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This will not solve every problem se-
questration has caused, but it is a step
in the right direction and a dramatic
improvement over the status quo.

Over the past year I have talked to
workers at Joint Base Lewis-McChord
and Fairchild Air Force Base and else-
where who have been very much im-
pacted by the sequestration and very
worried about how another round of
cuts would affect their jobs and fami-
lies. I have heard from military leaders
who told me sequestration would im-
pact our national security if it contin-
ued and from companies that do busi-
ness with the Defense Department that
the uncertainty and the cuts were
hurting their ability to hire workers
and invest in future growth. So I am
very glad this bill will prevent the up-
coming round of defense sequestration
and provide some certainty to the Pen-
tagon for the upcoming years.

Secretary of Defense Hagel and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Dempsey have both expressed support
for this bill, as have a number of col-
leagues in Congress who have spent the
last few years highlighting the impact
of continued sequestration on national
security and defense workers.

The increased investments we get
from rolling back sequestration over
the next 2 years are fully replaced with
a smarter, balanced mix of new revenue
and more responsible spending cuts.
Experts and economists have said the
responsible thing to do is increase in-
vestments now while our economic re-
covery remains fragile and workers are
still fighting to get back on the job,
while tackling our deficit and debt
over the long run. This bill moves us in
the direction of exactly that.

We have cut our deficit in half over
the past few years, and this bill adds to
the $2.5 trillion in deficit reduction
done since 2011 with an additional $23
billion in savings over the next 10
years.

This bill is not exactly what I would
have written on my own. I am pretty
sure it is not what Chairman RYAN
would have written on his own.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BOOKER). Is there objection? Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. This bill is a com-
promise, and that means neither side
got everything they wanted and both of
us had to give a bit.

I was very disappointed we were not
able to close a single wasteful tax loop-
hole that benefits the wealthiest Amer-
icans and biggest corporations. I had
hoped to extend critical support for
workers who are fighting to get back
on the job. I was very disappointed
that Republicans refused to allow that
to be part of this deal. I certainly
would have liked to have replaced more
of sequestration. I know it was difficult
for many Republicans to accept any in-
creases in the BCA caps at all.

I know many Republicans had hoped
this would be an opportunity to make

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the kind of Medicare and Social Secu-
rity benefit cuts they have advocated
in the past, but I fought hard to keep
them out.

This deal is a compromise. It doesn’t
tackle every one of the challenges we
face as a nation, but that was never our
goal. This bipartisan bill takes the
first steps toward rebuilding our bro-
ken budget process and hopefully to-
ward rebuilding our broken Congress.

We have spent far too long here
scrambling to fix artificial crises in-
stead of working together to solve the
big problems we all know we need to
address. We have budget deficits that
have improved but have not dis-
appeared, and we have deficits in edu-
cation, innovation, and infrastructure
that continue to widen. There is so
much more we need to do to create
jobs, boost our economy, replace the
remaining years of sequestration, and
tackle our long-term fiscal challenges
fairly and responsibly.

I am hopeful that this deal can be
just the first of many bipartisan deals,
that it can rebuild some of the trust,
bring Democrats and Republicans to-
gether, and demonstrate that govern-
ment can work for the people we all
represent.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bipartisan Budget Act of 2013.

I thank Chairman RYAN for his work
with me over the last several months.
I thank a number of Members who have
worked very closely with us, including
Ranking Member VAN HOLLEN and
every Member of our Budget Com-
mittee here in the Senate who worked
hard to pass a budget, start a con-
ference, and get a bipartisan deal.

When we come back next year, I will
be ready to get to work with Chairman
RYAN or anyone else from either side of
this aisle who wants to build on this bi-
partisan foundation to continue ad-
dressing our Nation’s challenges fairly
and responsibly. It is not going to be
easy, but the American people are ex-
pecting nothing less.

———

CLOTURE MOTION

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the manda-
tory quorum required under rule XXII
be waived with respect to the cloture
motion relative to H.J. Res. 59.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The cloture motion having been pre-
sented under rule XXII, the Chair di-
rects the clerk to read the motion to
invoke cloture.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to the Sen-
ate amendment to H.J. Res. 59, the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act.

Harry Reid, Patty Murray, Max Baucus,
Mark Begich, Barbara Boxer, Richard
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Blumenthal, Tom Udall, Debbie Stabe-
now, Sheldon Whitehouse, Claire
McCasgkill, Mazie K. Hirono, Chris-
topher A. Coons, Jon Tester, Brian
Schatz, Martin Heinrich, Joe Donnelly,
Heidi Heitkamp, Kirsten E. Gillibrand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to the
Senate amendment to H.J. Res. 59,
making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 2014, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 67,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 279 Leg.]

YEAS—67
Alexander Hagan Murkowski
Baldwin Harkin Murphy
Baucus Hatch Murray
Begich Heinrich Nelson
Bennet Heitkamp Portman
Blumenthal Hirono Pryor
Blunt Hoeven Reed
Booker Isakson Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown Johnson (WI) Sanders
Cantwell Kaine
Cardin King Schatz
Carper Klobuchar Schumer
Casey Landrieu Shaheen
Chambliss Leahy Stabenow
Collins Levin Tester
Coons Manchin Udall (CO)
Donnelly Markey Udall (NM)
Durbin McCain Warner
Feinstein McCaskill Warren
Flake Menendez Whitehouse
Franken Merkley Wyden
Gillibrand Mikulski

NAYS—33
Ayotte Enzi Paul
Barrasso Fischer Risch
Boozman Graham Roberts
Burr Grassley Rubio
Coats Heller Scott
Coburn Inhofe Sessions
Cochran Johanns Shelby
Corker Kirk Thune
Cornyn Lee Toomey
Crapo McConnell Vitter
Cruz Moran Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 67 and the nays are
33. Three-fifths of the Senators duly
chosen and sworn having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is agreed to.

————

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014—
Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the House which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, that the House recede from its
amendment to the amendment of the Senate
to the resolution (H.J. Res. 59) entitled, “‘A
joint resolution making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014, and for other
purposes,’”’ and concur with a House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment.

Pending:

Reid motion to concur in the amendment
of the House to the amendment of the Senate
to the joint resolution, with Reid amend-
ment No. 2547, to change the enactment date.
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Reid amendment No. 2548 (to amendment
No. 2547), of a perfecting nature.

Reid motion to refer the message of the
House on the joint resolution to Committee
on the Budget, with instructions, Reid
amendment No. 2549, to change the enact-
ment date.

Reid amendment No. 2550 (to (the instruc-
tions of the motion to refer) amendment No.
2549), of a perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 2551 (to amendment
No. 2550), of a perfecting nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Cloture
having been invoked on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to the
Senate amendment, the motion to refer
falls as it is inconsistent with cloture.

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, am I
correct we are in postcloture time
now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take
this time to talk about the budget
agreement that was negotiated by Sen-
ator MURRAY and Congressman RYAN
and the work they did, but I first wish
to relate to my colleagues conversa-
tions I had with numerous Marylanders
over this past weekend—people I didn’t
know who came up to me and said how
pleased they were that Congress was on
the verge of getting something done—
something that will make a difference
in our budget over the next 2 years.
They were pleased that Democrats and
Republicans were actually able to
reach a compromise and that we were
actually able to get our business done
in some regular order. They were hope-
ful that it would not only make a dif-
ference in the budget of our Nation this
year and next, but that it was a sign
that Democrats and Republicans were
prepared to work together to do the
people’s business. They were pleased
this was truly bipartisan—a real com-
promise—something we haven’t seen
enough of in this Congress.

The American people understand
that the Congress is controlled—the
House by Republicans and the Senate
by Democrats. They understand that.
What they do not understand is how we
have not been able to get together and
compromise on our differences in order
to move forward on the important
issues of our time. They are very en-
couraged by this action.

So I intend to support the final vote
on the budget agreement, and I hope
my colleagues will support this agree-
ment. It provides the framework for
appropriations bills for the next 2 years
without sequestration. That is regular
order. The appropriations committees
can now meet and decide the policy of
our country through the appropriations
bills as to where we believe priorities
should be on Federal resources.

It allows us to operate, hopefully,
without a continuing resolution. The
number of continuing resolutions that
we have passed indicate a failure be-
cause when we pass a continuing reso-
lution, we do not adopt the priorities
for the current time. Instead, we just
freeze in prior years’ priorities. We now
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have the opportunity to enact prior-
ities that are important today, recog-
nizing that some of the past spending
is not necessary and there are other
areas that we need now to adopt, con-
sidering the changes in our own com-
munities and considering the inter-
national changes.

It allows us to operate without the
fear of a government shutdown. Before
I said a fear of a government shutdown
because we thought we would not see a
government shutdown, but as we know,
in October we saw a government shut-
down, and we saw people who were
hurt, and we saw our economy that was
hurt as a result of that shutdown. Now
this budget agreement gives us the op-
portunity to use regular order so we
can pass appropriations bills or an om-
nibus bill that sets current priorities.
It allows us to do that without the fear
of closing government, which is ineffi-
cient, costly, and harms our economy
and people.

The framework that was adopted in
this budget agreement allows us to pro-
tect our Nation’s seniors, disabled chil-
dren, and the disadvantaged. The re-
sources can be made available to deal
with our most vulnerable to allow us to
move forward as a nation, and it shows
we can work together.

So I strongly support this budget
agreement. I do so but I want to ex-
press my disappointments. I am sure
that every Member of the Senate will
have disappointments. But I am con-
cerned about what is included in this
budget agreement and what is not in-
cluded, and I want to spend a few min-
utes talking about it.

I am disappointed that this is a 2-
year agreement, that it does not com-
pletely remove sequestration. I think
all of us would acknowledge that se-
questration is something we do not
want to see in effect because it is mind-
less across-the-board cuts. It does not
set priorities. We are responsible to set
priorities. If you ran into a problem
with your own home budget in your
family, if you lost some income, you
would not cut every expenditure item
identically. You would make decisions.
You would make sure your family had
a roof over them. You would make sure
they had food on the table. Maybe you
would postpone a weekend trip. You do
not treat every expenditure the same.
Sequestration treats every expenditure
the same.

The good news in this budget agree-
ment—the good news—we do not worry
about that for the next 2 years. The
bad news: It returns after 2 years. I
know Senator MURRAY has worked very
hard to get rid of sequestration. I know
she is going to continue to work on
that as the chair of the Budget Com-
mittee and, as I said earlier, I applaud
her greatly for being able to reach an
agreement with the Republicans, par-
ticularly in the House. But I would
hope we could get rid of sequestration
once and for all. Unfortunately, this
budget agreement does not do it. It is
for only 2 years. I would have liked to
see a long-term budget agreement.
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On that, I would like to see us enact
a long-term budget agreement. We talk
frequently about the fact that one of
the most damaging parts to our inac-
tion is uncertainty. When businesses
have to make decisions and individuals
have to make decisions, the uncer-
tainty of our Federal budget causes
them harm, extra costs, anxiety. We
need a long-term budget agreement,
the so-called grand bargain. Yes, we
will get an agreement for these 2 years,
but it does not take us beyond that. We
all understand we need a responsible
budget, one that deals with the invest-
ments that are important for job
growth, but also reduces the budget
deficit.

