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instead, tear down anyone who dared
offer a plan to solve our Nation’s eco-
nomic problems. This is the heart of
the problem in Washington right now.
We have one political party that sees
the budget debate as an exercise in po-
litical warfare, to advance power, not
problem solving.

At the center of this strategy is the
White House, and at the center of the
White House is Mr. Lew. In his cam-
paign for reelection, President Obama
repeatedly said he had a plan to ‘‘pay
down our debt.” If he did, he never sub-
mitted it to Congress. He did not have
one. He even ran a campaign ad, late in
the campaign, saying:

I believe the only way to create an econ-
omy built to last, is to strengthen the mid-
dle class—asking the wealthy to pay a little
more so we can pay down our debt in a bal-
anced way. So we can afford to invest—

More, I guess—
in education, manufacturing, and home-
grown American energy, and for good middle
class jobs.

But did he have such a plan? Not Mr.
Lew’s plan, at that point his Chief of
Staff, supervising the OMB Director,
who followed him. Again, this was the
strategy: offer a plan that does nothing
to alter our dangerous debt course
while pretending it does just the oppo-
site. Then, once you have done that,
attack anyone who dares to propose to
reduce the size of the bureaucracy, at-
tack anyone who suggests Washington
is too powerful—attack, attack, at-
tack, while never offering anything
that would actually work to help
Americans who are struggling every
day. After the White House budget was
submitted in 2011, this budget I have
referred to that he announced, Presi-
dent Obama, if you remember, spoke at
George Washington University in your
area, with Congressman PAUL RYAN,
the House Budget chairman in attend-
ance, sitting right before us.

Congressman RYAN, as you remem-
ber, had laid out a plan which would fix
the financial future of America, if
adopted, and put us on a sound course.

President Obama responded:

One vision has been championed by Repub-
licans in the House of Representatives. . . .
It’s a plan that aims to reduce our deficit by
$4 trillion over the next 10 years. ... But
the way this plan achieves [that goal] would
lead to a fundamentally different America
than the one we’ve known throughout most
of our history. . . . This is a vision that says
up to 50 million Americans have to lose their
health insurance in order for us to reduce
the deficit. And who are those 50 million
Americans? Many are someone’s grand-
parents who wouldn’t be able to afford nurs-
ing home care without Medicaid. Many are
poor children. Some are middle-class fami-
lies who have children with autism or
Down’s syndrome. . . . These are the Ameri-
cans we’d be telling to fend for themselves.

This is our level of debate in Wash-
ington: when Congressman RYAN deals
honestly with the challenges we face to
tighten the belts across the board, cre-
ate mechanisms to enhance American
growth and job creation, this is what
the President said—with him sitting
right there.
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Senator REID produces nothing,
brings out no budget, because he says
it is foolish to do so? He meant foolish
politically. He didn’t mean foolish for
America not to bring forth a budget.
How could it possibly be foolish for
America, the United States Senate, to
comply with U.S. law that says we
should bring up a budget?

Majority Leader REID said of one Re-
publican reform effort that it was ‘“a
mean-spirited bill that would cut the
heart out of the recovery that we have
in America today. It goes after little
children, poor little boys and girls. We
want them to learn to read.”

This is the level of debate we have in
this country. This is why we have a se-
quester that can’t be fixed, this kind of
ridiculous talk. Somebody needs to
stand up and say we are tired of it.

My plan, my view for America, is to
help poor people be prosperous, rise out
of poverty. We don’t judge that by how
many checks we send out, how much
deficit we run up, and leave our coun-
try in danger. The Republicans, can-
didly, have not done enough to stand
up to these egregious attacks. We need
to defend ourselves more effectively
and aggressively. Voting against Jack
Lew would be a vote against dishonest
tactics, misrepresentation of facts.

Every Republican ought to ask them-
selves, should I vote to advance a man
to a top position he is not really quali-
fied for, who is loyal to the President’s
political agenda, and places that above
telling the truth?

The painful truth is to some extent
this political strategy has been suc-
cessful up to now. President Obama
and his Senate majority have blocked
fiscal reform and continued on our
path to fiscal disaster. It is time we
pointed out that the establishment
they are shielding from cuts, the big
government apparatus they contin-
ually defend, is hurting people every
day. It is bloated, it is inefficient, it is
duplicative, and fraud occurs every
day.

