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well. But I also wish now we could do 
what we could in these closing hours. 
We have been guaranteed 30 hours of 
debate—we have used probably about 
5—that we look at how we can bring 
this debate to a close in an agreed-upon 
way on both sides of the aisle so we can 
then move on to the budget debate of 
fiscal year 2014. 

I am sorry, I did not know the Sen-
ator from Kansas was here. We will not 
recess until the Senator has a chance 
to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland, my 
chairwoman. 

I spoke last night on an amendment 
I have continued to ask be made in 
order on this continuing resolution. As 
I indicated last night, we are going to 
spend in excess of $1 trillion in this 
bill, and I am hoping that my amend-
ment, and perhaps others, could be 
made in order yet during this 
postcloture 30-hour period of time. 

One of the concerns that has been 
raised is whether, if my amendment 
were adopted, this would create dif-
ficulties in the House of Representa-
tives for the final passage of the con-
tinuing resolution. I am pleased to be 
on the floor, particularly with the 
chairwoman being here, the Senator 
from Maryland, to indicate that I now 
have indications from the Speaker’s 
Office that they would have no objec-
tion to the amendment I continue to 
offer, that I hope will be made in order, 
that I hope a vote will be taken on re-
lated to the air traffic control towers. 

Also in the period of time since I last 
spoke, we have numerous Members of 
the Senate who have now joined as co-
sponsors of this amendment. The num-
ber is now 14 Democrats and 12 Repub-
licans. The number continues to grow. 
And I have had a number of conversa-
tions with particularly Democratic 
Members of the U.S. Senate who indi-
cate to me: Why can’t your amendment 
be made in order? 

So I am hoping, as Members of the 
Democratic Caucus and the Republican 
Conference meet during this 12:30 lunch 
period, that perhaps there is still an 
opportunity for this issue to be re-
solved. 

I would indicate once again that, 
while I listened to the suggestion of 
the majority leader this morning that 
we move to the budget during this 30- 
hour postcloture timeframe, in the ab-
sence of some agreement related to 
this amendment, I will object to mov-
ing to the budget until the 30 hours ex-
pire. 

I also have indicated publicly that I 
will object to the next 30 hours—the 
next opportunity in which unanimous 
consent is requested as we get back to 
the base bill. It is not my nature to be 
an obstructionist. This is an amend-
ment that matters greatly. It has been 
determined by the Parliamentarian to 
be germane and, in my view, ought to 
be made in order. 

Just as the chairwoman talked about 
bipartisan efforts, this is one that 
clearly is bipartisan and apparently bi-
cameral. So I am hoping to utilize the 
rights as a Member of the Senate to see 
that there still is an opportunity for 
this amendment to be considered. I 
would say that the reason this matters 
so much in this timeframe is that I am 
of the view, and I think it is shared by 
many, in the absence of this amend-
ment being adopted and included in 
this continuing resolution, and the 
continuing resolution being passed, 
that the control towers will be elimi-
nated on April 7, and there will be lit-
tle if any opportunity for the Appro-
priations Committee then to restore 
funding to, in a sense, a program that 
no longer exists. 

There are many of the topics I share 
with my colleagues here about the con-
sequences of the sequester. I am willing 
to work with them to see that we move 
money from one place to another to 
solve that problem. In the absence of 
that happening, there is still an oppor-
tunity for the Appropriations Com-
mittee and ultimately the Congress in 
the appropriations process to solve 
those problems. But should April 7 
come, the 179-plus contract towers are 
eliminated. Then it seems highly un-
likely to me that any appropriations 
process would include money for a pro-
gram that is no longer in existence. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 

appreciate the tenacity and persistence 
of the Senator from Kansas in being an 
advocate for his constituents. I would 
hope that during this noon hour—I can 
give no promises. There are leadership 
concerns on both sides of the aisle. But 
we have to acknowledge the Senator is 
a real fighter for what he believes in. 
We admire that. How that gets trans-
lated will be subject to further discus-
sion during this noon hour. 

f 

RECESS 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 2:15 for the re-
spective party conferences to discuss 
important issues. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:32 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m. 
and reassembled when called to order 
by the Presiding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN). 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, MILI-
TARY CONSTRUCTION AND VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS, AND FULL- 
YEAR CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2013—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized for 
up to 7 minutes. 

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, we 
have been listening to our good friend 
from Kansas concerning this contract 
air traffic control tower amendment. I 
think there is no better example to use 
when talking about a bureaucracy tak-
ing something that everybody wants, 
that is very inexpensive, and using 
that to try to force people to do some-
thing that should never have happened. 

In terms of the contract air traffic 
control towers, this is not just a rural 
issue. This is something that can hap-
pen all around. It happens that I have 
six in my State of Oklahoma and up in 
Kansas I believe they have five, but the 
fact is this is a major safety issue. We 
have a huge, bloated bureaucracy in 
the FAA. Yet we are saying we have to 
close a handful of towers and let people 
be uncontrolled. I know a little about 
that; it is what I did for a living. It is 
totally outrageous. 

So we have an amendment, Senator 
MORAN and I, to redirect the money 
within the FAA budget. There would be 
no additional cost. It would rescind 
$23.8 million from FAA facilities and 
equipment. Now, I ask, are facilities 
and equipment more important than 
actually having an active control 
tower in these congested areas? Also, it 
would take $26.2 million from FAA re-
search and development. Well, I can as-
sure you this is more significant, and 
no one looking at this would rationally 
say it is not. So I encourage my good 
friend from Kansas to pursue this. 

Similar to this is something that I, 
along with several Democrats—the pri-
mary one being KAY HAGAN—am con-
cerned about, and that is what has hap-
pened in terms of a decision that was 
made by the Secretary of Defense to 
take out the tuition assistance. This is 
a very small amount of money for our 
troops who are over there serving now. 

This is kind of interesting because I 
was a product of the draft. My service 
was not voluntary when I was in, and I 
thought a total voluntary force would 
not be effective. As I found out, it was. 
Well, one of the main reasons people do 
sign up—a lot of people say: Yes, I 
want to serve my country. A lot say: 
Yes, I want a career in the Army, 
Navy, Marines, or Air Force. However, 
they also want to advance themselves. 
They want an education, and in many 
cases, the only way they can get one is 
to have this tuition assistance pro-
gram. 

I can recall being over in the mess 
halls in Afghanistan and actually out 
in the field in Afghanistan where we 
have some 200,000 Army troops there 
now who are participating in this pro-
gram. This is not an expensive pro-
gram. All we want to do is make sure 
we give what was taken away from 
those individuals who are trying to 
better themselves, trying to better 
their lives, perhaps work toward a ca-
reer in the military. 

Stop and think about the amount of 
money that could come out of, say, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 07:22 Oct 03, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\MAR2013\S19MR3.REC S19MR3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

5S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1929 March 19, 2013 
some of the green initiatives. How 
many people know that our Navy was 
forced to pay $29 a gallon for 450,000 
gallons of fuel when you can buy it on 
the market for $3? All these things. Do 
we have any business having a bio-
refinery built by the Federal Govern-
ment? These are all things in this 
budget, and any one of them would be 
far more than the assistance we are 
giving our troops for their tuition. 

We are circulating a letter that 
draws attention to this, and we have 
Democrats and Republicans—just 
about even—saying: Mr. Secretary of 
Defense, go ahead and rescind that. We 
have a lot of waste we need to get rid 
of, but this is not waste. Our troops’ 
preparation for the future is not a 
waste of our taxpayer money. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
THE BUDGET 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, our 
national debt currently stands at near-
ly $17 trillion. It is difficult to believe 
it has reached that level. What is more 
difficult to believe is that there is any-
one in this country who can look at 
that number and not feel a sense of ur-
gency to address our Nation’s spending 
and debt problems. Yet, as we begin to 
debate the first budget resolution in 
over 4 years, it seems there are many 
in this very Chamber who seem to 
think the size of our debt is no big 
deal. If you take a good look at the 
budget we are debating this week, 
there is really no other conclusion to 
draw. The raw overall numbers make a 
pretty convincing case that the au-
thors of this budget see no real need to 
change course when it comes to our 
debt. 

The budget before us maintains our 
current unsustainable spending and 
debt trajectory. It doesn’t balance, not 
at any point. Its goal is to grow gov-
ernment, not jobs and the economy. 
Under this budget, the national debt 
would increase by more than $7 trillion 
over the 10-year window; that is, if we 
are lucky. In 2023 the debt would be 
over $24 trillion and rising rapidly. 
How can anyone bring a budget such as 
this to the floor—one that massively 
increases our debt without even a faint 
attempt to reach balance at any time— 
and claim to be fiscally responsible? 

But that is not all. I haven’t even 
gotten to the worst part yet. True 
enough, this budget will do some pret-
ty irresponsible things, but the real 
story is what this budget doesn’t do. 
Everyone knows the main drivers of 
our national debt are our entitlement 
programs—Medicare, Medicaid, and So-
cial Security. That fact has been con-
firmed by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the programs’ boards of trustees, 
and every serious economist or analyst 
who has spent longer than 5 minutes 
looking over our Nation’s finances. 
Over the next 10 years, we will spend 
$6.8 trillion on Medicare, $4.4 trillion 
on Medicaid, and $11.2 trillion on So-
cial Security, for a combined total of 

$22.4 trillion. That is trillion with a 
‘‘t.’’ 

Medicare by itself is extremely prob-
lematic. While the percentage of work-
ers paying into Medicare has been in 
decline for over a decade, 10,000 seniors 
join the program each and every day. 
According to the budget we are debat-
ing this week, Medicare will account 
for $504 billion this year alone. Now, 
that comes out to about $1.4 billion a 
day. Over the next 10 years, Medicare 
spending will increase by over 70 per-
cent, according to the Medicare Pay-
ment Advisory Commission’s most re-
cent report. By the end of that time, 
we will be spending more every year on 
Medicare than on our entire national 
defense. Even President Obama, who 
has generally been reticent to consider 
real changes to Medicare, has admitted 
that absent reform, the program will 
be bankrupt within 10 years. 

The story is not any better with Med-
icaid. In 2013, once again according to 
the very budget we are debating, Fed-
eral spending on Medicaid will account 
for about $265 billion, and if you in-
clude what States are spending on Med-
icaid, that is $450 billion. That is $1.2 
billion a day for just this one program. 
Over the next 10 years, Federal Med-
icaid spending as a share of the U.S. 
economy is set to grow by 37 percent, 
according to OMB. By 2020, 84 million 
people—nearly one out of every four 
Americans—will be dependent on Med-
icaid. 

With Social Security, we have a prob-
lem, facing more than $20 trillion in 
unfunded liabilities over the long term. 
In the short term, the disability insur-
ance trust fund within Social Security 
is projected to be exhausted by 2016. 
That means that in about 3 years, the 
disability insurance benefits will, by 
law, have to be cut by 21 percent. All 
combined Social Security trust funds 
will be exhausted by 2033, at which 
time all Social Security benefits will 
have to be cut by 25 percent. 

So it isn’t just that we are spending 
a lot of money on these programs, it is 
that these programs are structurally 
unsustainable. That is why the Direc-
tor of the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office has referred to our 
health care entitlements as our ‘‘fun-
damental fiscal challenge.’’ It is why 
the Social Security Board of Trustees, 
which includes a number of high-rank-
ing officials in the Obama administra-
tion, has said with regard to Social Se-
curity that ‘‘legislative action is need-
ed as soon as possible.’’ 

Entitlement reform is not an option, 
it is a necessity. It is not a matter of 
politics, it is a matter of math. Amer-
ica’s social safety net is coming apart 
at the seams, and if these programs are 
going to be there for future genera-
tions, they need serious structural re-
forms. If we do that now, it will be 
much easier than if we wait too much 
longer. 

This isn’t new information. It isn’t 
privileged or classified. Anyone paying 
attention to our Nation’s fiscal situa-

tion is aware these challenges exist. So 
what do the authors of the Senate 
budget propose that we do about it? 
The answer, unfortunately, is nothing. 

Here is a perfect illustration—the 
Murray budget entitlement plan. We 
are going to have $22.4 trillion at the 
end of 10 years. Well, let me just say 
for a second that if you look at that 
chart, you will see, as I have stated, 
that we are projected to spend a total 
of $22.4 trillion on Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security over the next 10 
years. That is the red bar on the chart. 
All total, the Democrats’ budget would 
reduce Medicare spending by $46 billion 
and spending on Medicaid by $10 bil-
lion. It would make no changes whatso-
ever to Social Security. 

Adding those numbers together, the 
Democrats would reduce entitlement 
spending by only $56 billion over the 
next 10 years or by 0.2 percent. That is 
the yellow bar, if you can see it, right 
here on the chart. You heard that 
right, Madam President. The budget 
resolution before us would reduce enti-
tlement spending by two-tenths of 1 
percent over the 10-year budget win-
dow. 

Here is the Murray entitlement 
spending versus the baseline. If you 
look at this next chart, you can see the 
path in entitlement spending over the 
next 10 years in blue. It is the upper 
line here. That is Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security spending, all com-
bined, with no changes to our budget. 
The Murray budget spending path for 
entitlements is in red. It is this little 
sliver right here. That is the Murray 
budget. See the difference? The answer, 
of course, is that you cannot. Put sim-
ply, this budget ignores our 
unsustainable entitlement spending 
and allows it to continue on a path 
that will bankrupt these programs. 

The Democratic majority has opted 
to continue to look the other way as 
our entitlement programs collapse 
under their own weight. This is simply 
irresponsible, and it is an insult to 
middle-class Americans who rely on 
these programs and want to keep them 
protected. 

In January 2009, President Obama, 
when speaking on entitlements, said: 

. . . what we have done is kick this can 
down the road. We’re now at the end of the 
road, and we’re not in a position to kick it 
even further. 

With this budget, the Democrats are 
refusing to even acknowledge that 
there is even a can that needs to be 
kicked. The budget doesn’t even pay 
lipservice to the need for reforms in 
our entitlement spending. It ignores 
the problem entirely. 

Indeed, if you read the documents ac-
companying this resolution, you will 
find nothing even suggesting there are 
any problems with these programs. In-
stead, you will find a multitude of 
statements accusing Republicans of 
wanting to ‘‘weaken’’ Social Security, 
‘‘dismantle Medicare,’’ or make ‘‘Dra-
conian cuts to Medicaid.’’ 

There is a lot of talk about keeping 
promises but literally no mention of 
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how these promises can or will be paid 
for. And there is no recognition that 
this budget sets in place benefit cuts of 
over 20 percent for disabled American 
workers in a few short years, while 
watching other threads of the social 
safety net fray as trust funds become 
exhausted. Anyone supporting this 
budget will be sending a clear message 
to younger generations of Americans, 
which is that they don’t really care 
whether the safety net will be there for 
them. 

This budget is further evidence of 
what has become a key difference be-
tween Republicans and Democrats. 
Over the last 2 years, Republicans have 
united around the principle of entitle-
ment reform. We put forward plans 
that make tough, and sometimes po-
litically difficult, decisions in order to 
preserve programs such as Medicare, 
Medicaid, and Social Security for fu-
ture generations. Republicans haven’t 
chosen this path out of political con-
venience, that is for sure. This is sim-
ply what the reality of our fiscal situa-
tion demands. Rather than acknowl-
edging this same reality, Democrats 
have opted to attack and vilify any Re-
publican who even suggests that 
changes to these programs are nec-
essary. They have continued the same 
talking points of the past, claiming 
that all of our Nation’s fiscal problems 
can be solved simply by asking the so- 
called rich to pay a little more in 
taxes. All the while, according to 
Democrats, there do not need to be any 
substantive changes to entitlements. 
They have pursued this course even as 
our debts continue to mount along 
with the evidence that suggests their 
approach simply is not working. 