I know Chairman MURRAY has men-
tioned this frequently, but let me just
repeat this. During the past 2 years, we
have reduced the deficit by $2.8 trillion.
We have done a good job in reining in
the Federal deficit. That is over the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2014 to 2023, and
that is before sequestration.

So when you go back to Simpson-
Bowles and the amount of deficit re-
duction we were trying to get, we are
about three-fourths of the way there in
reducing the deficit. Yes, we have to do
more. We have to continue to reduce
the deficit. But let us acknowledge
that we have done a pretty good job in
reining in the Federal deficit, and I ap-
plaud the Chair of the Budget Com-
mittee for her leadership in that re-
gard.

We also must allow for critical in-
vestment for job growth. We are in a
global economy today. We have to in-
vest in modernization. We need new in-
vestments in energy in this country.
We need transportation investments,
not just in roads and bridges, but in
transit systems. We need to invest in
education. Education is the great
equalizer in America. We are in a glob-
al competition. We know we are behind
in the STEM fields of science, tech-
nology, engineering, and math. We
have passed legislation to try to catch
up. We have to fund those initiatives.
The Federal Government has to be an
active partner in education.

I can mention many agencies, but I
always like to mention the National
Institutes of Health, which happens to
be headquartered in my State of Mary-
land. It is very important to New Jer-
sey, the Presiding Officer’s State, and
very important to every part of our
country. Why? Because they do the
basic research which is the building
block for the type of technology
growth which is critically important in
America.

We have the best trained people here
in America. We need to invest in the
basic research so we can continue to
lead the world. Yes, the budget for NIH
has not been as strong as it needs to be.
We have to invest more money in that.

There are many reasons we need a
long-term budget agreement. We need
it for predictability, so we do not gov-
ern from one manufactured crisis to
another manufactured crisis. But we
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also need it so we can invest in critical
investments for job growth in America.
That is another reason why I hope we
are able to build on this 2-year agree-
ment for a longer-term budget agree-
ment.

We also need to protect the safety
nets as we do that. We need a balance
here, and those who are most vulner-
able need to be assured their govern-
ment is on their side to help them,
whether they are our seniors, whether
they are people with disabilities,
whether it is young people who need an
opportunity to be able to take advan-
tage of the opportunities in America.

We need to enhance the protection of
our environment for future generations
and have an energy policy that makes
sense not only for America’s security
and environment but also for our econ-
omy.

So a balanced agreement for a long-
term budget, which is not in this agree-
ment, would give us that predict-
ability, would give us that ability to
move forward. To do that we need to
deal with mandatory spending. This
budget agreement deals with discre-
tionary spending. It does not deal with
mandatory spending.

We have taken steps to move in this
direction. The passage of the Afford-
able Care Act puts in place a manner in
which we can deal with health care
costs, by reducing the growth rate of
health care expenditures, by dealing
with the readmissions to hospitals, by
managing complicated illnesses, dupli-
cative tests, getting people out of the
emergency room into our clinics and
into preventive care, having seniors
take advantage of preventive health
care because they do not have to pay a
copayment that they could not afford.

These are ways we improve what we
call the delivery system of health care
in America, where you bring down the
costs of health care. That is the best
way to bring down the mandatory
spending accounts in Medicare and
Medicaid—reduce health care costs. We
need to do more of that. We need to re-
duce the cost of our mandatory spend-
ing in this country. We could have done
more, and this budget agreement did
not deal with that.

Then there is the issue of revenue. I
am going to talk about revenue be-
cause I was proud to be part of the Con-
gress that balanced the Federal budget
when Bill Clinton was President of the
United States. Do you know what we
did back then? We brought in more rev-
enue, we reduced spending, and we bal-
anced the budget. What happened? Our
economy took off. We were not only
growing jobs, we were growing good-
paying jobs, and the standard of living
for all Americans went up. We have to
get back to that.

We are spending too much today, and
we do not have enough revenue. Yes,
this agreement takes care of reducing
some spending, but not all, and does
virtually nothing about revenues. We
have to get back to that. We can bring
in the revenue necessary to balance the
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Federal budget by reforming our Tax
Code. There has been some great work
done in the Senate Finance Committee
I am privileged to serve on—Democrats
and Republicans taking a look at our
Code to see ways we can make more
sense out of our Tax Code. We can do
things about it.

Let me just remind my colleagues
that we spend more money in the Tax
Code than we do through all the appro-
priations bills. We spend more in our
Tax Code. Over $1 trillion a year is
spent in our Tax Code. These are tax
breaks that go to some but not all tax-
payers.

So there is no need to raise rates. All
we need to do is close loopholes and be
more critical of how we spend our
money in the Tax Code, as we do on the
appropriations side. Every dollar we
spend on the appropriations side is
scrutinized all the time. We need to do
the same on the tax side. Quite frank-
ly, Senator BAUCUS and Senator HATCH
have worked out a way that the mem-
bers of the Finance Committee can
take a look at some of those. I think
we can reach some agreements on areas
of the Tax Code that are not high pri-
orities that can reduce the revenue
hemorrhaging we have. Put another
way, if we eliminated all the tax
breaks that are in the Tax Code, our
rates could be one-half of what they
are today—one-half of what they are
today.

So we not only can bring in the rev-
enue necessary to balance our Federal
budget and allow for the types of in-
vestments that are important for job
growth, we can actually reduce the
rates for a large number of Americans.
Unfortunately, that is not in this budg-
et agreement. To me, that is a dis-
appointment, that we are not dealing
with the balance that is necessary for a
long-term budget agreement.

Then there is one other area I want
to talk about, and it is not going to be
a surprise to my colleagues—a couple
of areas I want to talk about, one of
which is the Federal workforce.

This agreement provides for a 1.3-per-
cent increase in retirement contribu-
tions for new hires under Federal serv-
ice. That is on top of an increase that
was just done a year ago on the exten-
sion of the payroll tax, where we in-
creased the retirement contributions
for new hires. We also, in this budget
agreement, have a reduction in the
COLA increases for military retirees.

I think that is regrettable. I do not
believe that should have been in this
budget agreement. Our civilian work-
force has already contributed. When
you add up what will be done by retire-
ment contributions, that is going to be
over $20 billion. We have had 3 years of
a pay freeze. We have a way in our law
where we make adjustments to our ci-
vilian workforce pay each year that re-
flects not the cost of living, something
less than the cost of living. Our Fed-
eral workforce has seen a freeze. They
have not gotten that for the last 3
years. That is close to $100 billion in
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contribution to the deficit. They have
already done that. So they have con-
tributed already about $120 billion-
plus, and that does not include—does
not include—the fact that many of our
Federal workforce have had to endure
furloughs as a result of sequestration
and government shutdowns.

So our Federal workforce has con-
tributed. These are predominantly mid-
dle class families, a large number of
veterans, a large number of women, a
large number of minorities. They have
contributed more than any other group
of working Americans already in deal-
ing with this deficit reduction, and I
find it very regrettable that this retire-
ment contribution provision was in-
cluded in the budget agreement.

Let me just quote, if I might, from
the nonprofit Partnership for Public
Service that commented to Senator
MURRAY and Representative RYAN dur-
ing the budget negotiations. I quote
this for what they say because I think
it expresses my view and I hope the
view of all the Members of the Senate:

As you work to put our federal government
on a sustainable fiscal path, we encourage
you in the strongest possible terms to treat
the federal workforce as the considerable
asset that it is, and ensure it is appro-
priately trained, compensated and resourced
to serve the American people with excellence
for the long term.

The federal civilian service is smaller
today on a per capita basis than at almost
any time since the Kennedy Administra-
tion—yet its responsibilities are greater
than ever. Rather than asking how to make
the federal workforce smaller or less expen-
sive, Congress should be asking what we need
the Federal Government to do, and what it
will take to ensure that we have a workforce
with the necessary skills in appropriate
quantities to execute those responsibilities
with maximum effect at a reasonable ex-
pense.

Proposals to freeze federal pay, change re-
tirement contributions or reduce the work-
force through attrition do nothing to im-
prove the capacity and performance of the
federal government and those who serve in
its civilian workforce. These proposals are
easy and expedient, but they miss the oppor-
tunity to make real and sustained improve-
ments in how the Federal Government man-
ages its people.

I could not agree more with those
comments. We have a smaller work-
force today, asked to do more ex-
tremely important work. These are
people who are protecting our food sup-
ply. These are the great scientists who
are doing the research to give us what
we need, new technologies in health
care. These are people making sure our
seniors get the services they so richly
need and deserve. These are people who
are on the frontline in so many dif-
ferent ways.

Our responsibility is to make sure
they have the resources to carry out
their mission. Yes, we make value
judgments as to what are the prior-
ities, but to put our class of Federal
workers through additional cuts, to
me, is wrong. I regret that was in-
cluded in the budget agreement.

I also wish to mention I was dis-
appointed that we were not able to use
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this last train that will reach the fin-
ish line before we recess to extend un-
employment insurance. Some 1.3 mil-
lion workers are in danger of losing
benefits come January 1. In 2014, as
many as 4.7 million workers will not be
getting the extended benefit, 83,000 of
whom are located in my State of Mary-
land.

Let my point out, I know the unem-
ployment rates are getting lower. We
are all working to make sure to get
them as low as we can. But they are
still substantially higher than they
were when we first recognized that we
needed to have extended Federal unem-
ployment benefits because of the soft-
ness in our economy. Particularly for
those who are long-term unemployed,
it is extremely difficult to find a job. If
you are unemployed and you are look-
ing for work, it is tough out there.

So the right thing for us to do is to
continue these benefits for people who
are actively looking for work and can-
not find jobs. This is an insurance pro-
gram. The moneys have been collected
during good times so that we pay dur-
ing these times. The money is there.
We need to make sure those benefits
are continued. I was disappointed it
was not included in the legislation. It
will help our economy grow.

There are more and more economic
studies that show every dollar we make
available in unemployment compensa-
tion returns much more to our econ-
omy in job growth. So this is hurting
ourselves by not extending it, plus we
are hurting millions of Americans who
are going to be more vulnerable in try-
ing to keep their families together dur-
ing these very challenging times.

Let me conclude by saying that as I
said in the beginning, this is an impor-
tant budget agreement to get approved.
I strongly support it. I applaud the
leadership of Senator MURRAY and Con-
gressman RYAN in bringing us to this
moment. My constituents believe this
is a very important step forward, show-
ing that we can compromise and work
together and get our work done.

In a few days we will bring the first
session of the 113th Congress to a close
and leave Washington to spend the
holidays with our families and friends.
I hope each one of us will use that time
to reflect on the extraordinary privi-
lege of being a Member of Congress. 1
hope each one of us will reflect on the
extraordinary challenges our Nation
faces. I hope each one of us will come
to the conclusion that we can do ex-
traordinary things if we work together.
The American people demand and de-
serve no less.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to ex-
press my disappointment that the
budget deal we will soon be voting on
reflects just that, a deal—mnot legisla-
tion, a deal. It raises spending above
the cap. That is the spending limit we
put in place just 2 years ago.

