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business community, the veterans com-
munity, faith-based and civil rights
groups are mobilizing for this. They do
not want to take another chance that
this will not pass.

I urge my colleagues to take the time
to look at the facts related to the dis-
ability treaty. It requires no changes
in U.S. law. It has no budget impact.
As T said, when we become a party to
the Convention, we have a seat at the
table with the rest of the world. We
will be well positioned to accelerate
progress for the 1 billion people with
disabilities around the world. It is our
chance to be that shining city on the
hill for the rest of the world.

I might also add this is supported by
the high-tech business community in
America because their global leader-
ship position on accessible products
and services can be used by the rest of
the world.

For all those reasons, we need to pass
it. Let me just close with this one last
thought. Again, I am struck by the fact
that these days we are surrounded, as I
said earlier, with a new generation of
young adults with disabilities who
grew up since passage of the ADA, in-
cluding a number of wounded warriors
back from Iraq and Afghanistan. I call
these younger people the ADA genera-
tion. They see disability as a natural
part of human diversity. They reject
the prejudices and stereotypes of ear-
lier generations. I can tell you this,
they have high expectations for them-
selves. They want to be challenged and
they want to challenge us to make sure
our society is open and they have the
opportunity to go as far as their tal-
ents can take them.

We cannot let these people down. If
we passed the ADA, now we have to
take steps to make sure it is not just a
promise, but it is a promise we are
keeping and that we will keep.

We in the Senate have a responsi-
bility to keep fighting to ensure that
they have an equal opportunity to be
independent, fully integrated, fully
self-sufficient. That, at the heart, is
what the Americans with Disabilities
Act is all about. Twenty-three years
later, we can look at it and say, with-
out doubt, it truly is America at its
very best.

I yield the floor.

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

————
COMPREHENSIVE TAX REFORM

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, over the
last few years, I have come to the floor
many times to advocate for com-
prehensive tax reform. I share the be-
lief of many in Congress that tax re-
form is a necessary step to ensuring
economic growth and prosperity in the
future. This is why, as the ranking
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I have made tax reform my top
priority.

We are now at a crossroads when it
comes to tax reform. Before us there
are two alternative paths. The first
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path is the one we took back in 1986. It
is the path that former House Demo-
cratic Leader Dick Gephardt and
former Treasury Secretary James
Baker advised members of the House
Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee to take.

As you will recall, they were two
critical players in the last successful
tax reform effort. In 2011, at one of our
hearings, they advised us to not mix
deficit reduction and tax reform. This
was a joint Senate Finance and Ways
and Means Committee hearing. To par-
aphrase these two former leaders: Each
is a hard enough task by itself, but
doing them together is nearly impos-
sible. That is one path we can take.
The path that separates our tax reform
efforts from our deficit reduction ef-
forts.

In 2011, they both advised us not to
mix deficit reduction and tax reform.
They just basically said that each is a
hard enough task by itself, but doing
them together is nearly impossible.
That is one path we can take, the path
that separates our tax reform efforts
from our deficit reduction efforts.

The other path we can take is to con-
dition tax reform on the raising of ad-
ditional revenues. Sadly, that seems to
be the preferred path of many of my
friends on the other side of the aisle. I
will never fully understand why, except
their propensity to spend. According to
many Democrats in the Senate, there
can be no deal on tax reform unless
they get a second significant tax in-
crease this year. We heard just today
from the Senate Democratic leadership
that they want the Senate Finance
Committee to use the Senate budget,
which included nearly $1 trillion in tax
hikes, as the model for tax reform. Es-
sentially, what they are saying is that
unless they get a big tax hike, we have
to keep the tax system as it is, with all
of its complexity, inequities, and dis-
tortions. Right now this position is
held by many on the other side of the
aisle, and it is the biggest barrier to
fundamental tax reform.

Today, I would like to take a few
minutes to examine this position and
to discuss the merits of conditioning
tax reform on yet another significant
tax increase. Last October, one of my
friends on the other side put it this
way:

Tax reform 25 years ago was revenue neu-
tral. It did not strive to cut the debt. Today
we cannot afford for it not to. Our national
debt today is approximately 73 percent of
GDP. That is nearly double what it was in
1986.