The budget we are debating this week 
is proof not only that the Democrats 
are more interested in politics than so-
lutions but also that their policies sim-
ply won’t work in the real world. This 
budget would do all the things Demo-
crats say they want to do to grow the 
government. It would raise taxes by as 
much as $1.5 trillion. And, once again, 
it would leave Medicare, Medicaid, and 
Social Security just as they are. Yet, 
in the end, this budget never balances. 

Under this budget, our Nation’s debt 
would continue to grow, making it 
more difficult to respond to real crises 
or emergencies in the future. In the 
end, our entitlement programs would 
continue on their path to bankruptcy, 
and we would end up with an even big-
ger government that we cannot pay 
for. 

The Washington Post editorial page, 
not typically known for being overly 
critical of the Democrats’ policies, as-
sessed this budget, saying: 

Partisan in tone, and complacent in sub-
stance, [the budget] scores points against 
Republicans and reassures the party’s liberal 
base—but deepens these senators’ commit-
ment to an unsustainable policy agenda. 

The editorial concluded by saying 
that this budget 

. . . gives voters no reason to believe that 
Democrats have a viable plan for—or even a 

responsible public assessment of—the coun-
try’s long-term fiscal predicament. 

I couldn’t have said it better myself. 
The American people have waited for 

over 4 years for the Senate Democrats 
to produce a budget. After all that 
time, we now finally have on paper 
their blueprint for America’s future. 
Unfortunately for the American people, 
the blueprint does not address our Na-
tion’s most pressing fiscal challenges. 
Instead, it would continue an 
unsustainable status quo in terms of 
both policy and politics. This budget 
will not grow the economy and jobs; it 
will grow the Federal Government. 
This budget will never attain balance; 
it just taxes more and spends more. 
This budget will not reduce our debt; it 
buries the middle class even further in 
debt. This budget will not preserve the 
safety net for future generations; it al-
lows entitlement programs to perish. 

That being the case, I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to re-
ject this budget and demand a more re-
sponsible plan for our country. We need 
to do better around here. 

Admittedly, we need to have both 
parties working together. We used to 
do that. I used to be part of that; I 
wouldn’t mind being part of that again. 
But we have got to find some way of 
getting together and getting these fis-
cal problems under control. We can’t 
continue to grow the Federal Govern-
ment, and we can’t continue to ignore 
the structural defects of Social Secu-
rity, Medicaid, and Medicare that are 
eating us alive and are going to really 
eat us alive over the next 10 years, and 
there isn’t a thing in this budget that 
does anything to solve this problem. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, 
we are waiting for the two party con-
ferences to conclude and for the major-
ity leader to come to the floor and kind 
of talk about the path forward. Let me 
outline the pending business here. 

We are now continuing the 30 hours 
mandated under cloture on the con-
tinuing funding resolution. Other Sen-
ators have come to the floor and spo-
ken quite passionately about the budg-
et that Senator MURRAY and Senator 
SESSIONS have worked on. I am eager 
to get to that discussion, too, because 
it will be about the fiscal funding for 
2014 and the path ahead. 

The way we get to the budget is to 
finish the bill I have pending. The 
methodology for getting to that is for 
yielding back the 30 hours. So if you 
want to get to the budget—which I 
really want to—let’s yield back the 
time under the 30 hours. Right now it 
is scheduled to expire sometime after 

midnight. We can talk about talk, we 
can talk about bills, or we can actually 
move expeditiously to conclude the 
continuing funding resolution. Be-
cause, remember, when we finish our 
business on the continuing funding res-
olution, it must return to the House for 
them to say yea or nay to our sub-
stitute which we are sending back. 

I know we are waiting for the leaders 
to come. We have had great coopera-
tion on both sides of the aisle. I am 
very appreciative of the cooperation I 
have received within the Democratic 
caucus and the cooperation from the 
other side, which we too have done. 
But if you want to get to the budget, 
let’s yield back time on the continuing 
funding resolution. 

I know the Democratic leadership 
will be here momentarily and others 
are waiting for what the leader has to 
say. In the meantime, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Ms. AYOTTE. Madam President, I 
rise today to address some comments 
that were made. I came to the floor 
earlier to talk about $380 million of 
funding for the MEADS Program, 
which is the missile to nowhere. I 
sought, and continue to seek, to offer 
an amendment to the continuing reso-
lution and the appropriations bill be-
fore the Senate right now to strike 
that funding, and then to transfer the 
funding from this missile to nowhere to 
the operations and maintenance fund 
so that our troops can use the money 
for important needs they have, espe-
cially in light of sequestration. 

My colleague from Illinois, Senator 
DURBIN—for whom I certainly have 
great respect—came to the floor earlier 
to counter what I had to say. In fact, 
the Senator from Illinois said essen-
tially that the U.S. taxpayers have 
truly invested in this program, and he 
suggested that if we were to cancel 
funding for this missile to nowhere, we 
would be incurring damages, or that 
our allies who have entered into this 
MEADS Program with us—under the 
agreements we have entered into, our 
allies—in particular the Germans and 
the Italians—would be able to seek 
damages from us, so, therefore, we 
would incur damage costs by termi-
nating it. 

I want to point out, first of all, not 
just in my view, this is wrong based on 
the plain language of the memorandum 
of understanding we have with our al-
lies. 

In fact, I go back to first-year con-
tracts class in law school. When you 
have an agreement with someone, you 
start with the language of your agree-
ment and the language of the contract. 
The language of the contract of the 
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memorandum of understanding we 
have on the MEADS Program in 2005 
with Germany and Italy says very 
clearly: 

The responsibilities of the participants 
will be subject to the availability of funds 
appropriated for such purposes. 

So a first-year contract student 
would know that if we do not appro-
priate funds for the missile to nowhere, 
then we will not have legal obligations 
to our allies. In fact, that is essentially 
what the Department of Defense said 
to us when they wrote in a report to 
Congress about this with regard to the 
2013 funding. 

Please understand the history of this. 
In 2012, in the Defense authorization, 
the defense committee said very clear-
ly: This is it. We are not going to fund 
a program anymore that is not going 
to get us a result. We are not going to 
waste taxpayer dollars anymore. So 
understand, this is the end of our obli-
gation. 

As a result, the Department of De-
fense said clearly to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee: 

[i]f Congress does not appropriate FY 2013 
funding, the U.S. DOD [Department of De-
fense] would take the position that the FY 
2012 funds represent the U.S. DOD’s final fi-
nancial contribution under the MOU. The 
U.S. DOD would also take the position that 
failure to provide FY 2013 funding would not 
be a unilateral withdrawal from the MOU 
. . . 

So contracts 101, very clearly, if we 
cut off the appropriations for the mis-
sile to nowhere and make sure that 
this fund goes to actually something 
our warfighters need and can use, we 
will not be subject to a claim by our al-
lies because we expressly protected the 
taxpayers in the 2005 MOU that was en-
tered into. 

In addition, I will say that there is 
another portion of the agreement 
itself. Section 5 of the 2005 MOU states 
that our maximum commitment from 
the United States had to be $2.3 billion. 
Yet between 2004 and 2011, we have al-
ready spent $2.9 billion on a missile to 
nowhere that we are not going to get a 
result from. So not only do we have no 
responsibility because we clearly put in 
that if we did not appropriate for this, 
then we would not have further respon-
sibilities under the MOU, but in addi-
tion to that, we have already paid $2.9 
billion, and the MOU says our responsi-
bility is only $2.3 billion. 

So I come to the Senate today to say, 
with great respect to my colleague 
from Illinois, his claim that somehow 
terminating this contract is going to 
subject the United States to damages 
is wrong and is not supported by the 
plain language of the agreement, and 
we should not continue to fund a mis-
sile to nowhere. 

I will end with this. If you look at 
the history of this MEADS Program, 
what has happened? The House Armed 
Services Committee said in 2013—ex-
cuse me, the 2013 authorization: End 
funding for this program—zero. The 
Senate Armed Services Committee 

said: End funding for this program. It 
is a missile to nowhere. Zero. The 
House Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee said: End funding for this; 
We are not going to appropriate for 
this. Zero. 

The only committee that has appro-
priated for this is the Senate Sub-
committee on Defense Appropriations, 
and if we stop that appropriation, we 
can end the missile to nowhere. That is 
what my amendment is about. That is 
why I hope we will have an amendment 
and a right to be heard on the con-
tinuing resolution. I wish to make sure 
money goes into the operations and 
maintenance fund so it can be used for 
our troop needs during a difficult time 
in addressing sequestration. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, yester-

day the Senate invoked cloture on the 
appropriations bill we have been work-
ing on for several weeks. Now what we 
are doing is burning, wasting 30 hours 
postcloture. During the postcloture 
time, each Senator has the right to 
speak for 1 hour. It is obvious there are 
100 of us, so we all can’t speak. Sen-
ators who do not like the bill and want 
to express their views as to why it is a 
bad bill, they get 1 hour. 

This is truly a waste of time. It al-
ways is a waste of time, but it is a 
waste of time now because we have so 
much important work to do. Next in 
line is the budget resolution. We have 
heard speeches over here. Oh, gee, have 
we heard speeches. We need the Demo-
crats to do a budget. No one mentions, 
but that is OK—no one mentions we did 
not have a budget resolution; we had 
President Obama sign a law that took 
care of our budget problems. But we 
want to satisfy the Republicans and we 
want to get to that budget debate. 

I talked this morning about what a 
terrific job Chairman MURRAY has done 
on this bill. It has been outstanding. 
But the budget is here by virtue of a 
law that was passed. There is 50 hours 
permitted for debate on the budget. 
Then we can have a lot of amendments 
after all debate time is over. 

Republicans said let’s do the budget 
debate and we say let us do it. Why 
should we sit around here and look at 
each other and do nothing? My friend, 
the ranking member of the Budget 
Committee, the junior Senator from 
Alabama, said let’s do it after Easter. 
We are going to do this. We are going 
to do this before we go home for 
Easter. If we want to use the whole 60 
hours, we will start the debate on the 
budget sometime Thursday morning 
and we will have 50 hours and a lot of 
votes. If that is what they want to do, 
we can do that, but why put the Senate 
through that? Why put the Senate 
through wasting 60 hours? 

I wish to make clear to all Senators 
that we are going to continue working 
on this, the CR and the budget resolu-
tion, until we complete them. When we 
come back, we have lots of stuff to do. 

We have gun legislation. We have the 
WRDA bill, which I am told is going to 
be reported out of that committee, En-
vironment and Public Works, on a bi-
partisan basis led by Senators BOXER 
and VITTER. 

That is a strange, unusual marriage, 
but I am happy to hear that. It is an 
important bill. 

We have to do immigration. We have 
to do appropriations bills. We have a 
lot to do. The Senate will not leave— 
the third time I am telling everyone 
here—for Easter-Passover recess until 
we complete the budget. If that means 
because of the delay in this bill we 
wasted 60 hours, we will be voting here 
Thursday, Friday, Saturday, Sunday— 
whenever we have to do it. My hope 
would be that we can complete this ap-
propriations measure and move on to 
the budget resolution this afternoon. 
But the least we should be able to do is 
begin debate on the budget. The least 
we should be able to do is the debate. 
We have been through these lots of 
times, some of us, and a budget. 

During the first 50 hours, not much is 
going to happen unless there is an 
agreement that the time for voting will 
not be counted against 50 hours. If 
there is no agreement there, there will 
be no amendments. What I would like 
to do is have amendments offered dur-
ing the 50 hours and have whatever the 
time is for voting, which is usually 10 
or 15, sometimes 20 minutes, that will 
be counted against the 50 hours. But if 
we do not do that, then what we will 
have is just 50 hours of PATTY MURRAY 
and JEFF SESSIONS talking to each 
other and whoever wants to join in the 
conversation. 

I hope we can begin debate on this. I 
have a couple unanimous consent re-
quests. I have alerted the Republicans I 
would be doing this. 

I ask unanimous consent that not-
withstanding cloture having been in-
voked on the Mikulski-Shelby sub-
stitute, the following amendments be 
in order: Mikulski-Shelby No. 98, as 
modified with the changes that are at 
the desk; and Pryor-Blunt No. 82, this 
deals with food inspectors, meat in-
spectors, an important amendment 
that these two Senators feel strongly 
about as do a number of us; that no 
other first-degree amendments to the 
substitute or the underlying bill be in 
order; that no second-degree amend-
ments be in order to any of the amend-
ments listed above prior to the vote; 
and that there be 30 minutes equally 
divided between the two leaders or 
their designees prior to votes in rela-
tion to the amendments in the order 
listed; that upon disposition of the 
Pryor-Blunt amendment No. 82, the 
Durbin second-degree amendment to 
the Toomey amendment be with-
drawn—that is amendment No. 115; 
that the Senate proceed to vote in rela-
tion to the Toomey amendment, No. 
115; that all amendments, with the ex-
ception of the substitute, be subject to 
a 60-affirmative-vote threshold; and 
upon disposition of the Toomey amend-
ment, the Senate proceed to vote on 
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the Mikulski-Shelby substitute amend-
ment, as amended; that if the sub-
stitute amendment, as amended, is 
agreed to, the cloture motion on the 
underlying bill is withdrawn and the 
Senate proceed to vote on passage of 
the bill as amended. 

That is my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. MORAN. Reserving the right to 

object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas is recognized. 
Mr. MORAN. Let me ask the major-

ity leader if the two amendments listed 
in his unanimous consent, No. 98 and 
No. 82, are considered, then following 
that we would move to final action on 
the bill—on the substitute as poten-
tially amended; is that accurate? 

Mr. REID. That is correct. 
Mr. MORAN. While I am not opposed, 

certainly, to the Pryor-Blunt amend-
ment—I am a sponsor of that amend-
ment—because that would then waive 
the 30 hours and move to final action, 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. I have objected to the 

unanimous consent request, and in ad-
dition to my concern that while there 
are amendments that are fine with me 
if they are made pending and brought 
before the floor for a vote, I would ob-
ject because we would move to final ac-
tion; but I also would object because 
the amendment I have offered in regard 
to control towers is not included in the 
unanimous consent request. 

Mr. REID. I am glad the Senator 
clarified that because it sounded as if 
he did not have an objection to this, 
and I was going to say he could still 
have his 30 hours, but I got his objec-
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent notwith-
standing cloture having been invoked, 
at 4 o’clock today it be in order for the 
Senate to begin consideration of S. 
Con. Res. 8, the budget resolution for 
fiscal year 2014; that any time used for 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 8 during 
the postcloture period on H.R. 933 also 
count toward postcloture time on H.R. 
933; further, that on Tuesday, March 19, 
at a time to be determined by the ma-
jority leader after consultation with 
the Republican leader, the Senate will 
resume consideration of H.R. 933. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I ob-
ject. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, this is 
one of the amazements of the American 
people. There is nothing—nothing 
going to happen during how many 
hours is left in the 30 hours—nothing. 
Why, logically, would anyone have an 
objection to going ahead with the 
budget resolution? We are looking at 
each other—not very often, because no-
body is on the floor. It is things such as 
this that are going to cause the Senate 
to have to reassess all these rules. 

