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try to force each other to do it on the
backs of one piece of our large Federal
budget.

So to my conservative neighbors or
those in the other party, I am sorry, we
just cannot do this through cuts to dis-
cretionary, nondefense programs alone
or through entitlement reforms alone.
We cannot responsibly deal with this
deficit and debt just within those two
areas.

In the last 2 years we already made
more than $1.5 trillion in discretionary
spending cuts. On the trajectory we are
on now, in the next decade the percent-
age these programs make of our total
Federal Government will drop to levels
not seen since Dwight Eisenhower was
President, even as our revenues today
are at their lowest as a percentage of
our economy in 50 years.

Federal spending, done right, in the
right sectors, fuels our long-term com-
petitiveness. I am talking about invest-
ments in education, in infrastructure,
in R&D, and basic science and curing
diseases, and in speeding commerce.
They are key to our future.

One of our core areas of focus here
ought to be on how do we create jobs in
a progrowth agenda for our country?
By simply focusing on hacking off the
domestic, discretionary piece of our
Federal budget, it is like an airplane
that is trying to get lift but one of its
engines is being cut off. We need to sus-
tain investment in some of these crit-
ical areas of the Federal budget. But
equally, I will say to my liberal neigh-
bors, to folks in my party, we cannot
solve this budget problem just by rais-
ing taxes on the wealthy and on cor-
porations. The math just does not
work. There is not enough we can raise
there to deal with the whole challenge.

Remember, the fiscal cliff deal we
just passed in the last few weeks will
bring in another $600 billion in revenue
over the next 10 years. So we are mak-
ing progress.

We also cannot do it if we simply ig-
nore the poor fiscal health of our long-
term entitlement programs either.
Last year Medicare and Medicaid Pro-
grams—plus interest on the debt—
made up almost 30 cents of every $1 the
Federal Government spent. In two dec-
ades, on our current trajectory, it may
be 50 cents of every $1.

Demographics, steadily rising costs
of health care will keep driving this,
and we must deal with it. Unless we
change course, putting all these things
together, productive expenditures that
grow our economy—medical research,
R&D—will be crowded out. Progressive
priorities such as Head Start, low-in-
come housing assistance, breast and
cervical cancer screenings—the things
that help care for the least among us
or that help make us healthier will be
gone.

So in my view, why not take this mo-
ment when we still have a Democrat in
the White House and Democrats in con-
trol of this Chamber to make tough
choices while we have historically low
interest rates and fight to preserve the
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legacy of the earned benefits—Medi-
care, Medicaid, and the vital entitle-
ment programs we treasure. In my
view, we cannot simply hope that the
cost of our entitlement programs
comes down and we cannot simply tax
our way to economic health. Anyone
who tells you that either of these is
enough is wrong. Spending has to be
cut. Entitlements have to be reformed.
Revenue needs to be raised. They are
all part of the problem, and they
should all be part of the solution.

Somehow, though, when we actually
do manage briefly to have a sub-
stantive debate on these questions, we
tend to spend all of our time focusing
on the smallest facet of the Federal
budget—discretionary spending—but
almost no time discussing these others,
the rest of the equation, the big driv-
ers.

This place has become somewhat of
an alternative reality where, if we dig
in real hard and people get really
scared and we use fancy words such as
‘“‘sequester” or ‘‘fiscal cliff,” we can ig-
nore the facts. There is no question
that we do have to reduce spending,
but the sequester is the worst way to
do it. When conceived, the sequester
was such a bad idea that both sides
were supposed to be motivated to move
Heaven and Earth to prevent it from
taking effect. That is how terrible it is
as policy. Yet here we are.

I am dumbfounded. It is not as
though we have not had plenty of time
to make this better—18 months, by my
count. Why are people talking now in
the press here on Capitol Hill about
whether BOEHNER will lose his speaker-
ship or whether the first person to sug-
gest the sequester worked in the White
House or in the Capitol, whether Re-
publicans have more to gain by the se-
quester kicking in or Democrats? How
much time have we been spending try-
ing to fix blame rather than fix the
problem? Who owns the sequester
seems to be the fight of the day here.
Who cares is my question. There are no
winners in this fight.

I think the question of how we reduce
our deficits, stabilize our economy,
prioritize spending that will grow
jobs—this debate can either dominate
the next 10 years, as we lurch every 3
months from crisis to crisis, or we can
address the broader, bigger question
and fix it and lay a groundwork for
health, for growth, for recovery. Again,
the math is not that hard; the politics
are.

We here in Congress, with the execu-
tive branch, have largely created this
problem, and now we need to solve it.
Tomorrow, leaders from this Chamber
and the House will go to the White
House to meet with President Obama
about how to address the sequester on
the very day it takes effect. On behalf
of my constituents, on behalf of the
teachers, the police officers, the non-
profits, the personnel at Dover Air
Force Base, the kids, their parents, my
neighbors, on behalf of my State, I
urge our leaders to embrace this mo-
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ment and to work not only to avert
this short-term sequester—not just
this $85 billion in cuts—but to resume
their work on the grand bargain. We
need a big deal. We need it to be bal-
anced. We need it to be fair. Spending,
entitlements, revenue—they all need to
be on the table, and they all have to be
part of the equation.

My question for everyone in that
meeting tomorrow——

Mr. McCAIN. I have to ask for reg-
ular order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority time has expired.

Mr. COONS. I ask unanimous consent
for 30 seconds to conclude my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COONS. My question for every-
one—everyone—in both parties, both
Chambers who goes to this important
meeting at the White House tomorrow
is, How much more time do we have to
fight and not to act, to attack and not
compromise, to spin rather than solve?
Based on the e-mails, the calls, the
contacts I have gotten from my con-
stituents, from my neighbors, the time
to step up and address this larger prob-
lem is now. The sequester, while sav-
age, is not the underlying problem. It
is our unwillingness to come together
across parties and Chambers to deal
with the underlying challenges of our
budget. It is my hope, my prayer, that
we will take this moment and act.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

——————

AMERICAN FAMILY ECONOMIC
PROTECTION ACT OF 20183—MO-
TION TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 388, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 18, (S.
388) a bill to appropriately limit sequestra-
tion, to eliminate tax loopholes, and for
other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that in addition to
the two cloture votes on bills dealing
with the sequester today, there be set a
time, to be determined by the majority
leader in consultation with the Repub-
lican leader, that without intervening
action or debate the Senate proceed to
a rollcall vote on the motion to pro-
ceed to my alternative bill dealing
with the sequester which is now at the
desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?
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The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I reserve
the right to object and will say just a
few things.

Unless we act by midnight tomorrow,
Friday, across-the-board cuts will kick
in. They are going to start kind of
slowly, but they are going to ramp up
really quickly. So the question for us
today is, Are we going to act to replace
these across-the-board cuts?

The proposal we have put forward
would prevent the cuts with a balanced
plan. Our plan will protect air safety,
our food supply and, most importantly,
our national security. And frankly, Mr.
President, air safety, which I men-
tioned, food supply—that is also part of
our national security in addition to our
military.

The alternative that has been put
forward by my friend the Republican
leader would not replace the cuts. As I
said earlier this morning here on the
floor, one of my colleagues in the
Democratic caucus said at our caucus
on Tuesday that he understood what
the Republicans were going to put for-
ward, and he said it would be like send-
ing the President an order: We have al-
ready decided you are going to have to
cut off three fingers, and we are giving
you the alternative to decide which one
you cut first.

The Republican alternative would
not replace the cuts but would call for
making the cuts in some different way.
Republicans call their proposal ‘‘flexi-
bility.”” In fact, it is anything but that.
Their proposal is entirely inflexible on
one key point: not a single dollar of
revenue, not a single tax loophole
would be closed.

Now, remember, Mr. President, the
one proposal we have forward says that
if you make $56 million a year, you will
have to pay 30 percent tax minimum.
That is it. That does not sound too out-
rageous. That is why the American
people agree—Democrats, Independ-
ents, and 60 percent of Republicans.

Now the Republican side seeks a
third vote on the Ayotte amendment,
which would replace the cuts with a pa-
rade of even more unfair cuts and pen-
alties on immigrants, people receiving
health care under ObamaCare, the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau,
those kinds of things.

I also have trouble understanding, as
I do—I frankly do understand why, as I
read in the paper, AYOTTE, MCCAIN, and
GRAHAM do not like the Republican
proposal—haven’t we ceded enough
power to the President?

So it is not our fault over here that
the Republican leader chose to offer
not the Ayotte alternative but instead
chose the Republican alternative that
we are going to talk about and vote on
later today.

I return to my main question again
briefly. Are Republicans really filibus-
tering a vote on replacing the seques-
ter? My question is, Would the Repub-
lican leader modify his consent to
allow for simple up-or-down votes on
each of the two alternatives? Would it
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make a difference if we allowed votes
on three bills, including the Ayotte al-
ternative? I would be happy to have
three votes if the Republican leader
would simply allow the votes to be held
at majority thresholds.

So I have asked that. I can do it for-
mally. I would be happy to do so if
there is any taking of my request here.
But this having been the case, if my
friend the Republican leader says: Yes,
why don’t you put that in proper
form—and I would be happy to do
that—then we would have votes on all
three, with a simple majority on each
one of them. Not hearing someone say:
Great idea, then I object to the request
of my friend from New Hampshire.

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President, I
would say to my friend the majority
leader that I would object. He can ei-
ther propound such a consent or not,
whatever he chooses, but I would ob-
ject.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the original
request?

Mr. REID. Yes, I did that.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, obvi-
ously we regret that we have not been
able to reach an agreement. I am espe-
cially disappointed that we are unable
to consider the Ayotte amendment,
which is an alternative to the seques-
tration. A flexibility of sequestration
would still sooner or later have the
same Draconian effects on our national
security.

I also would point out to my col-
leagues that what we are about to go
through is in some respects a charade
because we know the proposal on that
side will not succeed with 60 votes, and
the proposal on this side will not suc-
ceed with 60 votes. Meanwhile, the
clock moves on until sometime tomor-
row night.

Some of us warned for a long time
about the effects of sequestration, and
if we want to have a blame game, then
I will take blame, everybody takes
blame. But isn’t it time that we pre-
vented what our military leaders in
uniform, who have made their careers
and their lives serving and sacrificing
for this country, say would harm and
inflict terrible damage on our ability
to defend this Nation, our inability to
train and equip the men who are serv-
ing? I always appreciate very much
when Members on both sides of the
aisle praise the men and women who
are serving in the military. I am al-
ways pleased to see that. But shouldn’t
we be thinking about them now?
Shouldn’t we be thinking about those
men and women who are serving who
literally do not know what they are
going to be doing tomorrow—like the
crew of the aircraft carrier that they
decided not to deploy to the Middle
East at a time when tensions are in-
credibly high?

I would also point out to my col-
leagues that this is not a fair seques-
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tration. Most Americans believe this is
half out of defense, half out of non-
defense. It is not.

Under the formulation of the seques-
tration, about half of the spending we
engage in is exempt, such as compensa-
tion for the President, such as the Fed-
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation,
such as payment to the District of Co-
lumbia Pension Fund, such as the Host
Nation Support Fund for Relocation.
All of these and many others were
made exempt, which meant the cuts
and the reductions in defense were even
larger, and, obviously, those who de-
signed this legislation decided that the
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corpora-
tion and relocation funding was more
important than national defense be-
cause we didn’t exempt national de-
fense.

That is disgraceful.

Nineteen percent of discretionary
spending is out of defense. We are ask-
ing for a 50-percent cut out of defense,
on top of $87 billion that has already
been enacted under Secretary Gates, on
top of $487 billion in defense which is
already on track to be cut. The per-
centage of gross national product for
defense continues to decline.

What are we doing?

A few days ago there was a wonderful
ceremony in the White House where a
brave young American received the
Congressional Medal of Honor. I hap-
pened to go to an evening function at a
pizza place with him and his comrades
who fought. A book was written by
Jake Tapper, an excellent book—I rec-
ommend it to all of my colleagues—
about eight of their comrades who were
killed. Here we are unable to make
sure these young men and women serv-
ing in harm’s way have the equipment,
the training, and everything they need
to defend this Nation. We are doing the
men and women who are serving this
Nation a great disservice, and the
President did them a disservice when
he said in the campaign: Not to worry,
sequestration won’t happen. The Presi-
dent of the United States said that. I
didn’t say it. The three of us traveled
this country warning about the effects
of sequestration. Of course, we now
know the idea came from the White
House. That is the blame game, and I
will be glad to engage in this game.

Can’t we at least come to some
agreement to prevent this? Are we
going to lurch from one fiscal cliff to
another? If we want to do that, that is
one thing.

General Odierno is one of the great
leaders I have had the opportunity of
knowing for many years. General
Odierno, the Chief of Staff of the Army,
a man who has decorations from here
to there, said he cannot replace the
men and women who are serving in Af-
ghanistan under this sequestration be-
cause he doesn’t have the ability to
train their replacements. Isn’t that an
alarm for us?

We are going to go through a charade
here. In a little while we are going to
have a vote on the Democratic pro-
posal, and it will not get sufficient
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votes; and the same thing here on this
side, and the clock will tick.

Tomorrow, on the last day, the Presi-
dent is going to call people over to the
White House to see if we can address it.
Where was he in the last year?

Again, I am not taking the floor
today for the blame game. I am plead-
ing for the men and women who are
serving this Nation in harm’s way who
every single day have a hell-of-a-lot
tougher time than we do. Can’t we do
something on their behalf to sit down
with the President of the TUnited
States, who is Commander in Chief,
and get this issue resolved before we do
great damage to our national security?

I thank Senator AYOTTE for her pro-
posal. It contains real reductions in
spending so we don’t have to go
through this sequestration. On the one
side, now we have a choice between
“flexibility,” which nobody really
knows exactly what that means—and
on the other side, obviously, a proposal
that really bears no relevance to the
issue that faces us.

I thank my colleagues for the time. If
I sound a little emotional on this issue,
it is because I am. It seems to me we,
at least on this issue of national secu-
rity and the men and women who serve
our Nation, should come together. I
stand ready to put everything on the
table to prevent what could be, in the
words of the departing Secretary of De-
fense, a devastating blow to our ability
to defend this Nation in what I could
make an argument are the most dan-
gerous times.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire who authored
this amendment which Senator MCcCAIN
and I support. She spent a lot of time
and effort trying to fix sequestration in
the first year and trying to look at pro-
grams that are not as essential to the
Nation, in my view, as the Department
of Defense.

Let me put this in perspective. I
don’t need a poll to tell me what I
think about this. The majority leader
referenced some poll out there about
where the American people are. I ap-
preciate polling. It is a tool all politi-
cians use. I don’t need one here to
know where I stand.

The question is, Do the people in
South Carolina think I am right or
wrong? I will have an election in 2014.
I am certainly willing to stand before
the people of South Carolina and say
what we are doing in this sequestration
proposal 1is ill-conceived, dangerous,
and despicable.

Let’s start with the Commander in
Chief. This is what Mr. Lew said, our
new Treasury Secretary:

Make no mistake, the sequester is not
meant to be policy. Rather, it is meant to be
an unpalatable option that all parties want
to avoid.

That was their view of sequestration.

According to Bob Woodward and
comments since, this idea came out of
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the White House. The White House
thought that if we created a penalty
clause for supercommittee failure
called sequestration, where we would
have to take $600 billion of the $1.2 tril-
lion out of the Defense Department,
that would make the supercommittee
more likely to achieve a result. If we
took $600 billion out of nondefense,
that would put pressure on the super-
committee to get the right result.

We are going to spend $45 trillion
over the next decade. The next ques-
tion for the country is, Could we save
$1.2 trillion without destroying the De-
fense Department and raising taxes?
Yes, we could if we tried. Put me in the
camp that this is an achievable spend-
ing cut. This is not something that is
unachievable.

What Senator MCCONNELL said is
very important. Two-thirds of the
budget, almost, is exempt from seques-
tration. When you hear Republicans
say surely we can find $85 billion out of
$3.5 trillion in spending—to my Repub-
lican colleagues, stop saying that. That
is not accurate. We are not cutting $85
billion out of $3.5 trillion. We are cut-
ting $85 billion out of about 1.3, 1.25, be-
cause the Budget Control Act took off
the table two-thirds of the government
from being cut.

I will get to the President in a
minute, but let me talk a little bit
about my party, the party of Ronald
Reagan, the party of peace through
strength. This is the party that be-
lieves—at least we used to—the No. 1
obligation of the Federal Government,
before it does anything else, is to get
national security right. That was what
made Ronald Reagan.

That is what I believe. I don’t need a
poll to tell me that. I don’t care if 90
percent of the people in the country
said the Defense Department is not my
primary concern when it comes to Fed-
eral budgeting. Count me in the 10 per-
cent.

The party of Ronald Reagan, even
though it came out of the White House,
this very bad idea, agreed to it. What
did we agree to? We agreed to take off
the table two-thirds of the Federal
Government.

Pell grants. My sister received a Pell
grant when my parents died. It is a
very important program. It helps peo-
ple go to college who are low-income
Americans. In 2008 it was $16.25 billion
and in 2013 it is $41.57 billion.

Food stamps. A lot of people need
help, I understand that. The Food
Stamp Program has doubled since 2008.

I guess the Republican Party believes
the Pell grants, food stamps, the FAA,
and home mortgage interest deduction,
and all this other stuff in the Federal
Government should be shielded, but
those who have been fighting the war
that protects us all from radical Islam
should be on the chopping block. Ron-
ald Reagan should be rolling over in his
grave. Shame on everybody who agreed
this was a good idea on our side.