It raises revenue from hard-working
Americans to pay for this new spending
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and promises to cut some spending in
the future. We have seen before how
that story ends. We have already read
that book. We will spend more now, we
will grow the government more now,
and ultimately the spending cuts will
never materialize.

I have a favorite retired truckdriver
in Pinedale, WY, who has suggested
that we need to quit putting people in
the wagon and get more people pulling
the wagon. What he, of course, is refer-
ring to is the way we are growing gov-
ernment. Every time we grow govern-
ment we put some more people in this
wagon that the private sector has to
pull. Yes, everybody in government
pays taxes. But not one person in the
government pays as much in taxes as
they earn, so they become a part of the
burden in the wagon.

Yes, even Senators are part of that
burden in the wagon. But we are get-
ting less and less people pulling the
wagon. They are getting a little tired
of pulling the wagon. I am going to
show some things that are happening
in this budget that are making it even
tougher for them to pull the wagon.

So this is not the right path forward.
My constituents back home in Wyo-
ming and Americans across this coun-
try deserve better. We talk about how
we have reduced the deficit. Reduced
the deficit? Yes, that means we used to
be overspending $1 trillion a year, and
now we are only overspending $500 bil-
lion, which is one-half trillion. That is
still overspending.

Families across America know you
cannot keep spending more than you
take in. Is there any indication that
this causes a problem? We have been
experiencing some of the lowest inter-
est rates in the history of the country,
which means the Federal Government
has been able to borrow its money for
less than it ever has before.

A few months ago I went to one of
these bond sales. It was $40 billion
worth of bond sales, sold in 30 minutes.
People in other countries had so much
confidence in the United States that
they were willing to pay us to take
their money. They put in bids of nega-
tive interest rates. They paid us to
take their money, to keep it, to make
sure it was secure. They believed it
would be secure. So they paid us a neg-
ative interest rate.

At that particular bond sale, the in-
terest rate was .86 percent to borrow
$40 billion. That is what it averaged
out at. Last week we did bond sales.
Last week we sold $30 billion worth of
bonds. I do not know how many min-
utes it took to do that, but it was a rel-
atively short period of time, probably
less than 30 minutes as well.

Do you know what the interest rate
was? It was 3.90 percent. In just a few
months it has gone from .86 to 3.90. Is
that factored into this budget? I bet
you it is not. If that interest rate keeps
going up, if it hits 5 percent, we are not
going to be able to do nearly as much
as we are now. We have to pay our in-
terest first, otherwise we have bank-
rupted the United States and proven it.
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When we talk about raising the debt
ceiling, it is a minor issue compared to
being able to pay the interest on the
debt. If it keeps going up significantly,
we and our kids and our grandkids are
not going to be able to pay the debt.
That is what I hear across Wyoming.
That is what I hear across America. So
what are we trying to do? We are try-
ing to come up with a reasonable
amount of spending for the TUnited
States. This budget does not do it.

Because Members are going to be vot-
ing on a deal rather than a bill that
had the opportunity to be improved
through the committee process with
feedback from other Members, we will
not have the opportunity to discuss the
potential unintended consequences and
address them before they become law. I
just heard 15 minutes of that discus-
sion from the Senator from Maryland
who knows a whole bunch of items that
are in this bill that he is upset with,
and I, quite frankly, think he ought to
be upset with.

But I am on that conference com-
mittee. When the deal was made, we
read about it in the papers just like ev-
erybody else. We did not get any spe-
cial notice that there had been a deal
made. On conference committees, I
have seen the deals made before. I have
never seen one made by so few people
before. In this one there was a Demo-
crat from the Senate and a Republican
from the House. The two of them came
up with a conclusion that this is what
we should have.

That is not too bad, provided it goes
through a normal process, which means
we get to make some amendments.
When we make amendments, some
pass, some fail. But at least we get to
bring up the unintended consequences
that we see. That is why we have so
many people in Congress: 100 here and
435 on the other side. That is why we
have a whole lot of backgrounds look-
ing at everything that happens around
here from a whole lot of perspectives so
maybe we can stop the unintended con-
sequences.

But that is only if it goes through a
normal process. So far the tree is filled
on this bill. What does that mean?
That means no amendments allowed.
Take it or leave it. No matter what
you think of it, forget it. We are going
to have some unintended consequences
that are going to come out of this and
they are going to become law.

For example, I applaud the proposal
that would limit access to Social Secu-
rity’s Death Master File to prevent
identity theft, and individuals from
fraudulently claiming government ben-
efits and tax refunds associated with
those who have passed away. That is a
good idea. However, I am concerned
that certain organizations that use
that same Death Master File for legiti-
mate business purposes that benefit
consumers may have their access re-
stricted.

If we discussed these issues in com-
mittee, we might have been able to ad-
dress them, perhaps with a sensible so-
lution, perhaps in a way that would
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have protected the identity and still
protected the benefits to the consumer.

The budget deal makes a permanent
provision that would require States to
pay a 2-percent administrative fee to
the Federal Government for the collec-
tion of mineral royalties. This only af-
fects a few States, particularly Wyo-
ming. The negotiators and the adminis-
tration see this as an easy pot of
money. We saw the same situation play
out last year when the Federal Govern-
ment saw a pot of money associated
with the abandoned mine lands, that
primarily go to Wyoming, and spent it
on an unrelated highway bill.

When the Federal Government first
started to withhold the mineral roy-
alty money owed to States, I intro-
duced legislation with Senator BAR-
RASSO and Representative LUMMIS and
a bipartisan group of legislators from
affected States to stop it. Each of those
States is fully capable of collecting its
own share of the mineral revenues
without help from the Federal Govern-
ment. We should not have to pay for
that. We will continue to reverse this
unjust practice.

Another fascinating little item was
when we did the sequester, the money
that comes in from Federal mineral
royalties to the Federal Government
was considered to be revenue. The
money that went out, which is by law
to the States, was considered to be rev-
enue to the States that passed through
the Federal Government. The Federal
Government took 5.3 percent out of it
until, of course, we started having a lot
of success at reversing both this 2 per-
cent that I just talked about and the
stealing of the Federal mineral royal-
ties. Suddenly the Federal Government
said: Oh, that was a mistake. You are
going to get your full half of the Fed-
eral mineral royalties less, of course,
the 2 percent.

Another little problem is the deal
raises premiums private companies pay
the Federal Government to guarantee
their pension benefits. That is some-
thing we have also insisted on. We have
said companies need to pay a fee so if
they go out of business, the people they
promised a pension to will get at least
60 percent of what they were promised.
That is supposed to be a trust fund, a
trust fund to be able to pay those peo-
ple if the company goes out of business.

We have addressed that a number of
times. We have held that sacrosanct
until a couple of years ago. This raises
the premium. That is gentle for a new
tax. A premium is a tax. If every com-
pany has to pay another $200 per em-
ployee who receives a pension, that is a
tax.

If it goes into the trust fund, maybe
it is a fee. But here is the real kicker:
This money we raise does not go to the
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation,
s0 it is a tax increase. It does not shore
up this trust fund. It will be spent on
discretionary programs, and it will be
spent this year. But it will be collected
for 10 years. How many people in Amer-
ica get to take 10 years of revenue,
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spend it this year, and then not worry
about it? Nobody that I know of.

Employers are still in the process of
implementing and paying for a $9 bil-
lion tax increase called for in the high-
way bill last year. That, again, is a 10-
year tax to build highways for 2 years.
When that highway bill comes up,
where are we going to steal the money
next time?

There is always the Social Security
trust fund and a whole bunch of other
trust funds. I can hear the yelling
about that, and I will join the yelling
about that if it is even considered. If
we can tap it in the private sector, un-
doubtedly we can tap it in the govern-
ment sector as well.

A $9 billion increase, that was for the
highway bill. We have another $200 per
employee, so we have another $900 bil-
lion increase that is put on the backs
of private industry, the ones pulling
the wagon that I talked about. To put
it simply, over 2 years the flat-rate
premium will have increased 40 per-
cent, and over 3 years the variable-rate
premium—which is a tax if it doesn’t
go where it is supposed to—will have
increased over 100 percent. That is a
huge tax.

I guarantee that will end the willing-
ness of some companies to continue
pensions. Pensions are voluntary.

If the cost to continue them goes up,
the companies will reevaluate.

In fact, I can state that they are re-
evaluating right now. When we are
looking at $200 per year per employee,
we have to take a look at how that af-
fects this. Pensions will change dras-
tically because of this agreement.

A few of the concerns I have just
raised could be addressed, if not in
committee, then on the Senate floor.
Once again, the majority leader has de-
cided that no amendments will be al-
lowed. They won’t be allowed to be of-
fered, and they won’t be allowed to be
voted on.

I filed two amendments to the budget
deal that are relevant to this discus-
sion. One was with Senator MURPHY re-
garding the need to follow congres-
sional intent and to clarify that the
funding of the accounting standards-
setting bodies is not subject to seques-
tration.

We have a system where there are
rules set up to have generally accepted
accounting principles, and we have a
body that is supposed to be very inde-
pendent that is supposed to come up
with those rules.

We do force the companies that are
in the accounting business to pay for
that body, to standardize the account-
ing process. It comes directly from the
accountants, and it is supposed to go
directly to this accounting board. We
have decided that sequestration should
take a little chunk out of that. That
should not happen. That is stealing
money again. That is one of the amend-
ments.

Another one was to strike the lan-
guage making it permanent for the
Federal Government to withhold 2 per-
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cent of mineral royalty owed to the
States for administrative expenses. We
should have the opportunity to discuss,
debate, and vote on them on the Senate
floor.

There are a lot of others, but those
are the two primary ones. We have to
stop dealmaking and we have to start
legislating.

Our constituents sent us here to leg-
islate. They deserve better than a deal
agreed to behind closed doors without
input and improvements from the rest
of the legislators, not even the com-
mittee to which it was assigned. Even
though I am disappointed in the proc-
ess that has led to this point today, I
am even more disappointed in the prod-
uct that resulted from the dealmaking.

This budget deal breaks the promise
we made to our constituents in 2011—as
part of the Budget Control Act—that
we would reduce spending. It has
worked. It hasn’t worked the way a lot
of people would like for it to work be-
cause it has been across-the-board. But
for the first time since the Korean War,
it has reduced spending 2 consecutive
years.

We were close. After 2014, overall dis-
cretionary spending would have in-
creased even with the sequester. Yes,
we were almost at the end of the part
of taking down the spending, but we
couldn’t find the will to prioritize
spending this year under the current
spending levels and, instead, decided to
ask Americans to send in more of their
hard-earned money to Washington so
the Federal Government could spend it
the same way we always have—promise
the cuts in the end and take more
money in the beginning.

I think my constituents in Wyoming
know best how to spend their money.
Of course, this penalizes them for their
principled budgeting which they have
been doing and makes it look as if they
have money. Every State could have
money if they were as careful as Wyo-
ming has been.