Right now we accomplish so little. I 
am disappointed in my friend, for 
whom I have the greatest respect, my 
friend from Kansas, whom I know and 
knew in the House very well. He is a 
fine person. I like him a lot. I know 
how strongly he feels about this. But 
strong positive or negative feelings 
should not stop the progress of what we 
are trying to do to help the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
it will not be long—of course it might 
be longer than it appears to be, but at 
least this week we were supposed to be 
considering the budget resolution and 
hopefully before the week is out we 
will. It has been 4 years since the Sen-
ate has passed a budget. The Senate 
deficit majority has been devoid of 
leadership on this matter. While Amer-
ican families and businesses compile a 
budget each and every year, the Senate 
deficit majority has shirked its respon-
sibility, producing a budget has even 
been called ‘‘foolish,’’ by the Demo-
cratic majority leader. 

After years of record deficits and 
debt, I think the American people dis-
agree with the fact that the Senate has 
not taken up a budget for the last 3 
years, even though the law requires 
every year for the Senate to adopt a 
budget. Thankfully, this year it looks 
as if we are going to have this debate 
and adopt a budget. 

While we are about to debate a budg-
et resolution, a few hours or a few days 
away, the President has not even pro-
posed his budget for consideration. The 
Budget Committee, of which I am a 
member, did not hear from a single ad-
ministration witness in preparation of 
this budget that the Senate will be 
working on. That is a new historical 
low, for which the Obama administra-
tion can take credit. House Budget 
Chairman RYAN has produced a budget. 
Chairwoman MURRAY produced a budg-
et. It is quite remarkable that the 
President has yet to submit a budget, 
even though the law requires it be done 
by February 4. 

The President plans to release his 
budget the week of April 8, 2 months 
overdue. This will be the first time a 
President has failed to submit a budget 
until after the House and the Senate 
have acted. 

Once again, on fiscal issues, the 
President is leading from behind. He 
set a new low for fiscal responsibility. 
During the past 4 years, we spent well 
beyond our means. The gross Federal 
debt has increased by $6 trillion as a 
result. Unless we change course, we 
will add another $9 trillion over the 
next 10 years. The gross debt is now 
and maybe by then will still be larger 
than the U.S. economy. It is approach-
ing levels where economists agree defi-
cits and debts are causing slower eco-
nomic growth. 

During the past 4 years, we witnessed 
President Obama’s theory of economic 
stimulus. We saw massive expansion of 
government and deficit spending. 

President Obama and the Democratic 
leadership in Congress pushed spending 
up to 25 percent of the economy in re-
cent years and an $800 billion stimulus 
bill was a big part of that. That bill 
was pushed through in the name of eco-
nomic growth. It was supposed to keep 
unemployment below 8 percent. It did 
not keep unemployment below 8 per-
cent because, in fact, the legislation 
written was more an appropriations 
bill than a stimulus bill. 

It didn’t create the sustainable job 
growth it was supposed to. It was one 
big ineffective spending bill. The eco-
nomic growth it was supposed to stim-
ulate never materialized. Now we are 
dealing with a deficit and debt caused 
by that failed stimulus bill. 

Despite this failure, the President 
and the Senate deficit majority seem 
even more fixated on growing the gov-
ernment. According to the economic 
policies of President Obama, the gov-
ernment needs to grow even bigger to 
help our economy. It is not going to 
work. The overriding belief of the ad-
ministration is that economic growth 
will only come through private wealth 
confiscation that supports an even big-
ger and more intrusive government. 

If government just gets a little big-
ger and a little more involved in every 
facet of our economy and of our lives, 
that will surely increase the economic 
prosperity of Americans, right? Of 
course not. The problem is raising 
taxes only extracts private capital 
from job creators and small businesses. 
Small businesses happen to be where 70 
percent of the new jobs are created. So 
if we want to create new jobs, why 
would we take capital out of a sector 
where job creation can occur and bring 
it to the government where it is spent 
wastefully by often inefficient and 
bloated bureaucracies? The higher 
taxes are robbing the unemployed of 
needed jobs. The government they sup-
port does not create economic growth 
or self-sustaining jobs. 

This 4-year spending binge we have 
been on has led to deficits that crowd 
out private investment which would 
otherwise be used to grow the economy 
and create jobs. The government 
doesn’t create self-sustaining jobs; the 
government only creates government 
jobs. The private sector creates jobs. 
Wealth is created in the private sector. 
It is the responsibility of the govern-
ment to create an environment for job 
growth and opportunity—opportunity 
for entrepreneurs who then create jobs. 

Instead of raising taxes, what this 
country needs is more taxpayers. We 
get more taxpayers by reducing the un-
employment, and we do that by keep-
ing money in the private sector. Be-
sides that, the government can provide 
this environment by instituting the 
rule of law, protecting property rights 
and a patent system. There are many 
other things I could probably mention 
as well. The government consumes 
wealth. It does not create wealth 
through economic freedom. Entre-
preneurs and individuals are free to in-
novate and prosper. 
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This budget fails to recognize these 

simple principles. The budget pre-
sented by the deficit majority makes 
no effort to reduce the deficits, reduce 
spending, balance the budget, or grow 
the economy. Instead, this budget 
seeks to grow government by taxing 
more and spending more. It is time we 
all recognize that government exists to 
serve the needs of the people rather 
than people serving the needs of their 
government. There are some who be-
lieve government is the only creator of 
economic prosperity. If others have 
achieved success, by default they must 
be the cause of others’ hardships. This 
type of class warfare—demagoguery, as 
it is—is harmful to America and our fu-
ture. It seeks to divide America. 

The budget presented by the deficit 
majority is partisan business as usual. 
It would tax success by adding another 
$1 trillion. It increases government 
spending, it ignores the subject of our 
health care entitlements, and this 
whole approach is simply not good for 
advancing America’s economy. It 
places no priority on ever bringing our 
budget into balance. The deficit major-
ity speaks at length about growing the 
economy and creating a middle class. 
Their budget is perfectly backward. It 
does nothing to address economically 
harmful deficits and debt or the drag it 
creates on the economy, and it includes 
as much as $1.5 trillion in job-killing 
tax hikes. 

The majority claims this revenue can 
be collected without harming the econ-
omy by closing loopholes. The fact is 
that regardless of how it is described, a 
$1.5 trillion tax increase will affect the 
middle class, harm the economy, and 
not create jobs. A $1.5 trillion tax 
hike—while economic growth is slow 
and unemployment remains at 7.7 per-
cent—is a reckless formula and will 
further devastate the economy. Even 
worse, the tax increases will not be 
used to balance the budget. Higher 
taxes support even higher spending. 

This is a typical tax-and-spend budg-
et. This budget was crafted as if we 
don’t even have a spending problem or 
a debt crisis. This budget assumes ev-
erything is just fine and everything 
will work out if we simply proceed for-
ward on the current path of tax and 
spend. This budget represents a missed 
opportunity. Don’t take my word for it. 
Editorial writers across the country 
have made similar statements about 
this budget. 

A Washington Post editorial called it 
a complacent budget plan. They wrote 
that the majority budget fails to recog-
nize the long-term fiscal problems: 

Partisan in tone and complacent in sub-
stance, it scores points against Republicans 
and reassures the party’s liberal base—but 
deepens these senators’ commitments to an 
unsustainable policy agenda. 

In short, this document gives voters no 
reason to believe that Democrats have a via-
ble plan for—or even a responsible public as-
sessment of—the country’s long-term fiscal 
predicament. 

The Chicago Tribune had a similar 
description in their editorial. They de-
scribed it as a deficit of ambition: 

The Democrats, unfortunately, are feign-
ing fiscal responsibility instead of practicing 
it. What is needed is a lot more ambition 
than the Murray plan reflects. 

If Democrats don’t like the Republican 
plan for balancing the budget, they should 
produce their own. 

Finally, a USA Today editorial re-
ferred to the budget as a namby-pamby 
budget that underwhelms at every 
turn: 

The Murray budget neither balances the 
budget nor reins in entitlements. Its one-to- 
one ratio of spending to tax increases might 
sound balanced, but the spending cuts are 
not actual reductions. They are merely re-
ductions in the expected rate of growth. 

All this makes the Murray budget barely a 
Band-Aid. 

And that one-to-one ratio that is 
quoted in the USA Today editorial re-
minds me—and let me explain this—of 
where they raise $1 of taxes for $1 of 
cuts, which reminds me of the Presi-
dent’s own position on that which he 
stated just before the election in his 
meeting with the Des Moines Register 
editorial board and suggested that we 
raise taxes $1 and cut expenditures 
$2.50. 

How do we go—just before the Presi-
dent is elected—from a $2.50 reduction 
for every $1 increase to a one-to-one 
ratio now? I hope when the President 
submits his budget on April 8 that he 
sticks to that ratio of $2.50 to $1. 

I am sure we will hear the term 
‘‘progrowth’’ applied to this budget 
when we hear from people speaking on 
the other side of the aisle. The only 
thing it can mean is growth in the size 
and scope of the Federal Government 
and growth in the national debt. We 
will also hear the term ‘‘balanced.’’ 
Please don’t be fooled. The deficit ma-
jority is not speaking about a balanced 
budget. Their understanding of balance 
is higher taxes and higher spending. 

This budget does not tackle runaway 
spending. It raises taxes, not to bal-
ance the budget but to spend more and 
more. This budget will grow the gov-
ernment, harm economic growth, and 
increase the debt. After 4 years of con-
templating a budget resolution, I 
would have expected a more fiscally re-
sponsible budget. The American people 
deserve much better. 

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

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

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

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 
the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering H.R. 933 postcloture. 

Mr. LEAHY. Thank you. 
Mr. President, I couldn’t help but 

think, watching the debate, that it has 
been more than 2 weeks since we had 

an all-too-familiar stalemate in Con-
gress that prevented the passage of 
commonsense legislation. As a result, 
it triggered the across-the-board budg-
et cuts better known as sequestration. 

When these automatic budget cuts 
first became a possibility, everybody 
said that no Congress would be irre-
sponsible enough to allow them to go 
into place. Well, in the weeks leading 
up to sequestration, we heard almost 
daily from Federal agencies, defense 
contractors, and Members from both 
sides of the aisle about how harmful 
these cuts would be. 

Notwithstanding the talk about how 
ridiculous it is to let them go forward, 
the deadline for sequestration has 
come and gone. Now the focus appears 
not to be upon the wide swath of harm 
that is beginning to descend on com-
munities across the Nation but instead 
on the closure of White House tours 
and whether we are going to have the 
Easter egg roll. Come on. 

I hope the American public and I 
hope the press and everybody else will 
focus on how serious these cuts are. In 
fact, to simply accept and avoid fixing 
these indiscriminate and harmful cuts 
is irresponsible. They are slowly being 
implemented, and they have already 
begun to affect our States and commu-
nities. 

I was up in Vermont this weekend for 
3 days, and I was all over the State. Ev-
erywhere I went—just as I do every 
day—I heard from Vermonters about 
the consequences for their jobs, for 
their children, for their communities. 

I have heard from Vermont families 
who have begun to plan for the fur-
loughs that will hit their family budg-
ets; through no fault of theirs—these 
are hard-working, honest Vermonters— 
but because Congress has failed to act. 

I have heard from community organi-
zations about the difficult decisions 
they will have to make in the weeks 
ahead. It should alarm everyone that 
reductions are expected, for example, 
in the number of children being served 
by Head Start. 

I have heard from young scientists at 
the University of Vermont who have 
already been denied research grants be-
cause of sequestration. 

Vermonters facing already high rents 
are facing a 7-year wait for section 8 
housing assistance. Until the sequester 
is resolved, housing authorities in 
Vermont will not be granting any new 
rental vouchers, and hundreds of 
Vermonters are going to lose this vital 
lifeline. 

To put it in reality, at my home in 
Vermont, overnight we had 8 or 9 
inches of snow. During the next 24 
hours, we had another 8 or 9 inches. 
Once it got past 15 inches, we actually 
had schools close. This is very unusual. 
But think of the people who do not 
have housing, what that is doing to 
them. It is an unfortunate, needless re-
ality. 

I have heard about the impact se-
questration is having on our military 
families in Vermont, as some members 
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of the National Guard prepare for fur-
loughs. These are Guard members who 
have been called up and are willing to 
serve in Iraq and Afghanistan, putting 
their lives on the line for America, but 
now they prepare for furloughs and re-
ductions in staff who provide services 
to their families. Then we have the 
elimination of the Army tuition assist-
ance program that serves veterans—a 
promise we made to our men and 
women in uniform when they were will-
ing to stand up and go into combat for 
America. 

These are the impacts felt in the 
small State of Vermont so far. We 
haven’t yet seen the consequences for 
Vermont schools and how sequestra-
tion will affect students and teachers. 
We haven’t yet felt the true impact on 
funding for the grants that support our 
law enforcement people, our job search 
assistance, the Meals on Wheels pro-
grams, or those programs that provide 
lifesaving vaccines. 

Members have filed amendments to 
the spending bill we are currently de-
bating to attempt to insulate and pro-
tect programs that impact their States 
most, but they want to do it at the cost 
of other States. We need to stop look-
ing at how we can save just a single 
program and get back to the table and 
negotiate a sensible, balanced approach 
that addresses deficit reduction in a re-
sponsible way and not on the backs of 
the most vulnerable Americans. We 
cannot simply cut our way out of this 
deficit. 

We created the situation partly by 
putting two wars on the Nation’s credit 
card. This morning it was estimated 
that the war in Iraq is going to cost $2 
trillion. It is the first war in our Na-
tion’s history where we went to war 
and said: We don’t have to pay for it. 
We will just borrow the money. 

Vietnam and Korea were very un-
popular wars. Yet we still passed the 
taxes to pay for them. In Iraq—al-
though it is going to be over in a mat-
ter of weeks and we don’t have to pay 
for it 10 years later—thousands of 
Americans were killed and wounded, to 
say nothing about our allies and tens 
of thousands—hundreds of thousands of 
Iraqis, and we are stuck with a $2 tril-
lion bill and growing, all on borrowed 
money. 

The only people who pay the price in 
that war for America are the brave 
men and women who serve there and 
their families. They pay a huge price. 
We don’t have a draft, so most families 
didn’t get touched by it. Certainly a lot 
of people have made a lot of money on 
that war. They didn’t pay a price. And 
the people, including people who were 
in the administration at the time who 
lied to the Congress about what was 
there—weapons of mass destruction, a 
connection with 9/11, things they knew 
were untrue—they simply lied about it, 
and we ended up having that war. 
There is $2 trillion. 

Do not tell me now—the same people 
who voted for that war—do not stand 
here and tell me how we have to take 

the money out of medical research in 
America to pay for it, how we have to 
take the money out of educating our 
children to pay for it, how we have to 
take the money out of seniors who 
need help to pay for it, how we have to 
take the money out of repairing our 
bridges and roads in America to pay for 
it. 

My answer to them is you voted for 
that; you should be willing to pay for 
it. 

We have already reduced the debt by 
$2.5 trillion, with the vast majority of 
those savings coming from spending 
cuts. The American people want and 
expect us to take a balanced approach. 
They know it is not wise to protect 
endless corporate loopholes and tax 
breaks for the wealthiest Americans 
instead of investing in our schools, our 
factories, our roads, and our workers. 

I think of the billions of dollars we 
spend on roads and bridges, for exam-
ple, in Iraq and Afghanistan. As one 
Vermonter said: Yes, we spend billions 
to build roads and bridges in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, and then they blow them 
up. Build them here in the United 
States—in Vermont or West Virginia 
or Oklahoma. We Americans will take 
good care of them. 