At first glance, this argument may
appear to be reasonable. However, it
falls apart under further examination.
If my friends on the other side of the
aisle were serious about deficit reduc-
tion, they would not focus their efforts
on tax hikes. If they wanted to get a
handle on our Nation’s debt problems,
they would work with Republicans to
address the main drivers of our debt
and deficits, our unsustainable entitle-
ment programs.
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No one who has spent more than 5
minutes examining our Nation’s fi-
nances seriously disputes that the
main drivers of our current debt and
deficits, and the source of the coming
fiscal calamity, are Federal entitle-
ment programs, especially our health
care entitlements, Medicare and Med-
icaid.

I have a chart from the Bipartisan
Policy Center that tracks the trend
lines on Federal spending. As the chart
shows, in the coming years, health care
entitlement spending will overwhelm
our Federal fiscal picture and consume
an outsized share of our economy. That
is represented by the top blue line on
the chart.

All other categories of major Federal
spending either increase at signifi-
cantly lesser rates or decline and sta-
bilize. As we can see, Social Security
kind of levels off, discretionary spend-
ing—both defense and nondefense—we
have seen that go down. This is other
mandatory programs. As we can see,
when it comes to deficit reduction, get-
ting our debt under control, entitle-
ment reform, that upper line, that is
going off the charts. That is where the
bodies are buried. Yet if you listen to
my friends on the other side of the
aisle, the problem is not our entitle-
ment programs. The problem, they say,
is that the American people simply are
not being taxed enough.

Of course, the actual numbers tell a
different story. Over the last 40 years,
Federal revenues as a percentage of the
gross domestic product have averaged
roughly 17.9 percent. While in recent
years that number has decreased due to
the struggling economy, tax revenues
are at a pace to rise over the historic
average and settle around 19 percent of
GDP.

Let me repeat that. Absent any
changes in tax law, revenues are set to
rise above historic levels relative to
GDP, the gross domestic product. So
despite my friends’ claims to the con-
trary, the root of our current fiscal cri-
sis is not the lack of revenues, it is
unsustainable spending. More specifi-
cally, it is entitlement spending. That
is just health care. That doesn’t in-
clude some of the others. That is why
all serious bipartisan deficit reduction
discussions over the last few years
have included structural reforms to our
entitlement programs.

Without significant changes, pro-
grams such as Medicaid and Medicare
and Social Security will remain
unsustainable. In order to strengthen
and preserve these programs for future
generations, we need to reform them. If
we do not reform them, we face a fiscal
disaster, and it would be a terrible dis-
aster for all of our young people living
today who are going to have to foot
this bill.

All of the major discussions seeking
to reach a so-called ‘‘grand bargain’ on
deficit reduction have come down to a
mix of different policies, but while
they have all had different approaches,
all of them have included structural
entitlement reforms.



July 25, 2013

When I talk about deficit reduction
discussions, I am referring to the
Bowles-Simpson plan, the Domenici-
Rivlin plan, the negotiations led by
Vice President BIDEN, the G8 Senate
talks, the negotiations between Speak-
er BOEHNER and President Obama, and
the so-called supercommittee. Each of
those grand bargain discussions divided
deficit reduction policy issues into four
categories. These categories are: No. 1,
discretionary spending; No. 2, non-
health mandatory spending; No. 3,
health care entitlement programs; and,
No. 4, revenue. Those have been the
agreed-upon areas of focus in our def-
icit reduction efforts. Yet, if you listen
to what my friends on the other side of
the aisle have been saying recently,
you will see that their focus is entirely
one-dimensional. We don’t hear much
talk anymore about addressing discre-
tionary spending. We certainly don’t
hear much in terms of reining in enti-
tlement spending. No, their only focus
is on raising taxes.

More precisely, their most recent ar-
gument has been that we have cut so
much spending over the last few years
that we are now at a point where tax
hikes are the only viable deficit reduc-
tion option. Now, of course, with the
exception of the sequester cuts that
took effect this year, we have not real-
ly seen any real spending reductions as
of yet, just promises, which future Con-
gresses could easily undo.

Even though only a small portion of
the promised spending cuts has actu-
ally taken place, my friends on the
other side of the aisle like to claim
they have all already happened. Still,
let’s take a look at the record. Let’s
assume for a few minutes that all of
the recently enacted deficit reduction
is real and take a closer look at what
has been done with respect to deficit
reduction categories I referred to ear-
lier.