Washington, DC, has a spending prob-
lem. We don’t have a revenue problem.
We can think of all kinds of things we
would like to spend money on, things
that we think would be a good deal and
probably that would buy some votes
out there. That is wrong. We need to
get things under control before that 3.9
percent interest rate goes to 5 percent,
10 percent—or it has been as high as, I
think, 18 percent before.

The budget deal increases spending
and shows the one thing that some
Democrats and Republicans can agree
on, and that is putting off our deci-
sions. This plan spends more than the
current law. It charges people and
States for more and uses the money to
increase spending in nonrelated areas.

Spending cuts are scheduled for out-
lying years, and so the so-called sav-
ings are used right away. Yes, just shift
that money from out there and put it
into the current spending. That isn’t
real. Nobody else gets to do it. It is
only a government trick.

We cannot spend our way to pros-
perity. We need to prioritize spending
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cuts. We need to find the spending cuts
that will do the least harm, start
there, and go through an appropria-
tions process that works. We have been
doing omnibus bills around here for a
long time. I have constituents who will
start coming in January, and they will
want me to take a look at their pro-
gram and add only a few dollars there.
I have to tell them the last time I had
a look at a line on appropriations was
about 5 years ago. We just take one
whole Iump of $1 trillion and vote it up
or down one time. That is not doing
our job. Our main job is spending the
money. We need to prioritize those
cuts.

I will tell us how Wyoming did it.
Wyoming was facing an 8-percent cut,
they thought. We are talking about 2.03
percent for the Federal Government. If
we compress it down to only a few
months, we are talking about 5.3 per-
cent. But the true amount of that se-
questration was 2.3 percent.

Wyoming thought they were going to
get hit for 8 percent, mostly because of
some of the regulations on energy that
reduced some of the energy production
in Wyoming.

How did they go about doing this?
The Governor said to every single
agency: I wish to see from you how you
would spend it if you have to cut 2 per-
cent, if you have to cut 4 percent, if
you have to cut 6 percent, and if you
have to cut 8 percent.

Do you know what he did when he
got those four lists from all of the
agencies? He looked to see if the items
at 2 percent, 4 percent, 6 percent, and 8
percent were the same.

That is the way we find out what the
agency thinks they can get rid of. That
is a simple way of prioritizing spend-
ing. Did we ever do that around here?
No. We do have a process by which the
President can have his agencies say
what they intend to get done and then
tell what they got done and how well
they were doing.

We never pay attention to that. So
the ones that come out rated very
badly on this continue spending money
as they always did. We need to have a
prioritization process. We need to have
a way that we can look at some of the
details of the spending bills. Putting
off spending forever and forever, and
then coming in after the fact and say-
ing: OK, this is how much we spent,
how much we are going to spend, then
we get to vote yes or no, is wrong. That
again is dealmaking, not legislating,
and it won’t rein in the out-of-control
spending.

I have talked a little bit about the
prioritization we have to start doing
around here. When we do the sequestra-
tion, the complaints are the agencies
will always make it hurt. I watched
this when I was in the Wyoming legis-
lature. If we only told them how much
of a cut to make and didn’t tell them
specifically where to take it, they al-
ways did something that was very vis-
ual that their constituents would no-
tice. Their constituents would com-
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plain about, and their constituents
would make us put it back into the
spending.

They didn’t have to do that. There
isn’t any business, there isn’t govern-
ment agency that doesn’t have some
waste. That is what ought to go first.

Then the duplication ought to go—
and there is about $900 billion a year in
duplication around here, but we ought
to take a look at that.

Another thing we can do is the gov-
ernment shutdown legislation. That is
the one that needs to tell those spend-
ing committees they need to get the
leader to bring up their bill and get it
finished with the amendments in the
appropriate time. If they don’t, then
they will have to cut another 1 percent
off their spending every quarter until
they get their work done. Then we
don’t have a shutdown, but we have a
reduction in spending; there is some in-
centive for them to do that.

We need to do tax reform. I agree
with Senator CARDIN. I think that
could make a huge difference in how we
are doing our revenue.

I also have a penny plan. The penny
plan just takes 1 cent off of every Fed-
eral dollar the Federal Government
spends. When I first started looking at
this, the Congressional Budget Office
said that it would balance the budget
in 7 years. If we did that for 7 consecu-
tive years with 1 percent off every
year, it would balance it in 7 years.

The newer valuation is that with the
sequestration it balances the budget in
2 years—only 2 years. When I talk to
my constituents about it, that it would
be 3.3 percent over 2 years, and it
comes to almost 7 percent over 3
years—I think that we could do that,
and we could do it with so little pain—
people would say: Please continue that
another couple of years and pay down
some of the debt.

Just getting rid of part of the deficit
means we are still overspending, but
we ought to at some point start paying
down that debt so we don’t have to pay
the interest on the debt.

When we pay down a little bit of the
debt so we don’t have to pay as much
interest, we ought to use that interest
that we saved to pay down the debt
some more. That is how we pay off
things. People who have credit card
problems know that is the way to go
about it.

I would also like to go to biennial
budgeting. We supposedly spend $1 tril-
lion in discretionary spending and the
military every year—$1 trillion. That
is so much money that nobody can
look at it, and we don’t.

If we divided those 12 spending bills
up into two packages of six, and we al-
lowed them to have spending worth 2
years each time, they could plan ahead
much better. We would do the six
toughest bills right after the election,
the year right after the election and we
would do the six easy bills just before
election. We could get through those.

Then we could do what my constitu-
ents think that we are doing, which is
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to look at every one of those expendi-
tures and decide whether they ought to
go up or down—allowing amendments
on bills, allowing the spending bills to
go through one at a time, maybe a
week at a time. We could have them all
done before October, and then there
wouldn’t be any government shutdown
anyway.

There are a lot of ideas out there on
what we could do. I sit up nights wor-
rying about the Nation’s debt and how
it will affect the children of Wyoming,
how it will affect my children, and how
it will affect my grandchildren. This
budget conference was an opportunity
to apply reasonable constraints to im-
possibly high future spending, but in-
stead we got more spending and no real
plan to solve the problem. Yes, we said,
we got some savings from out there in
the future. We will spend that now, and
we will make those cuts later. It never
happens.

For all of those reasons, I cannot
support the budget deal. I hope our
next fiscal deadline dealing with the
debt limit early next year will provide
an opportunity for my colleagues and
me to have a real conversation about
the spending problems our country
faces. The spending issue isn’t going
away. The longer we put it off, the
worse it will become. That is the re-
ality our country faces.

I hope that we continue on the bill
that says, no budget, no pay, and actu-
ally get that done so that we have the
emphasis to actually finish a budget
much earlier. Yes, there is blame,
blame enough to go around on the
budget process. We are actually too
late for the budget process to have an
impact. We are at the spending part.
We are not getting to address that with
amendments, and I am deeply dis-
appointed we are not legislating.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHATZ). The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator ENZI
for his leadership on the Budget Com-
mittee. He is a long-time member, a
senior member, and he has worked hard
on these issues for years.

He is an accountant. He is able to add
and subtract. He can see a debt crisis
when one is there, and I appreciate the
comments he has made. I believe he is
exactly correct on so many of those
points.

The Senator suggested that some-
thing is awry on the pension benefit
commission in which we, in effect, tax
employers more supposedly to help the
guarantee fund be able to honor peo-
ple’s pensions if a company goes bank-
rupt. But it seems to me in simple dol-
lars and cents if we do that we can’t
then spend it on other items unrelated
to pension guarantees.

Is that the concern the Senator has
raised, essentially?

Mr. ENZI. Yes, that is exactly the
issue I was raising. We keep promising
people that money is going to go to
certain places and then we divert it to
other places.
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I think that under the system of ac-
counting we use, we probably could get
it to show up in two places and get to
spend it twice. That is double the prob-
lem. So we have to start being honest
with the public about where we are
taking the money and where we are ac-
tually putting the money, and that was
my purpose in making that comment.

I thank my colleague for his com-
ments and for his dedication on the
budget. I don’t think anybody spends
as much time looking at those numbers
as the Senator from Alabama does, and
commenting here on the floor. It is an
effort to educate America on what is
really going on, and my colleague is
very good at it. I thank him for his
leadership.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank my col-
league. And I was referring to the fact
that Senator ENzI is the one who has
explained to us in a very clear way,
from his accounting background, the
problems we have had with the pension
guarantee fund, and it is a very real
situation. It is actuarially unsound in
the long run. It needs to be put on a
better basis, but we can’t put it on a
better basis if we tax the employers.
That may even reduce, as the Senator
from Wyoming says, the number of em-
ployers who provide a pension. That
would be a terrible policy error, if we
keep driving up the cost to supposedly
fix the fund but then spend the money
on something else and we therefore
disincentivize the businesses from even
having retirement plans for their em-
ployees. So I thank my colleague for
raising that very important issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
cess from 12:30 until 2:15 p.m. to allow
for the weekly caucus meetings and
that the time during the recess count
postcloture on the motion to concur in
the House message to accompany H.J.
Res. 59.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak on the bipartisan
budget deal that is currently before the
Senate.

Chairman RYAN and Chairman MUR-
RAY have shown us true leadership on
divisive and complex budget issues.
The legislation we have before us today
is the embodiment of compromise—
something that has, unfortunately,
been absent in Washington as of late.
They have crafted a bill that sets forth
the guidelines for spending for the re-
mainder of this fiscal year and the
platform for the next fiscal year.

This deal will set overall discre-
tionary spending for the current fiscal
year at $1.012 trillion—an amount that
is approximately halfway between the
Senate budget number and the House
budget number. This number is also
less than the 2014 spending level set
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forth in Chairman RYAN’s 2011 budget.
While the overall spending number is
higher than what I would have wanted,
the House and Senate Budget Com-
mittee chairmen were able to craft a
budget deal that produces $23 billion in
net deficit reduction. Very honestly,
with the deficit we have been running,
$23 billion is a mere pittance, and I
think all of us who are concerned about
the debt and the deficit of this country
would like to see that number higher.
But more importantly, they have pro-
duced a budget that will set in place
some fiscally responsible spending poli-
cies and give us a way forward. Regard-
less of how each Member of this Cham-
ber feels about the resulting policy, we
should all recognize the importance of
this agreement and thank the chair-
men for their tireless work to end this
chapter of political disagreement.

Although I would still prefer a grand
bargain to solve our fiscal crisis, this
deal marks the first step in that jour-
ney. Congress will now be in a better
position to tackle the issues of tax-
ation and entitlement reform in the
short term, and I truly hope the com-
mittees of jurisdictions will take this
as a sign that that does need to be
what happens next if we are truly
going to address our fiscal issues.

The budget deal before us is not per-
fect. There is a lot in this proposal to
like and there is a lot in this proposal
to dislike. But there is one provision
related to military retirement pay that
will certainly have to be addressed
after the passage of this bill, and it is
one of the provisions that, frankly, I
don’t like. I am told by Pentagon offi-
cials that this provision basically came
out of nowhere. I think it is terribly
unfair to our men and women in uni-
form. They should not have a dis-
proportionate share in our deficit re-
duction measures.