I cannot tell you how disgusted I am
with the concept that when it comes
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time to cut—because the budget politi-
cians can’t reach an agreement—we
fire the soldiers and keep the politi-
cians and every other social program
intact and put half the cuts on those
who are fighting the war.

So the next time you go to a military
base, good luck. We will look those
men and women in the eye—I don’t see
how you could. I don’t see how you
could go onto a military base or see
somebody in the airport, shake their
hand and thank them for their service
given the fact you have taken the De-
fense Department and made it some-
thing not very special anymore.

Secretary Panetta said: After 10
years of these cuts we would have the
smallest ground forces since 1940, the
smallest number of ships since 1915,
and the smallest Air Force in its his-
tory. This isn’t like the drawdowns in
the past when the potential enemy was
disabled and in some way rendered in-
effective. We are still confronting a
number of threats in the world. It
would decimate our defense. It would
cripple us in terms of our ability to
protect this country.

It would result in the hollowing out
of our forces. It would terribly weaken
our ability to respond to threats in the
world. It is a ship without sailors. It is
a brigade without bullets. It is an
airwing without enough trained pilots.
It is a paper tiger. In effect, it invites
aggression. A hollow military doesn’t
happen by accident; it comes from poor
stewardship and poor leadership.

I couldn’t agree more.

To my Democratic colleagues, we are
not going to raise any more taxes to
spend money on the government. The
next time I raise taxes, we are going to
try to get out of debt. We are $17 tril-
lion in debt, and every time there is a
crisis in this Nation you want to raise
taxes to pay for the government we al-
ready have. We have enough money to
run this government. We need to spend
it better.

To my Republican colleagues, there
is not enough flexibility in the world to
change the top line number. You either
believe Secretary Panetta or you don’t.
You either believe every military com-
mander—I don’t trust everything a
general tells me, but the question for
me is do I trust all generals who tell
me the same thing. Can all of them be
wrong? It is one thing to have a dispute
with a general or an admiral, but when
every general and admiral tells you the
same thing—and if we don’t believe
them, we need to fire them—we act ac-
cordingly.

As to the President, you have one ob-
ligation that nobody in this body has.
You are the Commander in Chief of the
United States. They trust you, they
need you, and your primary goal is to
take care of those in uniform and their
families.

Mr. President, you have let them
down. My party let them down, but you
are different from any other politician.
You are the Commander in Chief. How
you could have considered this as an



February 28, 2013

acceptable outcome just makes me
sick to my stomach. I don’t know how
any Commander in Chief could have
been comfortable with the idea that if
the supercommittee fails, we are going
to cut the military. You haven’t lifted
a finger in the last year to do anything
about it. You finally go to a naval base
down in Virginia, after the election, a
few days before this kicks in.

To me, this is pathetic leadership by
the Commander in Chief. This is an
abandonment of the Republican Par-
ty’s belief in peace through strength.
This is a low point in my time in the
U.S. Congress.

We are not going to raise taxes to
fund the government. We are going to
raise taxes in my construct to pay
down debt and fix entitlements. I can-
not tell you how ashamed I am of what
we have done to those who have been
busting their butts for the last 11
years, to those who have been deployed
time and time again, and to their fami-
lies.

The thank-you you receive from your
President and your Congress is we are
going to put your way of life on the
chopping block. God, if we can’t do bet-
ter than that then all of us should be
fired—politicians.

Mr. McCAIN. I would ask the Senator
to yield to respond to one question.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, if
I may interject, I believe I have the
floor.

Mr. McCAIN. I have the right to ask
a question from the person who has the
floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Carolina
has yielded for a question.

Mr. McCAIN. My question is, does
the Senator think the American people
appreciate and understand what this
does to the lives of the American men
and women who are serving? For exam-
ple, those who are serving on that air-
craft carrier they said was going to de-
ploy for many months and was can-
celled at the last minute, the training
plans which are now going to be can-
celled, the deployments which will be
changed—not to mention the massive
layoffs in the defense industry, which
sometimes are not easily replaceable.
That is my question.

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I don’t know if
they do or not. We have done every-
thing we can—the three of us—to tell
them what is coming our way. All I can
say is that every general and admiral
who has told us the same thing, I re-
spect what they are telling us. Leon
Panetta is a Democrat, but he is dead
right. He has been a great Secretary of
Defense. I trust their judgment.

I know enough about the military
budget to know if we take $600 billion
out of their budget, on top of the $487
billion, plus the $89 billion, we are
going to make them less able to defend
our Nation, putting our men and
women at risk, and that is what this
debate is about.
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I wish to thank Senator AYOTTE, who
came up with an alternative to avoid
this without raising taxes.

My time is up. I don’t know who is
next, but I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
wish to interject just for a moment to
sort out the order on the floor.

I apologize to the Senator from Ari-
zona for the last exchange. I thought I
had the floor at that point. I under-
stand now this is a colloquy.

I think Senator AYOTTE seems to be
in order, but the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee is here, so per-
haps she could be recognized at the
conclusion of Senator AYOTTE’s re-
marks. I see Senator INHOFE, so if he
could follow Senator MIKULSKI and
then I will follow Senator INHOFE, I
offer that as a proposal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object, I don’t need to be in this lineup.
I will be talking later on. I only wanted
to ask one question of Senator AYOTTE
when she has the floor.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. The Senator has
that right, and she will yield to him.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the Chair, and
I thank very much the Senator from
Rhode Island for allowing me the op-
portunity to continue and for sorting
out the order on the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator
yield for a question before she starts?

Ms. AYOTTE. I will, and then, obvi-
ously, I would like to make a few com-
ments.

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, of course. The
question is this—and I know the Sen-
ator already knows this, but others
may not know, and I want to make
sure they are aware.

I am in support of the Senator’s bill.
I am a cosponsor of the bill and have
been since way back when the Senator
first started with Jon Kyl a long time
ago.

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the Senator for
that.

Mr. INHOFE. I agree with what was
said by both the Senator from Arizona
and the Senator South Carolina. In
fact, it was my request that Senator
AYOTTE’s measure be the Republican
alternative. So I just wanted to make
sure everyone knew that. I think it is
a good idea.

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the Senator for
his statement and for his support and I
certainly join in the comments and
concerns that were just raised by my
colleagues Senators MCCAIN and GRA-
HAM.

Here is where we are. We are in this
position where, frankly, as Senator
McCAIN said, this is a charade. Both
parties are acting out this play where
we are going to have one vote on the
Democratic alternative that is going to
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fail, and then we are going to have an-
other vote on one Republican alter-
native that is going to fail. So I put
pen to paper and came up with some
other ways to cut spending, which
comes to about $250 billion in savings
over the next 10 years, in order to ad-
dress sequester and also to have an al-
ternative because I believe the Amer-
ican people see through this charade of
what is going to happen today and
that, ultimately, as prior speakers
have said, the sequester was set up to
be resolved in a way where we had al-
ternative savings that did not under-
mine our national security and some of
the core services that could be put at
risk in the way the sequester is struc-
tured.

I firmly believe, when we look at
what has happened, this bill was ill-
conceived from the beginning. I didn’t
support it. I didn’t vote for it. One of
the fundamental problems with it was
it was a kick-the-can-down-the-road
exercise where we gave our responsi-
bility to find the $1.2 trillion in sav-
ings—the sequester—to a supercom-
mittee, rather than the Senate and the
Budget Committee doing our job of
budgeting and prioritizing.

So stepping back, that is what has
led us here. But I am also disappointed
in my Republican colleagues, and that
is why I offer an alternative of spend-
ing cuts, because it seems to me, the
way this is structured we have already
taken $487 billion in reductions to our
defense. I serve on the Senate Armed
Services Committee. For 1 year on that
committee, I have been listening to our
military leaders at every single level
when asking them about the sequester.
From the highest leaders, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense, we have heard
things such as we are going to shoot
ourselves in the head, we are going to
hollow out our force, and America will
no longer be a global power, which is
what General Dempsey once told us, as
a result of sequestration.

This morning, we had leaders of our
military before the Armed Services
Committee and I asked Assistant Sec-
retary Estevez: If we go with the flexi-
bility approach, does this address the
impact on our national security? In
other words, will this address making
sure we can still meet the needs of our
national security?

Let us not forget this is happening at
a time when Iran is marching toward a
nuclear weapon, when we have conflict
in Syria, and when we are still at war.
By the way, with this sequester, the
way it impacts the Department of De-
fense, our war funding was not exempt.
Over 50 percent of spending, as this was
set up from the beginning, was exempt
from the sequester, which of course is
no way to find savings throughout the
whole government, but we didn’t ex-
empt the war funding.

So at a time of war, I asked the As-
sistant Secretary: Does the flexibility
solve the problem to our national secu-
rity? And he said: Certainly, flexibility
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will help us deal with it, but it will not
solve the problem in terms of our na-
tional security.

So that is why I decided to come up
with some alternative savings. My pro-
posal will not get a vote today. I think
it is a time when, frankly, we should be
bringing more ideas to the floor, not
less ideas, and debating this vigorously
in the Senate, instead of where we are
right now, which is a charade. We are
going to have one vote and another
vote and then we are all going to go to
our respective sides and say: OK, Amer-
ican people, we know there are real
risks, particularly to the safety of this
country, that we should be addressing.
From my perspective, I believe we can
address them through alternative
spending cuts.

Through all this, we have the Presi-
dent, who has called leaders of both
parties tomorrow to the White House. I
have spent a year working on this
issue. He was at the Newport News
shipyard the other day. We were there
in July talking about the impact on
that shipyard. We traveled to States
around the country—to military facili-
ties—to talk to the people there at
those facilities about the impact of se-
quester. I think the President should
have been on this much sooner, but
now it is time for his leadership as the
Commander in Chief—leadership we
could have used this past summer when
we were all talking about it. We could
have been in a position to try to re-
solve it then rather than continuing to
be in these crisis moments in which we
find ourselves in the Senate.

Where I am left on all this is that we
owe it to our men and women in uni-
form to find alternative ways to save
the money, still protecting our na-
tional security. Also, so people under-
stand how this plays out, the way the
cuts are taken in 2013—during a shorter
period, not a full period—OMB has esti-
mated on the defense end it is about 13
percent, on top of the $487 billion in re-
ductions, and in nondefense spending it
is about 9 percent over the additional
$487 billion.

So I would just simply ask for a time
to stop this charade, and it is my hope
we could actually get down to resolv-
ing this in a responsible way for our
country. That is why I put pen to
paper. People can be critical of my pro-
posal, but I think that now is the time
when we should have a vote on every
proposal and we should have every idea
come to the table because it is a time
to stop the charade and it is a time to
solve this problem. Let’s make sure we
protect our country at a very dan-
gerous time.

I will continue to work to do that for
our country. I think we can do it, still
addressing our deficit, still with sav-
ings, but we certainly need to do it,
and having the charade vote we are
going to have today will not solve it.
The American people deserve better
and we should be giving them better
and solving this.

I thank the Chair for allowing me the
time, and I yield the floor.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on behalf of the Democratic
alternative that would cancel the se-
quester for this year.

Before the Senator from New Hamp-
shire leaves, I would like to take a
minute to compliment her on her en-
ergy, her passion, and the fact that she
actually wants to present ideas to be
discussed. I think that is excellent. I
want her to also know I support the
concept she is advocating of no more
delay; that we cannot solve America’s
fiscal situation and also important
public investments we need to make in
research and innovation and keep our
fragile economy going by just punting
now. I think we agree on that.

The other thing we agree on is the
goal to get our fiscal crisis in order, to
strengthen our economy, and to Kkeep
America strong. We just are going to
disagree on the means. But that is OK.
That is called America. That is called
the Senate. That is called debate. Let’s
let the world watch and hear that we
actually have ideas, and just as we are
doing this minute, we can do it with ci-
vility and with interest in what is
being said. I found what the Senator
from New Hampshire had to say very
interesting, and I will have a few com-
ments about that and what the Senator
from South Carolina said, but I wanted
her to know that I do think we must
begin to move with urgency. I do think
the politics of delay, ultimatum and
brinkmanship, should come to an end. I
like the idea of debating ideas and look
forward to that both in conversation
and so on.

I just wanted to say that to her.

Ms. AYOTTE. Would the Senator
from Maryland yield for a brief com-
ment?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes.

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the Senator,
and I wanted to first say I know she is
the new chair of the Appropriations
Committee and I congratulate her on
that. As we go forward, as we look at
why we are where we are, if we can get
back to regular order in the Senate,
with a budget and a regular appropria-
tions process, I think we would do a
great service for the American people
and eliminate this crisis-to-crisis
mode. I know, as the new chair of the
Appropriations Committee, Senator
MIKULSKI will play a leadership posi-
tion in doing that.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I absolutely will.
Just to respond, first of all, I have a
great vice chairman, Senator RICHARD
SHELBY, from the other side of the
aisle, who shares that same idea.

What does the regular order mean? It
means we bring out one bill at a time;
that we don’t have a $1 trillion bill on
the floor at one time, where we can’t
discuss it, debate it, analyze it, and
certainly no more of these 7,000-page
bills, where we find things have
parachuted into the bill in the middle
of the night.

I agree with my colleague and I look
forward to that, and I must say I have
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enjoyed working with her and look for-
ward to doing more of the same.

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank the Senator.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I do
want to speak in support of the bill
that is offered as our Democratic alter-
native. It is a balanced solution to pre-
venting the dysfunctional, disruptive,
across-the-board spending cuts called
sequester. Sequester is a Washington
word and a Washington invention we
came up with during the budget crisis
debacle in August of 2011, where we
would cut $1 trillion over 10 years or
$110 billion at a time. That was sup-
posed to have been resolved through
the supercommittee, but that didn’t
happen. It was supposed to have been
resolved through the fiscal cliff, all the
way up to New Year’s Eve. What hap-
pened? We punted. We delayed for 2
months, and so here we are.

While we are facing the Draconian
implications of the sequester, we do
have an answer. That answer is com-
posed of a balanced approach, where we
look at increased revenue and strategic
cuts that will not cripple our economy
nor weaken America’s strength here or
abroad.

What does it do? Yes, it does go to in-
creased revenue. The revenue we are
talking about is to close these juicy
loopholes, to end these outrageous tax
earmarks that happen in the stealth of
the night. Look, we got rid of earmarks
on the Appropriations Committee.
Let’s get rid of tax earmarks on the Fi-
nance Committee, and this is one of
the ways to do it.

I want to compliment the Senator
from Rhode Island, Mr. WHITEHOUSE.
He has done incredible research on just
exactly what these cushy, lobbyist-
driven tax breaks are.

Our closing the loopholes cuts spend-
ing, and it also protects the middle
class, ensures essential government
services, and keeps America strong.
What does it do? Yes, it does reform
the Tax Code. The first loophole it
closes is something called the Buffett
rule. It saves $563 billion and it means
wealthy taxpayers will pay lower effec-
tive tax rates than the middle class. In
plain English, and this is what Warren
Buffett said, a billionaire should pay
the same tax rate as somebody who
makes about $55,000 a year.

Guess what. We Democrats believe in
entrepreneurship. We believe in re-
warding hard work. So that tax doesn’t
kick in until your second million. If I
were a billionaire, I would take that
deal. I am not a billionaire. But, more
importantly, neither are 99 percent of
the American population.

We also eliminate a special loophole
to the oil and gas industry for $2 bil-
lion where they get oil from tar sands.
That would be also subject to a tax.
But my favorite one is it eliminates
tax breaks for shipping jobs overseas,
another significant amount of money.

I am an appropriator, so let me talk
about spending cuts. We have come up
with spending cuts: Yes, 27.5 in domes-
tic spending, and 27.5 in defense.
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Let me start first with defense, be-
cause much has been said about de-
fense. Many tables have been pounded,
many chests have been thumped talk-
ing about it. And we do have to look
out for our military. But our $27.5 bil-
lion recognizes the reality of boots on
the ground. The reality of boots on the
ground. Our troops are coming home.
They will all be home by the summer
of 2014. Our defense cuts kick in in 2015,
so nothing we do will in any way di-
lute, diminish, end or terminate money
that would go to our men and women
in harm’s way. So our cuts don’t kick
in until 2015, and then it will be $3 bil-
lion a year over a 9-year period, which
our generals and our Acting Secretary
of Defense, Secretary Hagel, now con-
cur with. So we are OK with defense.
And, most of all, the military is OK
with it.

Then we also cut domestic spending.
Here, we cut $27 billion in the farm bill.
It eliminates subsidies we don’t need to
do anymore. The Presiding Officer is
from an agricultural State. We love
your cheese. We even from time to
time cheer on the Green Bay Packers.
So we know agriculture is important.
But essentially, we have a tax subsidy
structure that goes back to the 1930s—
a different economy, a Dust Bowl, peo-
ple vacating homes in Oklahoma and
following the grapes of wrath trail to
California. So we came up through the
New Deal with a way of subsidizing
farms, restoring the land, and restoring
people to their land. But a lot of those
subsidies aren’t needed anymore and,
quite frankly, a lot goes to agra busi-
ness for crops not even planted. So
working with the Agricultural Com-
mittee—Appropriations didn’t do this
out of the blue—we come up with $27.5
billion.

Much is said about asking Democrats
if we know math. Yes, we know math.
We have $27.5 billion cuts in domestic
spending, $27.5 billion cuts in defense
kicking in in 2015. That is $55 billion.
Getting rid of tax-break earmarks and
making those who make more than $2
million a year pay their fair share, we
come up with 110. Quite simply, that is
our plan.