In the last 2 years two bills have been
enacted with the purpose of major def-
icit reduction. The first was the Budget
Control Act of 2011. The second was the
fiscal cliff deal or the American Tax
Relief Act of 2012.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office data and consultation with
the Senate Budget Committee, here is
what has been done so far: The cat-
egory that has been tapped the most is
discretionary spending, to the tune of
$1.36 trillion of promised spending re-
ductions over 10 years. Remember, that
is over 10 years. Once again, these are
almost entirely promised spending cuts
that have yet to be realized. If history
has told us anything, it is that future
promises to reduce spending aren’t
likely to be kept. They are very un-
likely to be kept.

If you don’t believe me, look at the
efforts by my friends on the other side
of the aisle to undo even the small
amount of spending cuts that are actu-
ally in place this year. Indeed, Demo-
crats in Congress have been actively
looking for ways to eliminate the cuts
for discretionary spending. If history is
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any indication, they may very well be
successful in spite of the promises they
made.

Those who argue against these cuts
do not want to merely provide flexi-
bility over how the cuts will occur.
They don’t want any cuts to occur even
though they are spending cuts relative
to a bloated baseline that was supposed
to be only temporarily elevated. Still,
if we assume that against all odds
these spending cuts remain in place, we
will have reduced discretionary spend-
ing by $1.36 trillion relative to a base-
line of bloated spending.

The next highest deficit reduction
category is revenues. Revenues have
been increased by roughly $600 billion
over 10 years—part of the fiscal cliff
deal. This includes only the revenues
generated by the fiscal cliff deal. It
does not include the $1 trillion of new
taxes enacted as part of ObamaCare.

Unlike the promised discretionary
spending cuts I cited earlier, this rev-
enue number is very real and not just
promises. While it may be a 10-year
number that can theoretically be
changed, history tells us that once tax
hikes are in place, they always tend to
stay there.

So of the four deficit reduction cat-
egories, we have already taken signifi-
cant steps with regard to promised dis-
cretionary spending reductions and ac-
tual revenue hikes. Where are we with
the other categories?

As I said, health care entitlement
spending is the driver of future deficit
and debt. No one who looks at this seri-
ously disputes this. The trust funds in
Social Security, which are to finance
retirement and disability payments,
are on clear paths to exhaustion, with
the disability insurance trust fund
scheduled to dry up in 2016. Yet, to
date, very little of our deficit reduc-
tion attention has been focused on en-
titlement spending. So far we have
done absolutely nothing to deal with
unsustainable Social Security prom-
ises, and we have done nothing to ad-
dress the insolvency of the retirement
and disability trust funds. So far we
have reduced health care entitlements
by a mere $81 billion over the next 10
years. That amounts to roughly 4 per-
cent of overall promised deficit reduc-
tion we have enacted. That amount is
minuscule relative to the amount of
scheduled spending entitlements over
the next 10 years.

Take a look at this chart. We can
barely see the red line on the right side
of the chart. That red line stands for
$81 billion in entitlement cuts. If we
look at the 10-year spending—as the
chart behind me shows—over the next
decade, we will spend roughly $22 tril-
lion on the three major entitlement
programs. That is trillion with a “‘t.”

Despite cutting spending and reduc-
ing deficits over the last couple of
years, we have only been able to reduce
entitlement spending by a mere $81 bil-
lion. Look at that little red line com-
pared to the 10-year spending on Medi-
care, Medicaid, and Social Security,
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which is unsustainable, and yet noth-
ing is being done by the majority.

By the way, all of those spending re-
ductions have come in the form of cuts
to health care providers. They are cut-
ting out doctors, hospitals, and health
care providers, as if that is going to
keep them on the job. There is a high
percentage of doctors who are now
ready to retire or quit and find other
ways of living. All of those spending re-
ductions have come in the form of cuts
to health care providers, not structural
entitlement reforms, and they know
that is not sustainable. Just that little
bit is not sustainable.

Once again, this approach is at odds
with the grand-bargain efforts we have
seen over the last few years. All of
those efforts—every single one of
them—put structural entitlement re-
form on the table. Yet, to date, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
have been unwilling to do the same.

