this country pay nothing in taxes, yes,
they are going to have to pay their fair
share of taxes. When we are losing $100
billion a year because of tax havens in
the Cayman Islands and elsewhere, we
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are going to have to deal with that
issue before we cut programs on which
elderly people and veterans and chil-
dren depend.

So we have a lot of work in front of
us, but the bottom line is that I will do
everything I can to make sure we do
not balance the budget on the backs of
the elderly, the children, the sick, and
the poor. That is immoral, and it is
also bad economic policy.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the letter signed by 29 Members of the
Senate opposing cuts in Social Secu-
rity.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We are writing to inform
you that we will oppose including Social Se-
curity cuts for future or current bene-
ficiaries in any deficit reduction package.

Under long-standing Federal law, Social
Security is not part of the Federal budget
and cannot contribute to the federal deficit.
This reflects Social Security’s structure as
an independent, self-financed insurance pro-
gram, in which worker contributions, not
general taxes, finance benefits. In our view,
it is essential that Social Security’s status
as a separate entity be fully maintained.

Contrary to some claims, Social Security
is not the cause of our nation’s deficit prob-
lem. Not only does the program operate inde-
pendently, but it is prohibited from bor-
rowing. Social Security must pay all benefits
from its own trust fund. If there are insuffi-
cient funds to pay out full benefits, benefits
are automatically reduced to the level sup-
ported by the program’s own revenues. So-
cial Security cannot drive up the deficit by
tapping general revenues to pay benefits.

Even though Social Security operates in a
fiscally responsible manner, some still advo-
cate deep benefit cuts and seem convinced
that Social Security hands out lavish wel-
fare checks. But Social Security is not wel-
fare. Seniors earned their benefits by work-
ing hard and paying into the system. Mean-
while, the average monthly Social Security
benefit is only about $1,200, quite low by
international standards.

For all these reasons, we believe it would
be a serious mistake to cut Social Security
benefits for current or future beneficiaries as
part of a deficit reduction package. To be
sure, Social Security has its own long-term
challenges that will need to be addressed in
the decades ahead. But the budget and Social
Security are separate, and should be consid-
ered separately.

Thank you for your consideration of our
views.

Sincerely,

Bernard Sanders; Harry Reid; Charles E.
Schumer; Sheldon Whitehouse; Sherrod
Brown; Patrick Leahy; Debbie Stabe-
now; Al Franken; Jeff Merkley; Bar-
bara Mikulski; Jack Reed; Mark
Begich; Ron Wyden; Ben Cardin; Rich-
ard Blumenthal; Tom Harkin; Frank R.
Lautenberg; Patty Murray; Barbara
Boxer; Daniel K. Akaka; John D.
Rockefeller IV; Tom Udall; Carl Levin;
Joe Manchin III; Maria Cantwell; Tim
Johnson; Daniel K. Inouye; Robert
Menendez; Kirsten Gillibrand.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to speak on the amendment
I have filed to the House continuing
resolution, House Joint Resolution 117,
which we are currently considering.
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I understand that House and Senate
leadership came to an agreement that
seeks to keep the government running
for the next 6 months and I want to ap-
plaud their willingness to work in a bi-
partisan fashion to reach an agreement
that avoids a government shutdown.
Still, after the House passed this fund-
ing bill, I was greatly concerned that
emergency funding for Colorado and
other states impacted by natural disas-
ters this year was left out.

In my state, these funds are essential
to protecting and restoring critical wa-
tersheds that were damaged by the
most devastating wildfires in Colo-
rado’s history—which if left
unaddressed present serious flooding,
landslide and other risks that threaten
the lives of residents in our state.

My amendment would provide the
U.S. Department of Agriculture $27.9
million in emergency funding to miti-
gate watershed damage through the
Emergency Watershed Protection Pro-
gram, or EWP, in areas that have been
presidentially declared disaster areas
as authorized under the Stafford Act.

As of September 18, 2012, the USDA
estimated $126.7 million in funding
needs for EWP projects in 15 States. Of
that total, $27.9 million is needed to
mitigate the aftermath of presi-
dentially declared disaster areas in
Louisiana, Florida, Oklahoma and Col-
orado, as authorized under the Stafford
Act. Currently, Stafford Act funds for
EWP have been depleted and as I have
noted the House Continuing Resolution
provided no emergency funds for EWP.
Mr. President, the need for this amend-
ment to provide emergency funding is
critical and let me tell you why.

The two most devastating Colorado
fires this season, High Park and Waldo
Canyon, burned more than 100,000 acres
and led to the catastrophic loss of
property and regrettably loss of life.
Now as Coloradans pick up the pieces,
the burned and barren areas present an
additional threat.

Without site rehabilitation and res-
toration, the watersheds that provide
municipal and agricultural water sup-
plies are at risk from landslides, flood-
ing and erosion, which could result in
serious infrastructure damage, water
supply disruptions and even loss of life.