I spoke quite a bit during this week
about the impact of sequester. Seques-
ter was never meant to happen. We
have got to end sequester. We could do
it this afternoon. For all those people
who are crying their tears and don’t
want it, do they want to protect Amer-
ica’s middle class, the 99 percent, or do
they want to protect billionaire tax-
break earmarks? That is the choice. So
they can rally: We don’t want to pay
more taxes. You can’t have a govern-
ment without paying taxes. And ordi-
nary people pay them every day.

Do you know what drives me wild?
There is this fix the debt crowd flew in.
I watched them fly in. I loved it. They
stayed in Washington where they could
take expense account deductions while
they came to lobby us. And how did
they come in? On their subsidized tax-
break jets and their expense accounts

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that they could deduct, from sushi to
Cabernet. They came to tell us to raise
Social Security. Then they told us to
raise the age in Medicare because, after
all, people live longer. Maybe when you
have all that wealth you can afford
health care and you don’t need Medi-
care. Nobody has to take Medicare. If
you don’t need it, you don’t have to
take it. If you don’t need Social Secu-
rity, you don’t need to take it.

My whole point was, often the very
solutions are given by people who get
the most tax breaks. That is a pet
peeve of mine.

But really what hurts me is this: I
represent some of the great iconic in-
stitutions in America—the National In-
stitutes of Health, the National Secu-
rity Agency, each doing its own work
to protect the American people. The
Federal Drug Administration—I have
4,000 Federal employees keeping our
drugs and medical devices safe for the
American people. And food safety. We
have to make sure those people work
so our private sector works and we
keep our economy strong.

The Democratic alternative is sound
from the standpoint of policy, it is sus-
tainable and reliable. We could end se-
quester this afternoon.

I will be back to talk more about it.
But I think we have a good idea here.
Let’s not follow the politics and let’s
not dither in the U.S. Senate.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
BALDWIN). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President,
would the Senator from Rhode Island
yield for a question?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield for a ques-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Senator,
the gentleman from Rhode Island.

I wish to ask a question clarifying
the procedure. My understanding is
there is time reserved for me after the
Senator from Rhode Island finishes
with his comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No order
has been forthcoming to that effect
yet.

Mr. TOOMEY. But there will be time
available?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Having the floor,
why don’t I propose now that at the
conclusion of my remarks Senator
TOOMEY be recognized.

Mr. TOOMEY. I have no further ques-
tions. I thank the Senator from Rhode
Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania will be next.

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I am rising today in strong sup-
port of Leader REID’s proposal to stop
the sequester. We need to reduce our
debt and deficit. We should do so in a
thoughtful manner.

We have so often on this floor heard
our Republican friends criticize Demo-
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cratic legislation as job killing: a job-
killing bill, a job-killing proposal. We
hear that all the time. Often that
charge has been without much factual
support, but it is part of the common
rhetoric in this room. But now we face
an event that actually is expected to
cause the loss of 1 million jobs, and yet
so0 many Republicans support these
cuts in their fixation, frankly, on what
economists call budget austerity, cut-
ting your way out of a recession.

How has the budget austerity record
worked? There is a record now, because
a lot of countries have tried it—from
Spain to Portugal to Greece, countries
slashed spending to address deficits in
the name of budget austerity. Their
record? Lousy. Persistent double-digit
unemployment and negative economic
growth.

The U.S. unemployment rate of 7.9
percent—which is actually even higher
in my home State—is for sure too high,
but it is far better than the rate of 26
percent unemployment in Spain and
Greece, the record of 16 percent unem-
ployment in Portugal. Our 2.3 percent
growth rate may seem inadequate, and
it is; but as we recover from the deep-
est recession we have seen since the
Great Depression, it is much better
than the negative growth rates in the
countries that took the austerity path.
The results are clear. The evidence is
in from the austerity experiments. The
countries that cut the deepest have
been hurt the most.

If we want to continue growing our
economy and creating jobs, we need to
resist the European path that is cham-
pioned by Republican austerity advo-
cates. We need to maintain the bal-
anced approach that has brought the
U.S. economy up out of recession—ad-
mittedly, not fast enough. But look at
what the alternative has been.

Leader REID’s bill would replace the
indiscriminate cuts of the so-called se-
quester with targeted cuts to agricul-
tural subsidies and defense spending—
as the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee said—after the troops are
home when the costs can necessarily
come down, paired with revenue not
from raising taxes but from closing a
loophole, a tax loophole that allows the
highest paid people in America to pay
lower tax rates than regular middle-
class families.

I heard the passion of Senator
McCaiN—and I respect him im-
mensely—on the harm the sequester
will do to the military. We have a way
out. It is a question of priorities. Do
you really want to protect the military
from these cuts or is it more important
to protect the low tax rates of billion-
aires? That is the choice, and that is
the choice they are making. Leader
REID’s is a smart and balanced bill, and
I hope it will pass.

To put this into some context about
where we are on spending cuts, the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee said this week that President
Obama was opposed to spending cuts. I
have the transcript of what he said in
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committee here: The President believes
no spending, even wasteful spending,
should be cut.

Well, let’s look at the facts. Through
the Budget Control Act of 2011 and sev-
eral other measures, we have cut
spending almost $1.5 trillion in the
budget period of the next decade. When
you include interest savings—the top
part—from that reduced borrowing, it
comes to $1.7 trillion in spending cuts
and associated interest savings.

On the revenue side, we have only
generated a little over $700 billion from
ending the Bush tax cuts for the top 1
percent—at least over $450,000 in in-
come—and from the associated interest
savings. This together puts us $2.4 tril-
lion in deficit reduction toward our
goal of $4 trillion in total deficit reduc-
tion that most economists agree is
needed to stabilize our budget. But no-
tice, in the balance between spending
cuts and new revenues, spending cuts
are ahead by $1 trillion.

The ranking member of the Budget
Committee said President Obama be-
lieves no spending, even wasteful
spending, should be cut. And he is $1
trillion ahead on spending versus reve-
nues. We have cut $7 of spending for
every $3 of revenue, even though right
now U.S. Government revenue is at its
lowest percentage of GDP in more than
50 years, more than half a century. Our
proposal going forward is 50/50, spend-
ing cuts and revenues. So let’s not pre-
tend we are immune to or allergic to
spending cuts. There have been more
spending cuts than new revenues. We
have tried to find a balanced approach
and so far, in this $2.4 trillion, we have
not even looked at tax loopholes, at
spending that happens through the Tax
Code that mostly benefits big corpora-
tions, special interests, and super-high-
end American earners.

Take a look at how big that amount
is. We collect, in individual income tax
revenue, a little over $1 trillion every
year from individuals. But the total li-
ability of individuals under the Tax
Code is over $2 trillion. What happens
to this other $1.02 trillion? It flows
back out. It never comes into the gov-
ernment as revenues. It goes back to
people as tax deductions, loopholes,
and various ways that we spend money
through the Tax Code.

If you look at the corporate income
tax side, it is about the same. We look
at our corporations—which, by the
way, contribute about one-sixth as
much into our national revenue as they
used to. They are at an all-time low in
terms of contributing to our national
revenues in the last couple of decades—
60 years, I want to say. They are at $118
billion that actually gets collected and
becomes revenue. And there is another
$157 billion that is corporate tax liabil-
ity, but we let them get it back
through loopholes in the Tax Code. You
put them together and you have $1.16
trillion that we can use to help defeat
or replace the sequester.

It is a big deal to look at the tax
spending as well as just the revenues
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that come in. We have done nothing on
that yet. That should be part of this
discussion. That is what we do in the
proposal I put out.

Last year we spent a great deal of
time in this body debating whether the
top income tax rate should be 35 per-
cent or 39.6 percent, and we ultimately
set the rate at 39.6 percent for families
whose income is over $450,000. But what
we know is that many of those families
will never pay anything close to that
rate. The Tax Code is riddled with
those special provisions that I talked
about, the loopholes, the tax spending
that disproportionately benefits high-
income folks. They are special deals for
special interests. Of them all, perhaps
the most egregious is the so-called car-
ried interest loophole that allows bil-
lionaires—Iliterally billionaires—to pay
lower tax rates than regular families.
That is why in the last election it be-
came apparent that Mitt Romney was
paying something like an 1l-percent
tax rate.

It is not just Mitt Romney. The IRS
tracks the effective tax rates paid by
the top 400 highest income earners in
the country. In 2009, the last year they
have data, the top 400 earned an aver-
age of over $200 million each, 1 year’s
income, over $200 million each. What
did they pay in taxes on average?
About 20 percent. About 20 percent on
average. Some paid more. The nominal
rate was supposed to be 35 percent. How
many Mitt Romneys are there paying
11 percent in order to average to 20 per-
cent? And 20 percent is the same rate
that an average firefighter pays in
Rhode Island, or a brickmason pays in
Rhode Island. Don’t tell me a billion-
aire hedge fund manager cannot pay a
higher tax rate than a brickmason.

It is not just the top 400. The Con-
gressional Research Service estimates
that about a quarter of people in Amer-
ica who make more than $1 million a
year, about a quarter of them pay
lower tax rates than over 10 million
middle-income taxpayers. In that sense
the Tax Code is upside-down in favor of
these high-income earners. Loopholes
let them do that.

So we cut across all these loopholes
with the so-called Buffett rule. They
are supposed to pay 39.6 percent. The
Buffett rule says: Ok, take all the loop-
holes you want, but you cannot go
below 30 percent. We will let you take
off 9.6 percent of the rate the law says
you are supposed to pay but you cannot
g0 below 30 percent. You can’t go to 11
percent. You cannot be paying lower
than a brickmason pays. That is in our
sequester replacement bill. It produces
$71 billion.

High-earning professionals can per-
form another trick. They can avoid
paying Social Security and Medicare
taxes simply by calling themselves cor-
porations for tax purposes. You heard
the Republican Presidential candidate
say corporations are people. This is the
flip side. These people are corpora-
tions. If you make enough money you
can afford to turn yourself into a cor-
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poration to dodge paying your Social
Security and your Medicare contribu-
tions. So the second item on my list
closes that loophole too, which is an-
other $9 billion.

The next item on the list contributes
$3 billion by ending special deprecia-
tion rules for private jets. Private jet
owners can depreciate their aircraft
faster, for tax purposes, than commer-
cial aircraft. I am very happy for any-
body who is successful enough to have
a private jet. But that luxury need not
be subsidized by taxpayers. Setting
aside the need for this because of the
sequester, this is a change that makes
sense just on fairness grounds. It
stands on its own and it is another $3
billion.

The fourth provision in my bill would
end tax breaks for big oil companies.
Over the past decade the big five oil
companies have collectively enjoyed
over $1 trillion in profits—yes, trillion
with a T. Repealing taxpayer give-
aways to them is something we should
be doing anyway. It is another $24 bil-
lion toward getting rid of the seques-
ter.

The final provision in my plan helps
replace the sequester by ending a tax
break that, unbelievably, rewards man-
ufacturers that close up shop in the
United States and move jobs to other
countries. It does that by allowing
those corporations to indefinitely
delay paying taxes on profits from
those foreign overseas operations. End-
ing the deferral loophole for companies
that manufacture goods overseas for
sale to American customers is some-
thing we should do anyway to support
our domestic manufacturers. It adds al-
most $20 billion toward replacing the
sequester cuts.

BEach one of these five provisions
would make the Tax Code more fair for
ordinary Americans. I love our chair-
man of Appropriations. She can speak
to issues on the floor of the Senate like
nobody else. When she said these are
cushy, lobbyist-driven earmarks, she is
dead right. They do not deserve to
stand on their own. And we can get rid
of some of the smelliest ones and spare
ourselves the sequester and the loss of
a million jobs at the same time? Gosh,
I think we ought to be doing that.

I strongly support Leader REID’s bill
to replace the sequester cuts with a 50/
50 mix of revenue and spending. But I
also want to show we can avoid the se-
quester for the coming year by looking
at the vast tax spending we do through
loopholes and gimmicks in the Tax
Code—usually for the benefit of power-
ful corporations, special interests, and
very high-income individuals. When
you set that against the economic
harm the sequester is going to cause to
our country, closing those loopholes
should be a higher priority, on eco-
nomic grounds and on grounds of fair-
ness.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.
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HOUSE PASSAGE OF VAWA

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania for allowing me to go
first. I assure him I will be very brief.
I know the distinguished Senator from
Washington State is here. She has an
interest in what I am going to say be-
cause of her very strong support of the
Violence Against Women bill.

Earlier this month, the Senate came
together in the best tradition of the
chamber to pass the Leahy-Crapo Vio-
lence Against Women Reauthorization
Act with a strong bipartisan vote. I am
happy to report that the House of Rep-
resentatives just passed the Senate-
passed bill. This vital legislation will
now go to the President, and it will be
signed into law. It will help victims of
rape and domestic violence and victims
of human trafficking who could not
wait another day for us to act. This ac-
tion of Congress will prevent terrible
crimes and help countless victims re-
build their lives.

Today Congress showed that we still
can act in a bipartisan way. I thank
Senator CRAPO for being my partner on
this legislation from the beginning,
and I was glad when he and Senator
MURKOWSKI, another steadfast sup-
porter, joined me on a bipartisan letter
earlier this week asking Speaker BOEH-
NER to pass this legislation to help all
victims of domestic and sexual vio-
lence. Today, the House followed the
Senate’s example, and listened to the
call from thousands of survivors of vio-
lence and law enforcement by passing
this fully-inclusive, life-saving legisla-
tion with a bipartisan vote.

We made the Violence Against
Women Act our top priority this Con-
gress but it should not have taken this
long. Our bill was written with the
input of law enforcement, victims, and
the people who work with victims
every day to address real needs. None
of the commonsense changes it in-
cluded should have been controversial.
Still, at a time when we face gridlock
and stonewalling on even the most
compelling issues, I am glad to see that
we could find a way to cut through all
of that to help victims of violence.

This new law will make lives better.
It will encourage and fund practices
proven to help law enforcement and
victim service providers reduce domes-
tic violence homicides. It will lead to
more investigation and prosecution of
rape and sexual assault crimes and
more services provided to victims of
those crimes. It will also help elimi-
nate backlogs of untested rape kits to
help those victims receive justice and
security promptly.

This reauthorization, like every
VAWA reauthorization before it, takes
new steps to ensure that we can reach
the most vulnerable victims whose
needs are not being met. For the first
time, it guarantees that all victims can
receive needed services, regardless of
sexual orientation or gender identity.
This law strengthens protections for
vulnerable immigrant victims. It en-
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sures that colleges and universities
will do more to protect students from
domestic and sexual violence. This re-
authorization also takes important
new steps to combat the appalling epi-
demic of domestic violence on tribal
lands and to ensure that no perpetra-
tors of this terrible crime are above the
law.

The bill that the President will sign
also includes the Trafficking Victims
Protection Reauthorization Act, which
continues and strengthens effective
programs to help us take on the
scourge of human trafficking. It is un-
acceptable that 150 years after the
Emancipation Proclamation, the evils
of sex trafficking and labor trafficking,
forms of modern day slavery, still exist
around the world and even in the
United States. It has been too difficult,
but I am glad that Congress is finally
acting once again to address traf-
ficking.

I will never forget going as a young
prosecutor to crime scenes at 2:00 in
the morning and seeing the victims of
these awful crimes. As we worked on
this bill, I heard the moving stories in
hearings and rallies and meetings of
those who survived true horrors and
had the courage to share their stories
in the hopes that others could be
spared what they went through. We
have finally come together to honor
their courage and take the action they
demanded.

I thank the many Senators and Rep-
resentatives of both parties who have
helped to lead this fight, and the lead-
ership of both Houses who have
prioritized moving this vital legisla-
tion. I thank Representative COLE for
his steadfast dedication to help pre-
serve the protections for Native
women. But most of all, I thank the
tireless victims, advocates, and service
providers who have given so much of
themselves to ensure that this legisla-
tion would pass and that, when it did,
it would make a real difference. Lives
will be better because of their work
and because of this law.

I yield the floor and thank my col-
leagues.

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

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
rise to address the issue of the seques-
tration and the Democratic and Repub-
lican alternatives. But I want to start
by expressing how disappointed I am
that we are having the debate in this
fashion. This is certainly among the
very most important issues we are
grappling with—should be grappling
with as a Senate, as a Congress, as a
Federal Government. Getting ourselves
on a sustainable fiscal path is as im-
portant as anything we can be doing.
The sequestration is an important part
of that, and unfortunately the major-
ity party here does not want to have a
full and open debate and will not per-
mit multiple amendments from both
sides.

I don’t know how many ideas there
are on the Democratic side. I know
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there are at least three or four or five
different ideas on the Republican side.
Frankly, I think any sensible approach
to this ought to have a full and open,
robust debate and I am happy to vote
on every one of them. I will vote
against some, I will probably vote for
others. But why in the world would we
say there can only be two choices, one
Democratic choice and one Republican
choice? I have to say I am extremely
disappointed that we have gotten to
this point where we cannot have an
open debate and amendments on a wide
range of ideas, because the challenges
require that kind of response. It is very
disappointing that the majority party
refuses to conduct that debate and ap-
pears unwilling to have those votes.

Nevertheless, I have developed a bill,
together with Senator INHOFE, which I
think is a much more sensible way to
achieve the savings we badly need. I
will say unequivocally, we need to trim
spending. We cannot continue spending
at the rate we have been spending
money. We cannot continue trillion
dollar deficits. We have a $16 trillion
debt. The massive deficits and the ac-
cumulated debt are today costing us
jobs and holding back our economy, so
we need to begin the process of getting
spending under control. Frankly, the
sequester barely starts that process.