However, I feel confident this issue
will be resolved in the near term. I
have had a conversation with the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, as well as a number of other
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee who are committed to making
sure we address this, and hopefully we
will come up with some alternative be-
fore this provision takes place, which
doesn’t happen, interestingly enough,
until December of 2015.

Many Georgians have served with
honor in our military, and while the
changes to their annual cost-of-living
increase may appear insignificant on
paper in this bill, this is real money
promised to those who put their lives
in harm’s way in defense of this Na-
tion. I want to assure our service men
and women that there is ample time to
address this issue before it takes effect,
and I am committed to addressing it,
and I will not turn my back on those
who fight and have fought for this
country.

That said, this budget deal is a nec-
essary and crucial step toward a func-
tioning Congress. With passage of this
budget deal, we can close the book on
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discretionary spending arguments for
the next couple of years. We can turn
our full attention to entitlement re-
form and tax reform as Congress de-
bates raising the debt ceiling once
again next year.

Also, with this bill we will no longer
need to provide additional flexibility
for defense spending. This bill will give
the defense community the resources
they need, No. 1.

In conversations with top officials at
the Pentagon and within the intel-
ligence community over the weekend,
they have urged the support of this bill
as a way to address their current budg-
et crisis, and I am extremely sympa-
thetic to both those communities and
wanted to make sure that whatever
product came to the floor of the Senate
did that. This bill does address the
shortfalls and the flexibility issue in
the defense community and in the in-
telligence community.

I was pleased at the approach the
budget chairmen took will not turn off
sequester but will extend the manda-
tory cuts for an additional 2 years be-
yond what the Budget Control Act pre-
scribed because, as I see this, this has
been an $85 billion fix on the sequester
that keeps it from going too deep into
the defense budget, which had the po-
tential for causing real problems with-
in the Pentagon as well as within the
intelligence community.

With this budget deal, we can also
put in place a 302(a) budget alloca-
tion—the top-line number Congress can
spend on discretionary spending. For
the first time in several years, this will
allow the Appropriations Committee to
do the job that it is actually intended
to do. Our appropriators have pre-
viously been forced to make spending
decisions without a top-line number
and through continuing resolutions.
They had no information and no guid-
ance from Congress. It is no wonder our
spending has caught up with us. The
country benefits when Congress ap-
proaches the appropriations process
through regular order and not through
last-minute continuing resolutions.
This agreement makes that process
more likely.

The Budget Committee chairmen
have also made a good-faith effort to
attack the real problems in our budget
by cutting money from mandatory pro-
grams rather than searching for more
discretionary cuts. In their agreement,
they took notice of how often the Fed-
eral Government has given special
treatment to certain groups and they
have taken efforts to curb that. While
many outside groups may attack these
reforms, they are representative of the
types of reforms that will have to be
included in any future agreement to
achieve entitlement reform, which at
the end of the day is where the real
problem in our Federal budget lies.

This deal does little to address the
$17 trillion debt, but it is a start down
that road, and I truly hope this will
lead to more serious discussions on the
floor of the Senate about our debt and
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a solution for how we are going to see
that $17 trillion repaid.

In all, this budget deal represents a
partial completion of the work the
American people expect from us. It is
far from perfect and leaves much to be
desired. But the prospect of com-
promise on the single most important
issue of our time requires attention
and serious looking at by every Mem-
ber of this body. I will vote for the pas-
sage of this bill because it lays the
groundwork for the next chapter in our
pursuit of fiscal sanity.

For 3% years now, Senator WARNER
and I have been involved in seeking out
a much larger debt and deficit reduc-
tion deal than what is currently before
us. We know the American people are
tired of out-of-control spending and
don’t understand why Congress can’t
address our $17 trillion debt. It is not
rocket science. The Bowles-Simpson
Commission gave us a roadmap 3 years
ago this month, and I regret that the
White House has not followed the lead-
ership of its own Commission. This bill
represents a small step toward the type
of cooperation that will be necessary to
comprehensively address our debt and
deficit. It is my hope that this agree-
ment allows that effort to restart in a
meaningful way.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and 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. SESSIONS. 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. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I wish
we had an agreement that is grand and
great and would do what a lot of people
have been dreaming of for some time
and would put us on a sound financial
path for decades to come. It is within
our grasp. But it seems we are unable
to make those choices or bring that
forward.

I believe if the President has led and
given a commitment to fixing our fi-
nancial problems in America, we could
have done it in the last few years. But
he has not. So it has put us in a bad po-
sition, and we end up with the agree-
ment we have today, which essentially
would save some of the risk of a gov-
ernment shutdown and reduce some of
the tension, which a lot of people think
is great and I do too. It would be good
for the country to have more predict-
ability. It would be good for the De-
fense Department to have more pre-
dictability. It would be good for the fi-
nancial community to have more pre-
dictability about what is happening in
Washington. But what occurred is not
sufficient in any way, and it has been
postured to look a good bit better than
it is.

Essentially, we remain on an
unsustainable financial path in Amer-
ica. The numbers are real clear. We are
seeing a reduction in our deficit in the
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near term, but the Congressional Budg-
et Office tells us in the next several
yvears we will begin to see the relent-
less increase in deficits every year,
reaching almost $1 trillion again by the
end of this 10-year window. That is not
a good path to be on.

We pay interest on the debt which we
accrue each and every year, plus all the
money we have borrowed previously.
The amount is notable. We have ex-
ceedingly low interest rates, so it is
not impacting us as much as it is like-
ly to impact us in the future, as they
will return to the mean and we will see
rates go up.

But just to point out that this agree-
ment—the legislation before us—spends
$63 billion to $70 billion in the next 2
years. Where does that money come
from? Essentially, it adds to the debt.
But we are told not to worry because
we have other cuts in spending, other
fees that will come in, which will even-
tually pay for it. But over half of the
pay-fors occur outside the 8 years left
on the Budget Control Act window and
in the last 2 years of the 10-year budget
window for this legislation. But the
Congressional Budget Office has scored
that, because we are spending more
money sooner—money which has to be
borrowed—it would add $10.5 billion to
the interest payment of the United
States over this 10 year period.

So the claim it is going to reduce the
debt over time if every bit of this is ad-
hered to—which our pattern is not to
adhere to what we promise. But if we
were to adhere to it over the 10 years,
the savings wouldn’t be $23 billion as
claimed, it would be $12.5 billion be-
cause the legislation supporters
haven’t discussed the interest cost of
this gimmicked-up bill, where we spend
more now and save later. It is a very
serious matter.

They say the sequester is hard. The
sequester is so bad that it cannot be
sustained, America will collapse, and
we will not be able to act in a compas-
sionate way and be supportive of people
in need or meet the basic needs of the
government.

The former Speaker PELOSI, now
leader of the Democrats in the House,
said the cupboard is bare. There are no
more cuts to make. She said on Sep-
tember 21 of this year: There are no
more cuts to make.

There are plenty more cuts to make.
There are ways to save money. For ex-
ample, the majority in the Senate
changed the rules of the Senate using
the nuclear option to ram through the
appointment of three new Federal
judges. Each one of those, with their
staff, costs the taxpayers $1 million a
year, and it was for the DC Circuit,
which absolutely does not need these
judges. They are not needed. The DC
Circuit has by far the lowest caseload
per judge in America, even with the va-
cancies on the court.

So what we should have done, and I
worked toward previously, is not filled
those judges and move them to other
circuits which need judges that we are
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going to have to fill. That would have
saved $3 million a year. That is just
one example of the waste of money. It
is the equivalent of burning $1 million
to $3 million a year on the mall out
here because those judges were not
needed.

So to say there are no cuts to make
and we can’t reduce spending any more
is not accurate. It is all through the
system. As Senator ENZI said, his State
was prepared to take an 8-percent cut.
But under the Budget Control Act,
which includes the sequester, we are
not cutting spending over 10 years; we
are increasing spending over 10 years.
We are just increasing it $2 trillion less
than before. We were on the path to in-
crease spending, at the time the Budg-
et Control Act was passed, by $10 tril-
lion—from $37 trillion to $47 trillion
over 10 years. We passed the Budget
Control Act and said it would increase
to $45 trillion instead of $47 trillion.

So we go from $37 trillion to $45 tril-
lion. That was essentially what the
agreement was. It passed both Houses
of Congress. It had no tax increases in
it. It was simply a commitment to con-
tain the growth of spending, and it
sharply reduced spending. It reduced
spending in the near term. But after
this year, spending is allowed to con-
tinue for the last 7 years or 8 years of
the Budget Control Act agreement, a
2.5-percent-a-year annual increase
every year after this year.

So the cuts began to bite this year.
They were being felt this year. What
did Congress do? It folded up like a
house of cards. Congress couldn’t sus-
tain the heat and couldn’t honor the
promise we made in August of 2011 to
reduce the growth of spending just a
little bit. That was the promise. To
raise the debt ceiling $2.1 trillion, we
agreed to reduce the growth of spend-
ing by $2.1 trillion over 10 years.

Now we have already hit the debt
ceiling. We have already borrowed an-
other $2.1 trillion. So now we hit the
debt ceiling again, but we are not hon-
oring the promise to reduce spending.

What happened? The sequester said
we had to have more cuts this year,
more reductions this year, and Con-
gress couldn’t sustain it—just
couldn’t—would not take the heat, and
we came up with this new plan that is
before us to avoid a shutdown. I guess
we can say we avoided a shutdown, but
we can also say we did not do the right
thing about spending in America. We
have not faced the challenge we have
because we remain on an unsustainable
financial path. In a couple years we
will be back on a deficit growth pat-
tern which is going to be very serious
and will threaten the financial future
of America. As President Obama’s
Simpson-Bowles Debt Commission has
told us, nothing fundamentally has
changed in that.

So we have our colleagues who are
anxious to have more taxes—more rev-
enue they call it. What they are talk-
ing about are more taxes.

House Minority Leader PELOSI says
that there are no more cuts to make,
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American people. We have cut all we
can cut. There is no more we can cut.
So now we have decided the problem is
you, American people. You haven’t
sent us enough money. We demand, we
insist, we require you to send us more
money so we don’t have to make any
tough decisions anymore. We don’t
have to make the financial choices
they made in Wisconsin or Alabama or
Wyoming, that every State and city
has had to face during this financial
crisis, and they are leaner and more
productive and more efficient as a re-
sult of having to make those choices.
But we don’t have to because we want
to have more revenue.

So after this August of 2011 Budget
Control Act passed, which reduced
spending over 10 years by $2.1 trillion,
the President signed and agreed to, had
no tax increases in it, it was just a
commitment that we would contain
spending—that is what the agreement
was, a spending containment bill. In
January, President Obama submitted a
budget that wiped it out, busted it wide
open. It would have added $1 trillion in
new taxes and $1 trillion in new spend-
ing.

