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Without objection, it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill 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for the quorum call be rescinded.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 (Ms.
BALDWIN.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, as
you know, we are only 2 hours now
from a shutdown. I am sure those who
are mesmerized by our behavior saw a
group of Senators on the floor who
looked like they were smiling and en-
joying themselves. Let me tell the Pre-
siding Officer what was going on.

Senators were actually having a con-
versation. We were talking about is
there a possibility of a compromise.
What you saw there is what I hope
eventually would become a committee
of 100, people actually thinking what
could get us to a situation where we
could begin to focus on the fiscal prob-
lems of the United States. There is a
difference between the House appro-
priations bill and the Senate bill. I
chair that committee. So there is a dif-
ference with us. But what I want peo-
ple to see is that there are good people
on both sides of the aisle who would
like to get something done.

The first thing we would like to get
done tonight is not to have a govern-
ment shutdown and to lay the ground-
work for a continuing funding resolu-
tion that would be short term, that
would enable us to come up with a
compromise on discretionary spending,
where we could reduce our public debt,
fund our government at a smart, frugal
level, and also do it in the way that
promotes growth. This is what I think
the mood of many in the Senate is. I
think it is the mood on the majority of
both sides of the aisle.

So what do we need from our friends
in the House? We do not need one more
politically provocative, veto-bait rider
on the funding resolution. The Senate
passed a bill that essentially laid out a
framework exactly for what I said, a
continuing resolution to November 15,
and a fiscal level that is their level
now. We want to negotiate up. I cer-
tainly do.

If they would just take up the Senate
bill which is neat, clean, clear, and gets
us moving forward, we could be able to
do this. So we were not just ha-ha-
ha’ing over there. There is nothing
here tonight to ha-ha-ha about. But
there is a mood on both sides of the
aisle to stop the shutdown, stop the
shutdown and stop the slamdown. Let’s
be able to pass something tonight that
gets us to a way that we can keep the
government open, keep our processors
functioning for compromise and nego-
tiation and be able to get the job done.
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I think it would be an outstanding
achievement. I believe the mood is
here. I said it earlier. I think there is
the will. I even think there is the wal-
let. Please, if the House cooperates, we
would even have a way forward.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I wish to follow the comments from the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. This has been a tough week. It
has been a tough weekend. It has been
a tough day. I think as Members of the
Senate, as we approach the showdown
of a potential shutdown, it is impor-
tant for us to recognize what is at
stake. This is not just me staying here
holding the floor late on a Monday
evening. I have neighbors here in Wash-
ington, DC, who work for the Federal
Government. One works for Homeland
Security. One works for the Depart-
ment of Defense. They asked me over
the weekend: Am I working on Tues-
day? What is happening on Tuesday?
Are we shutting the government down?

When we talk about those who are
uncertain about what happens this
next week with their jobs, I think it is
important to recognize it is not just
jobs we are talking about; it is the re-
ality that if I am not at work is the
childcare facility my kids go to going
to be open? What does that mean to
me?

If I am the local sandwich shop owner
around the corner from where the Fish
and Wildlife Service building is and
most of the folks who work for Fish
and Wildlife are not working next
week, what does that mean to me? How
many loaves of bread do I make over
this next week? I think we need to ap-
preciate and understand, when we are
talking about a government shutdown,
it does not just mean those who receive
a check from the Federal Government.
The ripple effect from what we do has
consequences.

As we debate, as we ping-pong back
and forth between this body and our
colleagues on the House side, I think
we need to recognize that there are
real lives, real families who are lying
awake tonight wondering what the rest
of the week is going to mean to them.
This is a difficult time for us. There
are stakes that are very high.

I have not hidden the fact that I am
not a supporter of the Affordable Care
Act. I have voted against it every time
we have had the opportunity to do so.
But do I believe we should shut down
the Federal Government at this point
because we have not been able to shut
down the Affordable Care Act? I think
we have a responsibility here. We have
a responsibility to govern. We are not
doing that right now.

Folks back home are talking about a
lot of things, talking about the fact
that they had a tough fish season in
certain parts of the State, talking
about the fact that winter is coming
on, and our energy costs are still as
high as they ever have been. They are
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worried about what is coming forward
for them and their families. What they
do not need is to see that their govern-
ment cannot operate.

So as we deal with these very
weighty decisions at this very late
hour, we need to remember whom we
represent, what we are doing here. It is
not just about the next election; it is
about making sure those people whom
we work for are not stressing and are
not anxious about what tomorrow is
going to bring for them.

So I am hopeful in the less than 2
hours we have, we will be able to figure
out how we keep the government run-
ning, how we Kkeep the wheels on the
bus, and how we get back together.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I wish to thank my
colleague from Alaska Ms. MURKOWSKI
and also the chair of the Appropria-
tions Committee Senator MIKULSKI for
their comments because I think, as
Senator MIKULSKI said, the majority of
the Members in this body believe it is
important for us to keep the govern-
ment open.