There is a simple bottom line: Put-
ting our fiscal house in order, which we 
should do, has to go hand in hand with 
targeted, commonsense steps to pro-
mote economic growth, create jobs, 
and strengthen the middle class—all 
things President Obama and Democrats 
in both Houses of Congress are eager to 
do. But we need some cooperation from 
the other side of the aisle. We need co-
operation. Putting on mindless auto-
pilot the crucial decisions about what 
should be our budget and growth prior-
ities is a terrible and dishonest way to 
treat the American people. It is a rec-
ipe for economic dysfunction. It threat-
ens tangible harm to millions of fami-
lies and for communities across the Na-
tion. 

Difficult decisions are in front of us. 
Every single Member of the Senate 
should go back and read their cam-
paign promise of: Oh, of course, I will 
face up to difficult questions. Really? 
We are stalled here. People want to fil-
ibuster rather than face difficult ques-
tions, but we have to face them. We 
cannot punt them. We in Congress need 
to put aside talking points and turn to 
the task of replacing these harmful 
autopilot cuts with sensible and bal-
anced budget decisions. Instead of slo-
gans, let’s have some substance. The 
American people expect more from 
Congress, and they certainly deserve a 
lot more from Congress. 

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. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KING). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak for up to 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today to talk about the im-
portant budget debate we will have this 
week here in the Senate. We hope to 
get on that soon. We are disposing of 
some of last-year’s budget work before 
that. But I think this is an important 
moment for the Senate because it has 
been 4 years since we did this; 2009 was 
the last time the Senate acted on a 
budget. During the time which has 
lapsed, we have added $6 trillion to our 
national debt. I would like to think as 
we get into this budget debate, we 
could do something about that. Unfor-
tunately, the budget that is going to be 
put before us by the Senate Democrats 
doesn’t do anything to address the 
debt. 

I think perhaps the reason we are fi-
nally doing a budget here is because 
there was a No Budget No Pay Act 
passed earlier this year which required 
that a budget be passed. It was moved 
by the House of Representatives and 
drew attention to the fact that the 
Senate hadn’t for 4 years done a budg-
et, and suggested that before the Sen-
ate get paid, it actually ought to do its 
work and pass a budget. So we are here 
now for the first time in 4 years. 

Unfortunately, the budget that has 
been proposed by the chair of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee fails to balance 
the budget and instead means more 
taxes, more spending, and more debt. 
That is a formula we have heard before. 

If you look at the last several years, 
we have added $6 trillion of debt since 
President Obama took office. We have 
seen tax increases already of about $1.7 
trillion if you combine the tax in-
creases associated January 1 with the 
fiscal cliff, and then couple that with 
the tax increases that were included in 
the President’s health care bill—$1.7 
trillion in new taxes, $6 trillion in new 
debt, a runup in spending unlike any-
thing we have seen in recent history. 
So you would think, given the fact that 
we have seen debt, spending, and taxes 
go up over the past several years, we 
would actually get a budget that is fi-
nally focused not on growing the gov-
ernment but on growing the economy. 
But the Senate Democratic budget does 
exactly that—it grows the government, 
not the economy. 

Their proposal contains more of the 
same big spending and big government 
policies that have led to a dismal aver-
age economic growth rate of just eight- 
tenths of 1 percent over the past 4 
years. That has been the economic 
growth on average for the first 4 years 
of President Obama’s first term, eight- 
tenths of 1 percent. Less than 1 percent 
is what the economy has grown over 
that time period. 

A better approach when it comes to 
putting forward a budget would be to 
advance a budget that actually is fo-
cused on growing the economy, not the 
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government. Over the next few days we 
are going to have an opportunity to de-
bate and improve this budget proposal 
on the Senate floor. I look forward to 
that debate. 

As it stands today, the Senate Demo-
crats’ budget increases spending by 62 
percent over the next decade; it raises 
taxes by $1.5 trillion—and that is in ad-
dition to the $1.7 trillion in tax in-
creases we have already seen enacted 
under President Obama. Even with the 
enormous tax increase, the Senate 
Democrats’ budget would result in $7.3 
trillion in new debt over the next dec-
ade. So you have a 62-percent increase 
in spending, you have $1.5 trillion in 
new taxes, and a $7.3 trillion debt, in 
addition to the debt we hand down to 
our children and grandchildren. 

The amazing thing about that, even 
with this enormous tax increase, is the 
budget would never balance, which 
begs the question: What is balanced 
about a budget that never balances? 

You hear the Democrats come here 
on the floor of the Senate and talk 
about, We need a balanced approach. 
The President of the United States gets 
up all the time and talks about, We 
need a balanced approach. What is bal-
anced about a budget that never bal-
ances? That is a fundamental question 
I would expect the American people to 
ask. 

In contrast, the House Republicans 
will be enacting a budget this week 
through the House of Representatives. 
Hopefully, eventually something like it 
will get enacted. But it balances in 10 
years. I think 10 years is a responsible, 
reasonable timeline to achieve a bal-
anced budget, and I think most Ameri-
cans who balance their budgets month 
in and month out would agree with 
that proposition. 

The budget put forward by Senate 
Democrats also fails to target waste, 
fraud, and inefficiencies across the 
Federal Government. For each of the 
past 2 years, the Government Account-
ability Office has outlined hundreds of 
billions of dollars of wasteful and du-
plicative spending throughout the Fed-
eral Government. The Federal Govern-
ment is a $3.6 trillion enterprise, and 
there is plenty of waste to target and 
reform—low-hanging fruit most would 
agree is a complete waste of taxpayer 
dollars—but Senate Democrats have 
failed even to make an attempt at rein-
ing in this waste with their budget 
plan. 

Budgets are a reflection of values. As 
Vice President BIDEN once said: 

Show me your budget, and I will tell you 
what you value. 

It seems from the Senate Democrats’ 
budget that they value the same big 
spending and big government policies 
of the past 4 years that have prolonged 
this period of slow economic growth 
and high unemployment. 

In contrast, the budget proposed by 
the Republicans in the House would 
balance the budget in 10 years—again, 
something I believe we ought to be able 
to do—and it grows the economy. It 

starts by cutting wasteful spending, 
which is not an extreme proposition 
and something we ought to be able to 
do. 

The House Republican budget also re-
forms our broken Tax Code to promote 
economic growth, which will mean 
more jobs, better pay, and more oppor-
tunities for hard-working Americans 
and middle-class families. 

The House budget also recognizes 
that if Washington fails to take action, 
Medicare and Social Security are head-
ed toward bankruptcy in the not too 
distant future. 

I commend my colleagues in the 
House for the vote that they will have 
this week, and for recognizing that re-
ality, that our seniors across this coun-
try and those who are nearing retire-
ment age and those of younger genera-
tions of Americans are not going to be 
protected when it comes to the pro-
grams that someday they will rely 
upon if we don’t make the changes and 
the reforms that are necessary to align 
those programs with the present and 
future demographics of this country. 
So the House budget strengthens those 
priorities. 

The budget debate for fiscal year 2014 
that we are going to have on the Sen-
ate floor this week presents an oppor-
tunity, an opportunity to solve our fis-
cal challenges, to move past the job-de-
stroying policies of the past few years, 
and to grow the economy. 

As I said earlier, average economic 
growth under this President has been 
0.8 percent—eight-tenths of 1 percent— 
of the overall share of the economy. 
This is a reflection of the negative im-
pacts high levels of spending and high 
annual deficits have had during Presi-
dent Obama’s tenure. 

Unfortunately, the proposal that will 
be before the Senate this week only 
continues and doubles down on those 
policies. In fact, there is evidence this 
is the opposite of what we should be 
doing. 

Harvard Professors Alberto Alesina 
and Sylvia Ardagna have studied 
economies around the world and var-
ious fiscal adjustments that have 
taken place in some of these countries. 
They found targeted spending cuts 
have led to economic expansions, while 
tax increases have been recessionary. 

According to these Harvard econo-
mists: 

Spending cuts have a positive effect on pri-
vate investment while increases to taxes . . . 
hurt investment through the labor market 
and firms’ profitability. 

The evidence is there. Growing the 
government will not solve our eco-
nomic challenges. If that were true, we 
would have a much stronger economy 
today, because with the massive health 
care plan that passed a few years ago, 
with the trillion-dollar stimulus pro-
gram that was put into place early on 
during the President’s first term, and 
all the additional runup in discre-
tionary spending that we have seen, we 
still have slow growth, high unemploy-
ment, massive amounts of debt, and 

many Americans who are struggling 
with their own personal economies and 
lower take-home pay. 

The focus should be on growing our 
economy. That starts with passing a 
budget that cuts spending and reforms 
the Tax Code in a way that promotes 
economic growth. 

Again, I believe there is a better ap-
proach out there. The House of Rep-
resentatives has put forth one. It is un-
fortunate that the Senate Democratic 
budget fails to address the long-term 
spending and economic problems facing 
this country and, instead, focuses once 
again on growing government. 

In fact, the Washington Post edi-
torial board had this to say of the 
Democrats’ budget proposal: 

In short, this document gives voters no 
reason to believe that Democrats have a via-
ble plan—or even a responsible public assess-
ment of—the country’s long-term fiscal pre-
dicament. 

Failure to act and solve our fiscal 
challenges could result in another dam-
aging credit downgrade, thanks to the 
out-of-control spending, and such a 
downgrade would have a very negative 
effect on the American people. A credit 
downgrade would drive up interest 
rates across the board on everything 
from student loans to home mortgages. 
That means it would be more expensive 
to buy a home or a car, to send a child 
to college, or to pay down personal 
debt. 

So as we get ready to debate the ma-
jority’s proposed budget for fiscal year 
2014 on the floor this week, I hope the 
Senate will take an honest look at the 
relationship between spending and eco-
nomic growth. We need to put the Fed-
eral Government on a stable fiscal path 
in order to create the kind of economic 
certainty and the economic conditions 
we need to grow our economy and to 
create jobs. 

The majority’s budget goes in the op-
posite direction. It grows government 
instead of growing the economy. We 
need to be talking about a budget here 
in the Senate whose primary focus is to 
grow the economy, not to grow the 
government. 

So this will give us a chance over the 
course of the next few days to present 
two very different visions for the fu-
ture of this country: one that is based 
upon higher spending, higher taxes, 
more debt, and one that is focused on 
putting in place a responsible spending 
plan that protects and saves important 
programs such as Social Security and 
Medicare, that reforms our Tax Code in 
a way that encourages and promotes 
economic growth, and that puts poli-
cies in place that will actually get this 
economy growing and expanding again, 
get more Americans back to work, and 
increase the standard of living and the 
quality of life for future generations of 
Americans. 

We can’t do that if we can continue 
to borrow and spend like there is no to-
morrow, and that is precisely what the 
Democrats’ budget would do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I was not 
planning to come down here. I was at 
several meetings. As we all have in our 
offices, I have the screen view of the 
floor to figure out what action might 
be occurring or not occurring. I kept 
looking. The floor was empty. The 
floor was empty. And I know that ear-
lier this afternoon, the majority leader 
asked that we get on the budget so it is 
not an empty zone here. 

I know people sitting up there behind 
me are wondering what is happening. 
What is happening is, the way these 
procedures work, which are ridiculous, 
you sit around and burn up time, let 
the clock just tick, tick, with no ac-
tion because for some reason some peo-
ple think this is strategic. It is not. It 
is what people are fed up with in this 
country. 

The leader came down and said: Let’s 
get on with the budget. I come down, it 
seems every day or so, and see the 
charts of how many days the budget 
hasn’t passed or how many days we 
have not had a budget. Here we come 
and offer to get onto the budget, and 
the other side objects. It is probably 
the most frustrating thing for me to 
see and for my constituents to see in 
the conference room. 

They say: What is happening on the 
floor? 

And I have to say: Nothing, because 
they are not allowing us to get to the 
budget. 

They complained for the last 21⁄2 or 3 
years, we never get to a budget. Here 
we have a chance. The budget will have 
lots of amendments and a lot of debate. 
Some have said: Let’s wait until after 
Easter. I am not waiting until after 
Easter. I know it is tough for people 
because they want to get back and 
fundraise and all the other stuff they 
do, but, you know what? They wanted 
us to get to the budget, and we are 
ready to get to the budget. Let’s get to 
the budget and have this debate. 

But here we are. The camera is on 
me, one person, but the room is empty. 
It is amazing. The people behind me, 
quietly sitting up there observing be-
cause they are not allowed to say any-
thing, are wondering what is going on, 
as are many of my constituents. 

As a former member of the Budget 
Committee, I can tell you budgets are 
not easy. This budget—it doesn’t mat-
ter where you may be on it—starts to 
cut the budget, starts reducing the def-
icit, and starts dealing with it. I am 
happy to debate it. I am not sure where 
I am going to be at the end of the day 
on this budget, but I am happy to de-
bate it. Anytime today would be good. 
But instead, what people want to do, 
through a parliamentary procedure, is 

just burn off hours. So people sit 
around waiting for the time to end. 
Then we come down and debate. 

Mr. President, I know you are new. I 
am kind of new but not as new as you 
are, and it is probably what you hear 
back home, as I still do today, the frus-
tration level at how this place oper-
ates. Here we are. We had a chance ear-
lier this morning—earlier this after-
noon to move forward on the budget, 
and they objected because they didn’t 
want the two times between the CR 
and the budget—I know this is a little 
process thing, a little wonky—to si-
multaneously run. The fact is, we could 
have done that because obviously they 
care so much about the budget? They 
are not down here. 

Maybe if we get to the budget, they 
would come down and talk about their 
objections, as I have. I said publicly 
that I am going to look at the budget 
that has come forward. I want to make 
sure there are enough cuts in there, 
make sure they are real cuts that last 
a long time because we have to get this 
budget under control, this deficit under 
control. We want to make sure we con-
tinue to move this economy forward 
with the right kind of sustainable 
budget over the long haul. I am happy 
to debate it. I am looking forward to it. 
My poor staff didn’t know I was coming 
down here, and I said I am coming 
down anyway and walked down the hall 
and got frustrated because we could be 
doing this. 

Here is what is going to happen. I can 
see it already. Come Thursday, we will 
be in a mad dash around here, turning 
around, working double time—which is 
fine—rushing amendments. Instead, we 
could have a deliberative process right 
now—right now on the budget. That is 
what we should be doing. That is what 
the American people want. That is 
what Alaskans tell me every day: De-
bate it and debate the issues. 

I am anxious. Maybe we will ask 
again to get consent by the other side 
to get on with the budget, but they 
have already objected to that. I am 
shocked. I think the American people 
would be shocked. But no one is down 
here, so it is hard not to be shocked 
when there is no debate. 

I wanted to come down here in a lit-
tle bit of frustration and make my 
point heard, that we have a chance—we 
could have had a chance earlier today 
to start this budget debate. We did not. 
Now we are just waiting for the clock 
to tick. It is really somewhat embar-
rassing, as someone said in the Senate, 
that I came here to get stuff done, not 
to sit around waiting for time to run 
out because people want to use the 
process to drag on their political de-
sires rather than what we should be 
doing here: getting on with getting this 
economy moving, making sure jobs are 
created, and doing everything we can 
to get the budget under control and 
make sure the long-term sustainability 
of the government continues. 