The President has been campaigning
around the country, spreading this idea
that somehow we are going to have a
complete economic disaster and melt-
down if this modest spending discipline
goes ahead. We keep hearing about aus-
terity. The question is, what austerity?
Let me put a little context into what
we are talking about here.

First of all, over the last 12 years,
the Federal Government has doubled in
size. We spend 100 percent more now
than we did a dozen years ago. After
this huge run-up in the size of Federal
spending, this sequester—if it goes into
effect or its equivalent—would reduce
spending by 2.3 percent. After growing
by 100 percent, we cannot find 2.3 per-
cent? By the way, that is budget au-
thority, which means permission to
spend the actual amount that would be
spent during this year would go down
by about 1.2 percent. That is less than
one-half of 1 percent of our economy.

Here is the other thing. This is how
much austerity we are talking about: If
the savings of the sequester go into ef-
fect, total spending by the government
in 2013 will be greater than spending
was in 2012. So let’s just be clear about
what is going on here. This is not near-
ly the amount of savings we need. This
is merely one step in the right direc-
tion. While government has been grow-
ing, the economy has not. We have had
all of this spending growth. We have
had massive deficits. What have we
gotten in return? The worst economic
recovery from any recession since the
Great Depression.

We have an unemployment rate that
is persistently unacceptably high.
Eight percent is the official measure of
unemployment, but when we take into
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account the people who have given up
looking for work altogether, it is much
higher than that. The fact is economic
growth doesn’t depend on a bloated
government that is always growing.

In fact, we will have stronger eco-
nomic growth as soon as we begin to
demonstrate that we can get on a sus-
tainable fiscal path, as soon as we can
start to take the threat of a fiscal col-
lapse off the table by showing we can
get spending under control. It is abso-
lutely essential for the sake of our
economy and job growth that we
achieve the savings of this sequester.

I am the first to acknowledge there
are a couple of problems with the way
this legislation goes about it, and that
is the reason I introduced this legisla-
tion along with Senator INHOFE. The
two big problems are, first, the savings
hit our defense budget disproportion-
ately. The defense budget is about 18
percent of total spending, but it is half
of this whole sequester, and that is
after we have already cut defense
spending. I am very sympathetic to the
concern that this imposes a real prob-
lem on our defense budget.

The second problem is that the cuts
are not very thoughtfully designed.
There is no discretion or flexibility.
The categories that are subject to the
sequestration are spending cuts across
the board. There are huge categories
that are not subjected, such as the en-
tire Social Security Program and many
others that are not affected at all. But
for those programs that are cut, there
is no ability to discern which programs
ought to be cut more or which ones
ought to be cut less and which ones,
perhaps, should not be cut at all.

The bill Senator INHOFE and I have
introduced and will be voting on
today—at least the cloture motion—ad-
dresses both of these problems. It does
require that we achieve the savings of
the sequester—and that is very impor-
tant—but it would allow the President
flexibility in how it is achieved so we
don’t have these very ham-handed,
poorly designed, across-the-board cuts.

If the bill passes, the President will
be able to go to his service chiefs on
the defense side, he could go to his
agency and department heads on the
nondefense side and say: OK. Look, you
have been used to budgets that keep
growing and growing, and that is what
has been happening. This year you are
going to have to cut back a little bit.
It will be a few pennies of every dollar.
Look for the programs that are work-
ing least well or not at all. Look for
areas where there is waste and ineffi-
ciency. Look for redundancies, and
that is where we are going to trim a
little bit, and we will hit these goals.

That is what competent managers in
any business would do. That is what
families have to do, and that is what
State and local governments have to
do. That is what we need to do here,
and that is what this bill would enable
the President to do. He would have to
find the areas where we can make the
cuts without causing great disruption.
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This is not a blank check for the
President. There are constraints on
what the President could do under the
legislation that Senator INHOFE and I
are proposing. For instance, there
could be no tax hike. We don’t think
we need still more tax increases after
all the ones we have recently been
through. The defense cuts could not be
any greater than what is contemplated
in the current sequestration. Under
Senator INHOFE’s approach and mine,
they could be less. The President could
choose to follow the advice of his sen-
ior military advisers and cut the de-
fense budget a little bit less and shift
this elsewhere.

I am one who believes our defense
budget should not be exempt from scru-
tiny, from spending discipline, and
some cuts, but I think they ought to be
done carefully and thoughtfully.

The President would not be able to
increase any amounts. This is not an
exercise in just shifting money to an-
other account. It is a question of where
we can do the cuts most thoughtfully
and sensibly. Any cuts in the defense
budget would have to be consistent
with the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act that has been passed. The
President would have to achieve 100
percent of the savings; that is part of
this. He could not use any gimmicks to
do it. There would be no phony cuts in
the future offset by promises for cuts
at another time. There would be none
of that. It would have to be straight-
forward and honest.

Finally—and I think this is an impor-
tant part—Congress would have a final
say. When the President—under this
approach if it were to pass and be
signed into law—would be required to
propose an alternative series of cuts,
and then Congress could vote to dis-
approve them if Congress chose to do
that. Ultimately, Congress would still
control that important element of the
purse strings, but we would allow the
President to find the most sensible way
to do this.

The President is saying he does not
want this flexibility. That is kind of
unbelievable to me. He is going around
the country scaring the American peo-
ple and threatening all kinds of disas-
trous things he says he will have to do.
Then in the same breath he says: By
the way, don’t give me the flexibility
to do something else. I don’t under-
stand that. It seems to me the obvious
thing to do is to do these cuts in a way
that would not be disruptive and would
not do harm.

Let me give one particular example:
A good example is the FAA. If the se-
quester goes into effect on the FAA,
the budget there will be cut by $670
million. That is from a total of just
about $17 billion.

The President and the Transpor-
tation Secretary have said if the se-
quester goes into effect, they are going
to lay off air traffic controllers; they
might have to shut down control tow-
ers; we will have long delays at air-
ports with flights being canceled. All
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kinds of problems. It is interesting to
note, if the sequester goes into effect,
the amount of funding available to the
FAA will still be more than what the
President asked for in his budget.

In his budget request was the Presi-
dent planning on laying off air traffic
controllers and shutting down airports
and control towers? I rather doubt it.
So if we gave the President the flexi-
bility just within the FAA budget, the
President could adopt the kinds of sav-
ings that he proposed in his own budget
and have enough money to pay all of
the air traffic controllers and keep the
airports running. The point is even
within the FAA’s budget, there would
be no service disruptions whatsoever.
They are not necessary.

Our bill would give the President
even more flexibility. He would be able
to achieve savings in other areas. In
other words, he would not have to hit a
particular savings number for the FAA.
He might find savings in other places.
Let me suggest we have an unbeliev-
ably lengthy list of opportunities to re-
duce excessive and wasteful govern-
ment spending. Instead of closing down
air traffic control facilities or military
bases or FBI offices, maybe what the
President could do is cut back on Fed-
eral employee travel.

We spend $1 billion a year for Federal
employees to go on conferences and
trips. Maybe we could cut back on the
cell phone subsidies where we buy cell
phones for people, costing $1.5 billion a
year. We spend millions of dollars on
an old-fashioned style trolley in St.
Louis, millions on a sports diplomacy
exchange program. We have 14,000 va-
cant and underutilized properties. We
spend money for a cowboy poetry fes-
tival and $1 million for taste-testing
foods to be served on Mars.

I don’t know about anybody else, but
I think some of these are a little less
important than keeping our air control
system intact and safe. To me, it seems
like common sense that we ought to
give the President the discretion he
needs to reduce the spending on the
less vital things and continue to fund
the important things.

We don’t have to only go after waste-
ful spending, we have an unbelievable
number of redundancy in duplicate pro-
grams. I have just a few examples. We
have 80 different economic develop-
ment programs spread across the Fed-
eral Government. We have 94 different
programs to encourage the construc-
tion of green buildings. We have 47 dif-
ferent job training programs.

Doesn’t it make sense if we are going
to have some savings that we look to
those programs that are not working
so well? It cannot be that every pro-
gram is equal. I guarantee that some of
them are not working so well. I would
like to think that the administration
has metrics for performance and it
knows which ones are performing bet-
ter and which ones are not. We could
concentrate the cuts on those that are
not working or we could decide to con-
solidate this huge plethora of programs
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and save a lot of money and overhead
in administrative and bureaucracy
costs.

There is just any number of ways to
achieve savings. Senator ToM COBURN
has made an enormous contribution to
our Federal Government by providing
exhaustive litanies of duplication,
redundancies, waste, and excesses. In
addition to what I have mentioned,
that would be a very useful place to
begin in terms of finding alternatives.

I would simply say we have a simple
choice here. This sequester is going
into effect. Nobody here suggests they
have the votes or they have a way to
prevent it. So the question is, Are we
going to achieve these savings through
badly designed spending cuts that
make no attempt whatsoever to distin-
guish between more sensible govern-
ment spending and less sensible gov-
ernment spending or will we adopt this
bill that Senator INHOFE and I have in-
troduced which will give the President
the flexibility to cut where the cuts
would not be painful, where there is
waste, and where there are excesses?
We are talking about what will amount
in actual outlays to a little over 1 per-
cent of the total government spending.
This is a government that has doubled
in size in the last 12 years.

The people in Pennsylvania who I
represent don’t believe that every dol-
lar of government spending is spent
wisely and prudently and is necessary.
They know that there is a lot of waste.

This is all about the next 6 months.
As we know, the $1.2 trillion in savings
in subsequent years is achieved by
statutory spending caps. In those years
the savings will be figured out by the
Appropriations Committee, which is
where this should be happening. I wish
we had taken up an appropriations bill
over this last year, but we didn’t. At
least given the reality that we face, we
have an opportunity to avoid the kind
of calamity and disaster that is being
threatened and is completely unneces-
sary.

I hope we will do the commonsense
thing and adopt a bill that will give the
President the flexibility he needs to
make these cuts in a rational and sen-
sible fashion. We need to achieve the
savings for the sake of economic
growth and job creation. This is no
time to trade higher taxes for more
spending, as my Democratic colleagues
would prefer. This is a time to make
sensible cuts in spending. We can do
that, and I urge adoption of the meas-
ure that Senator INHOFE and I have
proposed.

I yield back the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, in
the last 2 weeks we have learned more
and more what the across-the-board
cuts for sequestration really mean for
our families and our communities that
we all represent. We have heard of
workers who are on pins and needles
about getting a layoff notice. We have
heard from businesses that are expect-
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ing fewer customers. We heard from
school superintendents wondering how
they are going to absorb deeper cuts on
the budgets that are already extremely
tight.

After 2 years of watching our econ-
omy lurch from crisis to crisis, I think
we can all agree the American people
have dealt with more than enough of
this. That is why I am here today urg-
ing our colleagues to support the
American Family Economic Protection
Act which will replace the automatic
cuts from sequestration in a respon-
sible and a fair way.

Our legislation builds on the prece-
dent that was set in the year-end deal,
and it is in line with the balanced ap-
proach that the American people favor.
It would replace the first year of the
sequestration with equal amounts of
responsible spending cuts and revenue
from the wealthiest Americans and big-
gest corporations. Half of the deficit
reduction would come from responsible
cuts evenly divided between domestic
and defense spending.

As the drawdown from Afghanistan is
completed, our bill will make targeted
reductions in an overall defense budget
which will be phased in responsibly as
the drawdown from Afghanistan is
completed and are in line with the
strong military strategy for the 2lst
century.

Our bill would eliminate the direct
payments to farmers that have been
paid out even during good times for
crops that are not grown. Those are the
kinds of cuts we can and should make,
because responsibly tackling our debt
and deficit is crucial to our country’s
long-term strength and prosperity.

But to do this in a way that puts
American families and our economy
first, we are all going to have to do our
fair share, and middle-class families
and seniors and the most vulnerable
Americans shouldn’t be asked to share
the whole burden alone.

Our bill would replace half the se-
questration with new revenues from
the wealthiest Americans and biggest
corporations. It calls on the wealthiest
Americans to pay at least the same
marginal tax rate on their income as
our middle-class families pay. It will
help reduce the deficit by eliminating a
tax break that encourages companies
to ship jobs overseas and by getting rid
of a special tax loophole for oil compa-
nies. At a time when there are so many
American families struggling just to
get their kids off to college or to pay
their mortgage or to put food on the
table, it only seems fair to ask those
who can afford it the most to con-
tribute to this national challenge as
well.

My Republican colleagues will say
the year-end deal closed the door on
revenue. Most of them seem to think
that closing loopholes for the richest
Americans is too high a price to pay—
even to replace the serious cuts to de-
fense that are going into effect. In-
stead, they say all we need is more
spending cuts.

S979

But that is not how the American
people see it. More than a month after
the year-end deal, 76 percent of Ameri-
cans—and, by the way, 56 percent of
Republicans—favored a combination of
spending cuts and revenue increases to
reduce our deficit.

We also know the American people
want an end to the cycle of looming
deadlines and uncertainty and political
posturing we are seeing here in Wash-
ington, DC. They have spent enough
time wondering if infighting in Con-
gress will affect their paycheck or the
businesses they have worked hard to
rebuild or the future they want for
their children. I think we can all agree
our constituents deserve a solution and
some certainty.

So our legislation meets Republicans
halfway. It reflects the balanced ap-
proach the majority of the American
public wants. It protects families and
communities we represent from slower
economic growth and fewer jobs and a
weakened national defense. And it al-
lows us to move past this sequestration
debate toward a fair, comprehensive
budget deal that provides certainty for
American families and businesses.

While the Democrats have taken a
balanced and responsible approach in
our sequestration replacement bill, Re-
publicans have gone in a very different
direction. They seem to be more fo-
cused today on trying to make sure
President Obama gets the blame for
these cuts than actually trying to stop
them. We have all been hearing from
our constituents. They want us to
come together to solve this problem.
They want to see compromise. They
want to see a balanced replacement.
But the Republican Inhofe-Toomey bill
fails to meet these expectations. It
does not solve the problem. It doesn’t
stop sequestration. It is not a com-
promise. I urge all of our colleagues to
oppose it.

The Republican Inhofe-Toomey bill
would keep in place the massive cuts to
both domestic and defense spending. It
wouldn’t replace them; it would lock
them in. Instead of making the tough
decisions required to replace those cuts
with responsible deficit reduction the
way our bill does, the Republican bill
simply hands the problem off to the
President. Instead of taking a balanced
approach—the approach that is favored
by the vast majority of the American
people—the Republican bill would pro-
tect the wealthiest Americans and big-
gest corporations from paying even a
penny more in taxes to help us solve
this, while pushing the entire burden of
deficit reduction onto the backs of our
families and our communities and na-
tional defense programs. Their bill
would protect defense spending from
cuts, open up nondefense spending to
more cuts, and specifically prohibit
raising revenue to replace the cuts.

One of my Republican colleagues who
is very concerned about the cuts to de-
fense spending that would be locked in
by this Republican bill called this ap-
proach ‘“‘a complete cop-out.” That
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same Republican said if something
such as this were to pass, Republicans
would be forcing President Obama to
make impossible choices and then
“‘every decision he’ll make, we’ll criti-
cize.”

Another Republican opposed this ap-
proach as well, saying, ‘I believe the
appropriations process belongs in the
legislative branch.” That is us.

The Republican bill will be dev-
astating to our economy. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has estimated that
sequestration would cause 750,000 work-
ers to lose their jobs by the end of this
year. They estimate the economy
would shrink by six-tenths of a percent
by the end of the year. Federal Reserve
Chairman Ben Bernanke said on Tues-
day that rearranging these cuts would
not have any substantial impact on the
near-term economic picture.

Republicans have spent months talk-
ing about how they would not raise
taxes on the rich and that we need a
cut-only approach. But now they can’t
even agree on a bill that names a single
cut. They want the President to do it.
Leader REID and Leader MCCONNELL
agreed to have these votes we are hav-
ing today over 2 weeks ago, and it took
the Republicans until last night to de-
cide what they were even going to
bring to the table. After all that time,
they decided to play political games
and not make any of the tough choices.

Tackling our debt and deficit respon-
sibly is a serious issue, so I hope Re-
publicans get serious. I hope they will
listen to their constituents, come back
to the table, and work with us on a re-
sponsible replacement to these auto-
matic cuts that are scheduled to begin
tomorrow.

I urge my colleagues to support our
approach, the American Family Eco-
nomic Protection Act, and to oppose
the Toomey-Inhofe bill.

VAWA

Before I yield the floor, I wish to say
that I am very pleased the House of
Representatives just took up and
passed the long delayed, very hard-
won, and badly needed victory for mil-
lions of women in this country, the Vi-
olence Against Women Act that was
just passed. That means that after over
16 months of struggle, tribal women in
this country, the LGBT community,
immigrants, and women on colleges
campuses will now have the tools and
resources this life-saving bill provides.

The passage of VAWA today is vali-
dation of what we all have been saying
on this side, and I am proud of the Sen-
ate for its bipartisan work. I see Sen-
ator CRAPO here today, and I thank
him for his leadership on this critical
issue.

I have heard from so many women
throughout this months-long battle,
and I especially want to mention one
woman today: Deborah Parker, a mem-
ber of the Tulalip Tribe from my home
State who happened to be here the day
many months ago when Congress want-
ed to dump the tribal provisions in
order to move the bill. She stood up
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with all the courage she could muster
and told the story she had never told
before about the abuse she had suffered
while she was a very young girl and
watching the same person who abused
her abuse other tribal members be-
cause she had nowhere to go for re-
course.