We may disagree about the Afford-
able Care Act, but one aspect we ought
to be able to agree on is that it is in
the best interests of this country to
keep government open. I believe the
same is true in the House; that if the
Speaker would bring up the Senate-
passed CR, that is clean, that does not
have any amendments on it, that ex-
tends funding for government through
November 15, that accepts the top line
numbers for the amount of money we
would spend during that period, accept
the House numbers, if the Speaker
would let that be voted on, on the
floor, I think it would pass the House.

It is unfortunate that he has been un-
willing to do that. But the reality is, as
both Senators MIKULSKI and MUR-
KOWSKI said, a shutdown of the govern-
ment is not just about what we are
doing on the floor tonight or what the
House is doing, it will have ramifica-
tions way beyond that.

We had a meeting last week with
some economists that included former
Treasury Secretary Bob Rubin. One of
the things he said to us was that unlike
the last government shutdown in 1995,
when there was not a real long-term
impact from that shutdown, we are
looking at a real long-term impact
from a potential shutdown. We have al-
ready heard Mark Zandi, an economist,
say that if it continues longer than a
few days, if it continues for weeks, as
it did in 1995, it could affect our growth
in the fourth quarter over 1 percent.

At a time when the economy is strug-
gling, we cannot afford to have that
kind of a hit to our economy. Families
who are seeing their 401(k)s just begin-
ning to recover, pension plans that are
beginning to see recovery, cannot af-
ford to have that kind of a hit. We have
already seen the stock market react-
ing. So we know there is going to be an
impact.
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In New Hampshire we have 4,000 Fed-
eral employees who are going to get
furloughed starting tomorrow if we are
not able to keep the government open.
That affects not just them and their
family, that is bad enough, but it af-
fects the grocery stores they frequent.
It affects the gas station. It affects
every business they are shopping in.

We know 1,000 small businesses are
not going to be able to go to the SBA
and look for loans if the government
shuts down. We know people are not
going to be able to get their mortgages
through the Federal Home Loan Agen-
cy because it is not going to be oper-
ating.

We know in New Hampshire, as in
Alaska, that tourism is going to be hit
because visas are not going to get proc-
essed. We know that at the Department
of Defense, half of their civilian work-
ers are going to be furloughed; in New
Hampshire, our Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard—in New Hampshire and
Maine. I see my colleague from Maine.
The shipyard workers are going to get
furloughed.

So this is going to have a huge im-
pact on families, on businesses, on the
economy. We cannot afford this kind of
political gamesmanship. We have to
work together. We have to solve these
problems, not just for the future of this
country here in America but also for
our standing in the world, where the
rest of the world is looking at us, ask-
ing: What is the matter with the Con-
gress that they cannot solve an issue
that they ought to be able to come to-
gether to address?

I certainly hope in the next couple of
hours we can see some progress in the
House. I hope the Speaker will bring a
clean CR to the floor, will let the Mem-
bers of the House vote on that so we
can keep the government operating for
the good of the country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, we
have a number of serious difficulties in
our country. The most serious is a lack
of jobs and a lack of economic growth.
The Affordable Care Act is devastating
to that situation, making it much
worse.

Our colleagues need to understand, as
we talk about the difficulties that
would happen if there would be a shut-
down—and there will be difficulties, for
sure. But the idea that this is not an
important matter that needs to be ad-
dressed when we confront the Afford-
able Care Act, ObamaCare, is wrong.
We have to address this question.

One thing I would say to all of us, the
numbers are in and it is quite clear: 77
percent of the jobs that have been cre-
ated since January of this year are
part time. Every economist has said
that is in large part driven by the Af-
fordable Care Act. They have no doubt
that this is a major factor and is an ex-
ceedingly unusual and dangerous trend
that businesses are hiring people part
time, not full time—77 percent of those
hired this year are for part time work.
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When we look at the job numbers
that will come in tomorrow and at how
many people found jobs, maybe it will
be 180,000, maybe it will be 210,000.
They will brag about that I'm sure. But
has anybody thought about the fact
that to an unprecedented degree those
jobs will be part time, without health
care, without retirement benefits, and
less job security? Somebody needs to
be thinking about this. The health care
law is absolutely a driving factor. Busi-
nesses told me that as I traveled my
State in August. They say they are try-
ing to keep small businesses below 50
employees too. They are not hiring
people only to stay below 50 employees
so they don’t have to comply with
some of these rules.

What have we heard all year? We are
not going to talk about fixing the Af-
fordable Care Act. We are not going to
bring it up. We are not going to get a
single amendment in the Senate.

The House has repeatedly legislated
on the Affordable Care Act. The Senate
refuses to take up their bills, refuses to
allow votes, refuses to have a full de-
bate. We are at the end of the year, and
nothing has been done about it. We
could expect some tension to build up
here.

What I hear the House saying is:
Delay this bill for 1 year. It is not
working. Delay the individual mandate
and give ordinary Americans some re-
lief from this law. The President has
already delayed parts of ObamaCare—
probably without lawful authority—
and delayed it for a year for Big busi-
ness. But the President and Senator
REID have, in effect, said: We will shut
down the government before we delay
the law for ordinary Americans.

The House has passed a bill to fund
the government, but the bill that was
just voted down would simply have de-
layed the individual mandate in the Af-
fordable Care Act for 1 year. Maybe
this time we could actually fix some of
the problems or change some of the
provisions in ObamaCare that are so
damaging to America.