Their policies, their endless support
of the bureaucracy has created pov-
erty, joblessness, and dependency. It
has created low wages, low growth.

In cities such as Baltimore, Detroit,
and Chicago, governed almost exclu-
sively by Democrats and Democratic
policy at every level, the good, hard-
working people are hurt every day by
these leftist policies. They do not
work.

In the city of Baltimore, one in three
children live in poverty. One in three
Baltimore residents are on food
stamps. Imagine that, the great city of
Baltimore.

In Chicago, where roughly 500 homi-
cides occurred in 2012, 51 percent of the
city’s children live in a single-parent
home.

In Detroit, almost one in three
households had not a single person
working at any time in the last 12
months. Almost one-third of them
hadn’t had a single person working.
The city’s violent crime rate is among
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the worst in the country. More than
one-half of all Detroit children live in
poverty.

This should not happen. What is the
response? Borrow more money and send
out more checks. This is not the way
to help people. These are the con-
sequences of leftist policies. We are op-
posed to those policies. They do not
work. They hurt the people, they pre-
tend and assert that they are helping.

We are fighting for policies that cre-
ate jobs, create rising wages, create op-
portunity, help more people earn a
good living and care for themselves, be
independent and prosperous and get on
the road to higher wages, supervisory
positions, health care and retirement
benefits. This can be possible in this
country. We are trying to lift people
out of poverty and strengthen family
and community. We are trying to pro-
tect the good and decent people of this
country from a debt crisis.

Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson
told us this Nation has never faced a
more predictable financial crisis. They
said if we don’t get off this course, this
unsustainable path, we may have an-
other one, and it may be worse than
the 2007 one.

Where does Mr. Lew stand? Where
does the White House stand? They did
everything they could to defend the bu-
reaucracy, no matter the cost in wast-
ed dollars or lost jobs. Mr. Lew sub-
mitted an indefensible budget plan that
would have caused further social and
economic devastation. They delib-
erately misled the Nation about that
plan, deliberately misled the country
about it. He knew this wasn’t true, and
then he participated in a strategy that
shot down any efforts from the Repub-
lican side to reform the situation.

I urge my colleagues to reject these
tactics from the White House. I urge
them to stand up for the good and de-
cent people of this country who work
hard every day, try to do the right
thing, want to get ahead, and want to
see their wages rise instead of stag-
nate. I urge them to vote to hold high
government officials accountable by
putting politics ahead of policy or sac-
rificing truth for political gain. I urge
them to oppose Mr. Lew.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. COBURN. I ask to speak as if in
morning business.

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

SEQUESTRATION

Mr. COBURN. I want to spend a few
minutes this afternoon talking about
what is going to happen on March 1,
something we have known is going to
happen for 18 months. Nobody really
wanted it to happen this way, but I
want to make the case if we give the
administration the flexibility, we can
easily swallow $85 billion a year in re-
ductions.

I am going to go through a small set
of oversight reports I have actually
done in the last year or so talking
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about waste within the Federal Gov-
ernment.

We looked at the urban area security
grants of the Department of Homeland
Security. We looked at the Department
of Defense, the programs that were in
the Department of Defense which don’t
have anything to do with defense; that
is $67 billion a year.

Let me say that again: $67 billion a
year is spent in the Department of De-
fense which has nothing to do with de-
fending the country.

We outlined the 100 most wasteful
projects, we put that out in December
of this year, a treasure map. We looked
at the Market Access Program and
what it is actually doing to some of the
wealthiest agricultural businesses in
this country. It is subsidizing their ex-
port of sales. Money for nothing, all of
the money that we spent that hadn’t
actually accomplished anything. We
did a report on that.

Next we did a report on the subsidies
for the rich and famous because we do
have a mixed-up Tax Code, and over $30
billion a year in benefits goes to a very
small number of people in this country
inappropriately through our tax cuts.
The discussion and disagreements we
are going to have on that will be about
what do you do with that. Everybody
agrees we probably ought to fix that.
Do you fix it by just raising taxes or do
you fix it by reforming the Tax Code
and actually getting greater taxes
coming into the Federal Government?