I thank the Chair for the indulgence, 
allowing me a couple of minutes down 

here to maybe rant and complain about 
a process that I thought was going to 
start at 2:30—and yet nothing. My 
guess is that they will not consent. 
They will burn the time. The American 
people will get frustrated. Then we will 
finally get into the debate, it will be 
rushed instead of having a long, good, 
positive deliberation. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). The Senator from Washington. 

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

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
Republicans have spent the last 2 years 
attacking Democrats for ‘‘not bringing 
up a budget resolution in the Senate,’’ 
despite the fact—I would add—that we 
had the Budget Control Act which took 
the place of the budget and the fact 
that those attacks were not very per-
suasive to the American people. None-
theless, Republicans invested a lot of 
time, energy, and money pushing for a 
budget for a very long time. They could 
not agree amongst themselves on a lot 
of things, but they at least agreed the 
Senate should pass a budget. 

The Senate Budget Committee has 
now passed a progrowth budget resolu-
tion out of committee which was 
strongly supported by every Democrat 
and every Independent on the com-
mittee from the moderates to the pro-
gressives. They took a balanced ap-
proach that put jobs and the economy 
first. It tackles our debt and deficit re-
sponsibly and keeps the promises we 
all made to our seniors, families, and 
our communities. 

Democrats know we are on the right 
side of this issue when it comes to pol-
icy. We know we are on the right side 
when it comes to what the American 
people want. We know our budget reso-
lution reflects the values and priorities 
of the vast majority of the American 
people, and we are looking forward to a 
debate. We are confident that when we 
lay out our balanced and responsible 
approach and the House lays out their 
extreme approach—which actually dou-
bles down on the failed and rejected 
policies of the past—the contrast will 
be clear and the American people will 
continue to stand with us as we work 
toward a balanced and bipartisan deal. 

The reason I am here is because I am 
so disappointed we cannot start this 
debate and move the process so we can 
offer amendments and get going. This 
is an issue the American people want 
to hear about and deserve to hear 
about. Senators should be able to come 
to the floor so they can debate and 
offer amendments. Based on what I 
heard from Republicans over the last 2 
years, I thought they wanted this de-
bate too. 
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So I am kind of surprised we are here 

running the clock on a continuing reso-
lution. There is no one out here, no one 
talking, and we are twiddling our 
thumbs waiting for the clock to run 
out on time. We could be here having 
the debate the Republicans called on us 
to have so we can move it forward. We 
could do it tonight, tomorrow, Thurs-
day, and probably be done by Thursday 
or Friday. Because of this delay, we 
now get to wait and watch the time run 
out until Thursday night. 

We will be here Friday, Saturday, 
and Sunday doing this debate. I am 
sure our Republican colleagues will 
say: We should be doing this during the 
week when everybody is watching. We 
are here and ready to go. We want to 
have this debate. We want to have this 
discussion. I want to hear what they 
have to say. I would hope they want to 
hear what we have to say and then vote 
on a budget and move it out. But, no, 
we are here waiting, time running out, 
once again. 

We are proud of our budget. We are 
ready to debate. I would hope our Re-
publican colleagues would say: Yes, it 
is time to debate. Let’s move this 
budget forward. We have been talking 
about it forever. Let’s move this for-
ward, and let’s get this budget process 
going. 

I am ready as chair of the Budget 
Committee. I know we as Democrats 
are ready to go. Let’s yield back the 
time. Everyone knows what the end is 
going to be. Let’s get it done. Let’s get 
moving. Let’s have the debate that is 
critically important to every family, 
every community, and to the future. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
first, let me thank the chair of the 
Budget Committee, my friend and col-
league from the State of Washington, 
Senator MURRAY, for her remarks and, 
even more, for her excellent work on 
putting together a terrific budget. 
That may be the reason our colleagues 
want to delay. 

For 4 years, they have had a great 
time saying: You don’t have a budget. 
You don’t have a budget. 

It was perhaps the only thing they 
had to say because the actual confines 
of their budget are so far away from 
what the American people want, they 
couldn’t get into the details. After all, 
nobody wants to end Medicare as we 
know it. Nobody, as in the Ryan budg-
et, wants to reduce taxes dramatically 
on the wealthiest Americans—39 per-
cent to 25 percent—and then take away 
deductions for middle-class people, 
good deductions that make sense, such 
as the mortgage deduction, the chari-
table deduction, the retirement deduc-
tion, and the health care deduction. 
No, no one wants to do that. And no 
one wants to eat our seed corn—cut 
money dramatically for things such as 
investment in education, in infrastruc-
ture, and in scientific research—in 

order to cut taxes on the very wealthy 
or keep existing narrow loopholes open, 
deductions for moving businesses over-
seas, stuff for the oil companies. They 
don’t want to debate that, I guess. But 
now we have a budget because of the 
leadership of the chair of the Budget 
Committee and the members of her 
committee. 

By the way, this is not a small group 
of Democrats. It runs from our most 
liberal Members to our most conserv-
ative Members, all united around a 
budget that is fiscally responsible. It 
meets the Simpson-Bowles restraints, 
the budget targets, it invests in jobs 
and the economy, and it closes loop-
holes and preserves the middle class’s 
ability to grow and proceed. 

So we now are in this 30-hour thing. 
We could actually be debating a budget 
while those 30 hours tick by. We don’t 
have to be sitting here doing nothing. 
One of our colleagues said he would 
like to debate the budget 2 weeks from 
now. Why is he putting things off? 
Well, I guess if I had their budget and 
looked at it compared to our budget, 
that is what I would want to do, but 
that is not fair and it is not right. 

So I just came to the floor to join my 
colleague from Washington in pleading 
with our colleagues: Let’s have a real 
debate on the budget. The lines are 
sharply drawn. Our budget and their 
budget contrast. Let the American peo-
ple hear the debate and decide what 
they like. We are pretty confident they 
will like ours better. They no longer 
have the talking point that we don’t 
have a budget. Instead, they are now 
preventing us from actually talking 
about our budget. It is not fair. It is 
not fair, and it doesn’t really help the 
process. 

I know there are some Members on 
the other side of the aisle who have 
some objections to the CR in certain 
areas. We are all hurt by the CR, by the 
way, I would say to my colleagues. If 
we want to get rid of things such as the 
horrible things that are happening in 
the air traffic towers, vote on our 
budget. We do not do sequestration. We 
undo sequestration, and it might pave 
the way to doing more things this year. 
But to sit here and let the clock tick 
makes no sense. 

One thing I can tell my colleagues: I 
know my good friend HARRY REID, and 
we are not going to kick the budget 
can down the road for 2 weeks. We will 
be here, whether it has to be Saturday 
night and Monday and Tuesday. We 
will be here. So they may as well let us 
debate the budget. There is 50 hours. 
We can have a nice, full, open debate 
and then do our votes. 

It is a logical request. I don’t think 
there is any good argument against it. 
I haven’t thought of one. 

I urge my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle—we would say, Mr. Re-
publican leader, Mr. Republicans, let’s 
debate the budget. Tear down the wall 
of not debating, and let us show our 
budget, you show yours, and let the 
American people decide. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 

wish to add my words to those elo-
quently spoken by our Budget Com-
mittee chairman PATTY MURRAY and 
by one of our leaders here, the able 
Senator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER. 

We have been waiting for hours and 
hours. I can only imagine what the 
public thinks when they look down on 
this floor and absolutely nothing is 
happening. 

I came down here not knowing my 
friend and colleague was going to be 
here. I guess we both had the same 
sense of it, that we had to explain to 
the American people why this is hap-
pening. There is only one reason: Re-
publicans are stalling and stalling and 
stalling and filibustering and filibus-
tering and filibustering. But they are 
not doing a talking filibuster; they are 
just letting the clock tick. They are 
filibustering a very important bill to 
keep this government open. They say 
they want to keep the government 
open and they don’t want to shut down, 
so why not get that vote done with? 

Senator MIKULSKI has led us, in a 
beautiful way, with Senator SHELBY, in 
a very bipartisan fashion—let’s vote on 
that bill, keep the government open, 
and, as Senator MIKULSKI said, show 
the country we can work together and 
get to the one thing the Republicans 
have been saying not for months but 
for years; that is, a budget. 

The truth is, instead of doing a budg-
et, we did the Budget Control Act, so of 
course we did a budget. As a matter of 
fact, the Budget Control Act was actu-
ally in many ways more specific than a 
budget. 

But setting that aside, they went out 
on the campaign trail and attacked 
Democrats: Where is your budget? 
Where is your budget? Well, guess 
what. Under the able leadership of my 
friend from Washington Senator MUR-
RAY, there is a budget, and it is well 
done, and it has strong deficit reduc-
tion and strong investments. It is bal-
anced in a way the Ryan plan is not. It 
saves Medicare where he destroys it. It 
invests in education and infrastructure 
where he destroys that. His budget is a 
wrecking ball. Our budget, under the 
able leadership of Senator MURRAY, is 
an optimistic path to our future, not 
the pessimistic, painful plan Mr. RYAN 
put forward in the name of the Repub-
lican Party. 

Now the people are witnessing a fili-
buster. It is possible that we could end 
it, but I will tell my colleagues this: 
We are trying for some friendship and 
comity across the aisle right now. We 
want to keep the government open. 

The Senator from Kansas stood here 
last night and said the reason he is fili-
bustering—he never used that word, 
but the reason he is insisting that we 
spend 30 more hours, 40 more hours, 50 
more hours on this last year’s business, 
which is last year’s appropriations bill, 
is because he demands to have a vote 
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on his amendment, about which he 
feels very strongly. It has to do with 
making sure the sequester doesn’t hit 
our air traffic control towers, meaning 
they can stay open. I agree with the 
Senator from Kansas; we should keep 
those air traffic control towers open. 
But I want to say to him—and maybe 
we have a chart here, if I can get to 
it—I want to say to my friend who isn’t 
here who is leading the filibuster that 
this is where we are. 

We want to restore those air traffic 
controllers. But I will tell my col-
leagues what I want to restore in addi-
tion to the air traffic controllers and 
the towers—he is right—I want to re-
store Head Start for 70,000 children. I 
want to restore 10,000 teacher jobs. I 
want to restore 7,200 special education 
teachers who are working with kids 
who desperately need help. I want to 
restore the title I funds that impact 1 
million kids. I want to make sure we 
can conduct 424,000 HIV tests that are 
administered by the CDC. How does it 
make us a better country when people 
don’t know if they are HIV positive and 
they spread that virus? How about the 
25,000 breast and cervical cancer 
screenings that are not being done? 
These are the consequences of the se-
quester, in addition to the terrible con-
sequences to the FAA. 

I was here when the Republicans shut 
down the FAA, if my colleague remem-
bers that. They shut it down, but sud-
denly they care about it. Good. I am 
glad they care about it. I care about it 
too. I haven’t talked about the 804,000 
outpatient visits to Indian health cen-
ters or 2,100 food inspections that are 
going to save lives. These are not hap-
pening because of sequester: 4 million 
meals served to seniors; 600,000 women 
and children who are not getting nutri-
tion assistance because of sequester; 
national science grants cut, 1,000 of 
them; and $902 million cut from loans 
to our small businesses, which are the 
job creators; and even 1,000 FBI agents 
and other law enforcement personnel. 

So, yes, I say to my friend who is not 
here who is leading the filibuster, the 
Senator from Kansas—I hope he comes 
and shows up—I hear him. I feel the 
pain he feels for his State. I have a list 
I won’t bore my colleagues with that 
just shows the cuts to my State. It is 
painful. But how do we solve it? Not by 
amendment after amendment after 
amendment on a must-pass bill that 
the House has said to keep simple or 
the government shuts down—not that 
way but by turning to the Democratic 
budget, where Senator MURRAY and 
colleagues on her committee have re-
stored those cuts, and they have found 
other ways to cut, better ways to cut, 
sensible ways to cut. 

So I call on my friends on the other 
side of the aisle: If you want to wait 10 
hours, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80 hours, it is 
your call. We will be here. We will be 
here. But we are not going to put off 
the passage of the budget. It is too im-
portant. We will be here until it is 
done. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. I thank my colleague Senator 
MURRAY so much for her leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
wish to thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia, the Senator from New York, 
and the Senator from Alaska, who was 
here just a short time ago expressing 
the same frustration. 

We are ready to go. We have a budg-
et, and we want to debate it. We be-
lieve, when the American public sees 
the values in our budget and what we 
are fighting for to make sure the mid-
dle class has an opportunity, that we 
balance our budget in a responsible 
way and work to manage our debt in a 
responsible way, that we can do that 
and build on the promise of hope that 
this country has always had, we are 
going to have a solid budget passed. We 
want to get started. 

Where are our Republican colleagues 
on this empty floor? They are filibus-
tering. They are counting down the 
hours so that sometime late Thursday 
night we can finish the continuing res-
olution after silence, silence, and more 
silence. It will pass. It has to pass. 
They all know that. We all know that. 
None of us love it, but we all recognize 
the situation we are in. We are ready 
to move to the budget tonight, tomor-
row morning, have the debate, full and 
open, do the amendment process, or we 
are going to be doing it Friday, Satur-
day, and Sunday. Fine with us. We are 
ready to do it. 

But for all of our Republican col-
leagues who said we do not have a 
budget, we do have a budget. We are 
ready to debate it. We are ready to talk 
about it. We are proud of it. We are 
ready to go. I would just ask our Re-
publican colleagues, yield back the 
time, vote the way we are going to 
vote—everybody knows how they are 
going to vote at this point—give us an 
opportunity to get on the budget and 
to move it forward in a responsible way 
because at the end of the day, the clock 
is ticking on our country as well. We 
have families who want to know 
whether they are going to be able to 
have the ability to send their kids to 
college or pay their mortgage. We have 
communities that want to know 
whether section 8 housing is going to 
be there for families who are struggling 
today. We have men and women in our 
military today who are wondering 
whether they are going to be fur-
loughed. We have military hospitals 
that are telling soldiers who are com-
ing home in the next few months that 
they may have to wait for appoint-
ments because of the furloughs that 
are taking place. 

We are ready to move the budget. We 
are ready to get the country moving 
again. We are ready to get past this 
managing by crisis and shutdown and 
CRs and all these things and get back 
on the right path, but we cannot do it 
when there is a filibuster going on on 
the floor and we are not allowed to 

bring up our budget for debate and we 
are sitting here ticking off the clock in 
an empty, silent Senate. 

I urge our colleagues to allow us to 
move forward on this. We are ready to 
go. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, all 
across America people are calling their 
cable providers and they are asking if 
they can get a refund for C–SPAN cov-
erage of the Senate. There seems to be 
some concerns that there is no serious 
debate underway, no serious votes 
being taken, and the hours just con-
tinue to flow by. 

I can understand the frustration of 
the American public watching this 
Chamber. We are going through a 30- 
hour interval. The Senate is kind of de-
signed on 30-hour intervals, and this is 
the 30-hour interval before we enter the 
next 30-hour interval in the hopes that 
we will ultimately get to a vote. Does 
it have to be this way? Of course not. It 
should not be this way. 

I understand the depth of feeling 
some Senators have about a variety of 
issues, and they have come to the floor 
to express them. In fact, I even agree 
with some of their positions. But there 
comes a point where you have to say: 
All right, I did not win my battle 
today. I am not going to get my day in 
court. Let’s at least go on with the 
business of the Senate because, you 
see, we have an important responsi-
bility ahead of us. 