One thing I wish everyone to know—
and I am the ranking Republican on
the Budget Committee and we deal
with the numbers—I wrote to the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office. They
are an independent group, and I asked
them what the long-term costs of the
Affordable Care Act would be. The
President said, unequivocally, this bill
will not add one dime to the debt of the
United States. Do you remember him
saying that? He said it many times. His
aides and Senators said the same thing
many times. The President went on to
say, however, you may have forgotten:
Not now, not ever, period.

Well, is that true? Will the Obama
administration health care law not add
one dime to the United States debt now
or ever?

What did the Government Account-
ability Office say? This is a chart that
reflects what they told the Budget
Committee in response to my question.

They said over the 75-year period, it
adds $6.2 trillion to the debt of the
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United States. That number is huge, as
$1 trillion is a lot of money.

How huge is it? How do we compare
it? All of us know that Social Security
is in great difficulty and under serious
threat. We have to reform it and put it
on a sound basis. It is not going to be
easy to do that. Why? Well, it has un-
funded liabilities. We don’t have
enough money coming in to pay for the
commitments we made to pay out in
the future.

Remember, Social Security has a
dedicated source of revenue as well. It
is on your paycheck every month. It is
the FICA we pay. It goes to Social Se-
curity and there is a Medicare with-
holding too. Those funds are dedicated
for Social Security or Medicare. But
people are living longer, and the bene-
fits are such that we are going to have
a shortfall in the future.

How much is that Social Security
shortfall we have been wrestling over
how to fix? It is $7.7 trillion. In the
ObamaCare bill that passed on Christ-
mas Eve, that they rammed through
the Senate on Christmas Eve on a
party-line vote before Scott Brown
could take office and provide the vote
for Massachusetts that would have
killed the ©bill. They rammed it
through the Senate without any
amendments, and it added at least an-
other $6.2 trillion to the long-term debt
of the United States of America. It is
worse than that, and I can explain why
it is even worse. That number does not
consider interest on the $6.2 trillion
over 75 years. I suspect the interest is
going to be many trillions of dollars
more and it adds to the debt.

As we borrow the money, we pay in-
terest on the money we borrow. It is
not free. We borrow the money on the
market or from trust funds. This is a
big deal. The American people need to
know that the promise this law will
not add to the debt is absolutely false.

This is based on, the GAO said, ac-
cepted accounting principles and a re-
alistic scenario of what is likely to
happen over time should the plan be
implemented. One of the things they
say is the cuts they made to Medicare
providers, hospitals and doctors, that
provide health care to seniors are so
large they will not be sustainable. If
they continue to cut in that fashion
over a period of years, hospitals would
close and doctors would quit prac-
ticing. You cannot do it. We are al-
ready dealing with a doc fix now on a
bill that cut doctors more than they
could reasonably be cut. Every year we
have to find up to $20 billion to get the
money to fund the doctors because we
can’t cut below a certain amount. So I
would say this GAO number is low.

As we wrestle with the great respon-
sibilities we have been given as Sen-
ators, yes, we need to think about what
would happen in the next few days if
the government does not function. I
hope we avoid that. We absolutely
should avoid that because it is not
good.
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We need to be asking ourselves what
are we doing to our children, grand-
children, and the financial stability of
the United States of America with a
new entitlment program that is going
to commence now, by January 1, that
will add more than $6.2 trillion to the
debt of the United States. This is a
huge amount. I ask our colleagues to
consider it.

One more matter that shows how we
get in trouble financially is when the
numbers get so large nobody can quite
follow. The larger the numbers get, the
harder it is to follow.

Under the legislation of the Afford-
able Care Act, the plan was to cut up to
$5600 billion over the next 10 years from
Medicare by cutting providers while
promising patients would receive just
as good health care as they always did.
We are not cutting your benefits, we
are only going to cut providers. We
have done this before. At some point
you can’t sustain that.

On December 23, the night before this
bill passed, I spoke with the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office, our
own accountant, and told him in a con-
ference call words to this effect: It is
absolutely unbelievable to me, Mr.
CBO Director, Mr. Elmendorf, that we
are about to vote tomorrow morning,
we are told, on the largest health care
bill since Medicare and we don’t know
how to count the money. I think they
are double-counting the money. This is
unbelievable, how many hundred bil-
lion dollars we are talking about, it
seems to me. I could hear somebody on
his end of the conference call say: It is
double-counting. I heard someone say
it in the background.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent of the Chair for 1 additional
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. Elmendorf, by the next morning,
gave us a letter. It laid out and con-
tained this language. He said:

The key point is that savings to the HI
trust fund—

That is the Medicare trust fund.

—of $500 billion over 10 years, the savings
from the HI trust fund by cutting providers
and increase Medicare taxes under PPACA—
That is the Affordable Care Act.

—would be received by the government only
once, so they cannot be set aside to pay for
future Medicare spending and, at the same
time, pay for current spending on other parts
of the legislation or on other programs.