As I said, my friends like to brag
about all of the promised deficit reduc-
tion they have enacted thus far—even
the deficit reduction they are actively
trying to repeal—but they refuse to
even entertain a serious conversation
about the main sources of our future
debt and deficit.

So where are we? The Senate Finance
Committee is engaged in a bipartisan
effort to reform our Nation’s Tax Code
and bring some sense of sanity to our
Nation’s tax system. Chairman BAUCUS
and I have asked our colleagues to as-
sist us in this effort by sharing their
views on what elements of the current
Tax Code should be preserved. I would
like to thank my Republican col-
leagues on the Finance Committee for
their input thus far. I have met with
every one of them individually on this
issue except for one, and he is meeting
with my staff. I really appreciated
their thoughtful comments and advice.

While I remain hopeful that we will
be able to move on tax reform this
year, I am disheartened by comments I
heard from my friends on the other
side of the aisle. Indeed, many of my
Democratic colleagues have stated
that they are unwilling to engage in
tax reform without assurances that it
will have to include another massive
tax increase.

Once again, their message to the
American people is that we have to
keep the current system—which vir-
tually everyone in the country agrees
is a problem—unless the Republicans
agree to higher taxes. They want to
hold simplicity in the Tax Code hos-
tage to demands for even more taxes.
They want to hold efficiency in the
economy—which stimulates growth
and creates jobs—hostage to demands
for the second tax hike of the year in
order to pay for more of their spending
and more of their expansion of govern-
ment even further. They want to hold
competitiveness of our businesses at
home and around the globe hostage to
demands that flowthrough businesses
face yet another tax hike—even after
having been hit already at the start of
this year.
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My colleagues insist that their de-
mands for higher taxes are all about
deficit reduction. But let’s face it. If
deficit reduction was the real goal, en-
titlement reform would also be on the
table. It would have to be on the table.
After all, that is where the money is.
That is where we have a chance to real-
ly reduce the deficit. That is where the
future of our young people is going to
be killed if we don’t attack that prob-
lem now and do it in an intelligent
way.

According to my friends on the other
side of the aisle, entitlement reform is
not on the table. Despite the stated de-
sire of President Obama and a number
of congressional Democrats for a grand
bargain on deficit reduction, when the
rubber meets the road they simply are
not willing to engage in a real discus-
sion about entitlement reform. Sure,
they will talk about cuts to providers
and other cosmetic changes to these
programs, and they will talk about
modifying cost-of-living adjustments
in Social Security if they get hundreds
of billions of dollars of new tax revenue
in return. But at the end of the day
structural entitlement reforms simply
are not part of their deficit reduction
equation.

Despite many claims to the contrary,
Republicans are willing to engage, as
they have in the past, in a bipartisan
grand bargain for deficit reduction.
Ask Senators CRAPO, COBURN, and
former Senator Gregg. They voted for
Bowles-Simpson. Oddly enough, the re-
maining sitting Democratic Senator
who voted for Bowles-Simpson has
walked away from the entitlement re-
form concessions he made and instead
has focused on calls for more revenues
and as a result tax reform is being held
hostage.

Republicans and Democrats agree on
the importance of tax reform. Our tax
system is in dire need of reform. It is,
quite frankly, one of the major obsta-
cles standing between us and sustained
economic growth. Most Democrats
claim they agree with this sentiment,
but their desire for more revenues ap-
parently trumps this belief in the need
for tax reform.

Something has to change. As I have
said before, we have been counseled by
some of our former leaders not to mix
tax reform and deficit reduction. I
think that is pretty good advice, and
these are two of the leaders who helped
to put through the 1986 bill. They are
both highly regarded by people on both
sides of the aisle here in the Senate.

Sadly, if Democrats in the Congress
continue on their current course, nei-
ther tax reform nor deficit reduction
will be possible. Indeed, if they con-
tinue to condition tax reform on addi-
tional tax hikes and if they continue to
refuse to engage in a real discussion
about entitlement reform, very little is
going to be accomplished on either
front.