Senator MURRAY just spoke before 
me. She is chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee. She has a Hercu-
lean task, and she is up to it. In fact, 
she has shown herself to be a very able 
leader of the Budget Committee in pro-
ducing a budget proposal for the next 
fiscal year. It is a balanced proposal. It 
is one that I think is sensible. 

I have some background in this, at 
least by way of avocation. Having been 
a member of the Simpson-Bowles Com-
mission, I sat through a year of com-
mittee hearings and debates that led to 
a vote on a proposal to reduce the 
budget deficit. So I have heard some of 
the arguments that have been made on 
both sides. I then joined a bipartisan 
group of Senators, the so-called Gang 
of 8, and we sat down to try to do the 
same, and we spent over a year doing 
exactly that. So I kind of know where 
this comes down. 

My approach to this—an approach 
that is being followed by Senator MUR-
RAY with her proposed Democratic 
budget resolution—is, yes, the deficit is 
a serious problem, the debt of America 
is a serious problem. When you borrow 
40 cents of every $1 you spend, it is 
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unsustainable. So we have to deal with 
that issue and deal with it honestly. 
But first and foremost, let’s do it in a 
fashion that builds the American econ-
omy, that creates good-paying jobs. If 
you want to find your way out of a def-
icit, put people to work first. When 
they are paying taxes as opposed to 
drawing benefits, that really tips the 
scales in the right direction in dealing 
with the deficit. 

So what the Murray budget does, the 
Democratic budget resolution will do is 
make investments in what does 
produce jobs in America, and it is very 
obvious. 

Education. Who is going to argue 
with that one? Is there a person stand-
ing in the Senate who did not rely on 
their own education and training to 
progress in life? And didn’t you tell 
your son and daughter the same thing 
when they were making their life 
choices? Stay in school. Get a good 
education. So education is an invest-
ment. It is part of the Democratic 
budget resolution. 

Secondly, the notion of research and 
innovation. One of the most heart-
breaking parts of sequestration to me 
was when we took $1.6 billion away 
from the National Institutes of Health. 
That is the organization that does the 
medical research to find new cures, 
new vaccines, new medical devices so 
people can survive when they have a di-
agnosis that could be fatal, to make 
sure children have a chance at a full 
life. We are cutting that in the name of 
budget deficit reduction, and that is 
troubling. 

The third area is infrastructure. I 
spent the entire day with contractors 
from my State of Illinois, people who 
represent road builders, for example, 
bridge builders. They believe—and I do 
too—that investment in infrastructure 
pays off over generations. We just had 
a meeting on the waterway system, the 
Mississippi River, which is such an im-
portant part of national commerce. We 
need to improve the dams and the 
locks on the Mississippi and the adjoin-
ing rivers, such as the Illinois. 

So the Murray budget deals with in-
vestments—investments to build the 
economy, investments to spark eco-
nomic growth—but then it goes on to 
seriously reduce the deficit. The goal 
in this, of course, is to not only meet 
but surpass the goal of the Simpson- 
Bowles budget commission in terms of 
deficit reduction. The way Senator 
MURRAY does it, of course, is in a bal-
anced approach, which includes spend-
ing cuts, which must be part of it, as 
well as revenue. I think that is the sen-
sible approach to it. 

Unfortunately, on the other side, the 
argument is made that we just cannot 
raise any more revenue. I know better. 
Anyone who has taken a close look at 
the Tax Code in America realizes that 
we literally forgive tax obligations of 
over $1 trillion a year in our Tax Code, 
some of them very worthy—the deduc-
tion for a home mortgage, for example; 
deductions for charitable contribu-

tions, for example. These things are 
worthy of our Tax Code. But there are 
other things that cannot even be ex-
plained. Why in the world would we put 
in our Tax Code a provision which says 
that if an American business wants to 
move jobs overseas, we will give them 
a tax break to do it? I do not think so. 
That should be a decision, if they make 
it, with no encouragement from our 
Tax Code. Rather, let’s encourage busi-
nesses to stay in the United States. 

Similarly, Senator CARL LEVIN of 
Michigan has really made a concerted 
effort to investigate and expose the off-
shore tax havens that cost us over $300 
billion a year in taxes owed to the 
United States. People who park their 
money in faraway places with strange- 
sounding names end up escaping tax li-
ability. Why do we let that happen? 
The average family across America, 
the average business across America 
cannot escape and does not even try to 
escape this liability. Yet we built into 
the Tax Code these Cayman Islands, 
little fiascos in Bermuda and all the 
other places they head to. We could put 
an end to that in a hurry and bring rev-
enue back to the United States to re-
duce the deficit. 

So what Senator MURRAY and the 
Budget Committee talk about is gener-
ating revenue to reduce the deficit and 
making spending cuts. 

In addition, Senator MURRAY and the 
Budget Committee will face the enti-
tlement issues. They are important. If 
you just left the entitlements without 
change, the cost of health care would 
lead us to further bankruptcy in Amer-
ica. They are addressing it, as we 
should. While protecting the integrity 
of the programs, they are finding ways 
to save money to reach the goal. 

Wouldn’t this be a great debate to 
have on the floor of the Senate, to have 
that budget resolution before us, to ac-
tually have some votes on amend-
ments? Well, it would be. But, unfortu-
nately, because of the objection of sev-
eral Republican Senators, we cannot 
get to it. So the clock is continuing to 
turn. We are watching hours slip away, 
and now we are facing the possibility of 
a weekend session because one or two 
Senators do not want us to bring this 
matter to a vote. That is unfortunate. 
It may be their right to exercise that 
kind of power in the Senate, but it is 
not fair. It is not fair to this institu-
tion or to the American people who 
count on us to do more than just waste 
time on the Senate floor. They count 
on us to use our time to solve prob-
lems. 

So I urge my colleagues on the Re-
publican side who are holding up these 
votes, who are engaged in this fili-
buster, for goodness’ sake, let’s move 
on, let’s vote on the continuing resolu-
tion, and let’s start the debate, the im-
portant debate on the budget resolu-
tion. Let’s get this done. 

For the longest time, we were 
preached to by Members on the other 
side about no budget resolution. I even 
heard a speech today by my friend from 

Texas, the senior Senator, talking 
about how derelict we have been in not 
bringing up a budget resolution. We 
want to. We are being stopped by Re-
publican Senators. They are the ones 
who will not let us bring this to a vote. 
I hope they will change their minds, 
and soon. I would like to spend next 
week back in Illinois and with my fam-
ily, as most Senators would, during the 
Passover and the Easter seasons. More 
importantly, I would like to get my job 
done before that happens. To do that, 
we ought to be working on the floor 
right now. Instead of an empty floor, it 
should be a floor filled with Senators 
debating the issues and voting on 
them. I think that is what we were 
elected to do, and I think the people 
watching on C–SPAN would like to see 
some activity on the Senate floor. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. COATS. Madam President, I was 
puzzled earlier today when the Senate 
majority leader came to the floor to 
propose a unanimous consent request 
that we move forward with this con-
tinuing resolution. He is right, we 
should move forward with this. But I 
was puzzled by the fact that he said we 
have been standing around here look-
ing at each other and we are not doing 
anything. We have not done anything 
on the Senate floor for the past 36 
hours while we are trying to figure out 
who has the right to offer an amend-
ment and whether that amendment 
will be agreed to in part of this unani-
mous consent request limiting the 
time. The problem here is that we 
came to the Senate believing each Sen-
ator had the right to offer an amend-
ment. That is what we are here to do, 
debate that amendment, then take a 
vote on that amendment and pass the 
amendment. It is not a question of I 
will not offer my amendment unless it 
passes. Let’s debate it, see how each of 
us votes, and then go forward. 

But the majority leader has essen-
tially said he would decide how many 
amendments will be offered and which 
amendments will not be offered, deny-
ing Senators the opportunity to bring 
their amendment to the floor. There is 
an objection to the majority leader’s 
request to move forward, because Sen-
ators have been denied that oppor-
tunity. That is not what the Senate is 
all about. That is not what people 
elected us to do. We have been in an 
empty Chamber talking to no one, or 
at best to each other, and not moving 
forward with funding this government 
for the next 6 months in this fiscal 
year. We are all ready to go forward, 
but we wish to have the right, particu-
larly as the minority, to offer our 
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amendments to this resolution which 
provides for this funding. I do not know 
how I am going to vote on all of these, 
because on some of them I am not sure 
what would be brought forward. But we 
are here to evaluate those, to make our 
best judgment, to vote our yeas or 
nays, to be able to explain to the peo-
ple back home why we voted that way. 

Apparently the majority leader has 
problems with some of these proposed 
amendments. Maybe he does not want 
his Members to have to vote on them 
because it is a tough vote politically. 
Well, what are we here for? We are not 
here to find consensus on everything 
that goes forward. We have different 
points of view. We will not always have 
consent to pass everything that is 
brought forward. We ought to be debat-
ing that. There are different visions 
here about how we ought to go forward. 
The solution to the problem of moving 
forward and getting this spending bill 
in place, which we obviously have to 
do, is to simply give Members the op-
portunities to propose their amend-
ments, debate, vote on them, and move 
on. 

Over these last 36 hours, how many of 
these amendments could we have been 
debating and voting on? We probably 
could have cleared out all of the 
amendments that were proposed by 
various Members in half that time or 
much less. And that is why we are here. 
We are a divided government, so there 
are going to be two sides to each issue. 
Standing around and having one per-
son, the majority leader, decide wheth-
er he will subject his Members to a 
vote because he thinks that might put 
them in a difficult political situation. 
His side can offer their amendments, 
we can offer our amendments. Hope-
fully, we are offering amendments for 
the good of the country and not for 
some political gain or ‘‘gotcha’’ 
amendments. But nevertheless, that is 
the right of a Senator, to offer what-
ever amendment he or she deems best 
in his or her own estimation. 

We are sitting here facing a serious 
debt crisis. Some have said this debt 
crisis isn’t here yet so we have more 
time to deal with it. I reject that. If 
$16.7 trillion in debt isn’t a crisis, I 
don’t know what is. And at the rate we 
are going here in Washington, we don’t 
have more time to waste. 

But don’t take my word for this. Just 
last week, we had a hearing in the 
Joint Economic Committee on the debt 
crisis. In the hearing, we found wide-
spread agreement from witnesses 
across the ideological spectrum on a 
variety of issues, including the vital 
importance of dealing with our long- 
term debt in a timely fashion and re-
forming health and retirement security 
programs to rein in spending and pre-
serve much-needed benefits. I am going 
to relate some of their testimony, be-
cause I think it’s important to estab-
lish that there is some consensus here 
on how to move forward. Former Sen-
ator and former Senate chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Judd Gregg, 

who now serves as the co-chair of the 
Campaign to Fix the Debt, stated this: 

On our current path, this nation goes 
bankrupt. 

A similar statement to the one made 
by Judd Gregg, a Republican, was made 
by a Democrat, Erskine Bowles, who 
headed up the President’s own fiscal 
commission, former Governor Bowles 
and former Chief of Staff to former 
President Clinton. He said about the 
looming debt crisis: 

This is the most predictable financial cri-
sis in the history of the country. 

That was several years ago and noth-
ing has gotten better since then. We 
just careen closer and closer to that 
tipping point. Senator Gregg says on 
our current path this Nation goes 
bankrupt. He also noted that manda-
tory spending is the primary driver of 
the debt when he said: 

Unfortunately, all of the measures put in 
place have ignored smart entitlement re-
forms to control spending over the long-term 
and comprehensive tax reforms to make the 
tax code more efficient. 

We have all heard that before from 
people all across the political spec-
trum. There is a growing consensus 
these elements must be addressed if we 
are to address our long-term debt prob-
lem. 

Douglas Holtz-Eakin, former Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office, 
noted: 

The level and projected growth of federal 
debt is a drag on current U.S. economic 
growth and a threat to future prosperity. 
. . . the Nation, despite claims to the con-
trary, remains on a damaging debt pathway. 

Dr. Holtz-Eakin countered arguments 
that reducing the debt is not urgent be-
cause the crisis is a distant threat by 
pointing out the following: 
. . . the U.S. is already paying an economic 
price for the excessive federal debt. 

He was referring to terms of slow job 
creation and growth. He went on to 
say: 

The obvious conclusion is that additional 
deficit reduction is needed to avoid debt- 
driven economic stagnation. 

He called for the following action: 
. . . a strategy that shifts the focus of spend-
ing control to the needed entitlement re-
forms and shifts the debate on taxes away 
from harmful higher marginal tax rates in 
favor of pro-growth tax reform. 

Alice Rivlin, the first Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office and co- 
chair of the Debt Reduction Task 
Force for the Bipartisan Policy Center 
as well as a former resident of Indiana, 
insisted on the importance of a long- 
term budget plan that will halt the 
projected rise in debt. She said: 

The prospect of debt growing faster than 
the economy for the foreseeable future re-
duces consumer and investor confidence, 
raises a serious threat of high future interest 
rates and unmanageable Federal debt serv-
ice, and reduces likely American prosperity 
and world influence. 

She stressed in her testimony the ur-
gent need to act now to get the Federal 
debt under control before events over-
take us. 

A sense of urgency was unmistakably 
present during this hearing. We read 
about it in the paper every day. We 
read about it from columnists and hear 
it on the radio and television: Why 
can’t you get together and get this 
thing solved and resolved so we can 
move forward? You are holding down 
the growth of the economy. You are 
keeping people out of work. We are at 
stagnant growth—half our historic av-
erage coming out of a recession. 

We all know a significant percent of 
the money we spend here has to be bor-
rowed from China, Saudi Arabia, from 
foreign entities. This is no way to sus-
tain and maintain a healthy fiscal situ-
ation in this country. 

Our final witness at the hearing, 
Simon Johnson, a senior fellow at the 
Peterson Institute for International 
Economics, called for significantly 
more long-term debt reduction than 
has been contemplated in many of the 
proposals thus far, suggesting that the 
U.S. should aim at a national debt in 
the range of 40 percent to 50 percent of 
GDP. 

Let me repeat that. Simon Johnson 
said that more long-term debt reduc-
tion than has been contemplated in 
many of the proposals so far needs to 
be looked at, suggesting the United 
States should aim at a national debt in 
the range of 40 to 50 percent of GDP 
rather than our current 90 to 100. When 
discussing how much time we have to 
act, Dr. Johnson said: 

We have no idea . . . We should start now. 

We absolutely should start now. We 
should be spending each day here work-
ing on a long-term debt reduction plan, 
because unlike the haphazard, rushed 
legislation we have seen over the past 
few years, a real, credible, long-term 
fiscal plan cannot happen overnight. It 
requires bold spending reforms. It must 
include a way to restructure programs 
like Medicare and Social Security so 
we can prevent them from going bank-
rupt and preserve benefits for current 
and future retirees. 

Let me state that again. Those of us 
who have stood up and taken a stand 
on dealing with these so-called polit-
ical suicide issues—Medicare, Med-
icaid, and Social Security—are saying 
we need to do something now to pre-
vent these programs from becoming in-
solvent, to prevent benefits from hav-
ing to be reduced or massive tax in-
creases on the next generation to be 
imposed in order to keep them solvent. 
We want to deal with that now so we 
don’t undermine these programs. 