Wow. What kind of commitment was
that to the American people; you sign
a bill, you say you are going to do
something, and before the ink is dry
you are proposing a different idea that
goes back on the very promise that was
made.

Eventually, this year, the Senate
Democrats passed a budget increasing
spending $1 trillion and increasing
taxes $1 trillion. It is a tax-and-spend
budget, the same budget the President
submitted each year.

They said we are going to have a bal-
anced approach. What they wanted the
American people to hear when they
said a ‘‘balanced approach” is: We have
a plan to reduce the deficit, and the
plan is we are going to cut some spend-
ing and increase revenues. That is what
they wanted the American people to
hear. It was a subtly and carefully
crafted message, but it was not the
truth. The truth was that they wanted
to spend more and tax more. Taxes
were not used in a balanced approach
to bring down the deficit from the
unsustainable path on which we re-
main. The taxes were used to fund ad-
ditional spending above the amount we
agreed to in the Budget Control Act of
August 2011, which is still in effect—
unless this legislation passes, and that
is going to amend it.

The fundamental fact is that my col-
leagues want to tax and spend. They
say they have cut all they can cut and
they want more revenue and more
money from the American people. Just
send it to us, and we will spread it
around and we will do all the good
things we can dream of with your
money. We don’t have enough of it; we
want more.

I don’t think that is good for Amer-
ica. I don’t think that is good for the
economy. We need a vibrant private
sector with growth possibilities and
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the opportunity to have innovation and
creativity and the efficiencies that
occur in the private sector that are not
present in the government sector. We
can’t run this government. We have
never managed the government effec-
tively. It is so massive. We spend so
much money. We need to be leaner and
more productive. We need to decide
which areas in our country we don’t
need the government to undertake. We
need to let the private sector handle
that wherever possible. If we do that,
we can manage a smaller and more effi-
cient government. We need to extract
less money from the American people.

We have commitments. We are com-
mitted to Social Security, Medicare,
and other funding we need to make
sure we are honoring. We can’t take
money from Medicare, our seniors’
health care program, and then spend it
and say we have strengthened Medicare
and made it better because we reduced
its costs. The money that is saved in
Medicare needs to be used to strength-
en the long-term viability of Medicare,
which is in great doubt. It is not on a
sound path.

I know we can do better. We are
going to have to face up to this. It is
not going to be easy. It has challenges
for all of us. But reductions in Federal
spending can work.

For example, they say we need more
revenue. Well, have we gotten more
revenue? Yes, we have already. This
Budget Control Act did not include
more taxes. The Budget Control Act
represented a $2.1 trillion reduction in
the growth of spending, but in January
of this year we passed a $650 billion tax
on the rich, upper income people, and
the ObamaCare legislation included a
$1 trillion tax increase on top of that.
This bill has $34 billion in fees and
taxes. Is there not revenue around
here? Revenue is being increased, but
the problem is that it is not being used
to reduce our deficits and it is not
being used to put us on a sound finan-
cial path. It is being used to advance
more spending, and that is the danger
we are in, that is the danger we have to
watch, and that is the danger that
threatens us all.

I know how seductive it is for us to
think we just can’t reduce spending;
the cupboard is bare. Minority Leader
PELOSI says that we can’t cut any
more. Well, we can. There is a lot we
can do to make this government leaner
and more productive, and we are re-
quired to do so.

I yield the floor

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). The Senator from South
Dakota.

OBAMACARE

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I lis-
tened to the Senator from Alabama
talk about the current budget debate
we are having on the floor, and I
couldn’t help but think of the discus-
sion we had when we were debating the
ObamaCare legislation a few years ago
and how many of us at the time were
making the argument that this is the
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biggest expansion of government in lit-
erally half a century. I think that it is
becoming increasingly clear that was,
in fact, the case.

We are seeing dramatically more lev-
els of spending. I think we are going to
see dramatically higher levels of debt
over time. But you would think that
with $% trillion in cuts to Medicare,
$% trillion in tax increases—and when
it is fully implemented, it will be much
bigger than that. The overall cost of
the bill, when it is fully implemented,
goes to about $2.5 trillion. The expan-
sion of government that occurred as a
result of the passage of ObamaCare
was, frankly, stunning relative to any-
thing we have seen in recent history.
You would think with that you would
see some relief, if you will, in terms of
the burdens being placed upon middle-
class Americans, but we are seeing the
opposite.

Many Americans are already feeling
the effects of ObamaCare, whether it is
higher insurance premiums, canceled
health plans, or the loss of a doctor
they like. Middle-class Americans are
going to be hit the hardest.

Lower income families will face steep
premiums and deductibles under
ObamaCare, but they will get some
help in the form of subsidies from the
government to pay for some of their
health care costs.

Upper income families are also going
to face higher health care costs. In
fact, the majority leader told a Nevada
newspaper that his premiums under
ObamaCare will rise by $4,500 next
year. Affluent Americans will be able
to absorb those increases. What about
a middle-class family facing a $4,500 in-
crease in health care costs, a family
whose budget is already at its limit be-
tween housing costs, school expenses,
and grocery bills? That family won’t be
able to absorb those costs. That family
doesn’t have a spare $4,500 anywhere in
its budget. For that family, the $4,500
will have to come from money that was
allocated for orthodontic payments or
college tuition bills or money for a new
car.

Back when the President was trying
to sell his health care proposal to the
American people, he promised that
ObamaCare would ‘‘cut costs and make
coverage more affordable for families
and small businesses.”” Unfortunately,
the last few months have made it abun-
dantly clear that this promise is not
being kept.

Instead of seeing reduced costs and
more affordable coverage, middle-class
Americans are seeing steep premium
hikes and soaring out-of-pocket costs.
Those Americans who have been lucky
enough not to have their plans can-
celed have been receiving insurance
plan renewal letters with staggering
premium increases. In some cases it
has doubled or even tripled what they
have been paying before. One con-
stituent emailed me to tell me that
thanks to ObamaCare her premiums
will increase more than 100 percent,
which she goes on to say is equal to 45
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percent of her monthly income—45 per-
cent just for health care. That is more
than most Americans pay for their
mortgage.

Americans whose health care plans
have been canceled as a result of
ObamaCare and who are being forced to
shop on the exchanges are frequently
facing higher premiums and drastically
increased out-of-pocket costs.

A couple of days ago an article in
Chicago Business reported that an av-
erage Chicago family with a midlevel
health plan in the individual market
would go from a $3,500 deductible to a
$10,000 deductible if they obtained a
similar plan in the exchange. That is
$10,000 on top of the $9,000 a year that
family would already be paying in pre-
miums.

In Federal exchanges, many families
are facing deductibles as high as
$12,700. Barring catastrophic illness or
injury, in many cases a family with a
deductible that high might as well not
have insurance at all.

Of course, a family could buy a more
expensive plan and greatly reduce
those out-of-pocket costs. Many of the
platinum plans, which are the high-end
plans, have no deductible at all. As
CBS News points out—and this was for
a Houston, TX, family—‘‘that means
shelling out almost $12,400 per year in
monthly premiums, or about the same
as the deductible for the bronze plans.
Either way, families and individuals
who don’t qualify for tax credits may
find ObamaCare failing to deliver on
its promise of affordable health care.”

That is from CBS News when talking
about a specific family in Houston, TX.

What makes it even worse—and this
is what the Associated Press reported—
many families don’t fully understand
the expenses they are taking on when
they sign up for plans with high out-of-
pocket costs. The Associated Press
notes that ‘‘only 14 percent of Amer-
ican adults with insurance understand
deductibles and other key concepts of
insurance plans, according to a study
published this year in the Journal of
Health Economics. If people with insur-
ance don’t understand it, it’s likely
that uninsured Americans’ grasp is
even fuzzier.”

A family shopping on the exchanges
may snap up plans with relatively low
premiums without realizing that they
are, in effect, purchasing nothing more
than catastrophic coverage that may
leave them on the hook for thousands
of dollars in medical costs each year.

So far, I have talked about the direct
financial consequences of the Presi-
dent’s health care law, but its effects
don’t end with higher premiums and
skyrocketing out-of-pocket costs. Mid-
dle-class families will also take a fi-
nancial hit thanks to the damage
ObamaCare does to businesses.

ObamaCare puts in place a slew of
new regulations, new taxes, and new
fees on businesses large and small.
When faced with that, businesses will
have two choices: They can absorb the
costs of new taxes and fees, thereby re-
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ducing the amount of capital they have
to expand their businesses, hire new
workers, or promote existing ones, or
they can pass on these costs directly to
their workers, further burdening fami-
lies already facing steep health care
costs. It is a lose-lose situation.

Small businesses are being hit par-
ticularly hard. Susan Gabay, cofounder
and managing director of a small busi-
ness investment banking firm, pub-
lished a column on Saturday in the
Washington Times in which she dis-
cussed the effect the President’s health
care law is having on her business.
Thanks to ObamaCare, the health plan
she offered to her employees was can-
celed. The new coverage she was of-
fered contains a 48-percent premium
increase, which she says ‘‘translates
into approximately $1,676 in added
costs per year for every individual cov-
ered on our plan.” That is a $6,704 pre-
mium increase for a family of four. She
says that is approximately $44,000 in
added annual costs for her business
that otherwise could be used to hire a
college graduate.

Maybe her employees are getting bet-
ter coverage thanks to ObamaCare’s
regulations, right? Well, actually, the
answer is no. Let me read her answer
to that observation. She says:

The response to our plight is that we are
getting much better coverage. But that isn’t
true, either. We have historically provided
our employees with a generous plan with
100% coverage for in-network preventative
care and low out of pocket maximums. Con-
versely, our new ‘‘great alternative’ plan of-
fers comparable benefits with much higher
out of pocket maximums.

So thanks to ObamaCare, Ms.
Gabay’s business will pay more for
health care and so will her employees
without receiving any meaningful in-
crease in benefits.

As every middle-class parent—won-
dering where money for the next den-
tist bill or tuition payment will come
from—knows, America’s economy is
still struggling to recover from the last
recession. Burdening any business—
particularly our Nation’s small busi-
nesses, which are responsible for a ma-
jority of the new job creation in this
country—is the worst possible thing we
could do for our economic recovery and
for the millions of middle-class Ameri-
cans searching for better jobs and op-
portunities.

Democrats and the President made
the American people a promise. They
said: We will make health care more
affordable. As long as ObamaCare is in
place, that promise will continue to be
broken, and middle-class families will
suffer as a result. In fact, just recently,
when asked a question in an interview
about the health care plan, Secretary
Sebelius said:

There are some individuals who may be
looking at increases. I think you cannot
make a statement based on cost unless you
compare what they had to what they are
going into.

That was Secretary Sebelius saying
there are some individuals who may be
looking at increases. I think that is the

S8881

understatement of the year based upon
the experience of literally millions of
Americans, some of whom have lost
coverage entirely, but millions of
Americans who are suffering with the
sticker shock of dramatic increases in
the premiums they pay for their health
insurance coverage, dramatic increases
in the deductibles now available under
their policies, and dramatic decreases
in the take-home pay they have to
meet the other obligations they have
for their families. This is a direct hit
to the pocketbooks and the future eco-
nomic vitality of middle-class Ameri-
cans.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. 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. McCONNELL. Madam President,
earlier this morning the Senate voted
to advance a budget agreement that
passed the House last week. The legis-
lation has been a topic of much discus-
sion over the past several days, and
there are sincere arguments on both
sides.