The other point I wanted to make is
there are a lot of things we may se-
quester that I have been talking about
for years, which actually haven’t got-
ten any traction, but I suspect right
now will be getting some traction. The
first one is the grant programs in the
Department of Homeland Security.

In one area, the Urban Area Security
Initiative, which is a component of the
Homeland Security grants, we spend
$170 million a year on one grant pro-
gram. What we did when we looked at
it is we found tremendous amounts of
waste that have nothing to do with in-
creasing the security in the commu-
nities where this money was spent.

Let me give you a few examples: do-
mestic drones that have limited capa-
bility, can’t fly over anything that is
populated because they are not reliable
enough. Also, underwater robots, snow
cone machines, security upgrades for
spring baseball training programs and
stadiums, color printers, BearCat vehi-
cles for communities of 20,000 people
who will never have a need for that
piece of equipment. Yet we spent it be-
cause the people making those pieces
of equipment are so good at helping
cities get grants whether they need
them or not, they apply for them.

Columbus, OH, bought an underwater
robot, $98,000. They don’t have a facil-
ity, a true natural lake or other lake in
which they could actually utilize this
piece of equipment, but they bought it
anyway.

Spring training in Arizona, $90,000 to
install video surveillance at the Peoria
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Sports Conference Complex. The Se-
attle Mariners and San Diego Padres
have their spring training there.

Here are Urban Area Security Initia-
tive grants which are supposed to be
spent on security. What we found is a
large portion of the money across the
country is not being spent on security;
it is being used to augment aspects of
what communities need.

This is a good way to trim $700 mil-
lion through these grants. While I am
at it, what we do know is the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, 6 months
ago, had $8 billion in unobligated bal-
ances. Secretary Napolitano made a de-
cision—and her basis was for stimulus,
economic stimulus—she would take the
requirements off of those grants and
push that money out the door. They
were only able to push $3 billion out
the door, so there is still $56 billion sit-
ting in Homeland Security in unobli-
gated money from last year alone that
hadn’t been spent. This addresses many
of the issues that we are talking about
in terms of the sequestration.

The Department of Defense, in terms
of the ‘‘department of everything’—Ilet
me outline for you a minute. Not all
this money could be saved because they
are doing some things, but they have
no business being at the Department of
Defense, with $67.9 billion over 10 years
in nondefense spending; nonmilitary
research and development, $6 billion a
yvear. And education, the average cost
to educate a child on base in America—
not our foreign bases, not where we ac-
tually need private schools—is over
$51,000 per year per student.

We could consolidate that program,
as we do at all but 16 bases, and over 10
years save $9 billion.

There are STEM programs, 103 dif-
ferent STEM—science, technology, en-
gineering, and math—programs within
the Pentagon alone. Consolidating
those would save $1.7 billion over the
next 10 years. These are programs not
necessarily initiated by Congress ei-
ther, I might say. They do have the
flexibility on a lot of these programs to
make those changes.

The Department of Defense tuition
assistance program totally duplicates
our veterans assistance program. So
you can do in-service, have access to
tuition while you are in-service and
then have the identical access to tui-
tion afterward, and you can claim
them both.

So we have multiple duplications
there. And there is nothing wrong with
wanting to give an educational benefit
to our troops, but we don’t need to do
it twice. That is a significant $5.4 bil-
lion.

Alternative energy. We have a De-
partment of Energy. Their whole goal
is to work on alternative energy and
renewable energy and efficiency within
energy. The Department of Defense is
spending $700 million a year on re-
search in alternative energy that to-
tally duplicates everything we are
doing everywhere else. So there is $700
million we should not be spending at
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the Pentagon for something that is al-
ready being done somewhere else.

We also know we have a benefit for
our military families called the PX and
commissaries. But when we go out and
price products, what we find is you can
actually buy at retail stores at a lower
price than you can at the commissary.
For the cost of running all those orga-
nizations, we could give every troop an
additional $1,000 a year and save $5 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. We could
give them $1,000 more, and they would
be able to buy at lower prices from a
commercial vendor versus a com-
missary.