You can’t simultaneously say you
are using this money to support Medi-
care by making Medicare more sustain-
able and then spend the money on a
new program because then it is not
going to be available to strengthen
Medicare. That double-counting is not
even taken into account in the $6.2 tril-
lion figure derived from the GAO
study.
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I would conclude by saying the un-
funded liabilities in this law are huge.
They are a direct threat to the future
of the United States financially. At
this point in history, we need to be sav-
ing Medicare, we need to be saving So-
cial Security, and we need to be saving
Medicaid. We don’t need to be starting
another program without sufficient
funds to pay for it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I am happy to have
an opportunity to speak for a minute,
particularly following my good friend,
the Senator from Alabama. He and I
have worked on so many issues. It
shows one day you can work together
and agree on something and the next
day you can have different points of
view.

He and I worked successfully on the
RESTORE Act. We worked on the
FAIR Act where we can get a portion
of our revenues to bring back to Ala-
bama, Mississippi, Louisiana, from off-
shore oil and gas production. I have to
say I have enjoyed working with him
many times over the years we have
been in the Senate.

Tonight I take issue with some of the
things he said. To recapitulate, with
much due respect, if everything the
Senator said about the Affordable Care
Act was actually factual—and it is
not—if everything he said about the
act was true, this time and method of
shutting down the government to prove
his point is still wrong.

You should not hold Federal employ-
ees, the economy of the United States,
the governments of the United States—
Federal, State, or local which will be
affected by this—hostage because you
agree or think that the Affordable Care
Act is a bad act. It is the wrong meth-
od and it is the wrong time for that de-
bate. That is the issue.

They are on the floor debating
whether the Affordable Care Act is
good or bad. This is not the debate we
are having tonight. The debate we
should be having tonight, whether it is
good or bad, is, is it worth shutting
down the government of the United
States tonight? The answer is clearly
no.

Secondly, the Senator from Alabama
said this bill was passed in the middle
of the night. It was passed late one
night several years ago. It has been
passed by the House and the Senate,
signed into law as every bill by the
President of the United States. In the
case of this law, it was upheld by the
Supreme Court and is being imple-
mented by a majority of States in the
United States. This bill, law, concept,
and approach was debated for 40 years
in 20 Congresses. This wasn’t debated
in 1 night, in 1 week, morning, noon, or
midnight, but 40 years across many
Presidents, both Republican and Demo-
cratic. The question was, How does the
richest Nation in the world, the most
developed democracy on Earth, a Na-
tion with 1 million-plus workers, pro-
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vide affordable health care without
bankrupting the country and putting
too much burden on either individuals
or businesses?

There were ideas thrown out for the
40 years this was debated—not 1 night,
not just on Christmas Eve. There were
hundreds of hearings, thousands of doc-
uments, millions of pieces of paper and
studies done on the subject, and there
were about four options:

One, Medicare for all—lots of opposi-
tion to that. It is expensive—popular
but expensive.

The second option was a single-payer
system similar to Canada’s. It was very
popular with some, deemed too social-
istic by others.

The third option was Medicaid sav-
ings accounts, health care savings ac-
counts. Republicans love it. Democrats
don’t like it, don’t think it is fair to
the middle class. It would only really
help those at the top 2 percent. We said
No.

So we compromised on an idea that
came not out of the Democratic caucus
but out of the Republican caucus, not
out of a Democratic think tank but a
Republican think tank—the Heritage
Foundation—and we passed a private
sector, market-based insurance choice
for all Americans.

But that debate is over. At least the
bill has passed; the debate will go on
for a while—but not about shutting the
government down. The debate as far as
the bill passing, it is done. It is signed
into law. And contrary to arguments
made on the other side that nobody is
interested in amending anything, I
don’t know if they have read their CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. It is right in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. We have al-
ready amended the law twice on a vote
in the House and the Senate. Remem-
ber a year and a half ago we passed the
1099? We repealed that. It was a part of
the way we paid for the bill. We re-
viewed it after we did it and thought
that wasn’t a very good idea, and we
changed it. There has been another
change to the law. It is not as if this
law will never be changed. But for Re-
publicans—particularly the extrem-
ists—every time we come up to a budg-
et debate or the full faith and credit of
the United States, to reengage in this
debate, it is not fair to the American
people, it is not fair to the workers of
the United States, and it is not fair to
the businesses in the United States. It
is just simply not the right way to leg-
islate.

So I would like the chairman from
Alabama, as the ranking member of
the Budget Committee, I wish he would
get on the floor and urge his colleagues
to go to conference on the budget he
was talking about because I do agree
with him. We do have a deficit prob-
lem. We do have a debt problem. We do
have some entitlements that need to be
looked at. We have to get our budget in
balance. But the way to do it is not to
hold the American people hostage, to
take their jobs away from them and
shut the government down. That is not
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the way to operate. It is to go to con-
ference.

We have tried 18 times to go to con-
ference, and we have been blocked by
the Senator from Texas. The Senator
from Texas Mr. CRUZ has objected to
going to conference to debate the budg-
et.

Let’s debate the budget. Let’s debate
the appropriations bills. I am an appro-
priator. I am the chair of the Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs
Committee.