Coloradans unfortunately have al-
ready experienced some of these ef-
fects. For example, in the Poudre
River, which drains part of the area
burned by the High Park fire, the ash
and runoff from the fire caused the
water flowing into drinking water fil-
tration plants to turn black. This
forced the downstream city of Fort
Collins to shut off their water intakes
for over 100 days and further down-
stream the city of Greeley was forced
to shut off their water intakes for 36
days and use only a small fraction of
their normal intake for an additional
38 days.

How much more of an emergency
need do we have to show when our most
basic resource—drinking  water—is
threatened?
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I will give you one more example.
After the devastating Waldo Canyon
Fire that burned several homes in Col-
orado Springs and surrounding areas,
the flood potential in the burned areas
is now 20 times higher than before the
fire. So now folks in the burned area
and others downstream could see a 100-
year flood from the same amount of
rainfall that would have caused a b5-
year rainfall before the wildfires oc-
curred. Already property owners in the
Colorado Springs vicinity have re-
ceived at least four flash-flood warn-
ings since the fire. The need for stabi-
lizing this ground and restoring the
burned areas on both federal and pri-
vate land is critical to public safety,
public health and the prevention of an-
other disaster.

This is why I have filed an amend-
ment to provide additional emergency
funds to the Emergency Watershed
Protection Program. This program pro-
vides funding and technical support to
restore and stabilize soil in critical wa-
tersheds in the aftermath of severe
wild fires and other natural disasters,
such as floods and hurricanes—which
are also important to many members
from our coastal states.

I understand that there will not be an
opportunity to amend the pending bill
as a result of an agreement made with
the House to avoid a government shut-
down, so I will not attempt to call up
my amendment. But, I want to ensure
that my colleagues here understand
the gravity of the situation faced by
those who supply safe drinking water
to the people of Colorado, by those who
store water in our reservoirs to irri-
gate, and by those who fear a rainfall
could devastate their livelihoods again
after already experiencing significant
loss from wildfire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, discus-
sions continue about processing the
business we need to address before we
leave. As I have said repeatedly, we
need to do just a couple things before
we break for the elections. We need to
pass the CR. We need to vote on pro-
ceeding to the sportsmen’s package.

To help move the CR, we have been
told that the Republicans now have de-
cided they are willing to vote some-
time on the Paul bill on foreign aid and
also the Iran containment resolution.
As I said yesterday, we are willing to
do that.

In the worst case, under the rules,
the cloture vote on the CR would occur
tomorrow night—at 1 a.m. on Satur-
day. Once we invoke cloture on the
continuing resolution, the 30 hours
postcloture would run out at about 7:30
or 8 o’clock in the morning Sunday,
and we would vote then to pass the CR,
which would be immediately followed
by a vote on the sportsmen’s package.

I am happy to continue these discus-
sions. We are working to see if we can
schedule these votes to occur at a time
that is more convenient to Senators. I
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hope we can have more to report on
that tomorrow. It appears at this stage
there is no agreement on having any
votes tomorrow, so we may have to fin-
ish our work tomorrow, beginning to-
morrow night, very late.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to a period of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

———

RECOGNIZING THE END OF
NUCLEAR TESTING

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it has been
20 years since our Nation’s final nu-
clear weapons test. ‘“‘Divider” was the
name appropriately given to the final
test on September 23, 1992; 8 days later,
President George Bush, Sr., declared a
moratorium on testing that is still in
place today. That last test, along with
nearly 1,000 others, was carried out at
the Nevada National Security Site, for-
merly known as the Nevada Test Site.

This site has a storied history; it was
used intensively during the Cold War
to test nuclear weapons in our fight
against tyranny and is remembered by
all Americans for the iconic images the
atomic bomb continues to invoke.
Testing weapons and building our nu-
clear arsenal was necessary, but there
was a price to pay—and it was the
health of our hard-working and patri-
otic Cold War veterans and the many
people who lived downwind of the test
site.

Since January 11, 1951, hundreds of
thousands of men and women—includ-
ing miners, millers, and haulers—
played a critical role in building the
nuclear deterrent that kept our Nation
secure during the Cold War and still
contributes to our national security
today. These American heroes were on
the front line of our national security.
They served valiantly to help our Na-
tion defend itself, but their personal
sacrifice was immense. While serving
their country honorably during one of
the most dangerous conflicts in our Na-
tion’s history, many of Nevada’s Cold
War veterans sacrificed their health
and well-being for their country.