Overhead support and supply serv-
ices. Over 300,000 military members are
performing civilian-type jobs. In other
words, these are Army, Marine, Navy,
and Air Force personnel trained as
warfighters, and we have them doing
nonmilitary jobs at the Pentagon. We
could put civilian employment in place
and have these military people avail-
able to be warfighters and save $37 bil-
lion over the next 10 years just in the
differential in what our total costs are
for the two different types of employ-
ees.

So when we talk about a sequester
taking $85 billion, I have just cited
over $85 billion over 10 years just by
looking at a few programs. So we hear
the number, and we think about the
Federal Government being twice the
size it was 11 years ago and that we are
27 percent higher in terms of discre-
tionary spending in nondefense and
that even if the sequester goes
through, as it is now planned for the
military, the military expenditures
will actually still be greater next year
than what they are this year. So it is
important that we talk honestly with
the American people about where we
are on these projects.

Let me just for a second talk about a
report called the ‘“Waste Book.” We
put it out every year. We gave 100 ex-
amples of the most egregious ways tax
dollars were wasted last year.

Examples include $450,000 for an un-
used airport in my State and $325,000
for robotic squirrels. This was a grant
issued to study what we already know
about robotic squirrels and their inter-
actions with rattlesnakes. I can’t see
that as a priority for us. At a time
when we are running $1.2 trillion defi-
cits, we don’t need to be spending
money on that type of research.

We spend $91 million a year giving—
you won’t believe this one—charitable
status to the NFL, the PGA, and sev-
eral other sports entities. So on the
profits they make, the PGA defers
taxes coming to the Federal Govern-
ment in terms of $91 million a year.
Now, I don’t know of a pro sports team
that isn’t in the business of being prof-
itable, yet the organizations they send
a lot of this money through we are al-
lowing to hide that money through the
Tax Code. That is $91 million a year.
Why are we doing that?

Another example: $27 million was
spent by the State Department on pot-
tery classes in Morocco. The whole
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project was an abject failure, but the
real question is, Why are we spending
$27 million on pottery classes in Mo-
rocco? Could we spend $27 million and
have a better effect for the Moroccan
people than a failed pottery class pro-
gram? The answer is, certainly.

The size of the State Department is
twice the size it was b years ago—twice
the size in terms of total expenditures.

The other thing we talked about is
the subsidy for the rich and famous in
terms of what is out there. On average,
we found $30 billion a year that mil-
lionaires—people who make at least $1
million a year—enjoy in benefits from
tax giveaways and Federal grant pro-
grams. That is $30 billion a year. That
is $300 billion. That is over one-third of
what we are talking about on the se-
questration. Yet we have done nothing
on that.

This has been out for a year, by the
way. Here are some more examples. We
have $74 million spent on unemploy-
ment checks that went to millionaires
last year. That is right, $74 million
went out to people who made $1 mil-
lion, but we still paid them unemploy-
ment. We spent $316 million on people
who are making more than $1 million a
year farming. We sent them $316 mil-
lion worth of subsidies and $89 million
for preservation of their ranches and
their estates. These are people making
an adjusted gross income above $1 mil-
lion a year. We sent them $9 billion in
retirement checks, we sent them $75.6
million in energy tax credits for their
homes, we sent them $7.5 million for
costs and damages due to emergencies,
and we also gave them a writeoff on
their gambling losses in excess of $3
billion.

The other thing I found very unusual
as we looked at this is that people
making an adjusted gross income in ex-
cess of $1 million were given $16 mil-
lion in government-backed education
loans. That is right, $16 million in gov-
ernment-backed education loans.

One of the other areas we did a study
on was the Market Access Program. We
have all heard of Sunkist and Welch’s
and Blue Diamond. In 2012 we paid
them $6 million from the taxpayers to
help them sell their products overseas.
These are hundred-million-dollar cor-
porations, minimally. They are billion-
dollar corporations. We don’t do that
for the rest of all the corporations in
this country, but because they happen
to be associated with an agriculture
program, we decided to subsidize the
overseas products of the very well-to-
do corporations. That may be a laud-
able goal, but at a time of tight prior-
ities, it is not a laudable goal. Over $2
billion has been spent on this program,
which has indirectly subsidized their
advertising costs. So $2 billion has
gone to very profitable agricultural
companies that, if we were to look at
their 10-Ks, their SEC reports, they are
doing just fine. They don’t need the
Federal taxpayer to do this.