Tomorrow thousands of people are
going to be laid off. People who protect
our borders, who help navigate inter-
national trade, help keep our hospital
industry going, passports, et cetera,
are going to be impacted. But instead
of the Senator arguing and urging us—
as the ranking member of the Budget
Committee—to go to the Budget Com-
mittee to negotiate, they have ob-
jected. We can’t go to a conference.

Senator MURRAY passed her budget
months ago. We passed a budget. The
House has passed a budget. They aren’t
the same budget, but it is their version
and our version. Let’s go to conference
and work it out. But, no, we have to
now threaten the shutdown of the en-
tire government of the United States
because the Republicans after 40 years
of debate feel that was not enough.
Forty years of debate was not enough.
Two Presidential elections, which they
lost, was not convincing enough. The
majority of the Senate fell to the
Democrats. That was not convincing
enough.

The people who voted that way, their
votes, their actions as a democratic na-
tion are being disrespected by our col-
leagues on the other side. It is not as
though this is a dictatorship. We were
elected. I was even elected in a State
where this is a difficult issue. It is not
clear-cut. I have people for it and
against it. But after studying and after
soul-searching and after looking at all
the options and understanding that I
have 800,000 people in my State who are
uninsured, that I have hundreds of
thousands of small businesses that had
been dropping their insurance because
they couldn’t afford it, and that 85 per-
cent of our market is taken up by one
company with virtually no competi-
tion, I said there has to be a better
way. This may not be perfect, but the
status quo is worse.

We had that debate, and their side
lost. So instead of just trying to fix
what they can or suggesting changes or
finding a time where we can debate—
and we have already changed two
things; the President, administra-
tively, has already pushed back one—
they want to shut the government
down. It is on their shoulders.

So I came to the floor—and I will ask
for 5 more minutes—to talk about two
things because I have hesitated to
speak on this big issue because I have
been focused for the last year on a real
problem—not that this isn’t a problem;
it is a problem, but this is a real issue
that with a little bit of attention from
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everyone and a lot less rhetoric, we
could fix this, and that is helping to
amend a bill that did pass and does
need to be amended, and that is the
Biggert-Waters bill.

I am not threatening to shut the gov-
ernment down over this; I am simply
asking and raising attention to the
fact that at some point we would like
to have a debate on this floor and in
the House on Biggert-Waters. This was
a bill that was passed through here—it
wasn’t debated for 40 years, it was de-
bated for a very short time. At the
time the bill passed—Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
for 5 additional minutes.

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. The bill passed out
of the committee on the Senate side. It
never did come to the floor at all for
debate. It went to the House, was
changed pretty dramatically, and then
was put in a conference committee.
This happens sometimes. It is not
usual, but it does happen. I am not
complaining about that except that as
a result of that, hundreds of thousands
of people in Louisiana, Texas, Florida,
North Dakota, New York, and New Jer-
sey, tomorrow morning—as I guess if
the government is shutting down, they
may not be able to go to work, if they
have a government job—they will have
a big fat bill coming on their flood in-
surance because Biggert-Waters, the
bill in the House, had several very per-
nicious provisions.

There are about 5 million flood insur-
ance policies in the country. There
should be about 17 million, but there
are only 5. There will be 17 million, or
some such universe as that, but there
are 5 million now, and we have many in
Louisiana.

When a person goes to put their
house on the market and they sell it,
the act of selling, according to Biggert-
Waters, removes their grandfathered
status. They then go from that grand-
fathered status, which was below mar-
ket rate—and that was done purposely
to help people who live in coastal
areas—not necessarily in secondary
homes, not in condos, not in million-
dollar mansions, but people who work
on the rivers, who fish, who live in
coastal communities, hard-working in-
dividuals and small businesses. This al-
lowed them to live where they have
lived, in our case, for 300 years. They
didn’t just move there in the 1980s.
They didn’t move down there for sun-
bathing. They have been there for 300
years, and this was to give them an op-
portunity to live in their homes with
reasonable insurance.

In the Biggert-Waters bill, that trig-
ger—the act of putting up a ‘“‘for sale”
sign or selling your house—eliminated
the subsidy, virtually rendering a per-
son’s house valueless. And it is not just
paying 25 percent more, 100 percent
more, or 400 percent more. That would
be hard enough, but in some cases it
literally will render a house valueless
because let’s say, for instance, you paid
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$1,200 a year for insurance, but let’s say
the real rate is actually $15,000. The
trigger mechanism means their flood
insurance will go from $1,200 to $15,000
overnight. No one will buy a home that
has a $15,000 annual premium for insur-
ance. So if they have $400,000 in equity
in their home or $500,000 or $150,000 in
equity or perhaps they have $1 million
in equity, it is gone because their
house will not be able to be sold for vir-
tually any price close to what it is
worth. And that is not right. That
comes close to a taking.

When this bill passed, I put an objec-
tion in the record. I said then that we
would be back talking about it. There
are ways we can fix bills. We need to
get Biggert-Waters fixed and changed,
and I want to submit that if we don’t
shut the government down, we can do
it. We can negotiate, we can meet in
conference and bring amendments to
committees, and we can work together.