Today, that changes, for Deborah
Parker and for thousands and thou-
sands of other tribal members and
other women and men in this country.
I am very proud of the bipartisan work
and I am very excited that this Presi-
dent is going to sign this bill into law
and pass something that is going to
make a difference in the lives of many
Americans.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Madam President, as I
look at my watch, the clock is ticking
toward midnight. Midnight becomes
March 1, and that is the point at which
the sequester kicks in, which is the
across-the-board cuts—hardly massive
when this year it will be about 1.2 per-
cent of our total outlays this year. So,
I am not sure how the word ‘‘massive”’
can be used with any credibility; but,
nevertheless, this is going to happen.

Republicans have proposed a way to
address the President’s concerns—the
very concerns that have been stated on
this floor—including the concern that
across-the-board cuts is no way to gov-
ern because it doesn’t separate the es-
sential from the nonessential. I think
we as Republicans couldn’t agree more.
It is not the best way to govern, be-
cause it treats everything on an equal
basis and basically says that every
Federal program, no matter what its
performance over the years, doesn’t de-
serve a look at how to adjust it for its
lack or strength of performance. It
doesn’t separate what the essential
functions of the Federal Government
are from the ‘‘this is what we would
like to do but can’t afford to do right
now.” So, to say that this government
and the out-of-control spending that
has occurred over these last several
yvears is totally functional and that
every penny we have spent is wisely
spent and has been done in the inter-
ests of the taxpayer and protecting
their hard-earned dollars, and that the
money we are extracting from them
through ever-increasing taxes—some of
which happened less than 2 months ago
on every American; every American’s
paycheck was reduced. It is not just
the millionaires and billionaires who
took the hit, because $620 billion over
10 years of money comes out of Ameri-
cans’ paychecks. So, for someone to
say that what we are doing is massive
when this year it amounts to a 1.2-per-
cent cut in total spending, when vir-
tually every business in America, every
family in America has had to tighten
its belt, given the recession and the
slow economic growth, when we con-
tinue to have 23 million unemployed or
underemployed people in this country,
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and then to simply say we don’t have a
spending problem, as the President fa-
mously said, defies common sense.

We don’t need fancy explanations or
fancy words such as ‘‘sequester’ for
the American people to understand
what is happening here. They see their
States having to tighten their belt.
They see the companies they work for
having to tighten their belt. And, as
families, they see themselves having to
cut back on some of their spending or
some of their future plans because they
no longer can afford to do it. The only
entity they see in the United States
not addressing a fiscal imbalance is the
U.S. Government.

In an attempt to deal with this a
year and a half ago, Congress passed
the so-called sequester. The sequester
was a fallback in case we weren’t able
to come to grips with the problem we
have and reach an accommodation, an
agreement, on how to address it in the
best way possible. This was the fail-
safe. And all the attempts, starting
with the President’s own commission,
which he rejected, and then the Gang
of Six proposals, and then the super-
committee of 12, all of the efforts,
many of them on a bipartisan basis, for
whatever reason did not succeed. So,
what was put in place to drive a solu-
tion, didn’t drive a solution, and as a
result, here we are with a sequester.
But, to say the sequester cutting, this
year, 1.2 percent from total spending, is
going to make the sky fall and cause a
total economic meltdown and keep
people from getting on their planes and
keep us from ordering meat because
meat inspectors can’t go to the meat
processing plants to certify the quality
of the meat, and all of the things the
President is out campaigning for, for
his own program—it was the Presi-
dent’s idea. Maybe it was his staff, but
he certainly had to agree to it. It was
proposed by the President and now he
is out campaigning against it. In fact,
it wasn’t that long ago when he said if
it didn’t go into effect, he would veto
it. So there has been a real change
here, and I won’t go into the motiva-
tion for all of that.

There is also talk about balance. Bal-
ance is a code word for new taxes and
for more taxes. It has been said over
the past couple of years, during the
campaign and leading all the way up to
the fiscal cliff vote, that Republicans
would refuse to give in on any kind of
tax increase, even if it was on million-
aires and billionaires. In the end the
President won that battle and Repub-
licans supported it. Even though we did
not believe that was the best way to go
forward to get our economy to grow
and to provide the kind of economic
growth we are all looking for, we sup-
ported that. Now, we here we are just
two months later with the same tired
phrase that Republicans won’t take 1
penny from the rich when they just
took $620 billion from the rich; there-
fore, what we need are more taxes on
the American people to achieve bal-
ance.
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It seems the White House has an ob-
session with solving this problem
through increasing taxes and not want-
ing to make the hard decisions to cut
even 1.2 percent of our total budget—
2.4 in succeeding years. To say we can-
not, through our oversight responsi-
bility, find 2.4 percent, and this year 1.2
percent, of waste, of corruption, of mis-
use of programs that no longer are via-
ble—maybe they were well-intended in
the past but they certainly have not
proven themselves worthy of asking
taxpayers to keep sending their hard-
earned money to Washington in order
to cover that spending—when Senator
COBURN, Senator TOOMEY, when many
of us—I have been standing here every
day in virtually every session basically
saying, just through waste and ineffec-
tive programs we can easily come up
with this amount of money. Everyone
else in America has had to do it. Why
can’t we?

The charge we have heard over and
over is that this is such a terrible way
to address it that we need the flexi-
bility so these agencies can move the
money around and take the money
from the nonessential programs to
keep the security at the airports with
the FAA and the air traffic controllers
and also keep the meat inspectors and
the others who are essential.

In order to keep them from having to
take the hit, we came up with the
idea—Senator TOOMEY and Senator
INHOFE—that gives the executive
branch the flexibility. That is what
they have been asking for all these
years. If we have to have the sequester,
just do not do it across the board be-
cause it forces us to do things we do
not want to do. But if we had the flexi-
bility—if you could give us the flexi-
bility—then we could move the money
within the accounts and we would still
reach the same amount of cuts—the 1.2
percent of this year’s budget—but we
would have the flexibility to not have
to scare people or keep people waiting
in lines at airports for 4 hours and do
all the things, all the doomsday sce-
narios that have been proposed by the
President and his Cabinet members.

We bring that forward and then sud-
denly there is a 180-degree reversal on
the other side, which basically says:
No, no, no. We do not want flexibility.
That is not the way to do it. Well, what
do you want? Yesterday you wanted
flexibility. Today we gave it to you,
and today you are saying: No, we do
not want that. It sounds like what they
want is only a solution to this problem
if there is a big increase in taxes.

This word ‘‘balance,” which I say, is
a code word for taxes. I just came from
the Joint Economic Committee where
a very respected economist, Michael
Boskin, said: Balance is not 50-50 if you
want economic growth because every
dollar you raise in taxes is a hindrance
to economic growth. He said: I am not
saying there should not be increases in
taxes. But the ratio should be ‘5 or 6 to
1.” If you want to position this country
for growth, you need about five to six
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times the amount of spending cuts as
taxes increased.

So balance—50-50—according to a
very respected economist and many
others—I do not know of anybody who
said raising taxes encourages growth
because it takes money out of the pri-
vate sector and gives it to the public
sector. But rather than get into that
argument today, what the President
defines as balance is simply evermore
taxes to solve our problem, when we
know that after 4 years of effort here
that has not worked, and it will not
work.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield for a unani-
mous consent request? I will yield the
floor right back.

Mr. COATS. I am happy to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HEINRICH). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the motion to proceed cur-
rently pending, at 2:30 p.m. the Senate
resume the motion to proceed to S. 16
and the Senate proceed to the cloture
votes on the motions to proceed as pro-
vided under the previous order, with
the time until 2:30 p.m. equally divided
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees; further, all other provisions of
the previous order remain in effect.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for yielding.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am
going to wrap up because my col-
leagues want to speak also.

But, let me say this: I have been say-
ing from this platform, and I have been
saying from everywhere people will lis-
ten that we need to move to a solution
to the problem. The solution to the
problem involves, I believe, three or
four essential elements, and I think
there is widespread consensus on this
among liberals, conservatives, Demo-
crats, Republicans, economists, and
others. Unless we address that which is
growing out of control—which is our
mandatory spending—no matter what
we do on the spending level and no
matter what else we do, we are not
going to solve this problem and we are
going to keep careening from short-
term fix, short-term measure to the
next one, from fiscal cliff to fiscal cliff.

Already, we have another cliff which
people have not paid much attention to
at the end of this month, where we
have to fund the government for the
rest of the year. That will be another
drama, soap opera, played out before
the American people. In May, we hit
the debt limit.

None of this is necessary. None of
this had to happen if we had taken the
steps we knew we needed to take that
were presented in the Simpson-Bowles
presentation to the President years ago
and, unfortunately, rejected that and
basically said we are headed for catas-
trophe, we are headed for insolvency
because this mandatory spending is
growing out of control and the amount
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of discretionary spending we have
which we can control is ever shrinking.

Yes, we need to sort out the fat, the
duplication. My colleagues and I have
been laying out things that I do think
any American who looks at it carefully
would say: Of course we do not need
that, of course that is not an essential
function of the Federal Government. It
has had a miserable performance as a
program. Why do we keep throwing
money at it, particularly at a time of
austerity when so many people are out
of work.

Yes, we need to do that. But that
needs to be coupled with what I think
there is almost full agreement on: The
need for comprehensive tax reform.
That is where closing the loopholes,
which Republicans are willing to do in
order to lower the rates, to make us
more competitive and make our Tax
Code much simpler and much fairer—
that needs to happen. Of course, it can-
not happen if we take closing loophole
money and use it for spending, which is
what the President wants to do instead
of using it to make our code simpler,
fairer, and make us more competitive
around the world and to promote
growth.

That is a proven process. Unless we
put that together with some regulatory
reform—but most important of all and
most essential of all is to address the
runaway mandatory spending, which if
not addressed will undermine the sanc-
tity and the solvency of entitlement
programs such as Social Security and
Medicare. The trustees—do not trust a
Republican conservative saying this—
the trustees of the programs have said:
“You have to deal with this, and the
longer you put it off, the tougher it is
and the more painful it will be.”

This morning, again, Dr. Boskin and
even Dr. Goolsbee—the President’s
former Economic Council head—said
you have to do this, you have to take
it on. You are taking it on to, one, save
the programs, two, save the country
from bankruptcy, and, three, give us
the opportunity to have funds to pay
for the essential functions of govern-
ment.

We are not against government. We
want it to be leaner, more efficient,
more effective. My State has taken
measures that quintuple what is being
talked about here. We ended up achiev-
ing a surplus. We have a AAA bond rat-
ing. We have made our State govern-
ment the most efficient, effective gov-
ernment with taxpayer dollars of any
State in the country.

It can be done, and it can be done
here. But what we have that is dif-
ferent from what our States have is the
fact that mandatory spending—that
spending which we have no control
over—is eating our lunch. Until we step
up and deal with it, we are not going to
solve this problem; we are going to
keep careening from crisis to crisis.

The real issue is—at this point, with
the sequester going in place—can we
step up and sensibly adjust it through
flexibility in terms of how we reach
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that goal? Can we summon the will and
the political courage to do what we all,
I believe, know we need to do; that is,
simply to do what is right for the fu-
ture of America—America’s interests
not our own political interests?

Finally, in my opinion, that cannot
be done, despite all the time, all the ef-
forts made, many on a bipartisan
basis—Simpson-Bowles was bipartisan,
the Gang of 6 was bipartisan, the Com-
mittee of 12 was bipartisan. It is not
true we are at a standoff in terms of
how to go forward. What we have not
had is leadership from the White
House. Something of this magnitude
cannot be done without Presidential
leadership, and the President has re-
fused to do anything other than plead
on a campaign basis for yet evermore
taxes, which he calls balance.

So that is our challenge.

We need you, Mr. President, to lead
the way. We will work together with
you in putting together a package
which achieves the right ratio. We will
work together to do what is right for
the future of America and not what is
right for our political future this year
or next.

I guess we are Dpleading with the
President. Similar to Presidents of the
past—Ronald Reagan, a Republican,
and Bill Clinton, a Democrat, took on
the toughest issues and together we
worked for the benefit of our people
and for the future of this country and
we made enormous strides in that re-
gard. But it would not have happened
had the President not become engaged.
At this point, the only engagement the
President has made is to call for higher
taxes and go out and campaign against
those of us who are trying to sincerely
address this problem.

With that, I yield the floor.

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

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
come to the floor this afternoon to ap-
plaud the passage by the House, just a
little while ago, of the Violence
Against Women Act.

I wish to also congratulate my col-
leagues, Senator LEAHY, my neighbor
from Vermont, and Senator CRAPO,
who is on the floor today, for their
leadership in getting this legislation
passed so early in this session and for
helping to see that it got shepherded
through the House where it had been so
challenging.

This is legislation that treats all vic-
tims equally regardless of whether
they are Native Americans, whether
they are members of the LGBT commu-
nity, whether they are immigrants. It
supports law enforcement by providing
critical funding for police officers and
prosecutors so they can hold abusers
responsible. It supports crisis centers
for women and families, to provide for
immediate needs such as shelter and
counseling.

On behalf of the thousands of women
and families in New Hampshire who
will benefit because of this reauthor-
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ization, I wish to thank all the 268
Members of the House who voted for it
and all the people in the Senate where
it had such a broad bipartisan major-
ity.

Again, I thank my colleagues, Sen-
ators LEAHY and CRAPO, for the leader-
ship they provided in getting this done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I too
want to stand to congratulate the
House for their passage of the Violence
Against Women Act. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire for her kind
remarks.

I am honored to have worked on this
bill with Senator LEAHY and my other
colleagues in the Senate. Senator
LEAHY and I have worked together for
yvears on issues of domestic violence
and stalking, and this is one of the key
endeavors we needed to get across the
finish line. Now we see that we will,
and we will send this important legisla-
tion to the President.

I would also like to commend the ad-
vocates across the Nation and specifi-
cally the Idaho Coalition Against Sex-
ual and Domestic Violence who have
worked tirelessly on this issue.

As a longtime champion of the pre-
vention of domestic violence, I am glad
to see there are areas in Congress
where we can come together to support
these important causes.

This act provides critical services to
victims of violent crime as well as
agencies and organizations that pro-
vide important aid to those individ-
uals. For nearly two decades, the Vio-
lence Against Women Act has been the
centerpiece of our Nation’s commit-
ment to ending domestic violence, dat-
ing violence, and sexual violence. This
legislation provides access to legal and
social services for survivors. It pro-
vides training to law enforcement,
prosecutors, judges, attorneys, and ad-
vocates to address these crimes in our
Nation’s communities. It provides
intervention for those who have wit-
nessed abuse and are more likely to be
involved in this type of violence. It
provides shelter and resources for vic-
tims who have nowhere else to turn.

There is significant evidence that
these programs are working not just in
Idaho but nationwide. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice reported that the num-
ber of women Kkilled by an intimate
partner decreased by 35 percent be-
tween 1993 and 2008. In 2012 it was re-
ported that in 1 day alone, 688 women
and their children impacted by vio-
lence sought safety in an emergency
shelter or received counseling, legal
advocacy, and children’s support.

These important provisions are mak-
ing a difference in the lives of people
across this Nation. I again wish to
commend all of my colleagues who sup-
ported this legislation and helped to
move this critical piece of legislation
to the President’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the vote we are going to
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have today at 2:30 regarding sequestra-
tion, and I wish to strongly support the
notion of giving the executive branch
the flexibility it needs over the next 7
months to work through this situation
in a more graceful way.

To put this in perspective for the
American people, we are going to spend
$47 trillion of your money over this
next decade. It was incumbent upon a
bipartisan group about a year ago to
try to come up with about $1.2 trillion
in savings over that 10-year period. Be-
lieve it or not, that didn’t happen. The
sequestration was a method to ensure
that at least there was some reduction
in the growth of spending. I do want to
say that there have been a lot of dis-
cussions about reductions in spending.

The overall effect of sequester over
this 10-year period is not to reduce any
spending but to slow the growth of
spending over the next 10 years. We are
one of the few entities in the world
that don’t budget off of last year’s
spending. It is not like your city, your
county, your State government, your
household, or your business. We budget
off of projections and growth.

The task a year or so ago was for six
Republicans and six Democrats to
come up with $1.2 trillion. It is beyond
belief that this did not occur. The se-
quester was put in place as a mecha-
nism to ensure that there at least was
some slowing of growth. The first 7
months of the sequester is the most
ham-handed portion of it. It is cut at
the PPA level. It is across the board
and focused on two important cat-
egories. I agree that it is ham-handed,
and the only thing worse than seques-
tration, in my opinion, would be Kick-
ing the can down the road on some
much needed fiscal discipline here in
Washington.

I hope what we will do today is get
behind a very thoughtful proposal that
would say: Look, we are still going to
reduce spending by this amount, but
we are going to give the executive
branch, because this first 7 months is
handled so differently that what hap-
pens after that—by the way, appropri-
ators live within a top-line number,
but they are able to weigh in on how
that money should be spent, again, in
two more specific categories than just
the overall budget. So it is just this
first 7 months.

I was at home last week in Tennessee
and spoke with diverse groups of citi-
Zens.

Democrats thanked me for being
willing to give some flexibility to the
President to work through this.

Businesses obviously held this as in-
credibly intelligent. They need to deal
with these kinds of issues right now.
Many of them over the last several
years have had to do the same kind of
thing. Obviously, to them, it is very in-
telligent to give the executive branch a
degree of flexibility where they have
some transfer authority to work
through this in a more graceful way.

Republicans thanked me because it
was a way for us to at least begin turn-
ing the curve in a different direction
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and certainly still having the cuts that
are necessary in growth, I might add,
not in real spending. That is where we
are.