The California wine industry, which
had domestic sales of $18 billion in
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2009—it is higher than that now—got $7
million, and the American cotton in-
dustry received $20 million and re-
ceived another $4.7 million from a sepa-
rate USDA market access program.

Finally, I wish to talk for a minute
about more than $70 billion in Federal
funds that has been left unspent years
after it has been appropriated. We have
$70 billion sitting out there in accounts
that has been obligated but not spent,
now older than 5 years old, which
means it is never going to be spent. So
that money is sitting in a bank ac-
count somewhere that we could pull
back, if we had effective management,
because people didn’t use the money in
a grant, they didn’t use the money in a
program, and yet we have failed to do
that. So we are borrowing an extra $70
billion every year to fund the govern-
ment when we have $70 billion out
there in accounts that should revert
back to the Treasury.

At the end of this year the Federal
Government had $2 trillion in unex-
pended funds. This is according to
OMB, not the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. The Office of Management and
Budget says that two-thirds of this
money was obligated, but a third of it
wasn’t obligated. So you have $650 bil-
lion in unobligated balances sitting in
the Federal Government accounts that
we are not shuffling around to direct to
the things that are most important.

Let me finish, but first I would like
to make one other point. I got a letter
this week from the mayor of a medium-
sized town in my State. It is from the
mayor of McAlester, OK. I am going to
enter this letter into the RECORD be-
cause in this letter we see a demonstra-
tion of the kind of leadership that is
needed when there is a financial prob-
lem in front of you.

Let me read this.

The City of McAlester is currently working
hard to rebalance our budget after a sudden
downturn in our revenues over the past two
months. As you know, municipalities in
Oklahoma are required by statute to main-
tain a balanced budget.

In other words, it is a law in OKkla-
homa that you have to have a balanced
budget. So what has he done?

Continuing to read:

The first step we took was to implement a
hiring freeze.

So they reassigned workers. And
with a revenue shortfall projected at
$1.2 million, they took every other ex-
pense account category, including sup-
plies, repairs and maintenance, fuel,
utilities, travel and training, con-
sulting services and legal services, and
reduced their budgets. In other words,
they responded.

The mayor continued in his letter:

None of these cuts are without pain. But
all will be accomplished while maintaining
essential city services.

Now, for McAlester, a $1.2 million
budget cut is a bigger hit than we are
talking about with sequestration. If
the mayor of a community of 25,000
people can make the adjustments to
serve his constituency without decreas-
ing services, why can’t we?
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
letter to which I just referred.

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

MCALESTER, OK,
February 26, 2013.
Hon. ToM COBURN, M.D.,
Russell Senate Office Building,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR DR. COBURN: The City of McAlester is
currently working hard to rebalance our
budget after a sudden downturn in our reve-
nues over the past two months. As you know,
municipalities in Oklahoma are required by
statute to maintain a balanced budget. With
sales tax receipts abruptly falling by ten per-
cent compared to the prior year, we have had
to act quickly to reduce costs.

The first step we took was to implement
an immediate hiring freeze. The budgeted po-
sitions that are currently open include two
street maintenance workers, a full-time and
a part-time administrative assistant, a water
plant operator, a police officer, an animal
control officer, a firefighter, an accounting
manager, a meter reader and a planning di-
rector. We will reallocate work among other
employees wherever we can. If we determine
that an unfilled position will affect the safe
operation of the community, only then will
the position be filled.

With a revenue shortfall projected at $1.2
million, we are also making budget reduc-
tions In virtually every other expense cat-
egory including supplies, repairs and mainte-
nance, fuel, utilities, travel and training,
consulting services, legal services, etc. Of
course, we have also zeroed out any contin-
gency amounts we had included in the budg-
et for the unexpected. However, we have been
careful to retain budget items for long-term
infrastructure projects as we consider it un-
wise to risk damaging our city’s future.