I want to read for the RECORD for a
few minutes. I don’t see anyone else on
the floor.

Many in Congress were led to believe that
the flood insurance program was
unsustainable, that it consistently paid out
more in losses than it collected in premiums,
and that the only way to balance the ledger
was to eliminate subsidies and raise rates.
That simply isn’t the case.

During 3 of the past 5 years, the program
has actually collected more in premium rev-
enue than it paid out in losses. In fact, the
program has tabulated an annual surplus 18
times during the 42-year period for which we
have data.

Now, there were times, after Florida
had that terrible year—2004, I think—
when four hurricanes hit and of course
after Katrina, where the program took
a very strong hit, like when our levees
broke and caused so much to drain
from the fund. But if we look over
time, it was about a $19 million aver-
age loss per year—not great but not
horrible; not enough to generate the
kind of bill that was passed here that is
so draconian.

Continuing to quote:

I also think that most Members of Con-
gress would be surprised to learn that 40 per-
cent of all properties which are required to
maintain flood insurance do not have an ac-
tive policy. This violation of the law costs
the program hundreds of millions in lost rev-
enue. Stricter penalties under Biggert-
Waters for lenders who fail to enforce man-
datory purchase requirements will help to
address this, but it is difficult to justify
these exorbitant rate increases for people
who are participating in the program and
playing by the rules when millions of prop-
erty owners are bucking their legal obliga-
tion to pay into the program.

I also think most Members of the Congress
and the general public would be shocked to
learn that only 44 percent of the money col-
lected by the program is used to cover flood
losses in a given year. In fact, the program
spends more money paying the insurance
companies and agents who administer the
program but don’t incur any risk and serv-
icing the debt created by the Corps of Engi-
neers than it spends on annual flood losses.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the complete
document from which I just quoted.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE TRUTH ABOUT PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY

Many in Congress were led to believe that
the flood insurance program was
unsustainable, that it consistently paid out
more in losses than it collected in premiums,
and that the only way to balance the ledger
was to eliminate subsidies and raise rates.
That simply isn’t the case.

During 3 of the past 5 years, the program
has actually collected more in premium rev-
enue than it paid out in losses. In fact, the
program has tabulated an annual surplus 18
times during the 42-year period for which we
have data. Over the 26-year period between
the time that the federal government took
over the program in 1978 and the cata-
strophic losses in 2004 when Florida was
struck by four major hurricanes, the pro-
gram collected $10.2 billion in premiums and
paid out $10.7 billion in claims, resulting in
a modest deficit of just $500 million or $19
million per year on average.

I also think that most members of Con-
gress would be surprised to learn that 40% of
all properties which are required to maintain
flood insurance do not have an active policy.
This violation of the law costs the program
hundreds of millions in lost revenue. Stricter
penalties under Biggert-Waters for lenders
who fail to enforce mandatory purchase re-
quirements will help to address this, but it is
difficult to justify exorbitant rate increases
for people who are participating in the pro-
gram and playing by the rules when millions
of property owners are bucking their legal
obligation to pay into the program.

I also think most members of Congress and
the general public would be shocked to learn
that only 44% of the money collected by the
program is used to cover expected flood
losses in a given year. In fact, the program
spends more money paying the insurance
companies and agents who administer the
program but don’t incur any risk and to
servicing the debt created by the Corps of
Engineers than it spends on annual flood
losses.

The fiscal structure of the flood insurance
program is definitely broken, but it isn’t be-
cause of subsidies. Taken in combination,
these facts paint a very different picture of
the National Flood Insurance Program than
the one that prevailed during the debate last
Congress when Biggert-Waters was presented
to us.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President,
these are several reasons why this bill
needs to be amended. Again, I am not
threatening to shut the government
down. That is not appropriate to get
amendments to this bill. There are
ways to amend a bill, and we can work
on that.

Madam President, I also ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD a quote from Michael Hecht.
Michael Hecht is the executive director
of GNO, Inc. He is leading a great dele-
gation or a group of people—realtors,
bankers, gulf coast residents and many
others.

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

MICHAEL HECHT QUOTE

I would like to read a statement that was
made last week by the President of Greater
New Orleans Inc., a regional business organi-
zation in Louisiana, which I believe conveys
the sentiment of thousands of people who I
represent that are facing steep rate increases
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in the midst of so many unanswered ques-
tions and misconceptions about this pro-
gram’s underlying problems.

‘It is irresponsible to introduce drastic re-
forms that will potentially devastate hun-
dreds of thousands of American home- and
business-owners, before basic questions
about forgone revenues and high costs are
answered. To proceed otherwise, destroying
the wealth of innocent Americans—who have
done exactly as the government has told
them, maintained insurance and often never
flooded—is both economically unwise and
morally unjust.”

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President,
let me read this quote from Michael
Hecht. He said:

It is irresponsible to introduce drastic re-
forms that will potentially devastate hun-
dreds of thousands of American homes and
business owners before basic questions about
forgone revenues and high costs are an-
swered. To proceed otherwise, destroying the
wealth of innocent Americans—who have
done exactly as the government has told
them, maintained insurance and often never
flooded—is both economically unwise and
morally unjust.