While I appreciate the challenges
House and Senate negotiators faced in
crafting these budgetary guidelines, I
voted against this legislation because
in my view Congress should continue
to adhere to the fiscal restraints both
parties agreed to under the Budget
Control Act.

I was the principal Republican nego-
tiator of that agreement. I have been
particularly invested in its success,
and I was very proud of it. As a result
of the Budget Control Act, government
spending has declined for 2 years—2
years in a row—for the first time since
the Korean war. This was hard-won
progress on the road to getting our Na-
tion’s fiscal house in order.

As I said, I fully appreciate the con-
straints Chairman RYAN and Chairman
MURRAY faced in their negotiations,
and there is clearly some good to be
said about their agreement. But we
should not go back on the agreement
we made under the BCA.

Nonetheless, this has been a very im-
portant public debate. Unfortunately,
our colleagues on the other side do not
seem terribly interested in substantial
debate on this or any other substantive
issues this week, least of all
ObamaCare, which has been wreaking
havoc on our constituents for months
now but which Democrats seem en-
tirely uninterested in discussing. In-
stead, for much of this week the Demo-
crat-run Senate has decided to devote
its attention to pushing through nomi-
nations—nominations. They want to
spend time seating political appointees
at places such as the Department of In-
terior—positions that, while they may
be important, are certainly not in any
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way emergencies that need to be at-
tended to right this second.

Meanwhile, out in the real world,
millions of Americans will continue to
suffer under a law they told Wash-
ington not to pass in the first place, a
law that Washington Democrats still
stubbornly refuse to change in any
meaningful way. Our colleagues on the
other side seem to think they have no
responsibility to do anything about the
impact of ObamaCare since the White
House issued a press release declaring
partial victory—partial victory—in fix-
ing the Web site. That is their whole
approach to this rolling disaster: Let
the White House dodge and deflect on
any problem that arises until people
forget about the last one. Point the fin-
ger at some bureaucrat or some Web
technician and basically do nothing.

We are now nearly 3 months into this
national calamity, and what have
Democrats done about this national ca-
lamity? Well, they have issued a lot of
talking points and some halfhearted
apologies. They have mouthed nos-
trums about ‘‘private sector velocity.”
They have waived laws for fear of the
political impact of leaving them in
place. And there has hardly been any
accountability for the massive con-
sequences faced by American con-
sumers as a result of this failed law. In
other words, they haven’t done much of
anything. They have treated this whole
thing like a public relations problem to
get past rather than a real-life problem
for middle-class Americans to be
solved. They are engaged in daily bat-
tle aimed at one overriding goal: Pro-
tect the law. Yet nearly every day we
hear more about its painful impact.

Since the October rollout, millions of
Americans have lost their insurance
plans. More than 280,000 have lost cov-
erage in Kentucky alone, and so many
are feeling the squeeze of this law,
folks such as Lana Lynch, a mom from
Brandenburg, KY, who told me the an-
nual out-of-pocket expenses for her
family rose from $1,500 to $7,000 under
ObamaCare, and folks such as Barrett
Simpson from Sweden, KY.

Barrett had a health plan he liked
and wanted to keep, a $540-a-month
policy that was, in his words, ‘‘perfect”
for his family. The folks responsible for
ObamaCare apparently thought they
knew better than he did about the
needs of his family, so he lost it. Here
is what he had to say about that:

[My] plan is being eliminated because of
the ACA, and the cheapest, closest plan will
cost [uls $1,400 next year. We can keep the
plan until the end of next year, but we will
have to pick a new one. We don’t need the
extra coverage for maternity, for vision or
dental, but yet we will be forced to pay for
it.

He continued:

These changes are absurd. Most people in
this country who are content with what they
had are now paying for what Obama is trying
to do for a very few.

Barrett closed his letter by asking
me to work to repeal ObamaCare.

Well, Barrett and Lana should know
this—in fact, every Kentuckian should
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know this, and every American should
know this: Members on my side of the
aisle hear you loudly and clearly. We
are not going to give up this fight. No
matter how much the other side tries
to distract the country’s attention, we
won’t be fooled and we know you won’t
be either.

Look. The folks each of us were sent
here to represent—not the govern-
ment—should be the ones choosing
plans that make more sense for their
families. And when our colleagues on
the other side go around referring to
insurance being lost as ‘‘junk,” that is
beyond offensive to the people we rep-
resent.

There is a lot of ivory tower thinking
that goes on in this city—way too
much of it. It is time for our Wash-
ington Democratic friends to finally
climb out of the ivory tower and see
the reality of their ideas in action, wit-
ness the failure of their policies first-
hand. It is time for Washington Demo-
crats to drop their refusal to change
anything of substance in ObamacCare,
and it is time for them to listen closely
to the people who sent us here in the
first place.

Here is what so many Americans are
saying. They want Democrats to start
working with Republicans to improve
our Nation’s health care system in a
positive way, to help us implement
real, patient-centered, commonsense
reforms that can actually lower costs
and improve the quality of care be-
cause we were sent here to solve prob-
lems, not to make them worse, as
ObamaCare does.

Let’s erase that mistake. Let’s get
rid of it and start over with real re-
form. Working together, we can do it.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. 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. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
would like to continue to raise a sim-
ple point but a point of profound finan-
cial significance to America. One of the
things that has happened in the bill
that is before us is there has been an
extension in the 10-year BCA plan—
which was enacted 2 years ago; there
are only 8 years left—an extension of a
2-percent reduction in payments to
hospitals and doctors who provide serv-
ices through Medicare, treat patients,
and get paid by the U.S. Government.
So they were reduced 2 percent.

This is scored as a savings for the
country. In effect, it is perceived as a
savings that allows us to spend more
money somewhere else. That savings,
as was done in this legislation, in-
volved the last 2 years—years 9 and
10—of the 10-year window from today.
It creates some money, they say, be-
cause we reduced Medicare costs and

December 17, 2013

we can spend that money in this year
and next year on nondefense and de-
fense discretionary spending, and we
are going to promise to use the money
we save in Medicare in years 9 and 10,
outside the promised BCA 10-year win-
dow which is already moving along.

What I want to raise is a deep and
fundamental point. Medicare is already
in deficit. Medicare is already spending
more money to provide care for seniors
than is being taken in off people’s pay-
checks every week. But Medicare does
have a trust fund. Medicare Part A
does; it’s called the Hospital Insurance
trust fund. Social Security also has a
trust fund. People have that money
come off their paychecks every week
when they go to work, and they be-
lieve, correctly in my opinion, they
have a right to receive those benefits
in the future.

They are not happy. They believe
America is going on the wrong track
when we take that money and spend it,
therefore, jeopardizing the confidence
they should have in retirement that
their Medicare and Social Security are
going to be in place.

We know there are some deep prob-
lems with Medicare and Social Secu-
rity actuarially because people are liv-
ing longer and there are more peobple
retiring and we have to deal with some
problems there. But what I want to say
is, the worst thing you can do is to do
the things necessary to make Medicare
sound—tighten up payments to pro-
viders, perhaps; although there is a
limit at some point as to how much
you can do there—and do other things
that make Medicare more financially
stable, but you should not see that sav-
ings as something you can spend on a
new program. The entitlement pro-
grams that went into ObamaCare, the
Affordable Care Act, $500 billion of that
money that supposedly was used to
fund it was from Medicare and some
from Social Security too—saving
money in those accounts.

But those programs have trust funds.
They have trustees. When they ran a
surplus, as they had done for many dec-
ades—but not now—when they were
running a surplus, the money was
loaned to the Federal Treasury and
they spent it. But the Federal Treasury
owes it back to them. Now that both of
those programs are heading into steep
fiscal decline, they are calling the
notes, they are calling back the money
they loaned. The trustees of those pro-
grams Kknow whom they represent.
They represent Social Security recipi-
ents. They represent Medicare bene-
ficiaries. They are demanding their
money, they are going to get it, and we
are going to honor it.

So what I am saying is we cannot
count that money twice. That is what
Mr. Elmendorf, the Director of the
CBO, told us on December 23, the night
before the ObamaCare bill was passed
on the floor of the Senate in 2009. He
said: You cannot count the money
twice, and to suggest you are strength-
ening Medicare and simultaneously
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providing a source of money to spend
on the new ObamaCare program is dou-
ble counting. He used the words ‘‘dou-
ble counting.”

How simple is this? My question to
him, when he gave the letter—and I
asked him to put it in writing. I in-
sisted he do that. He works for us, and
he did what he is supposed to do. He
said: Even though the conventions of
accounting might suggest otherwise,
you cannot simultaneously use the
same money to strengthen Medicare
and fund ObamaCare. That is what he
said.

So under our conventions of account-
ing, we have what we call a unified
budget. The CBO does it both ways, but
the one we talk mostly about, the one
everybody focuses on, is the unified
budget. So if Social Security is a little
better off, it is assumed it is in the
same pot. Everything is in one pot. So
anything that cuts the expenses of
Medicare and Social Security to make
them strong is utilized and considered
to put more money in the pot to be
spent somewhere else.

What is happening to us now is the
unfunded liabilities in pension funds,
retirement funds, Medicare, Social Se-
curity, and other accounts are reaching
unprecedented levels, some say nearly
$100 trillion, and it is growing consider-
ably. This is the long-term threat to
America. This is the thing that several
attempts have been made in recent
years to fix, to confront, to put us on a
sound path financially, but it has al-
ways failed. People can blame every-
body, and everybody is subject to
blame, I assure you. However, I do be-
lieve it is quite plain it will not happen
unless the President of the United
States leads and participates and says:
I want to fix it. He is basically saying:
We do not have a problem. We are
doing fine. He is not willing to call on
the American people and use his bully
pulpit to lay out the challenges we face
in how we could put ourselves on a fi-
nancially sound path without destroy-
ing the country.

We can do that. We really can do
that. But it will take belt-tightening in
every aspect of our government, and
everybody should share equally in the
belt-tightening, not just a few, not just
veterans, military people who have
served 20 years, and disabled veterans
having their retirement cut, as this
legislation does. It needs to be some-
thing where everybody participates in
tightening the belt. We could get the
country on a sound path.

But I want to register again—and I
am going to continue to talk about
this because I think it leads to a false
impression. It leads to the impression
we have more money than we have.
You cannot wuse Social Security’s
money, Medicare’s money to fund
ObamacCare, the Defense Department or
nondefense discretionary spending. It
is not possible to use that money
twice.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
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be permitted to speak for up to 10 min-
utes.

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

REMEMBERING ERIKA ROBINSON

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, over the weekend, the State of
Connecticut and the country and the
world commemorated with grief and
continued pain the first year anniver-
sary of the tragic massacre in New-
town.