Those who say we should not touch 
Medicare are not being truthful with 
current and future beneficiaries of that 
program. The same is true for Social 
Security. They are saying, we don’t 
want to make the tough decision now 
to address some of these problems and 
make sensible reforms. We will be gone 
when this comes undone. What they 
are saying to people is that we are 
going to turn our heads to the plight of 
future beneficiaries, and even to cur-
rent beneficiaries of these programs by 
not doing anything. 
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It is time we worked together to find 

a solution to this. I think there is a 
consensus that comprehensive tax re-
form—an area that I believe both sides 
can find common ground. Comprehen-
sive tax reform is absolutely essential, 
as our witnesses all stated, to pro-
viding the growth element so this 
country and this economy can begin to 
grow. Additional revenue will come in 
from a more prosperous nation and 
from a greater rate of growth, and that 
will help us reduce our deficit spend-
ing, it will help us move toward a bal-
anced budget, and keep us from con-
tinuing the plunge into more debt and 
more deficit. 

Comprehensive tax reform is the best 
way to reduce the debt, grow the econ-
omy, and make America more competi-
tive. Grow the economy—not more gov-
ernment. That is what makes us more 
competitive and puts more people back 
to work. That is what puts us on a path 
to American prosperity. 

These things will not be easy. It will 
require time and it will demand polit-
ical will courage. So let’s get moving. 
The Senate majority leader needs to 
stop wasting time, allow Members to 
offer and vote on amendments so we 
can get to regular business of the Sen-
ate done and focus on the larger pri-
ority—growing this economy. Your 
Members, our Members—ones we like, 
ones we don’t like. We are sent here to 
make the tough choices, to make our 
yes or our no and represent people back 
home. That is what the Senate is all 
about. 

So instead of standing here speaking 
to an empty Chamber and letting the 
clock run down so these amendments 
can be closed out and never offered 
under this bill, we should be debating 
these issues. In doing so, we can get to 
the point where we will have our final 
vote and, hopefully, we will be funding 
the government going forward. It is 
called regular business and that ought 
to be our focus. 

Growing this economy and strength-
ening it for future generations is the 
challenge before us. It is the challenge 
of our time. We need political will and 
courage and boldness to go forward, 
but it is absolutely essential for the fu-
ture of this country. I suggest that in-
stead of standing around doing noth-
ing, we begin to address these issues. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
for up to 15 minutes as if in morning 
business. 

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I noted last week the Republican 

leader came to his desk and spoke 
about the budget and described our 
Democratic budget as a leftwing mani-
festo. 

We have done $1.8 trillion in spending 
cuts already. We raised $600 billion— 
one-third of that—in revenue by restor-
ing the Clinton-era tax rates for fami-
lies earning over $450,000 a year. So in 
the balance between spending cuts and 
new revenues, it is already 3 to 1 in 
favor of spending cuts. In our budget, 
we propose to fill the gap of the re-
mainder with 50 percent spending cuts 
and 50 percent revenue and that is a 
leftwing manifesto. 

The Republican budget changes 
Medicare into a voucher program. The 
Republican budget cuts nondefense dis-
cretionary spending to levels lower 
than at any time since OMB started 
keeping track a half century ago. The 
Republican budget would set annual 
domestic spending at rates lower than 
1962, when there were no Pell grants at 
all, when 30 percent of American sen-
iors lived in poverty. But that is not 
extreme. A Democratic budget that is 
50–50 spending cuts and revenues, that 
is a leftwing manifesto. 

The Democratic budget has $975 bil-
lion in new spending cuts and it has 
$975 billion in new revenue in order to 
close that budget gap 50–50. That 
means, including the deficit reduction 
we have already done of $1.8 trillion, 
we will be, in total, at $4.3 trillion in 
deficit reduction, which is probably 
just a little bit over the target that 
most of the experts have given us to 
hit. About $2.8 trillion of the $4.3 tril-
lion will come in spending cuts, $600 
billion has come in new tax revenue, 
and $975 billion will come from loop-
holes, for a total of $1.6 trillion coming 
from new revenues. Some leftwing 
manifesto, $1 trillion more in spending 
cuts than revenue at a time when bil-
lionaires in America are paying lower 
tax rates than brick masons. If that is 
a leftwing manifesto, then the leftwing 
needs to fire its manifesto writers. 
That is some pretty high rhetoric. 

We know where the word ‘‘mani-
festo’’ comes from, of course. It comes 
from the Cold War and the Com-
munists—50 percent spending cuts, 50 
percent revenue—and the rhetorical 
hint is that we Democrats with our 
budget are a bunch of Commies. That is 
high rhetoric indeed, and it is not com-
ing from some fringe Senators in their 
rank and file. This is the Republican 
leader of the Senate. 

In the face of the obvious facts of the 
balance of our budget, why might the 
rhetoric be getting so high? What 
might the Republicans be getting so 
touchy about? Let’s look at where we 
get the rest of our revenue for our 50– 
50 budget. 

We got the first $600 billion from re-
storing the Clinton-era tax rates, a 
time of huge economic success for our 
country for folks over $450,000 in in-
come. Where do we get our $975 billion 
in new revenue? We go to the Repub-
lican treasure trove. We go to Ali 

Baba’s cave for corporations and the 
rich. We go to the tax earmarks and 
the special deals that special interests 
have, year after year, squirreled away 
in the Tax Code. 

People think: How much can that be? 
What can it mean when we have money 
going through the Tax Code and out 
but not coming to the government in 
revenues? What is in Ali Baba’s cave? 
How big is the treasure trove? Have a 
look. 

This is the amount of money the U.S. 
Government collects in taxes from in-
dividuals—$1.09 trillion. Here is how 
much goes back out the backdoor of 
the Tax Code to people who have loop-
holes, special rates, deductions in the 
Tax Code that helped them: $1.02 tril-
lion—virtually the same. For every $1 
of revenue the United States collects in 
actual revenues from individual tax-
payers every year, another 94 cents 
goes back out through the loopholes 
and the deductions and the special 
rates, a grand total every year of more 
than $1 trillion. Since we budget over a 
10-year period, it is $10 trillion in this 
budget period. 

On the corporate side, for every $1 of 
revenue the United States collects in 
actual revenues from corporations, an-
other 87 cents goes back out the back-
door of the Tax Code through loopholes 
and special rates and deductions. 
Again, because we do this over—every 
year, $157 billion. Again, because we do 
this over 10 years, that is more than 
$1.5 trillion. If we add these two to-
gether, it is more than $11.5 trillion in 
the budget period. If we presume some 
modest growth in the economy over 
those 10 years, that number gets to 
about $14 trillion. 

So Ali Baba’s Tax Code cave of tax 
spending is very big. There is lots of 
treasure squirreled away in it, and that 
doesn’t even count the billions of dol-
lars that corporations and wealthy tax 
avoiders hide offshore so it never even 
gets into the tax equation. The IRS has 
pegged that recently at about $385 bil-
lion a year. 

There is one little building in the 
Cayman Islands that Chairman Conrad 
used to refer to regularly when he was 
chairman of the Budget Committee. 
One little building in the Cayman Is-
lands, maybe 5 stories tall, where over 
18,000 companies claim to be doing 
business. One can imagine what kind of 
business they are doing there. That is 
how $385 billion a year never even ap-
pears in the tax equation. 

This spending that gets done through 
the Tax Code that does not get re-
viewed by annual appropriations, it 
gets squirreled away in there and it is 
there to stay. It is a big treasure trove 
indeed—not counting offshoring, prob-
ably $14 trillion in a 10-year budget pe-
riod for those who are clever and con-
nected enough to get their special 
deals, their tax earmarks, into the Tax 
Code. 

We take out of that, call it $14 tril-
lion—at a minimum $11.5 trillion—$975 
billion, about 7 percent. That is how 
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much of it, this little red slice, is what 
we take to balance the budget for def-
icit reduction. The problem is the Re-
publicans do not want us to look into 
their treasure trove. Ali Baba’s cave of 
tax tricks is where the juicy earmarks 
are for special interests. Do you want 
to know why Mitt Romney had to fid-
dle his taxes to get up to a 14-percent 
tax rate—which, by the way, is a lower 
tax rate than a solitary hospital or-
derly pays walking down the halls of 
Rhode Island Hospital at night. How 
does he get it so he has to fiddle his 
taxes to get up to a rate lower than a 
hospital orderly pays? How do Romney 
and the hedge fund billionaires pull off 
that trick? Look in Ali Baba’s cave for 
the carried interest exception. 

Do you want to know where 
ExxonMobil, which is the richest and 
most profitable corporation in the his-
tory of the world—where ExxonMobil 
gets its hands into the American tax-
payers’ pockets? Look at the Big Oil 
subsidies in Ali Baba’s cave. 

Do you want to know how corporate 
jets get special favored tax treatment 
compared to the commercial jets that 
ordinary mortals fly? Look at the ac-
celerated depreciation schedules in Ali 
Baba’s cave of tax tricks. If using the 
phrase ‘‘leftwing manifesto’’ seems a 
little strident, a little exaggerated 
about a budget proposal for 50 percent 
spending cuts and 50 percent revenues 
and you want to inquire why, look no 
further than the Republican treasure 
trove of corporate and special interest 
tax earmarks heaped up in Ali Baba’s 
cave. 

We are knocking at the door. We are 
knocking on the door of Ali Baba’s 
cave, which so far has been untouched. 
We have done all spending cuts and a 
little bit of tax rate increases for fami-
lies over $450,000 back to the Clinton- 
era rates. We have not touched, yet, 
Ali Baba’s cave. What we are saying as 
Democrats is that Americans paid in 
deficit reduction spending cuts what 
they are going to lose in services and 
in benefits, $1.8 trillion, and they will 
pay in another $975 billion in cuts 
under our Democratic proposal. We are 
saying that folks earning over $450,000 
a year income saw their tax rates go up 
to Clinton-era levels, and they are pay-
ing in another $600 billion in deficit re-
duction. Now we want to go into Ali 
Baba’s cave of tax earmarks and out of 
at least $11.5 trillion, probably more 
like $14 trillion, and if you throw in the 
offshoring that takes you up to $17 tril-
lion, $18 trillion—we want to take less 
than $1 trillion out over 10 years to 
help reduce our budget deficit. 

So the Republicans are getting anx-
ious. The alarms are ringing in the spe-
cial interests and the Republicans are 
rushing to the trenches to defend their 
special interests and their cherished 
tax earmarks. The best defense being a 
good offense, that is how a balanced 
deficit reduction plan that in sum has 
$1 trillion more in spending cuts than 
in revenues suddenly becomes a leftist 
manifesto. 

We just had the hearings in the Budg-
et Committee on our budget. If you lis-
tened on that committee, the Repub-
licans said it plainly. They did not 
mince words: Not a penny of tax loop-
holes, not a penny from Ali Baba’s cave 
of tax treasures can go for deficit re-
duction—not a penny. That is their 
rule. 

They will say they are willing to 
move the treasure around a little bit in 
Ali Baba’s cave so long as it all gets 
used for corporations and the wealthy. 
Again, that is not a guess. That is in 
the Republican budget—none of the 
goodies squirreled away by the special 
interests over the years in Ali Baba’s 
cave for deficit reduction—none; all of 
it to lower tax rates for corporations 
and the rich, the ones who mostly ben-
efit from the treasure in Ali Baba’s 
cave to begin with. They are willing to 
spread the treasure around a little as 
long as it stays in the hands of big cor-
porations and the rich. 

We are at the gates of Ali Baba’s 
cave, this treasure trove of Tax Code 
special deals and earmarks for the rich 
and the well connected. We are at the 
place where the lobbyists wheel the 
sweet corporate tax deals. We are 
knocking on the door of a $14 trillion 
tax spending area that has been, so far, 
left completely untouched in deficit re-
duction and so our Republican friends 
are getting a little twitchy. 

Come on, tell us, out of nearly $14 
trillion in tax spending and earmarks, 
can’t we just put a little bit toward the 
deficit? Just 7 percent? Under their 
own budget, they take 41 percent of it 
and give it back in the form of lower 
high-end tax rates, lowered rates for 
big corporations and the rich. Can’t we 
do just 7 percent for deficit reduction? 
I thought the deficit was so important, 
but maybe not when it comes to our 
friends protecting the interests of the 
big corporations and the rich. 

Madam President, I also wish to 
speak about the continuing resolution 
and its provisions relating to Com-
merce, Justice, and Science appropria-
tions. Specifically, I want to highlight 
how the continuing resolution will sup-
port continuing advances in the field of 
digital forensics. 

The continuing resolution is accom-
panied by a series of explanatory state-
ments that detail Congress’ intent be-
hind the raw numbers of the resolution 
itself. The explanatory statement for 
the Commerce, Justice, and Science 
provisions in turn incorporates por-
tions of the Appropriations Committee 
report on the earlier Commerce, Jus-
tice, and Science bill. ‘‘[L]anguage in-
cluded in . . . Senate Report 112–158,’’ 
the explanatory statement provides, 
‘‘that is not changed by this explana-
tory statement or this Act is ap-
proved.’’ Neither the explanatory 
statement nor the continuing resolu-
tion change language from Senate Re-
port 112–158 regarding computer 
forensics. The language from Senate 
Report 112–158 therefore states the in-
tent behind this portion of the con-
tinuing resolution. 

This is what Senate Report 112–158 
says: 

Cell Phone Digital Evidence—As 
smartphones and the Internet have become 
integral parts of daily life, these tech-
nologies have also become an integral part of 
a majority of criminal acts and enterprises, 
from drug deals by text to child pornography 
websites. Because more than 95 percent of all 
criminal cases are investigated and pros-
ecuted at the State and local levels, the 
Committee is concerned that without the 
Department’s support, the ability of State 
and local law enforcement to effectively in-
vestigate and prosecute cases involving dig-
ital evidence and computer-based crimes will 
diminish. The Committee encourages the De-
partment to prioritize State and local assist-
ance toward computer forensics and digital 
evidence training and investigations sur-
rounding drug and violent crimes, and 
crimes against children. 

Collaborative Efforts To Fight 
Cybercrime—According to the Norton 
Cybercrime Report 2011, more than 69 per-
cent of online adults have been a victim of 
cybercrime in their lifetime, resulting in an 
annual price of $388,000,000,000 globally. The 
Committee is aware of the important 
progress that has been made in the fight 
against cybercrime by collaborative efforts 
that bring together prosecutors, researchers, 
and DOJ in a multidisciplinary effort to 
identify and prosecute cybercrimes such as 
‘phishing.’ These collaborative efforts in-
volve experts in computer forensics that help 
to identify the source of phishing, train pros-
ecutors in the intricacies of the crime and 
how best to prosecute cybercriminals, and 
conduct research to stay ahead of 
cybercriminals and their ever changing tac-
tics. The Committee believes these collabo-
rative efforts have made good progress 
against cybercrime and encourages the De-
partment to continue funding these impor-
tant initiatives. 

I applaud Chairwoman MIKULSKI for 
stressing the importance of computer 
forensics training and research, first as 
the Chairwoman of the Commerce, Jus-
tice, and Science Appropriations Sub-
committee and now as chairwoman of 
the full Appropriations Committee. I 
am very grateful for her leadership on 
this important issue. 

The report clearly identifies the need 
for continued Justice Department at-
tention on this subject. This is particu-
larly the case in light of the severe cy-
bersecurity threats facing our Nation. 
Like the Norton report cited by the 
committee, a recent report by the secu-
rity firm Mandiant highlighted the 
growing threat to our national eco-
nomic security posed by cyber attacks 
launched by criminal organizations and 
foreign countries. Every day, sophisti-
cated hackers are attempting to steal 
America’s secrets, its intellectual 
property, and the identities of our citi-
zens. As FBI Director Robert Mueller 
has stated, ‘‘[w]e are losing data, we 
are losing money, we are losing ideas 
and we are losing innovation. Together 
we must find a way to stop the bleed-
ing.’’ Digital forensics tools that help 
attribute the source of an attack and 
the extent of the damage caused will be 
an important element of any cyberse-
curity solution. 