I know my time is almost to the end.
There is no one else on the floor, so I
would like to speak until someone else
gets here. But this is what we should be
working on. We should be working on
fixing the flood insurance. Tomorrow
morning, October 1, these rates go up.
These trigger mechanisms go into ef-
fect. It is devastating for people in our
States. But the Texas Senators seem to
be more concerned about the Afford-
able Care Act. I understand in their
mind it is a problem and in their heart
they are sincere. I understand their
constituents are complaining. But it is
the law, and we should not shut down
the government over this.

I wish they would turn their atten-
tion to the Biggert-Waters bill, which
the House and Senate passed. It needs
to be amended. It needs to be fixed, and
we need to negotiate a way forward.

No. 2, if people do want to fight about
changes to the budget—I am an appro-
priator. We have been negotiating for
years with Republicans about how
much to spend, how little to spend,
what programs to fund, what not. We
do that in a budget conference. We do
that in the appropriations bills. In fact,
on this measure we are debating to-
night the Democrats accepted the
House number. Talk about negotiate.
We just accepted the number they gave
us for the continuing resolution. It was
below our number. We want to fund the
government in this month a little bit
higher, but we even accepted their
number. We said, fine, we will take
your number.

We usually don’t do that. We usually
cut it in half or split the difference or
say, you want this, we want this. We
just took it. We just said yes. They
can’t even take yes for an answer be-
cause they are so committed to using
the Federal Government as a hostage,
or the full faith and credit of the
United States as a hostage to change a
bill they had every opportunity to
change and didn’t change or couldn’t
change, didn’t have the votes to
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change. Maybe one day they will. But
they don’t have those votes in this
Chamber tonight and they don’t have
those votes in the House. If they would
let the whole House vote, they most
certainly would not. They are just al-
lowing the Republicans to vote. But if
they would allow the House to vote in
its entirety, representing the country,
they would support the position of the
Senate and they know that.

I end my remarks by saying let us
focus on what we can do to fix some
bills, the Biggert-Waters flood insur-
ance bill being one of them. Let’s not
hold the American public and govern-
ment hostage over a bill that passed,
that was signed into law, and upheld by
the Supreme Court and is being imple-
mented by a majority of States in
America. We can debate it and not shut
down the government over it.

I ask unanimous consent for 1 more
minute.

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. I wish to put some-
thing else on the RECORD as well that is
important for us to think about to-
night, besides the underlying debate
which I have spoken about and the
Biggert-Waters reform which unfortu-
nately is going to go into effect tomor-
row. We are going to do a press con-
ference tomorrow on it and try to get
as much support as we can for Repub-
licans and Democrats to fix it. But
there is another issue I wish to bring
up to the body tonight while we are
waiting for the leader.

I think with the consent of both Re-
publicans and the Democrats, we could
allow the District of Columbia—which
is one city that is going to be more im-
pacted than others should the budget
of the United States not be able to be
negotiated in the next hour or hour and
a half. So what I am hoping by raising
this issue is that Members will con-
sider that every city in the United
States is going to operate tomorrow
morning, every State is going to oper-
ate tomorrow morning, even if the Fed-
eral Government shuts down. They will
be impacted, but they will continue to
operate with their own money, on their
own steam, under their own laws. I
would like the same thing for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The District of Columbia’s budget is
75 percent local and 23 percent Federal.
So most of their money is local money
raised by local taxes, not the taxpayers
of the United States. More impressive
than that, they have balanced their
budget—unlike us—for 18 years. People
may be surprised to know this, but the
District of Columbia, which is about
650,000 people, does not have a Senator
to speak for them. They have a House
Member, but the House Member has no
vote. So I wish to speak on their behalf
for just a few minutes. They have bal-
anced their budget for 18 years and
they have well over $1 billion cash in
the bank.

So I am raising this to my colleagues
to ask for us to consider a unanimous
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consent resolution that several of us
are putting together now. I would love
for my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to simply allow the District of Co-
lumbia to use their own money—even if
the Federal money doesn’t come for-
ward, to use their own money raised by
their own taxpayers to keep their own
government operating, because they
are under a special provision to us and
have been for many years. People argue
whether that is right. That is not the
point of this. Whether it is right is of
no consequence. It is the law. If we can
give them some relief, it would be very
helpful to the thousands of people who
need a signal from us that just because
we can’t get our budget straight, just
because our budget is in deficit doesn’t
mean we can’t honor the fact that the
DC budget is in surplus, $1 billion in
the bank. It has been balanced for 18
years, and 75 percent of their budget
comes from their own taxpayers. We
should allow them to use their money
to stay open.

I hope we avoid a shutdown. It
doesn’t look we are going to. It could
be 1 day, it could be 2 days, it could be
3 weeks, it could be 4 months. Who
knows how long it is going to be. I hope
it doesn’t happen, and I hope it is a
very short period of time. But what-
ever it is, there is no reason in the
world for the District of Columbia—as
Mayor Gray said: We have balanced our
budget for 18 consecutive years. We
have well over $1 billion in the bank.
Yet we cannot spend our own money to
provide our residents with services
they have paid for unless we get per-
mission from a Congress that can’t
even agree to pay its own bills.