On the morning of Saturday—1 year
after the Newtown tragedy—I attended
a church service, a beautiful, moving,
powerful celebration of faith at the St.
Rose of Lima Church, whose pastor,
Monsignor Robert Weiss, has been such
a great friend to so many in the com-
munity and such a source of strength
and comfort.

Later in the weekend, I visited with
the family of Erika Robinson of West
Haven, Connecticut, who was shot and
killed at a nightclub in New Haven on
October 26. This seemingly random act
of violence left Erika dead and five
other individuals injured by gunfire.

I have spent months and have been
grateful for the experience with the
families of those victims in Newtown. I
was equally grateful to spend this time
with Erika’s family—Celeste and Greg
Fulcher—at their home, and I want to
thank them for welcoming me to their
home on that day.

Erika Robinson was only 26 years old
when she became a victim of gun vio-
lence. She clearly was a person full of
joy and life and goodness for all of her
26 years and including the day she per-
ished.

She was building a business, a cloth-
ing line. As her business grew, a local
store started selling that line of cloth-
ing. Those who knew her described her
as hard working and driven.

She was compassionate. Most re-
cently, she released a special collection
in honor of Breast Cancer Awareness
Month.

She had enormous potential. She did
everything right. She played by the
rules. She stayed out of trouble, and
she had the support of her two loving
parents.

She was on track to fulfill the Amer-
ican dream, and now her life, trag-
ically, has been reduced to a statistic,
unless we make sure it is more than a
statistic and that we work and fight to
make her legacy one of helping to pro-
tect others, helping to prevent gun vio-
lence that takes victims like her who
are simply in the wrong place at the
wrong time, as she was that night in
New Haven, when a shooter who was il-
legally in possession of a firearm—in
fact, apparently on bail—turned to
take as a victim someone else in the
crowd that evening in the nightclub,
and she became a victim that night in-
advertently, unintentionally, and five
others were wounded.

I have her picture here. Erika was
more than a statistic. She was a per-
son. Part of her clothing line was this
small card she fashioned herself:
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It’s so regular for us to say ‘“You only live
once”’, but do you deeply understand that it’s
real. What I'm trying to say is be fearless.
Do things you always wanted to do. Never let
anyone hold you back. Enjoy this thing we
call life while we can. People going to talk
regardless, so be you!

Forever, Erika Robinson.

May that legacy be forever. May that
legacy be with us forever and inspire us
to work as we have done on behalf of
the families of Newtown and as we
should be doing on behalf of the 10,000
other victims of gun violence since
Newtown.

The victims are not only the victims
who perished among those 10,000, they
are others who have been injured, such
as the 5 who were injured that night
when the shooter at that nightclub in
New Haven was aiming for someone
else and sprayed gunfire that killed
Erika, took her as a casualty but also
injured others severely and trauma-
tized countless others who saw or
watched or heard what went on in that
nightclub that night, an establishment
that was legally licensed by the State
of Connecticut, legally licensed to en-
tertain people and charge for them
being there, an establishment that was
the last place Erika Robinson knew.

Such a promising young woman at
the wrong place at the wrong time, a
woman who could have contributed so
much to New Haven, to Connecticut, to
our country. This was a tragic loss for
her family that continues to honor her
life with courage and strength and a
tragic loss for all of us and for the
thousands of people who came to her
funeral because she had already, in
those young 26 years, touched so many
lives.

We owe it to her and to her family
that her legacy will be one of pro-
tecting others such as she, protecting
others across America regardless of the
neighborhood or the place in that
neighborhood, whether it is downtown
New Haven, an urban area, or New-
town, a suburban mneighborhood. It
should not matter where gun violence
is a threat. We should eradicate it ev-
erywhere. It should not matter who
may be the victim of gun violence,
what her background may be, her race,
religion, anything about her.

Every human being, every person in
the United States of America is deserv-
ing of protection that our society
failed to give this young woman. We do
a great disservice to our Nation when
we fail to honor those individuals who
may not be in the headlines, who may
not be from neighborhoods that we
know but others that are unfamiliar to
us. We owe it to ourselves, not just to
Erika and her family but to ourselves
as a nation to do better and to make
America safer. She deserved better
from the greatest country in the his-
tory of the world. We as citizens of
that country deserve better and have
an obligation to do better. So we will,
I hope, leave a legacy for her in her
name that speaks to a safer, better
America.

I yield the floor.
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RECESS

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:33 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN).

——————

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014—
Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I come to the floor to
speak in support of the 2-year bipar-
tisan budget agreement reached by
Representative RYAN and Senator MUR-
RAY. I am pleased that the budget
agreement passed the House of Rep-
resentatives with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support and that cloture was in-
voked in the Senate today.

I understand there are many of my
colleagues on this side of the aisle who
are very unhappy with this deal and in-
tend to vote against it. My only re-
sponse to that is I respect their vote,
but I would like to know what we do in
order to avoid another shutdown of the
government. The American people
steadfastly reject a shutdown of the
government. I have concerns about the
budget deal—I think everybody does—
because of the nature of the way busi-
ness is done. But to somehow vote
against it without an alternative to
keep the government from shutting
down lacks some intellectual integrity.

My support and vote will be based on
two important facts:

It will prevent another government
shutdown, which we cannot put the
American people through or the people
of my State through again.

It goes a long way in alleviating the
devastating impact of sequestration on
our military. Have no doubt that the
sequestration has had a devastating ef-
fect on many aspects of our ability to
defend this Nation. Don’t just talk to
our leadership but talk to the men and
women who are serving. They don’t
know where they are going to go next.
The pilots aren’t flying, the ships
aren’t sailing, and the training is not
being conducted. That is unfair to the
men and women who are serving their
military, and I would remind us that
all have volunteered to serve this coun-
try in harm’s way.

This budget deal will avert another
government shutdown and reduce the
impact of sequestration. It will reduce
the deficit by roughly $23 billion with-
out raising taxes.

Peggy Noonan is a noted conserv-
ative columnist who writes for the
Wall Street Journal and served in the
Reagan administration. She observed
in a Wall Street Journal op-ed:

[t]The government is now unable even to
pass a budget, to perform this minimal duty.
Instead, Congress and the administration
lurch from crisis to crisis, from shutdown to
debt-ceiling battle. That gives a sense the
process itself is broken, and this lends an air
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of instability, of Third World-ness, to the
world’s oldest continuing democracy. We
can’t even control our books. We don’t even
try. That’s my context for the Ryan-Murray
budget deal.

She continued:

Should it be passed? Yes, yes and yes. The
good things about it are very good. The idea
that Republicans and Democrats are capable
of coming to a budget agreement is good.
The idea that they can negotiate and make
concessions and accept gains is good. The
idea the U.S. government is able to produce
anything but stasis and acrimony is good.
That we can still function even in the age of
Obama—good.

She noted:

[This] agreement moves us an inch or two
in the right direction. Let me tell you what
that’s better than: It’s better than moving a
few inches in the wrong direction! And it’s
better than where we’ve been, in a state of
agitated paralysis.

Only weeks ago we all witnessed
firsthand the impact a government
shutdown had on our constituents, and
none of us wants to go through that

again.
In my home State of Arizona, the im-
pact was very significant. Nearly

500,000 visitors were turned away from
Arizona’s national parks during the
shutdown. Arizona lost about $33 mil-
lion in visitor spending. At Grand Can-
yon National Park, food banks had to
rush supplies to 2,200 employees of the
concessionaires inside the park who
were furloughed or laid off. Arizona
spent about $500,000 in donations to re-
open the Grand Canyon for 5 days dur-
ing the shutdown.

The list goes on and on.

Our approval rating, I would say to
my friends on this side of the aisle, and
our party’s approval rating plummeted.
The damage was severe.

Now we have an agreement. I repeat
to my colleagues who would vote
against this—both on that side of the
aisle and this side of the aisle—if you
have a better idea, bring it up, let’s
consider it, and let’s vote on it because
the only alternative to this is a govern-
ment shutdown. Let’s not deceive our-
selves about why we are voting and
what we are voting on.

I admit it is not perfect. I think it
has caused heartburn for all of us. One
potentially problematic provision—and
it is problematic—would slow the
growth of cost-of-living adjustments
for working-age—and 1 emphasize
“working-age’”’—military retirees. Let
me point out that the COLAs for work-
ing-age military retirees under the age
of 62 will continue to grow after 2015, in
most cases more slowly than before.

The fact is that the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee—
one of the most admired and respected
individuals in this Senate—has stated
that we will review this provision, and
we will review it in the context of the
work that is already being done on the
Senate Armed Services Committee,
and that is a review of all paid benefits
and aspects of our military that, in the
words of former Secretary of Defense
Mr. Gates that these entitlements in
the military are ‘‘eating us alive.”
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I would like to give an example. In
2012 military retirees and survivor ben-
efit recipients received $52 billion. In 10
years that will grow to $59 billion. By
2034 it will grow to $108 billion per
year. From 2001 to 2011 payments to
military retirees grew by 49 percent.
Every penny of it is deserved. Every
penny of it we are proud we gave them.
But I don’t think there is any doubt
that we are going to have to look at
this whole issue of the pay, benefits,
retirement, and all of that of members
of the military in a prospective fash-
ion.

I am confident that one of the items
taken up next year in the Senate
Armed Services Committee will be
what we are passing today, but it will
be brought up in the context of all of
the aspects of personnel costs in the
military today—keeping in mind that
we have an all-volunteer service and we
are proud and pleased of the fact that
we have America’s finest in the mili-
tary.

But I can say for a fact that with this
lurching from shutdown to shutdown,
these draconian effects of sequestra-
tion—and I know my colleagues know
that in 2014 there will be a more severe
cut than at any time—these brave
young men and women are getting sick
and tired of not being able to do their
jobs, and the best and the brightest are
already making decisions as to whether
to remain in the military.

I wish to mention one small aspect
that I think is indicative. About 20
years ago there was a very large influx
of pilots into the civilian airlines as
airlines began to expand rather dra-
matically. That very large number of
pilots is now nearing retirement age.

There is going to be a dramatic de-
mand for airline pilots, who, as we all
know, are very well paid. We are offer-
ing pilots $225,000 to stay in and fly air-
planes in the military. Do you know
that the vast majority of these young
pilots, these aviators, are not accept-
ing that? One of the reasons they are
not signing up is because a lot of times
they don’t fly anymore. They are not
operating anymore, and they are
spending time away from their homes
and their families without being able
to do what they were trained to do.
This is only a small example of the im-
pact of sequestration on the military.

I wish all of my colleagues who are
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee would listen to the testimony of
our military leaders who tell us that
already they may not be able to defend
this Nation in the most efficient fash-
ion because of the effects of sequestra-
tion.

All I can say is that if I had written
this legislation—I think each one of us
individually would have written it dif-
ferently, but we didn’t—the option of
shutting down the government and the
option of further damage inflicted by
sequestration I hope would override the
problems we see with this agreement. I
want to promise my colleagues that I
will work in every way with Senator
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