None of these cuts are without pain. But
all will be accomplished while maintaining
essential city services. By reducing our
spending in these areas, we anticipate we can
finish the fiscal year without having to dip
into emergency fund balances.

Prompted by what we see as an economic
situation likely to continue into the next fis-
cal year and potentially beyond, we are also
taking this opportunity to thoroughly re-
view our local government cost structure.
The goal is to organize in a way that is more
efficient and more effective. By stretching
each revenue dollar to the max and by
prioritizing our needs and wants, we hope to
narrow or eliminate the gap between what
citizens expect from their government and
what they are willing and able to pay for.

Best regards,
STEVE HARRISON,
Mayor, City of McAlester.

Mr. COBURN. The final point I would
make is the following: A little more
than 3 years ago we passed an amend-
ment that I offered that forced the
Government Accountability Office—
the government’s accounting office—
and the Comptroller General to iden-
tify every program in the Federal Gov-
ernment, and not only to identify it
but to outline where we have duplica-
tions and overlaps. And they have done
a wonderful job. We are going to get
the last third of that report about a
month from today, April 1, but what do
we know so far? We know we have
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about $370 billion in the first two-
thirds of this where they say there is
massive duplication. There is $370 bil-
lion worth of expenditures a year.

I have talked with the President, and
he disagrees with me on this, but when
you think about it, we have 47 separate
job training programs, of which all but
three overlap. They are highly ineffec-
tive in total. So why don’t we have two
or three? We spend almost $19 billion
on those programs. We could spend $9
billion, cut it down to three programs,
put metrics on it, and make sure it is
working. The reason I know it is not
working is I looked at every job train-
ing program in my own State, and the
ones that are most successful are the
ones that are totally State run without
any Federal Government interference.
The ones that are federally run—and
some are good, I will give you that, but
most are not—most are not successful
in efficiently and effectively giving
somebody a life skill and getting them
into employment.

We have 2563 different, duplicative De-
partment of Justice grant programs
spending $2 billion a year. If you are
needing a grant, you might apply to
DOJ in one of these 253 areas and then
you might apply again over here in an-
other area for the same thing. And the
fact is that the Government Account-
ing Office says: We don’t know if people
are double- and triple-dipping. As a
matter of fact, what did we find? We
have people getting the same amount
of money from different grant pro-
grams from the same grant applica-
tion. So what we have is a tremendous
problem.

We just discovered in the State of
Oklahoma that we have a housing ad-
ministrator for a city that has no
houses. There are 3,700 housing admin-
istrators in the United States—prob-
ably closer to 4,000 because we are still
counting. Some of those have very big
responsibilities. I don’t mean to dimin-
ish them at all. But couldn’t we con-
solidate those, especially in areas such
as rural Oklahoma and the other rural
States so we spread that overhead and
have fewer housing administrators?

We have 56 financial literacy pro-
grams. Think about that for a minute,
56 different programs for the Federal
Government to create a program to
make you financially literate.

First of all, there is a problem with
that because we are not financially lit-
erate, borrowing $1.2 trillion a year.
No. 2, we don’t know what the words ef-
ficiency and effectiveness mean in the
Federal Government—or, at least, have
limited knowledge of that. And, fi-
nally, why do we have that many fi-
nancial literacy programs? There is no
sane answer to that question.

As I outlined in some of the others,
160 housing assistance programs, $170
million a year. We have 53 programs
across 4 agencies to help entrepreneurs.
The Federal Government is helping en-
trepreneurs? Our entrepreneurial spirit
is not very active and not very success-
ful in terms of what we are doing with-
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in the government, and yet we spend
$2.6 billion on it.

We have 15 different separate un-
manned aerial aircraft programs with-
in the Federal Government. We are
going to spend $37 billion on that. Why
do we have 15?7 Maybe two or three, be-
cause we have different requirements,
but 15?

So we have the massive amount of
duplication that is going on within the
Federal Government which implies
massive amounts of duplicative admin-
istrative and overhead costs. I would
bet that one-third of what is happening
in the sequester, if you consolidated
programs—didn’t eliminate any, just
consolidated the management—you
could save one-third of what the se-
quester is just from the administrative
overhead associated with those.