After personally meeting with and
listening to many unfortunate stories
from brave Nevadans about illnesses
they had gotten from their nuclear
weapons work, I was pleased to help
pass the bipartisan Energy Employees
Occupational Illness Compensation
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Program Act in 2000, as well as an ex-
pansion of the law in 2004. This impor-
tant program provides vital monetary
compensation and medical coverage to
Nevada’s test site workers suffering
from radiation-induced cancers, beryl-
lium disease, silicosis, and other ill-
nesses caused by toxic chemicals.

In 2005, I began to hear from workers
and survivors saying that they were
being put through a seemingly endless
stream of bureaucratic redtape only to
be denied compensation in the end. I
was enraged that workers who had de-
veloped cancer while protecting our
Nation were being denied compensation
simply because their employer failed to
keep accurate records of each worker’s
radiation exposure.

While we succeeded in securing auto-
matic compensation for workers during
the atmospheric testing years, those
who served their Nation during the un-
derground testing years were let down
by their country. I fought on their be-
half and finally secured automatic
compensation for thousands of workers
during the underground testing years. I
am proud that this important program
resulted in the payment of almost $500
million to 4,599 sick test site workers
and their survivors. Nevada’s Cold War
heroes have made immeasurable con-
tributions to our Nation’s security, and
the sacrifices they have made—to their
health and their lives—make it impos-
sible for us to ever adequately thank
them.

Today, the Nevada National Security
Site has taken on new roles to address
21st-century threats. This includes de-
tecting dangerous weapons, treaty ver-
ification, fighting terrorism and nu-
clear smuggling, and training first re-
sponders. The site can even play a role
in clean energy demonstration and de-
velopment to meet our Nation’s energy
needs using a resource southern Ne-
vada has an abundance of—sunshine. I
am also proud of the growing non-
proliferation mission at the Nevada
National Security Site. These critical
activities are playing a vital role in the
Nation’s arms control efforts while
putting Nevadans to work making our
Nation more secure.

There are many more opportunities
to utilize the Nevada National Security
Site’s ultrasecure location to bolster
out Nation’s security. It is an installa-
tion whose relevance is timeless be-
cause we will always need a place to
test new technologies, house sensitive
materials and equipment, train our se-
curity forces, and know for sure that
unwanted eyes are not watching.

Finally, I am proud that while we
work to grow and modernize the mis-
sion of the Nevada National Security
Site, the site’s storied past and the
people behind it will never be forgot-
ten. The National Atomic Testing Mu-
seum in Las Vegas is an affiliate of the
Smithsonian Institution and recently
was named by Congress as a ‘‘Na-
tional” museum. This important insti-
tution collects and publicly displays
artifacts and documentation that tell
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the stories of how the Nevada Test Site
helped protect our country during the
Cold War.

I am proud to stand here today to
recognize this historic day in Nevada
and America’s history, marking 20
years since we have ended nuclear test-
ing.

———

TRIBUTE TO DENNIS MEYERS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a man that
will leave a legacy of firm economic
performance, solid physician recruit-
ment, and a commitment to nurture
community partnerships in the hos-
pitals of his area. Mr. Dennis Meyers of
Clay County, KY, was named to the
Clay County Days Wall of Fame in Au-
gust 2012 for the amazing work he has
accomplished in his community and
the community’s hospital, Manchester
Memorial Hospital.

Dennis Meyers’s spectacular working
experience began as a pastor in 1969 in
Nebraska and Illinois. In 1986, he de-
cided on a change of career. He accept-
ed a job as a registered nurse at Han-
ford Hospital. After 4 successful years,
Dennis transferred to San Joaquin
Community Hospital to fill the posi-
tion of vice president. Dennis never
stopped dreaming and believing. He
continued his career to become chief
operating officer and vice president of
Manchester Memorial Hospital.

Dennis initiated numerous commu-
nity-outreach programs, each serving
as evidence to show the worth of this
man and the dedication he displayed
towards his community. Dennis intro-
duced Mission in Motion, public health
screenings, Live It Up!, and mission-
outreach programs to enrich the Clay
County community.

Dennis married Susan Meyers, who
also works for the hospital. They have
three children, who, like their father,
hold nursing degrees. Dennis urges that
success come to everyone in life. He
strategizes on helping the community
that is served by the hospital through
Community Outreach and church pro-
grams.

At this time, I would like to ask my
colleagues in the U.S. Senate to join
me in honoring Mr. Dennis Meyers as
he has been named to the Clay County
Days Wall of Fame. His ambition and
hard work ethic has improved and will
continue to improve the Common-
wealth of Kentucky.

A news story highlighting the accom-
plishments of Dennis Meyer was re-
cently published in the Manchester En-
terprise. I ask unanimous consent that
said story be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Manchester Enterprise, August 30,
2012]
DENNIS MEYERS LED MANCHESTER MEMORIAL
TO GROWTH

Clay County Days Hall of Fame inductee
Dennis Meyers retired from the lead role at
Manchester Memorial Hospital recently
after 12 years in the position.
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