We have a proposal, the Toomey-
Inhofe proposal, which gives the execu-
tive branch the flexibility to work
through this. It is my understanding
they don’t want that flexibility. I can’t
imagine being President of the United
States and having something that I
thought was a little bit ham-handed
and having Congress say: Look, we will
candidly defer to you to make some
transfers.

I have spoken with some of the folks
in our security apparatus in this Na-
tion. They said this to me: CORKER,
look, we understand we are going to
have some reductions, but if you would
just give us some flexibility, we could
work through this gracefully. We could
live within these constraints.

Speaking of these constraints, I want
to say that there is a number that has
been thrown out of $85 billion over the
next 7 months. Again, know that this is
Washington’s language. We are really
only talking about half that in real ex-
pected outlays. We have budgeted
amounts and then we have outlays. We
do things very differently than do most
people back home. This is not nearly
the amount of reduction people are
talking about as far as real money
flowing out.

I strongly support the Toomey pro-
posal, the Inhofe proposal. I hope oth-
ers will join in and at least move to de-
bate this issue. I have a sense that is
not going to be the case today. Maybe
next week when some things happen,
some others will be open to doing this.

I can’t imagine why anybody in this
body, if they think draconian things
are happening in a specific area and
some judgment could be used to really
alleviate that, I can’t imagine why
anybody in this body would not want
to give administrators of these various
agencies the ability to have some de-
gree of transfer authority to make it
work better. I don’t imagine there is a
business in our country, whether it is a
one-man shop or a large corporation,
that wouldn’t want that flexibility. I
can’t imagine a Democrat or a Repub-
lican really thinking it is a bad idea to
give the administration the ability to
be more graceful in dealing with this.

Today it looks as though we might
have a partisan vote. It is a shame.

Again, this is ham-handed. We can
make it work better. Hopefully, on
March 27, if we continue on this course
until that time—obviously, to me, the
only thing worse than this ham-handed
approach is not enacting the $1.2 tril-
lion in cuts. This needs to happen, in
my opinion.

Maybe on March 27 when the appro-
priators come forth with a continuing
resolution, they will have shifted this
around to a degree that we end up with
the same amount of spending reduc-
tions. This is the way regular order
should work here, the way the Senate
should work, the way the House should
work. It is not that far down the road.
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As a matter of fact, I am under-
standing that if the Appropriations
Committee wanted to, they could pass
out an omnibus—not a CR but an omni-
bus—that has already gone through the
checks. I think the two staffs have
been working; I am talking about at
the House and the Senate. It is my un-
derstanding that they could pass some-
thing out in a week. I think maybe
there are going to be some discussions
about this later in the majority lead-
er’s office. Hopefully, he will give the
green light to the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee to move ahead
with something like this, which would
be very sensible, in my opinion. I think
most people around here would love to
see something actually happen under
regular order.

These reductions are necessary, in
my opinion, to get our fiscal house in
order. Much more needs to be done be-
yond this $1.2 trillion—much, much
more. I don’t think there is anybody
who doesn’t believe that deficit reduc-
tion greater than $1.2 trillion needs to
occur. Right now we are focused on the
cuts side. We focused on the income
side at the end of the year.

As we move ahead and are able to
deal with these issues under regular
order, where committees have looked
at the impact, this is the best way to
go forward.

Again, sequester will kick in tomor-
row. I think we all understand that.
There is a better approach. There is a
bill that would allow the executive
branch to have the flexibility it needs
to work through this in a way that is
least harmful to the American people,
and if that doesn’t work, another step
with a continuing resolution in 3 or 4
weeks—there is another way of hitting
this in an intelligent way.

I hope we have the opportunity to
work this out in a way that is better
for the American people. At the same
time, I hope we will not back away at
all from at least $1.2 trillion in spend-
ing reductions. I wish we would move
later this year into real tax reform,
which is really where all the money is.

To the American people, the reason
we are moving to sequester and the
reason we are cutting discretionary
spending is we don’t have the courage
in the Senate to deal with entitle-
ments. When the word ‘‘entitlement”
comes up, everybody runs for the hills.
They know where the money is—62 per-
cent of our spending, which in 10 years,
combined with interest, will be 90 per-
cent of our spending.

The reason we are here today is this
body has not come to terms with the
fact that we need to reform entitle-
ments for them to be here for future
generations and certainly people who
are getting ready to retire.

This situation is a shame, and so we
are going through this pain again due
to a lack of courage in the Senate to
address the real issues of the day. That
is a shame, and what you are going to
see playing out is solely because of
that.
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I have a bill which would deal with
that. LAMAR ALEXANDER, my colleague
from Tennessee, is a cosponsor. It was
based on Bowles-Simpson, Domenici-
Rivlin—bipartisan concepts.

For some reason, when it comes to
dealing with the real issues of America,
this body runs for the hills. Hopefully,
soon we will be brought back together
and we will deal with this in a mature
way, deal with the real issues our Na-
tion is dealing with, solve them, put it
in the rearview mirror, and all of us
will come together and focus on those
things that would make our country
stronger.

I ask unanimous consent that all
quorum calls before the votes at 2:30
p.m. today be equally divided.

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

Mr. CORKER. 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, we
have heard a lot of discussions recently
about the author Bob Woodward and
his comments about spending and the
sequester. It is important for us to un-
derstand this. This is not an easy mat-
ter. We have a lot of confusion, I think,
as to what has been happening in the
Senate. So from my perspective, as
ranking member on the Budget Com-
mittee, I wish for all of us to under-
stand the issue that is at stake.

Here is what Bob Woodward said in
his Washington Post Op-Ed earlier this
week:

So when the President asked that a sub-
stitute for the sequester include not just
spending cuts but also new revenue, he’s
moving the goalpost.

And when the President talks of
spending cuts, he’s referring to some
other spending cuts somewhere in the
government so that they do not fall so
hard on defense, for example.

But Bob Woodward goes on to say—
referring to the President’s request for
a substitute—that was not the deal he
made.

So we need to all remember what
happened was that in August of 2011,
after the American people were aroused
and spoke strongly in the 2010 election,
the debt ceiling was reached. We
couldn’t borrow any more money.
Since we are borrowing almost 40 cents
out of every dollar, it amounted to a
40-percent cut in spending, had we not
raised the debt ceiling. So it was im-
portant to raise the debt ceiling, but it
was also important to do something
about the surging debt. So a bipartisan
agreement was reached, and the agree-
ment essentially said we will reduce
spending $2.1 trillion, and we will raise
the debt ceiling $2.1 trillion.

The good news, for those who wanted
to keep spending, was that we spread
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the spending cuts over 10 years. But we
have already reached the debt ceiling
again. We have already spent $2 trillion
more than we took in. We have to deal
with that again very soon.

I would like to say this to my col-
leagues: That agreement called for no
tax increases; it called for a modest re-
duction in the growth of spending. In-
stead of going up $10 trillion, it would
g0 up $8 trillion. Instead of adding $9
trillion to the debt of the TUnited
States, we would add $7 trillion to the
debt of America by simply constraining
the rate of growth in spending. It was
not cutting spending. Except the way
the sequester part of that agreement
was reached, the cuts fell dispropor-
tionately on defense and maybe a few
other programs. And over 10 years, de-
fense would take a real cut. This isn’t
war costs. This is a fundamental prob-
lem.

What I would say to my colleagues is
this: Please don’t come in and say,
there are loopholes we can close or we
can tax the rich more here and we can
do this, that, and the other in order to
bring in more revenue and to spend
more. You see? But we agreed to a new
baseline in spending. It passed the
House and the Senate and the Presi-
dent signed it into law. He agreed to it.
And he was the one who insisted on the
sequester, even though he has denied it
since. He got that, he and his budget
director, Mr. Lew, whom he just pro-
moted to Secretary of the Treasury. So
he agreed to that. And closing loop-
holes is simply a tax increase, of
course.

So if we agree at some point to close
loopholes, it ought to be part of tax re-
form and it ought to be part of reduc-
ing the deficit, not funding new spend-
ing. Because, you see, we have agreed
to this new baseline. When the Presi-
dent says don’t do the sequester, the
sequester amounts to $1.1 trillion out
of the $2.1 trillion in reduced spending.
So he is talking about increasing
spending over the amount he just
agreed to 19 months ago. He is talking
about increasing spending at a time
this Nation has never faced a more se-
rious systemic financial debt crisis.
And his excuse is that we will close
loopholes.

But you see, reducing the amount of
new debt we incur over 10 years from $9
trillion in to $7 trillion is not enough.
The budget commission, experts, ev-
erybody knows—ask anyone in this
Senate, liberals and conservatives, and
I don’t think a single one would say
that increasing the debt by $7 trillion
over 10 years is good. Our current debt
is $16 trillion. This is not a healthy
trend.

We know we can’t give away the cuts
we just agreed to. What would we tell
the American people? We already told
them: We know you are unhappy that
we are raising the debt ceiling, we
know you are mad at us for putting the
country in this situation, but we are
going to cut spending, trust us. Trust
us. And then here we waltz in, less than
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2 years later, with the President saying
that we cannot cut as much as we
promised, as agreed to and signed into
law. He says that is too much. He tells
us that he is not going to help us find
a smarter, more effective way to do the
cuts.

I don’t think that is good policy.
What I urge my colleagues to do, and I
believe it is the right thing, is to make
the decision—and we have no choice
but to make it—that we are not going
to give up the little bit of spending
cuts we achieved in 2011, which are not
spending cuts but a small reduction in
growth in spending. We should advise
the President that we stand ready—and
I am confident I can speak for the Re-
publicans in this Chamber that we
stand ready—to try and spread those
cuts out in a way that is smarter and
is less painful, because everybody
should tighten their belt to help get
this country on a sound path. We are
willing to do that, but we should state
we are not willing to allow the Presi-
dent to breach his agreement—as Mr.
Woodward said, the deal he made—that
he signed, that is in law and that has
created a new spending baseline. We
should not give up on that 19 months
after we agreed to it. What a mockery
that makes of the integrity of our gov-
ernment and the commitment to fiscal
responsibility.

Let’s work together on this. We had a
big tax increase in January and a
spending agreement in August of 2011.
So now let’s get on with it and operate
in the world we are in. I don’t believe
we will avoid the sequester by raising
taxes and increasing spending over the
level to which we agreed. It won’t hap-
pen. So we might as well get serious
and figure out a way to help make this
work in a more rational way.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today, as
we debate proposals for avoiding the
so-called sequester, we find ourselves
in a uniquely awkward position. Not
only is there general disagreement
about what brought us here, who is re-
sponsible, who is to blame, et cetera,
but we also disagree about where
“here’’ is to begin with.

President Obama has been touring
the country giving speeches describing
just how bad the sequester will be and
why Republicans are to blame for it.
This is, of course, par for the course for
this President, whose motto seems to
be: Why solve a problem when you can
campaign on it? You would think, after
having won the election, the President
would be the first to acknowledge the
election is over. But nearly 4 months
after election day, the President’s cam-
paign road show continues.

The problem with the President’s se-
questration campaign is that, once
again, his claims are at odds with the
facts. Everyone in Washington knows
that, despite the President’s efforts to
put the blame on Republicans, the se-
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quester was his idea to begin with. The
record is clear and it is not in dispute.
The idea for the sequester was pitched
by the President’s then-OMB Director
Jack Lew as a negotiating tactic to get
Republicans to vote in favor of raising
the debt ceiling. Not only did the idea
originate in the White House, the
President threatened to veto House-
passed legislation designed to replace
the sequester.

Moreover, in these final weeks lead-
ing up to the March 1 deadline, the
President spent more time on his na-
tional sequestration campaign than he
has in sitting down with Republicans
to reach an agreement on a replace-
ment package. So if the sequester goes
into effect—and at this point it appears
it will—the American people should
not blame Republicans in Congress,
who have been working in earnest to
replace it. No, the blame should fall
squarely on President Obama, who pro-
posed the idea in the first place and has
refused to work on a passable solution.

So that is how we got here. The big-
ger, more complicated problem is de-
termining where ‘‘here” actually is.
The President and his allies have spent
a lot of time misleading the American
people on that as well.

If you describe the sequester using
the worst possible numbers, it is an $85
billion reduction from $3.5 trillion of
yearly Federal outlays—yes, that is $85
billion out of $3.500 trillion. When all is
said and done, it is a reduction of less
than 2.5 percent from overall Federal
spending. And, as the Congressional
Budget Office has made clear, not all of
the $85 billion in reduction will even
take the form of reduced spending this
year. Even if it did, keep in mind that
$85 billion would represent less than 9
days of Federal spending, based on the
rate of spending last year. Once again,
that is if you describe it in the worst
possible terms.

For a moment, let’s go with those
numbers.

The President would have the Amer-
ican people believe that a 2.4-percent
reduction in Federal spending out of
$3.6 trillion will cripple our govern-
ment and irreparably damage our econ-
omy, even an economy that the Presi-
dent must have felt was strong enough
to absorb a $600 billion tax hike back
on New Year’s Day. The ramifications
of the 2.4-percent spending reduction
are so great, according to the President
and his allies here in Congress, that
the only alternative is to raise taxes
yet again.

I will be the first to admit there are
better, more responsible ways to re-
duce the deficit than the President’s
indiscriminate sequester. But these
scare tactics don’t even pass the laugh
test. Does the President really expect
the American people to believe our
government is so fragile it cannot ab-
sorb a 2.4-percent spending cut—Iless
than 9 days’ worth of Federal spend-
ing—without inflicting massive dam-
age on the American people and our
economy? Apparently so.
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Once again, I am describing the se-
quester in the worst possible terms just
to demonstrate the outlandish nature
of the President’s arguments. However,
when you look at whether the seques-
ter even represents a reduction in
spending, you find the claims are even
more absurd. In fact, when you look at
whether we are cutting spending at all
relative to past periods, you can easily
see we are not, even with the sequester.

The so-called spending cuts in the se-
quester are measured against 2010
spending levels. We should all remem-
ber that in fiscal year 2010, spending
levels were highly elevated as a result
of the President’s stimulus and other
“temporary’’ spending measures passed
in response to the financial crisis and
recession. So, in other words, the se-
quester reduces spending only if you
are measuring against an extremely
high baseline that was, at that time,
supposed to be temporary.

Whether something is an increase or
decrease depends on what you are
measuring against. If you measure rel-
ative to a big number—such as the
Democrat-fueled spending of 2010—then
proposed spending looks like a cut. But
if you look at spending levels relative
to more reasonable spending baselines,
you will find that future spending will
actually be up even with the sequester
in place. For example, you will see
what post-sequestration spending looks
like relative to a more reasonable base-
line.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, baseline estimates for post-
sequester discretionary budget author-
ity total $978 billion for fiscal year
2013. The average during the Bush
years, in inflation-adjusted fiscal year
2013 dollars, was $957 billion. Neither of
these figures includes spending on wars
or emergencies, so this is an apples-to-
apples comparison.

In adjusted current dollar terms,
post-sequester spending this year will
be more than $20 billion higher than
the average during the Bush years.
Someone may have to refresh my mem-
ory, but I don’t believe the government
ceased to function during the Bush
years. I certainly don’t remember hear-
ing anyone express concern about the
elimination of basic governmental
services. In fact, I don’t think anyone
remembers the Bush years as being a
time of spending restraint here in
Washington. Indeed, we have all heard
President Obama claim it was the ex-
travagant spending of the Bush admin-
istration that, in part, caused our cur-
rent budget woes. Yet now the Presi-
dent is telling the American people
that a return to those spending levels
will devastate our country, leaving
children hungry and our border unpro-
tected.

Not surprisingly, the President and
the Democratic leadership’s solution to
this problem is more tax hikes, which
makes these claims about the impact
of sequestration all the more trans-
parent. Indeed, it appears that the
President’s current campaign on the
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sequester is less about reaching an
agreement to replace the sequester
than it is about satisfying his drive to
once again raise Americans’ taxes
while also serving his desire to vilify
Republicans, no matter what the costs
to the American people.

I don’t want to minimize the nega-
tive impact the sequester may have in
some areas. I think there are very few
of us who would not like to see the
President’s indiscriminate sequester
replaced with more responsible spend-
ing reduction alternatives. There are
alternatives to the approach we are de-
bating today. But whatever we do, we
should do it through regular order.

Today we are yet again debating a
bill that has bypassed the relevant
committees of jurisdiction. Regular
order has become the exception rather
than the rule around here, which is ex-
tremely frustrating I think to both
sides. There are consequences to skip-
ping the established committee proc-
ess. If legislation does not go through
the relevant committee, it is not stud-
ied and vetted. It simply shows up out
of the majority leader’s office before
anyone has a chance to even look it
over. Bypassing regular order is simply
shortsighted. Yes, short-circuiting the
committee process prevents Members
from having to take tough votes in
committee. But taking tough votes to
enact legislation is part of being in the
Senate—or at least it used to be. These
days, no one in the majority has to
take a difficult vote. The majority
leader has made sure of that.

I have a chart that has the title
‘“Honest Leadership and Open Govern-
ment.” You can see the large letters at
the top and the small letters right
against the podium Senator REID is at.
My friends on the other side of the
aisle won the Senate majority in the
2006 elections by campaigning on this
theme. Unfortunately, in the 6 years
since they have been running things
here in the Senate, things have gone
exactly the other way. Backroom deals
are the rule, regular order is the excep-
tion, open government is the casualty,
and committees are ignored with
aplomb.

I have and will continue to urge my
colleagues to support the restoration of
regular order here in the Senate be-
cause, in the end, it yields better legis-
lative results, and it is a much more
fair way to legislate and involves ev-
erybody, not just a few people in one
office.