Digital forensics tools also help law 
enforcement investigate and prosecute 
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more traditional crimes. Criminals use 
smartphones and computers to engage 
in all kinds of criminal acts and enter-
prises, from drug dealing to child por-
nography. Even when criminals do not 
use modern electronics in the commis-
sion of the crime, digital forensics can 
provide useful evidence relative to, for 
instance, the whereabouts and intent 
of the offender, or the participants in a 
conspiracy. Federal, State, and local 
law enforcement thus must have access 
to digital forensics tools and appro-
priate training to investigate and pros-
ecute these crimes effectively. 

For the last decade, the Justice De-
partment has funded extremely impor-
tant research in these areas. For exam-
ple, its National Institute of Justice, or 
NIJ, has funded research on tools for 
scanning for child pornography; foren-
sic tools for mobile cellular devices; 
data forensics for cloud computing; 
technologies to identify and defeat 
encryption methods used by criminals; 
and forensic tools for seizing digital 
evidence in a forensically sound way. 
NIJ also has funded invaluable training 
that equips state and local law enforce-
ment to tackle the cybercrime and dig-
ital forensics issues that they encoun-
ter in their criminal investigations. I 
believe that NIJ and the Justice De-
partment more broadly must support 
this research and training going for-
ward. I am very pleased that the con-
tinuing resolution we are considering 
today likewise prioritizes this impor-
tant work. 

Again, the fact that the continuing 
resolution does this is a testament to 
Chairwoman MIKULSKI’s leadership in 
this field. She has been a champion of 
effective law enforcement for a long 
time. She now is bringing the same 
leadership to bear on cybersecurity and 
criminals’ use of emerging tech-
nologies. I also would thank Senator 
SHELBY, who is the ranking member of 
both the full Committee and the Com-
merce, Justice, and Science Sub-
committee, for his work on this impor-
tant issue. As a result of their collabo-
ration, the continuing resolution will 
support a broad range of important 
Federal initiatives. It is very good 
news that research and training on dig-
ital forensics will be one of them. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, the 
Medium Air Defense System is a NATO 
program we jointly develop with the 
Germans and Italians. They have made 
clear if the United States does not ful-
fill its funding commitment for 2013, 
Germany and Italy would interpret 
this as a unilateral withdrawal, and 
they have stated this in writing to 
Congress. 

The Memorandum of Understanding 
among the U.S., Germany and Italy 
clearly states that a ‘‘withdrawing 
Participant will pay all Contract modi-
fication or termination costs that 
would not otherwise have been in-
curred but for the decision to with-
draw.’’ 

This is a standard clause for coopera-
tive international agreements. In fact, 

it is usually included at the insistence 
of the U.S. to ensure long-term com-
mitment of our Allies so they do not 
withdraw on joint programs, leaving 
the U.S. to pay the bills. It is included 
in agreements on the Excalibur pro-
gram; technologies and systems for 
AEGIS-equipped ships; and the Global 
Positioning System. It will also be in-
cluded when the U.S. and Israel enter 
an agreement on the Iron Dome missile 
defense program. 

There is precedent. Following its 
withdrawal from the NATO Alliance 
Ground Surveillance Memorandum of 
Understanding, Canada was assessed a 
fiscal penalty, even though a develop-
ment contract had not yet been award-
ed. The MEADS program has contracts 
with industry that, if canceled, will re-
quire the payment of termination li-
ability. To think that we would get out 
for free is unrealistic. If we take the 
funding out of this program, we leave 
the Army a bill that it will have to 
pay. 

MEADS is not a ‘‘missile to no-
where.’’ Last November, MEADS con-
ducted a successful intercept test that 
demonstrated advanced technologies 
for air defense. The Department of De-
fense has informed us the missile used 
in the MEADS program will be incor-
porated into the aging Patriot system 
next year. 

The United States has not paid more 
for the program than what was agreed 
to in the MOU. The U.S. share of the 
program is $2.32 billion in 2004 dollars, 
which when adjusted for inflation is 
closer to $2.9 billion in today’s dollars. 

Finally, premature withdrawal from 
MEADS sends the wrong signals to our 
allies when the U.S. has been asking 
them to do more on missile defense. 
Secretary Panetta sent the Senate De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee a 
letter last June, echoed by a letter 
from Secretary Clinton in September, 
which specifically asks Congress not to 
terminate MEADS at this time, as it 
would undermine a new and fragile 
consensus achieved by the U.S with its 
NATO Allies in Chicago last spring. 

I agree with my colleague from New 
Hampshire now, more than ever, we 
need to be vigilant about how and 
where federal defense dollars are spent. 
Prohibiting funding for this final in-
stallment of MEADS research is the 
wrong way to approach this, but I look 
forward to working with her and other 
Senators as we develop the fiscal year 
2014 spending bills. 

Mr. REED. Madam President, before 
I begin, I want to thank Chairwoman 
MIKULSKI. She has demonstrated both 
leadership and resolve in her new role 
and in assembling this bill under very 
challenging circumstances. 

Overall, this bill provides a total of 
$1.043 trillion for discretionary spend-
ing, and it reflects a number of reduc-
tions that the Appropriations Com-
mittee had to make in order to accom-
modate the $4 billion cut to the discre-
tionary spending caps mandated by the 
January agreement on the so-called 

‘‘fiscal cliff.’’ In addition, because of a 
point of order raised by Senator 
TOOMEY last year, the emergency des-
ignation was removed for $3.5 billion in 
disaster and mitigation funding in the 
Superstorm Sandy appropriations bill. 
I opposed this point of order because I 
believe disaster funding should be 
treated as an emergency, as it has been 
in disasters past. Because we fell three 
votes shy of the 60 needed to waive the 
point of order, we must now absorb $3.5 
billion in cuts in this bill. That will 
have real impacts on critical programs. 

Moreover, I am deeply disappointed 
we have not been able to come up with 
a commonsense and balanced solution 
to turn off sequestration. These crip-
pling across-the-board spending cuts 7.8 
percent for defense programs and 5 per-
cent for domestic discretionary pro-
grams will be applied to virtually 
every discretionary program in this 
bill. If left unaddressed, they will 
translate into an estimated 750,000 
fewer jobs across this country, includ-
ing in my home State of Rhode Island, 
where the unemployment rate is just 
under 10 percent. 

I was one of a majority of Senators 
who voted for a reasonable solution to 
replace sequestration with a balanced 
mix of revenues and spending reduc-
tions. I am frustrated that a minority 
in this Chamber blocked this plan, 
which would have prevented the self-in-
flicted job losses and economic pain of 
sequestration. Now, in order to avoid a 
government shutdown on March 27, we 
must forge ahead and pass the best ap-
propriations bill we can, despite these 
limitations. 

Even in the face of these limitations, 
the Senate bill represents a better path 
because it makes responsible invest-
ments and saves jobs. 

Without the funding provided in this 
bill to meet the funding levels prom-
ised in MAP–21, last year’s transpor-
tation authorization bill, we would lose 
an additional 25,000 jobs. As chairman 
of the Interior Appropriations Sub-
committee, I worked to provide $2.4 
billion in funding for clean water and 
drinking water projects, $336 million 
more than the President requested. 
This investment, when combined with 
state matches and leveraging, will sup-
port 849 projects and 130,000 jobs. 

Let me turn to the Interior title of 
this continuing resolution in more de-
tail. The CR provides $29.8 billion, 
which is an increase of $650 million 
over the Subcommittee’s FY 2012 allo-
cation. 

While that amount is a 2 percent in-
crease, most of it, approximately $600 
million, is needed to fully fund the 10- 
year average for fire suppression. In ad-
dition, we must also absorb the cost of 
$423 million appropriated as part of the 
September continuing resolution to 
repay fire borrowing that occurred in 
FY 2012. 

Even though the subcommittee’s al-
location rose, so did the costs of pro-
grams we must fund. The House was 
able to avoid tough decisions for the 
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Environmental Protection Agency and 
Interior funding in its CR because it 
had an even larger allocation for this 
title. But it only accomplished that by 
shortchanging other important invest-
ments in other titles, including trans-
portation, child care, education, health 
research, police, and firefighters. 

Lest anyone be confused by the 
House’s new-found commitment to the 
EPA and other environmental prior-
ities, one should only review the dev-
astating cuts it made to these pro-
grams in its initial FY 2013 committee- 
reported Interior Appropriations bill. 

With the resources available and the 
challenges we face, I believe we in the 
Senate have funded all agencies in the 
Interior Appropriations title fairly, 
and we have still been able to achieve 
a number of important environmental 
goals. 

As I have already noted, we have 
been able to provide a solid level of 
funding for infrastructure through the 
clean water and drinking water State 
revolving funds. 

We were able to hold funding levels 
steady for grants that help States run 
their environmental programs at $1.1 
billion. These funds create jobs at the 
State level and provide for enforce-
ment of our Federal pollution control 
laws. 

As I mentioned, we also fully funded 
the 10-year average of fire suppression 
for both the Interior Department and 
Forest Service, in anticipation of a 
tough fire season. 

We were able to include $53 million in 
new funding to hire doctors, nurses, 
and support staff at newly constructed 
Indian Health Service facilities. These 
funds will allow seven facilities to open 
their doors to patients that would oth-
erwise sit vacant. 

I am pleased to say this bill also in-
cludes language to extend the author-
izations of 12 national heritage areas so 
they will continue to receive their 
partnership grant funding from the Na-
tional Park Service. 

We want to make sure these heritage 
areas continue to thrive, so I am proud 
we were able to extend their authoriza-
tions in this bill. And it is worth not-
ing that these grants don’t require new 
funding they are already paid for with-
in the existing National Park Service 
budget. 

This is important in my State, with 
the John H. Chafee Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage Corridor, but 
for many others, as well. 

Finally, land and water conservation 
funding is sustained at the FY 2012 
level of $322 million. 

Of course, there are tradeoffs within 
this bill, and places where we had to 
sustain cuts below the FY 2012 enacted 
level. 

This is in part due to the hand we 
were dealt by the President in the 
budget he submitted for FY 2013. We 
accepted cuts proposed by the adminis-
tration for several programs, including 
construction programs and Superfund. 

The Senate bill funds the EPA at 
$8.34 billion, which, while a reduction 

of $107 million from the FY 2012 level, 
is the amount requested by the Presi-
dent for FY 2013. Additionally, the Sen-
ate bill spares the agency from the de-
bilitating cuts set in the FY 2013 House 
Interior bill, which funded the EPA at 
a level that is $1.29 billion less than FY 
2012. Yes, that is a billion. 

Unfortunately, however, those reduc-
tions alone were not enough to meet 
our obligation to provide an approxi-
mately $1 billion increase for fire. We 
had to make cuts to other operating 
programs in the bill cuts that I know 
will only be more difficult because 
they will come in addition to seques-
tration. 

Before I conclude, I want to address a 
few other aspects of this bill and the 
consequences of continuing resolutions 
and the sequester. 

A major reason we are now con-
fronting such huge deficits is the utter 
collapse of our financial markets be-
ginning in 2008. Some of this collapse 
occurred because parts of our financial 
system were either lightly or barely 
regulated such as our derivatives and 
subprime mortgage markets. 

However, we also learned the severe 
costs of having an under-resourced and 
outmatched Securities and Exchange 
Commission and Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission. 

I still remember an April 2008 hearing 
with former SEC Chair Christopher 
Cox, in which he stated the SEC didn’t 
need more resources meanwhile Bernie 
Madoff was scamming more and more 
victims in the largest Ponzi scheme in 
history, and Lehmann Brothers was 
levered 30–1 and hiding its precarious 
financial condition through repurchase 
agreements. 

By starving the SEC and CFTC of re-
sources, we are repeating the mistakes 
of the recent past. 

The CFTC is already suspending its 
examinations of key market partici-
pants and ‘‘shelving’’ enforcement ac-
tions because of budget constraints. 
The impact of static funding along 
with the sequester will further erode 
its oversight. Indeed, under the CR, the 
CFTC will operate with a budget that 
is 37 percent less than the administra-
tion says it needs. 

The case of the SEC is more dis-
turbing. While subject to appropria-
tion, the SEC has no impact on the def-
icit since its expenditures are offset by 
transaction fees applied to the indus-
try. With the impacts of the sequester, 
the SEC will operate at 20 percent less 
than the administration has requested. 
This failure to appropriately fund the 
SEC will do nothing to improve the fis-
cal situation. At the same time, our 
economy and our capital markets will 
be more vulnerable. That makes no 
sense. 

If we want American markets to be 
the most liquid, transparent, efficient, 
and orderly in the world, we need to 
provide the cops on the beat—the SEC 
and CFTC with an adequate and stable 
source of funding. 

I also want to speak about the im-
pacts CRs can have on specific pro-

grams because they offer no nuance or 
flexibility. That has been shown to be 
the case this year with the Weatheriza-
tion Assistance Program, a program 
that creates jobs and helps provide en-
ergy efficient retrofits to low-income 
individuals and families. 

President Obama described the pro-
gram this way in a 2009 interview: 
‘‘[Y]ou’re getting a three-fer. Not only 
are you immediately putting people 
back to work but you’re also saving 
families on [their] energy bills and 
you’re laying the groundwork for long- 
term energy independence. That’s ex-
actly the kind of program that we 
should be funding.’’ 

Under the Recovery Act, we invested 
$5 billion in this program, which annu-
ally received only $175 to $200 million. 
As the program worked through this 
infusion, funding for the regular pro-
gram was scaled back. In FY 2013, fund-
ing will be only $68 million even before 
the sequester is applied. Since there 
will no longer be carry-over from ear-
lier years, there will not be enough 
funding to mount a viable program in 
all 50 states. That’s not only regret-
table, it is also counterproductive to 
our goals to create jobs and increase 
energy efficiency. I hope we can work 
with the Department of Energy to find 
ways to sustain the program in 2013 as 
we seek to address the shortfall in 2014. 

Finally, while this should be the case 
for all of our spending priorities, I 
want to note that this package in-
cludes a full defense appropriations bill 
that provides DOD with the funding for 
programs it needs. I am particularly 
pleased that the bill provides funding 
to build two Virginia-class submarines 
in FY 2013 and to purchase equipment 
for two submarines in FY 2014, which 
will ensure that we will have the cap-
ital resources and workforce in place to 
move forward. This also retains thou-
sands of good paying jobs for highly 
skilled workers in my State and else-
where. 

There is much to comment on about 
the tough choices we have had to make 
in this bill and the sequester cuts that 
loom over every discretionary pro-
gram. Given the very challenging cir-
cumstances we face, Chairwoman MI-
KULSKI has done her best to craft a bill 
that can clear the Senate and hopefully 
get to the President’s desk so that we 
can avoid a government shutdown, 
which would be even more disastrous. 

f 

TRIBAL SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
rise today to discuss tribal school con-
struction funding—an issue that is cen-
tral to the academic wellbeing and in-
tellectual development of tribal chil-
dren across the country. 

It goes without saying that all kids 
need clean, safe places to study. 

And making sure that every child 
gets a good education, in a safe, clean 
environment will benefit our economy 
and our society as a whole. Unfortu-
nately, many Indian kids attending 
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