So when you hear discussions about
we shouldn’t be doing the sequester,
that the sequester is going to be pain-
ful—and it is; I don’t deny that. But it
doesn’t have to be. All it takes is a
small drop of common sense, both in
Congress and the executive branch, to
work our way through these problems.

My hope is the President will work
with us on giving him flexibility in
terms of managing this.

Remember, $85 billion really isn’t 85.
It is only going to be about 44. That is
what we are talking about. It is dis-
proportionately heavy on the defense. I
have a 1ot of colleagues on my side who
disagree with me on the waste that is
in the Pentagon, but I have seen it, I
have looked at it, and I have had a lot
of people inside the military call and
talk to me about the waste that is
there. We now have an admiral for
every ship we have in the Navy. No-
body else has that anywhere else in the
world, and with that comes an average
of 200 other employees per admiral.

The question is, Can we do this?
Should we do it? And can we do it in a
way that is best for the American peo-
ple? We are going to cut this money
one way or the other. It is not because
a Republican wants to cut it or because
the President wants to cut it or be-
cause a Democrat wants to cut it. We
are going to cut it because the math in
our future is going to force us to cut it.
I know people don’t think discre-
tionary programs are much of the prob-
lem with what we are spending money
on, but I would surmise that well over
15 percent of everything we do in dis-
cretionary spending—including the
Pentagon—is not effective or efficient.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask
permission to speak as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
CONGRATULATING DR. FRANK CLECKLEY ON HIS

RETIREMENT

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I rise
to pay tribute to Dr. Franklin D.
Cleckley, one of the true giants of the
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legal system of West Virginia. I do so
because Frank is getting ready to re-
tire after nearly half a century of serv-
ice to our great State—as a lawyer, as
a professor, as a judge, and as an un-
wavering champion of justice. I wish to
congratulate him for the extraordinary
job he has done and to thank him for
his countless contributions to the bet-
terment of West Virginia.

Dr. Cleckley’s stellar and pioneering
legal career began in 19656 when he
earned his law degree from Indiana
University. It will end next week at
West Virginia University with a retire-
ment ceremony that so many of his
family, friends, and colleagues will be
attending to celebrate this great man.
I only wish I could be there because 1
have valued and appreciated his friend-
ship for so many years.

Frank Cleckley joined the faculty at
West Virginia University College of
Law in 1969, after serving as a lawyer
in the U.S. Navy Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’s Corps at the height of the Viet-
nam war. Not only was he the first Af-
rican American on the staff at the
West Virginia University College of
Law, he was also the first full-time Af-
rican-American professor in the his-
tory of West Virginia University.

As a law professor at West Virginia
University, Frank literally wrote the
book on practicing law in West Vir-
ginia. He authored two you will find in
every courtroom and every lawyer’s of-
fice in West Virginia—the ‘‘Handbook
on Evidence for West Virginia Law-
yers,” and the ‘“‘Handbook on West Vir-
ginia Criminal Procedure.” These two
books are continually updated and are,
in the words of the West Virginia Su-
preme Court, the bible for West Vir-
ginia’s judges and attorneys.

Of course, for the generations of West
Virginia law students who have passed
through Dr. Cleckley’s classroom, the
fact that he wrote those two books is a
source of great amusement for them,
whenever they hear him quoting him-
self in his lectures. ‘““As it says in
‘Cleckley,”” Professor Cleckley would
say with a smile.

Also, as a member of the West Vir-
ginia Supreme Court of Appeals, the
first African-American justice in our
State, Frank Cleckley would pay spe-
cial attention when lawyers stumbled
over evidence in their arguments. And
on more than one occasion, Justice
Cleckley would quietly quip to one of
his colleagues: There’s one lawyer who
didn’t take my evidence class.

Frank Cleckley grew up in Hun-
tington, WV, the youngest of 11 chil-
dren. At one point, his ambition was to
play pro football. But after working for
former Indiana Congressman J. Edward
Roush in the 1960s, he found his true
calling—to be a lawyer and champion
of civil rights.

Throughout his legal career, he has
been an exceptional trial lawyer, not
only in antidiscrimination Ilawsuits,
but also in representing clients who
couldn’t pay him. In fact, he came to
be known as the ‘‘poor man’s Perry
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