Despite the fact that the President
and congressional Democrats just got
over $600 billion in tax increases out of
the fiscal cliff deal, the Democratic
leadership’s bill that we are debating
today contains even more tax in-
creases.

The Congressional Budget Office
wrote earlier this month that over the
next 10 years, revenues as a percent of
GDP will average 18.9 percent. Over the
last 40 years, according to CBO, reve-
nues have averaged 17.9 percent of
GDP. So over the next 10 years, Fed-
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eral revenues are set to exceed the his-
torical average.

At the same time, government spend-
ing, which is projected by CBO to reach
about 23 percent of GDP in 2023—an
historical average—will be on an up-
ward trajectory and will remain far in
excess of the 40-year average of 21 per-
cent. So the problem is not that the
American people are undertaxed, it is
that Washington is overspending.

Given this basic point, I have filed a
motion to commit the Democratic
leadership’s bill to the Finance Com-
mittee to strike all the revenue in-
creases and replace them with spending
cuts. And to help further the process, 1
have prepared a menu of spending cut
options to select from. These proposals
come from Dr. ToMm COBURN’s book,
“Back in Black: A Deficit Reduction
Plan.”

During the 2008 campaign, the Presi-
dent promised to find spending cuts by
going through the budget, line by line.
Dr. COBURN has done what the Presi-
dent promised but failed to do. Today,
I am drawing from a small body of Dr.
COBURN’s hard work.

For instance, instead of the latest in-
carnation of the Buffett tax, we could,
according to ‘‘Back in Black,” save $71
billion over 10 years by instituting a 5-
year freeze on locality pay adjustments
for Federal workers or we could reduce
travel budgets of Federal agencies.
That would save just over $43 billion
over 10 years.

Another revenue increase in the ma-
jority leader’s bill that could be re-
placed with a spending cut is the elimi-
nation of what some Democrats have
described as a tax break for shipping
jobs overseas. Indeed, we have seen this
proposal pop up several times over the
last few years.

However, as some may recall, the
Chief of Staff of the Joint Committee
on Taxation wrote a letter to Senator
STABENOW and Representative PAS-
CRELL, the authors of a bill to close
this so-called loophole, that stated,

Under present law, there are no specific
tax credits or disallowances of deductions
solely for locating jobs in the United States
or overseas.

I previously challenged my col-
leagues to come and point out to me if
they thought that was incorrect. To
date, no one has tried to meet that
challenge. Yet efforts continue to raise
a tax under the guise of closing a loop-
hole where no loophole exists.

One spending cut from Dr. COBURN’s
book that could be used as a substitute
for closing the Democrats’ phantom
loophole is to reduce the Federal lim-
ousine fleet back to the level it was in
2008. According to Dr. COBURN’s book,
the government owned 238 limousines
in 2008. By 2010, that number had grown
to 412. What changed in government be-
tween 2008 and 2010 that required an in-
crease of over 73 percent in the number
of limousines needed to shuttle bureau-
crats? If anyone knows, please let the
American people know. Going back to
the 2008 level of Federal limousines
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would save the government $115.5 mil-
lion over 10 years.

There are numerous other places
where we can cut spending imme-
diately. Instead of pursuing the Demo-
crats’ tax hike strategy or the Presi-
dent’s indiscriminate sequester, we
should instead sensibly restrain spend-
ing through proposals such as these.

I anticipate that some of my friends
on the other side will argue we should
pursue these spending cuts in addition
to passing more tax hikes. My response
is that we should be saving all of these
revenue raisers for future tax reform
efforts.

There is a growing bipartisan con-
sensus here in Congress in favor of
comprehensive tax reform. The leaders
in both the tax-writing committees are
committed to this effort, and I believe
we have a real opportunity to accom-
plish something on tax reform this
year. However, if we start closing loop-
holes and eliminating preferences now
in order to raise revenue to avoid the
sequester, they won’t be there to help
us lower marginal tax rates later on
when we are working on tax reform,
which will make an already difficult
process that much harder.

Ultimately, if we follow the path my
Democratic colleagues want us to take,
we will be raising taxes on the Amer-
ican people while at the same time
hampering future tax reform efforts.
This is simply not the way to go, par-
ticularly when there are perfectly rea-
sonable spending cuts available to re-
place the President’s sequester.

As I said, whatever we do, we ought
to do it through regular order. That is
why I have filed this motion to commit
and why I hope my colleagues will sup-
port it.

While I am waiting for someone to
represent the majority, because I am
going to have a unanimous consent re-
quest that I understand will be ob-
jected to and I want to protect the ma-
jority’s right to do that, as much as I
don’t agree with it. I know there is an
agreement in place for consideration of
the sequestration bill and I don’t want
to stand in the way. But at some point
we need to have a real bipartisan con-
versation about a return to regular
order. For too long we have been avoid-
ing the committee process here in the
Senate and I think the results speak
for themselves.

I want to work with my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to find a way
to restore the deliberative traditions of
the Senate by allowing the committees
to do its work. If we can return to reg-
ular order, the words ‘‘honest leader-
ship and open government’” will be
more than a campaign slogan. The
American people should expect nothing
else.

I understand my unanimous consent
will be objected to, and so I ask unani-
mous consent that I be immediately
recognized to make this unanimous
consent as soon as the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee
arrives.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
thank my friend from Utah for his
comments. I think it is important,
since we have two votes coming up
starting in less than 30 minutes, that
we talk a little bit about the back-
ground, where we are today and what
we are going to be faced with in these
votes and what the options are.

Back about 5 weeks ago, when it
looked as though sequestration was
going to kick in, there was concern. I
understand there is a lot of concern on
the domestic side and on the defense
side, but my concern is mainly on the
defense side. I am the ranking member
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. I am concerned about what has
been happening under this administra-
tion in the last 4 years, the disarming
of America and the devastation that
has taken place already. A lot of people
do not realize, under this administra-
tion we are now projecting cuts already
to hit $487 billion in defense.

If sequestration should come in, it
would raise that to $1 trillion, and $1
trillion over that period of time is, in
fact, devastating. The Secretary of De-
fense, Leon Panetta, came out imme-
diately and said: This cannot happen;
we cannot adequately defend America
if we allow this to take place. He was
talking about sequestration.

Sequestration, I think people kind of
lose sight of what it is. It is the equal
cutting all the way across all of these
accounts in order to come up with a
savings, which I think is kind of inter-
esting. Here we are talking about all
this anguish we are going through
right now just for $1.2 trillion, when
you stop and realize in the President’s
own budget, over 4 years he has a $5.3
trillion increase. So we are talking
about 10 years to come up with $1.2
trillion when he was accountable for
$5.3 trillion in 4 years. That is not even
believable. When I say it back in my
State of Oklahoma they shake their
heads and think there must be some
miscommunication, it cannot be right.

The problem has been, in this admin-
istration, over the past 4 years all the
cuts have come from the military.
They have not come from anywhere
else. It is an oversimplification, but
you can make the statement that they
are cutting—I will yield to my friend
from Utah because I understand he has
a unanimous consent request. I will be
happy to do that, but I ask unanimous
consent the floor be returned to me.

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

The
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Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague for
his courtesy. I appreciate it.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that following the two cloture
votes today, it be in order for me to
make a motion to commit S. 388 to the
Finance Committee, the text of which
is at the desk, and the Senate proceed
immediately to vote on the motion
without intervening action or debate.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, this
Senator was probably not paying
enough attention. This is the Senator’s
motion to recommit?

Mr. HATCH. It is the motion to re-
commit.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I re-
spect my Ranking Member’s attempt
to alter the leader’s bill to strike the
revenue increases in this legislation.

However, I think time is at a pre-
mium and we need to consider the Reid
legislation today.

Recommitting the bill to the Finance
Committee will delay a solution to the
sequestration cuts for weeks, if not
months, and I believe most Members
believe we should address the issue
here and now. There is no time to
waste.

We will have a full opportunity to
discuss additional deficit reduction
ideas in the coming weeks when we
consider the budget resolution, the
continuing resolution and the exten-
sion of the debt limit.

I agree we need to cut our debt and
get our fiscal house in order. We know
there are places to trim the fat in Fed-
eral programs.

To give families and businesses cer-
tainty, we must agree on a balanced,
comprehensive plan to cut the debt
that includes both revenue and spend-
ing cuts. The math will not work any
other way.

A long-term balanced plan will
bridge the budget battles and make
real progress solving our deficit prob-
lem.

A balanced plan will also encourage
businesses to invest, enable investors
to return to the markets with con-
fidence, and, most importantly, put
Americans back to work in a growing
economy.

And I look forward to working with
Senator HATCH, taking on these fiscal
challenges and crafting policies that
create more jobs and spark economic
growth.

The only way we will be able to get
past these budget battles is by working
together—Republicans and Democrats,
House and Senate. We need to work to-
gether.

However, at this time I object to the
motion to recommit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Look, this place is not
being run on regular order. The com-
mittees are being ignored. The com-
mittees are established to be able to
intentionally look at these matters
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and hear both sides and hear the top
experts in the country. I feel very
badly that this simple motion has to be
objected to. I feel badly because I know
neither of the amendments that will be
filed, that will be heard or voted on,
are going to pass. One reason they will
not is because we have not followed the
regular order.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield.

Mr. INHOFE. I asked unanimous con-
sent I be recognized after the two of
you went through this. Can I inquire as
to about how much longer it will be? 1
am the author of the bill that is com-
ing up in just a few minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Chair indicate
the time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
22 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask which side has the 22 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority.

Mr. BAUCUS. I will be glad to yield
time to my friend from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate that. It is
my understanding, responding to my
friend, that the other author of this
bill, Senator TOOMEY, wants to be
heard for 2 minutes prior to the vote. I
would like to be heard for a few min-
utes of time.

Mr. BAUCUS. At this time?

Mr. INHOFE. Right after his time,
yes.

Mr. BAUCUS. I don’t fully under-
stand. I am happy to yield 10 minutes
to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate that.

Prior to the time we propounded the
unanimous consent request, I was talk-
ing about my frustration about what
has been happening fiscally in this Sen-
ate during the last 4 years and the
mere fact that under this administra-
tion we have increased deficits by $5.3
trillion. Now we are trying to come up
with something far less than that in a
period of 10 years. To me, people look
at that and say: What is this all about?
But that is not the reason I bring this
up.

I bring this up because the amount of
money that has come out of the mili-
tary is actually a reduction. If you
look at the increase in the spending in
the last 4 years, it has all come out of
defense accounts, so it is defense that
has taken the hits on this. Government
has expanded approximately 30 percent
across the board. At the same time our
military has been reduced in terms of
our budget for defense accounts.

Anyway, when this came up a few
weeks ago, I thought it was not going
to happen. I thought we were going to
have something come up and change
this whole idea of having to make
these reductions. So what I did at that
time was draft a bill. The bill merely
said if we are stuck with sequestration,
let’s allow the chiefs—speaking of the
military—to reevaluate everything
that is included so they can look and
see where we can take cuts and it will
not be as devastating.
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In fact, I called each one of the five
service chiefs and I said: Would it be
less devastating if you were able to
take the same amount of money out
but take it out selectively, out of ac-
counts where it would be not as signifi-
cant?

They said: Yes, it would.

I said: Would you be able to prepare
for this in the next 4 years?

The answer is yes. That is where we
are today. They said they are able to
do that.

The frustrating fact is this Presi-
dent—I am getting criticized on both
sides. People are saying you are giving
too much to the President. We are not
because we have safeguards in here,
which I will explain in a minute. But at
the same time, the President comes
out and says he will issue a veto threat
against this bill. What does this do? It
gives flexibility for the President.

I am going to read something. This is
a statement that President Obama said
on February 19, 2013. He said:

Now, if Congress allows this meat-cleaver
approach to take place, it will jeopardize our
military readiness; it will eviscerate job-cre-
ating investments in education and energy
and medical research. It won’t consider
whether we are cutting some bloated pro-
gram that has outlived its usefulness, or a
vital service that Americans depend on every
single day. It doesn’t make those distinc-
tions.

He goes on to say that he wants that
flexibility. This is the President asking
for it on February 19, 2013. Here we
come along with a bill that gives him
that flexibility with certain restric-
tions so that he can’t pick and choose
areas that we find are against the pol-
icy that has been set. I will give an ex-
ample.

We had the National Defense Author-
ization Act. It was one that took
months and months to put together. It
took a long time to put together, and
we made evaluations, with a limited
budget, on what we could do. All this
does is say if we have to make some
changes from the across-the-board cut,
let’s make them consistent with the
National Defense Authorization Act.

In other words, all those weeks and
months of work by the Senate Armed
Services Committee and, I might say,
the House Armed Services Committee
would not be in vain. Those cuts would
be consistent with the intent, to make
sure the President would do this.

A lot of people say we can’t trust the
President; he is going to put more cuts
in places where it would not be in keep-
ing with what the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee wants. But we have a
provision called a congressional dis-
approval mechanism. That means if the
President doesn’t do what the intent of
this legislation is, then we can go
ahead and disapprove it.

We have those two safeguards. One is
they have to follow the criteria that is
consistent with the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the national de-
fense authorization bill, which is the
House and the Senate. To be sure we
will be able to do that it has the dis-
approval mechanism.
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People do not realize the costs of
this. If you take the same amount of
money that we are talking about in se-
questration and allow the service
chiefs to massage this and make
changes, give them flexibility to go
after programs that are not as signifi-
cant as some that might otherwise be
cut—the bill allows the President to
listen to the advice of his military
leadership and offset some of the dev-
astating impacts of sequestration. If
the sequester is allowed to take place
and the congressional resolution is not
fixed, the Department of Defense
stands to waste billions of dollars
through the cancellation of contracts.

People don’t think about this. We
make commitments backed by the
United Sates of America that we are
going to do certain things. A lot of
these are contracts such that if they
are terminated it could cost quite a bit
of money.

The termination of multiyear con-
tracts is something that we would be
concerned about. Providing the Depart-
ment of Defense flexibility to deter-
mine how these cuts will be imple-
mented will let us take this into con-
sideration.

At this point, I ask the Senator from
Pennsylvania how much time he would
like for his concluding remarks.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I
will only ask for a minute or two to
make my closing comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ap-
preciate that very much. He has been a
great partner. I have given a back-
ground of what went on 5 weeks ago
and our discussions with the service
chiefs. I was hoping this day would not
come and that we would not be faced
with the continued devastation of our
military, but the time is here. Tomor-
row is the 1st of the month.

The Senator from Pennsylvania and I
have come up with a bill that will be
voted on, and it will minimize the dam-
age and still preserve the cuts that are
mandated and are out there.

One of the problems we have not
talked about is the continuing resolu-
tion. When I was talking to the dif-
ferent service chiefs, one was General
Odierno, who is in the Army. He said
that just as devastating as how the CR
is set up, this corrects that problem at
the same time. We have something
that is not going to cost any more
money. Believe me, a lot of my closest
friends—for instance, in the House of
Representatives—think it is a good
thing that we are making these manda-
tory cuts. They cannot argue with
that, but we can at least minimize the
damage in these cuts.

I will read something that shocked
me when I saw the President had
issued—I am not sure if it is a veto
message. I am told it was a veto mes-
sage.

Here we have a bill that gives him
flexibility with the restrictions we
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talked about. Yet he says he is now
going to veto it. It is worth reading
this again, and we need to make sure
we get this in the RECORD.

This is his quote on February 19, 2013.
This is the President speaking.

Now, if Congress allows this meat-cleaver
approach to take place, it will jeopardize our
military readiness; it will eviscerate job-cre-
ating investments in education and energy
and medical research. It won’t consider
whether we’re cutting some bloated program
that has outlived its usefulness, or a vital
service that Americans depend on every sin-
gle day. It doesn’t make those distinctions.

We are now giving him a vehicle that
makes those distinctions so we have
that flexibility. It has the safeguards
to take care of the problems that have
been brought up. I think it is not a
good solution, but right now it is the
only solution.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
would like to thank and compliment
the Senator from Oklahoma, who has
been a terrific leader and ally. I appre-
ciate his hard work and the work prod-
uct we have come up with.

At the end of the day, it is not com-
plicated. It is pretty simple. Do we go
ahead with indiscriminate across-the-
board cuts that give us no ability
whatsoever to establish priorities, to
recognize that some spending is more
important than others, or do we adopt
this flexibility approach and give to
the President of the United States the
flexibility for him to turn to his serv-
ice chiefs and say to them: Folks, is
there a better way to do this? I am sure
they know best what their needs are. 1
am sure they can come up with a bet-
ter set of spending cuts than these
across-the-board cuts that are in law.

Similarly, on the nondefense side,
any competent middle manager of any
business in America knows that when
they have to tighten their belt, they go
through and prioritize. So when the
President and the Secretary of Trans-
portation go around the country say-
ing: Oh, we are going to have to lay off
air traffic controllers; we are going to
have to shut down towers; we are going
to have delays, none of it is necessary.
It is not necessary if we pass this legis-
lation because it would give the Presi-
dent the flexibility to cut the items
that would not be disruptive to our
economy, and it would not be disrup-
tive in any meaningful way.

I gave the example earlier of the
FAA. The FAA would have more
money postsequester than what the
President even asked for. Obviously,
what the President needs is the discre-
tion to be able to make some cuts
where they can be best be borne.