This spending game has got to be
over. We have to start living within
our means. We on this side of the
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aisle—and I in particular—have seen
every tax increase amount to more
spending, not deficit reduction, so it is
a phony argument. And that is what is
going to happen if we are so dumb as to
increase taxes in accordance with the
comments of our leadership on the
other side of the aisle that were made
just today. It is unbelievable that they
get away with it. It is unbelievable
that after all of these years we have to
put up with that type of argument
when we know they are not going to
use that money for the appropriate rea-
sons, and they never have.

One Senator said to me the other
day: I just live for the day where we re-
form the Tax Code and it is not
changed 4 years later by our friends on
the other side of the aisle for the
worse. The 1986 bill was a good bill by
any standard. It did a lot of good, but
in about 4 years our friends started to
change it. As a result, today we have
the monstrosity we call the U.S. Tax
Code that nobody really believes in and
everybody knows is a detriment to our
country.

I am very concerned. I think we are
going to have to have some folks stand
up on the other side of the aisle. We are
willing to stand with them, and we are
willing to solve these problems in ways
that will preserve the entitlement pro-
grams. They are not going to be pre-
served in their current form if we keep
going the way we are. And tax in-
creases aren’t the answer either. We
are spending so much, and it will not
be long until we will be in a category
with Greece if we don’t watch it.

We have to overcome this because no
other entity in the world is going to
bail us out; we have to bail ourselves
out. We have to do it by doing what is
right, now, and not by increasing taxes.
It means resolving these problems on a
structural reform basis. It will take
good people on both sides of the aisle
to do it. I call on my friends on the
other side to get with it. Get real. Quit
the tax charade.

We know that is not going anywhere.
We also know it is phony to begin with.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

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

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

—————

UNSEEN DETROIT

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President,
when people across the country flip on
the news tonight, they are probably
going to see pictures of Detroit. They
aren’t going to be flattering pictures,
and they are not going to tell the
whole story.

There is no question that the Detroit
city government is going through an
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extremely difficult financial crisis, and
there are many causes for that.

There are more than 20,000 people—
retired police officers and firefighters
and teachers and city workers—who
have been loyal and hard-working em-
ployees their entire lives, who are now
worried about how they are going to
pay the mortgage or put food on their
tables.

The TV cameras are rolling when it
comes time to show us bad news about
Detroit, but what aren’t we seeing?

On TV, they aren’t showing us the
city that is the No. 1 market in the
country for tech jobs—No. 1. They
aren’t showing a city that is one of the
fastest growing in the country for new
manufacturing jobs. On TV, they aren’t
showing us the city that is undergoing
a massive revitalization, with busi-
nesses and religious leaders and com-
munity leaders and neighborhoods
working together every day. They
aren’t showing us the Quicken Loans
headquarters with 7,000 jobs in down-
town Detroit; a CEO so committed to
the city that he closed a beautiful
building in the suburbs to bring people
downtown; a CEO who is purchasing
properties and investing in so many
ways in Detroit, along with a wonder-
ful coalition of business leaders com-
mitted to the revitalization of this
great city. They aren’t showing us the
beautiful renovation of Campus
Martius and the amazing things hap-
pening downtown on Woodward Ave-
nue, where people can go on any day
now and see people who are there—
younger people, older people—enjoying
the beautiful surroundings.

They aren’t showing us the surge of
innovative companies that are break-
ing new ground in creating opportunity
in Detroit.

On TV, they aren’t showing us the
new Elijah McCoy Patent and Trade-
mark Office—the very first and, so far,
only satellite patent office in the coun-
try that was put in Detroit. Why? Be-
cause Michigan happens to be No. 1 in
new, clean energy patents—new ideas
on clean energy, coming from Detroit
and the surrounding communities.
They are not showing us TechTown and
the venture capitalists and the 17 tech
startups that are investing in tech-
nologies that are being developed in
Detroit right now and that are going to
change our lives in the years to come.
On TV, they aren’t showing us Michi-
gan’s world-class research universities
and the incredible collaboration that is
going on with Detroit businesses.

They are not showing us the rich
depth of culture we are known for in
Detroit. The city that gave the world
Motown once again has an exploding
arts and music scene. In fact, last
weekend, in beautiful Traverse City,
MI, T was speaking to someone who
lives there who said his sister is com-
ing back from Colorado who is an art-
ist; she is moving to Detroit. When he
asked her why, she said Detroit is
where everybody is going because there
are so many opportunities there in arts
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