If we can’t agree how to pay our bills,
I think it is unfortunate. We should.
But this is a big city. It is an impor-
tant city. It is the Capital of the Na-
tion. They should be able to operate to-
morrow morning.

I am hoping in the next hours we can
find a way. All it takes is a unanimous
consent. I know tensions are running
high. We can be angry at each other or
frustrated, but we should not be angry
with the District. They have done
nothing wrong. They have balanced
their budget. They need to be able to
operate. Many people all over the Na-
tion depend on the District govern-
ment. So let’s not shut them down
while we are shutting ourselves down.

I yield the floor and 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.

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent there be a period of
morning business for debate only until
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12 midnight, with Senators permitted
to speak until for up to 10 minutes
each, and that at 12 midnight I be rec-
ognized.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. REID. Madam President, this is a
very serious time in the history of the
country. It is hard to comprehend, with
millions of people being affected to-
morrow—in 65 minutes, actually—Re-
publicans are still playing games.

As I indicated, speaking through the
Chair to the senior Senator from Illi-
nois a couple of hours ago, just take a
couple of examples. We have 15,000 peo-
ple a day who come to Lake Mead,
spending huge amounts of money to
help the economy. They come there to
boat, to fish, to recreate. Tomorrow
morning they can’t go.

We have a beautiful recreational area
just a short distance out of Las Vegas.
When you fly into Las Vegas, you can
see the beautiful red hills. It is called
Red Rock. Over 1 million people a year
come and visit. Not tomorrow. No. The
Republicans are shutting down places
like that all over America because they
don’t agree with government. Tomor-
row will be a bad day for government
and a day of celebration for the Repub-
lican-dominated House led by the tea
party over there. We hear the next
gambit of the House is to request a
conference on the CR.

We like to resolve issues. In the Sen-
ate Chamber tonight is PATTY MURRAY,
chairman of the Budget Committee.
She worked so hard to pass a budget in
this body. We worked until 5 in the
morning to get it passed. We voted on
over 100 amendments. We passed a
budget. We passed a budget because it
was the right thing to do and the Re-
publicans said we should pass a budg-
et—and we did. Senator MURRAY has
for more than 6 months requested a
conference on the budget 18 times.

So we like to resolve issues. But we
will not go to conference with a gun to
our head. The first thing the House has
to do is pass a clean 6-week CR. They
have that before them. They can do it
right now. If they do that, then we will
agree to work with Republicans on
funding for the government for the re-
mainder of the fiscal year.

I propose that the House pass our
clean CR, and we will sit down and dis-
cuss funding for the balance of the
yvear. That is it. This deal they are
pulling out—they have a rule over
there that says they want to go to con-
ference on the CR. That closes the gov-
ernment. They want to close the gov-
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ernment. This is all a subterfuge to
satisfy the tea party-driven Repub-
licans. This very strange agenda is so
hurtful to the American people.

So I want everyone to hear what we
just said. We will not go to conference
until we get a clean CR. If the govern-
ment closes, what benefit do we have
from that? In 2 weeks the government
is not only going to close down—we are
going to lose the credit rating because
they are talking now about not raising
the debt ceiling.

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
sort of feel sorry for Speaker BOEHNER.
He has this hard-right tea party group
that is adamant about shutting the
government down. Many of them
talked about shutting the government
down in their 2010 campaigns. There
are clips where they go to the audi-
ence: We will shut the government
down if we win back the House. And
the audience of tea party faithful
cheers.

Here we are. Speaker BOEHNER, who
has not been able, not been strong
enough, frankly, to stand up to the tea
party, realizes he is in a real dilemma.
They want to shut the government
down and he knows that the American
people do not want that. CNN came out
with a poll today. What should we do,
end ObamaCare or keep the govern-
ment going? Sixty percent said, keep
the government going. Only 30 per-
cent—or 34 percent, I believe it was—
said end ObamaCare. The closer we get
to this fateful hour—and we are only
an hour away from a government shut-
down—the more people will understand
what the Republicans have done.

There is only one answer, and that is
for the House to pass the clean CR bill
that we have sent them, that they
have. They keep coming up with new
diversions. They send us a message
that says this. They send us a message
that says that. Some of it is related to
ObamaCare. Some of it is related to
contraception. Now they say we want
to go to conference. As the leader said,
we want to resolve issues. We would
like to get a nice omnibus for a whole
year, for the remainder of the fiscal
year. We realize we have to do that
with both Houses. But not with a gun
to everybody’s head. Let’s go to con-
ference? While they shut down the gov-
ernment and hurt millions of innocent
people? Speaker BOEHNER is not going
to get away with this subterfuge, as he
has not gotten away with the previous
ones. People will see through it.

It is a way to take the focus off what
they really are doing, shutting the gov-
ernment down and trying to get people
to follow the diversion. This time it is
let’s go to conference. Again, there is
nothing wrong with a conference, but
not, absolutely not when they are shut-
ting the government down in an hour.
All the talking in conference will not
help the Federal worker who is not get-
ting a paycheck, the highway construc-
tion worker whose job uses Federal
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