After having a total budget that has
grown 100 percent over the last 12
years, we can find the 2.3 percent that
is needed now. These are flexibility
measures we would give the President
for the remainder of this fiscal year.
Thereafter, the savings we will achieve
will happen through the spending caps
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and, therefore, will be decided by the
Appropriations Committee.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Republican alternative.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, ear-
lier this week, I shared with the Senate
the consequences of sequestration for
the budget of the Department of State
and foreign operations and its impact
on the security of the United States.
Funding for the entire Department of
State and foreign operations budget
amounts to only about 1 percent of the
Federal budget, not the 15 or 20 percent
some mistakenly believe.

That 1 percent includes funding to
operate our embassies and consulates
in over 290 countries, to carry out di-
plomacy in dangerous environments
like Syria, Afghanistan, and Pakistan,
respond to humanitarian crises, and
build alliances with security and trad-
ing partners. Sequestration would
harm these efforts by cutting assist-
ance for diplomatic security at a time
when everyone agrees we need to do
more to protect our Foreign Service of-
ficers overseas.

On the development side, sequestra-
tion will mean cuts to global health
programs that prevent the spread of
AIDS and pay for vaccines for children,
protect maternal health, and combat
malaria and tuberculosis. It will also
mean reductions for funding for dis-
aster and refugee aid at a time when an
increasing number of victims of
drought, famine, and extremist vio-
lence around the world need assistance.

As has been pointed out repeatedly,
sequestration was included in the
Budget Control Act as an incentive to
negotiate. The idea was that it would
have such catastrophic consequences
that rational minds would replace it
with a thoughtful and balanced ap-
proach to deficit reduction.

That has not happened. To the con-
trary, just 1 day before the sequester is
to take effect, our friends on the other
side of the aisle, who favor cutting gov-
ernment programs and particularly
those that help the neediest, seem to
have decided that they would rather
see sequestration take effect rather
than close tax loopholes that only ben-
efit the wealthy and pad growing cor-
porate profits.

However, as President Obama and
others have been warning for weeks, al-
lowing these Draconian cuts to go into
effect tomorrow will have a tremen-
dously negative impact on jobs all
across the country and on essential
services provided by our government.

The American people elected us to
come to Washington to work together
and make tough decisions. It is well
past time for a certain amount of rea-
sonableness to come back to Congress.
I have always believed that a balanced
approach of pairing decreased spending
with increased revenues is a far better
way to deal with our budget deficits
than sequestration. That is what we
did with President Clinton in the 1990s,
and we saw record budget surpluses.
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We simply cannot cut our way out of
this deficit. We created this situation
partly by putting two wars on the Na-
tion’s credit card. We already have re-
duced the debt by $2.5 trillion, with the
vast majority of those savings coming
from spending cuts. Just as most pri-
vate businesses adjust their prices pru-
dently over time, we cannot finish the
job of deficit reduction through spend-
ing cuts alone.

We must understand that even in
these difficult budgetary times we can-
not sacrifice the future of critical Fed-
eral programs in education, in health
care, and in national security that af-
fect hard-working families across the
country, every single day. The Amer-
ican people want and expect us to take
a balanced approach. They know it
isn’t wise to protect endless corporate
loopholes and tax breaks for the
wealthiest Americans instead of invest-
ing in our schools, our factories, our
roads, and our workers. Yes, they want
us to get our books in order—but in a
balanced way where everyone pulls
equally.

Today the Senate has the oppor-
tunity to avoid this devastating se-
quester by voting for the American
Family HEconomic Protection Act,
which does just that. This balanced
legislation will delay sequestration by
replacing it with a combination of new
revenues and targeted spending cuts.
These spending cuts would reduce the
deficit in a responsible way, elimi-
nating unnecessary direct payments
and farm subsidies and implementing
reasonable and responsible defense
spending reductions beginning when
the war in Afghanistan is expected to
end. This legislation would also gen-
erate revenue, equal to the amount of
spending cuts included, by eliminating
oil industry tax loopholes, denying de-
ductions to companies that ship jobs
overseas, and ensuring that million-
aires do not pay a smaller share of
their incomes in taxes than the typical
middle-class family.

The American Family Economic Pro-
tection Act provides us with a clear,
balanced proposal that would avoid the
devastation of sequestration. I look
forward to the opportunity to support
this responsible approach to deficit re-
duction and hope all Senators will join
me in doing the same.

If we choose to not act responsibly
and do not pass this legislation today,
I am afraid sequestration will go for-
ward and would mean devastating cuts
around the country and for Vermont.
Without action, sequestration would
mean that Vermont schools would lose
more than $2.5 million for primary and
secondary education and the education
of children with disabilities, while put-
ting the jobs of teachers and aides at
risk. Vermont would stand to lose
more than $1 million in environmental
funding to ensure clean water and air
quality, as well as prevent pollution
from pesticides and hazardous waste.

Vermont would lose roughly $2.6 mil-
lion in funding for medical research
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and innovation funding from NIH and
$400,000 in funding from the National
Science Foundation, costing the State
53 jobs. Vermont would lose funding for
the grants that support law enforce-
ment, prosecution and courts, crime
prevention and education, corrections,
drug treatment and enforcement, and
crime victim and witness initiatives.
Sequestration would mean Vermont
would lose $101,000 in funding for job
search assistance, referral, and place-
ment, meaning 3,700 fewer people will
get the help and skills they need to
find employment, just when they need
it most.

In Vermont, sequestration would im-
pact public health. Fewer children will
receive vaccines for diseases such as
measles, mumps, rubella, tetanus,
whooping cough, influenza, and hepa-
titis B due to reduced funding for vac-
cinations. Across-the-board cuts mean
Vermont will lose about $270,000 in
grants to help prevent and treat sub-
stance abuse, resulting in around 500
fewer admissions to substance abuse
programs. And the Vermont Depart-
ment of Health will lose about $55,000
resulting in around 1,400 fewer HIV
tests. Sequestration would mean the
state would lose funding used to pro-
vide meals for seniors and services to
victims of domestic violence.

If we do not pass the American Fam-
ily Economic Protection Act today,
our States will lose funding for com-
munity development block grants and
housing vouchers helping to put a roof
over families’ heads, we will lose fund-
ing for cancer screenings, childcare,
and Head Start programs helping to
get our Nation’s children ready for
school.

We cannot afford to allow this self-
inflicted devastation move to forward.
The bottom line is that getting our fis-
cal house in order must go hand in
hand with policies that promote eco-
nomic growth, create jobs, and
strengthen the middle class—all things
that President Obama and Democrats
in both Houses of Congress are eager to
do if only we had more cooperation
from our friends across the aisle. We
simply cannot cut our way out of this.
We cannot allow an unbalanced ap-
proach that would once again require
that deficit reduction be achieved sole-
ly through spending cuts, and would
disproportionately impact low-income
Americans and middle-class families.
And we should not allow politics and
posturing to dictate our actions here
today. The American people expect
more from us. I hope the Senate will
end the filibuster of this legislation
and allow an up-or-down vote so that
we can show our constituents that we
are capable of putting the interests of
the Nation first.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the sequestration spending cuts that
are scheduled to begin tomorrow would
cause pain and hardship across our
country. These cuts will be devastating
to workers, small businesses, middle
class families, and children.
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The list of essential programs and
services that will be affected by seques-
tration is long. So today, I would like
to focus on just a few of the more than
50 agencies funded by the Financial
Services and General Government Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, which I
chair.

My subcommittee helps small busi-
nesses get the loans they need. It keeps
Wall Street watchdogs on the job. And
it funds the agencies that stand up for
consumers and stand guard against un-
fair and deceptive business practices.
But the largest single appropriation in
my subcommittee goes to our Nation’s
tax collector—the IRS.

At about $12 billion, the IRS budget
is a major expense. But cutting the IRS
budget is short-sighted instead of re-
ducing our deficit, shrinking the IRS
makes our deficit larger.

That’s because short-changing the
IRS makes it easier for tax cheats to
avoid paying what they owe.

Last year alone, about $400 billion in
taxes owed were never paid.

Mr. President, I was a CEO for many
years. If there is one thing I learned in
my time at ADP, it is that you can’t
run a company without revenues. And
you surely can’t run a country without
revenues. The sequestration plan Re-
publicans insisted on will slash the IRS
and sacrifice revenues. In fact, for
every dollar the sequester cuts from
the IRS, our deficit will increase by at
least $4.

These cuts make no sense. But these
IRS budget cuts are just the beginning
of our problems. Under sequestration,
as many as 1,900 small businesses won’t
get loans, which would mean 22,000
fewer jobs at a time when millions are
looking for work. Wall Street watch-
dogs like the SEC and CFTC will be
forced to go home, leaving investors on
Main Street vulnerable to wolves on
Wall Street. And cuts to the Judiciary
could jeopardize one of the most impor-
tant aspects of our life: the safety of
our families. That is because we will
have fewer probation officers to super-
vise criminal offenders in our commu-
nities. Courtrooms will be less safe be-
cause of cuts to their security systems.
And cuts to mental health and drug
treatment programs could lead to more
offenders relapsing into lives of crime.

The Federal Bar Association agrees.
They wrote in a letter last week to
Chairman MIKULSKI and me that, Fund-
ing reductions could jeopardize the su-
pervision of thousands of persons under
pretrial release and convicted felons
released from federal prisons, compro-
mising public safety in communities
across the Nation.

Mr. President, I voted against the
legislation that put us on the path to
sequestration because I was concerned
about the effects of reckless cuts on ev-
eryday Americans. Just look at what
sequestration will do to Head Start a
program that helps our most vulner-
able children learn how to learn: 70,000
kids could be kicked out of Head Start,
including 1,300 in New Jersey.
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We had a chance today to vote on a
bill to replace these cuts with a bal-
anced approach to deficit reduction,
but our Republican colleagues insisted
on protecting loopholes for the wealthy
and big corporations. I hope that they
will reconsider their position in the
coming weeks, and work with us to
undo these damaging cuts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask
for an opportunity to respond to the
Senator from Pennsylvania and then
yield to the Senator from Iowa.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, we
just met with Secretary of Transpor-
tation Ray LaHood, a former Congress-
man from Illinois. He said the opposite
of what the Senator from Pennsylvania
said. The Secretary of Transportation
said exactly the opposite of what the
Senator just said.

The sequestration is going to force
him to reduce the payroll in his depart-
ment. The largest payroll source is the
Federal Aviation Administration and
the largest cohort within that adminis-
tration is the air traffic controllers.
Sequestration is going to result in an
announcement by the Department of
Transportation within the next several
days—if we don’t avoid it with a vote
on this Senate floor—of restrictions on
airports across the United States be-
cause of sequestered air traffic control-
lers.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
will when I am finished.

We know we are going to have to tell
them they are only going to be able to
work 4 days out of the week. It is
mindless to stand on the Senate floor
and say we can cut $1 billion out of the
Department of Transportation and no
one will feel it. Come on. Get real. We
have 7 months left in this year. These
agencies are trying to come up with
the savings, and the only places they
can turn are very limited.

Ashton Carter, Deputy Secretary of
Defense, just went through with what
they are facing. These are not easy be-
cause the sequestration was never
meant to be easy. It is hard.

Please don’t sugarcoat it and say
there is a magic wand out there to find
$1 billion in the Department of Trans-
portation and that if the President
would just look closely, I am sure we
can do it. It is not that simple.

The Senator has been involved in the
supercommittee, and he has been in-
volved in looking at this budget. He
knows that on a bipartisan basis we
can find savings. There is money to be
saved in every single agency of govern-
ment, but you don’t do it with a heavy-
handed sequester approach.

Please don’t suggest we are favoring
the idea of air traffic control being
limited in America. I want it expanded.
Unfortunately, the sequestration is
going to limit it in the State of Illinois
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and in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania.

I will yield for the Senator’s ques-
tion.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, it is
hard for me to follow this. The Senator
is decrying the effects of the sequestra-
tion, and what Senator INHOFE and I
are offering is a way to minimize the
damage.

In the President’s submitted request
for the FAA, did he contemplate laying
off air traffic controllers or closing
towers? I know the answer. The Presi-
dent’s budget—which he submitted to
Congress and is a public document—re-
quested a certain funding for the FAA.

Mr. DURBIN. For the next fiscal
year?

Mr. TOOMEY. For the current fiscal
year, the President’s most recent re-
quest. The President’s request was for
less money than the FAA will have if
the sequester goes through. I don’t
think the President was planning to
lay off air traffic controllers.

Mr. DURBIN. Reclaiming my time,
this is getting perilously close to a de-
bate, which I will tell those in attend-
ance never happens on the floor of the
Senate. I will tell the Senator at this
time we are dealing with the CR and
last year’s appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation; that is
what Secretary LaHood is using. He is
using the Budget Control Act numbers.
So the President’s request, notwith-
standing—I am not sure how the Sen-
ator voted, but there was a bipartisan
vote for limiting the amount of money
that could be spent in this fiscal year.
I voted for it, and that is what the Sec-
retary is operating under.

The reality is this: Even with the
Inhofe amendment, $1 billion has to be
cut from the Department of Transpor-
tation, and the flexibility notwith-
standing, the options are so limited at
this point in time.

I will tell the Senator pointblank
that I believe we need to reduce this
deficit. Sequestration is a terrible way,
but there is an alternative. There will
be an alternative this afternoon, and
we will ask the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania and to the Senator from Okla-
homa: Are they prepared to say we are
going to limit the direct agriculture
support payments to farmers who have
had the most profitable years in their
lives and don’t need them? Are they
prepared to say that people making $5
million a year in income ought to pay
the same tax rate as the secretaries
who work for them? If they are, we can
avoid the worst parts of the sequestra-
tion. If they are not, be prepared, we
are in for a pretty rough ride.

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. This has been very in-
teresting. This is not what I was going
to speak on. I was going to speak on
the amount of cuts we have already
taken in our appropriations bill on
Labor, Health, Human Services, Edu-
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cation, NIH, and Centers for Disease
Control.

I could not help but hear my friend
from Pennsylvania talk about the
President’s budget as though that is
controlling this. Would the Repub-
licans want to adopt everything in the
President’s budget? I don’t think so.
They might want to select this or that
or this or that, but are we now hearing
from my friends on the other side that
we should just carte blanche
rubberstamp the President’s budget? I
sure hope not.

I remind my friends that the Con-
stitution of the United States clearly
says this body has two functions: tax-
ing and spending—not the President
and not the executive branch. The ex-
ecutive branch can propose whatever
budget they want, it is up to us to de-
cide both how to collect the taxpayers’
money and how to spend it. It does not
matter to me exactly what the Presi-
dent proposes. What I want to know is
how do we—as Senators and as Con-
gressmen—feel about where we should
be investing our money and on what we
ought to be spending the taxpayers’
money.

The idea that somehow the Presi-
dent’s budget says this or that and that
people can pick and choose whatever
they want with it, I submit again, I
will bet my friends on the other side
will not say: We will just adopt the
President’s budget as it is and we will
go with that. I don’t think they are
ready to do that. I would not even do
that for a President of my own party.

I wish to talk a second, again, about
sort of the intransigence on the part of
my friends on the Republican side—not
only in this body but in the other
body—of not countenancing any other
funding or raising of revenues. I keep
hearing the Speaker say: We gave reve-
nues last month, that we had $700 bil-
lion of revenues last month; now it is
time to talk about spending cuts.

What the Speaker has done is he has
drawn an arbitrary starting line of
January 2013. What about last year and
the year before when we adopted over
$1.4 trillion in spending cuts that have
already been adopted? What about the
starting line there? That is when we
started to address the $4 trillion we
needed by 2020 to stabilize our debt.

We have come up with about $1.4 tril-
lion in spending cuts and about $700
billion in revenue. It is not the idea
that we have already given up and that
we have collected enough revenue.
That is not it at all. Going forward we
need a balance between revenues and
spending cuts.

I want to read some of the things we
have done in our own committee last
yvear. We had $1.3 billion in cuts. We
eliminated the education technology
state grants, which a lot of people kind
of liked. The Even Start Program was
eliminated. The tech-prep education
state grants were eliminated. The men-
toring children of prisoners was elimi-
nated; the foreign language assistance
was eliminated; the civic education
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was eliminated; The Alcohol Abuse Re-
duction Program was eliminated. The
career pathways innovation fund was
eliminated.

Many of these programs were started
by my friends on the Republican side
at some time in the past, some were
started by Democrats, but most of
them were started jointly with Repub-
lican and Democrats. What I am point-
ing out is that we have already cut a
lot of things out of Health and Human
Services, education, NIH, and the Cen-
ters for Disease Control. I can tell that
you Dr. Francis Collins, the head of
NIH, warned that the sequester will
slash another $1.6 billion from NIH’s
budget at the very time when we are on
the cusp of having some good break-
throughs in medical research. A lot of
medical researchers have been lined up
and doing some great programs out
there. Now all of a sudden they are
going to have the rug pulled out from
underneath them, but that is what is
going to happen.

I might mention the kids with dis-
abilities and what is going to happen
with the funding for the IDEA, the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education
Act. T am told about 7,200 teachers,
aides, and other staff who help our
communities and our schools cope with
kids with disabilities who come into
schools—because under IDEA we are
providing that kind of support—are
going to be cut. But it is going to be
cut.

So this idea that somehow we can
keep cutting and cutting and cutting
and we are going to get to some magic
land where we can continue to function
as a society just isn’t so. We need reve-
nues. That is what is in the bill the
majority leader has proposed, revenues
that will help us reach that point
where we can have both spending cuts
and revenues and stabilize our debt at
a reasonable percentage of our GDP.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to waive the
mandatory quorum call in relation to
the cloture vote on the motion to pro-
ceed to S. 16.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

———

TO PROVIDE FOR A SEQUESTER
REPLACEMENT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to S. 16, which the clerk will
state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 19, a bill
to provide for a sequester replacement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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