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jobs in West Virginia. In recent years,
we have seen what advances in energy
technology can do to broaden energy
production and benefit the broader
economy. The shale boom has made the
United States a leading producer of
both oil and natural gas. The benefits
are felt by Americans every time they
fill their tank and balance their budg-
ets at the end of the month.

In my State of West Virginia,
Marcellus shale natural gas production
is creating jobs and providing the op-
portunity to expand downstream man-
ufacturing, but Federal Government
policies can hamstring our energy
economy by slowing the production
and the use of our resources.

West Virginia, unfortunately, has
seen that firsthand in our State’s coal
mining industry, where thousands of
jobs have been lost. Just last week,
AEP issued layoff notices to employees
at three West Virginia powerplants.
These closures are years ahead of
schedule and the early closures are
solely because of the Federal Govern-
ment’s MATS rule.

Yesterday, Patriot Coal announced it
was temporarily idling the Paint Creek
Complex, which employs 400 workers in
West Virginia. Coal-fired plant closures
driven by EPA emission regulations
were cited as part of the problem.

The upcoming EPA regulations for
carbon emissions from powerplants will
have an even more devastating impact.
Findings from reports by well-re-
spected economic analysis firms show
costs could get up to $479 billion over a
15-year period while causing double-
digit electricity price increases in 43
States.

Over half of the country’s power
comes from coal. Yet EPA is predicting
that by effectively eliminating one-
half of our energy production we will
reduce average electricity prices by 8
percent. Well, somehow that just
doesn’t add up. How does this impact
our Federal budget?

An energy economy that works will
provide the low-cost, reliable elec-
tricity to power our broader economy.
By contrast, excessive regulation
means fewer people working in my
State’s energy sector. Higher cost, less-
reliable energy is a tax against manu-
facturing and job growth across the
country. That means fewer individuals
working, fewer businesses providing
jobs, and, ultimately, fewer govern-
ment revenues.

The budget resolution before us this
week recognizes the importance of
American energy production. The re-
serve funds in this budget will improve
our energy infrastructure, reform envi-
ronmental regulations and promote job
growth. To supplement the strong en-
ergy provisions already in the budget, I

have filed several amendments to
strengthen our energy security.
Last year, the administration

reached a climate agreement with
China. That agreement requires short-
term carbon emission reductions in the
United States, but China is allowed to
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continue increasing its carbon emis-
sions until 2030. That disparity could
place the United States at a significant
economic disadvantage.

My amendment would block any
international environmental agree-
ment that would result in serious harm
to the U.S. economy.

I have also filed an amendment that
would block EPA from finalizing, pro-
posing or issuing any regulation that
would reduce the reliability of the elec-
tricity grid. Our economy relies on
electricity being available. Families
expect the lights will come on when
they flip the switch. They expect to
have heat in the winter and air-condi-
tioning in the summer. This simple
amendment says no regulation from
EPA can imperil access to reliable
electricity. That makes sense to me.

I urge my colleagues to support the
balanced budget that is before the Sen-
ate this week, including these amend-
ments, and to support policies that will
allow our economy to benefit from
America’s vast energy resources. The
jobs and the revenues that come from
energy production can play a signifi-
cant role in a responsible Federal budg-
et.

The American people elected us to
make government more efficient, effec-
tive, and accountable. American fami-
lies must live within a budget, States
must adhere to a budget, and it is time
for the Federal Government to do the
same.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

THE BUDGET AND CHILDREN’S
HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to
talk tonight about one issue: the issue
of children. But I wish to speak about
that one issue in two separate con-
texts: One is the budget we are debat-
ing now and will continue to vote on
all week and the second is with regard
to the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram.

Let me start with the premise that I
believe those of us who were elected to
both Houses of the Congress and in
both parties are charged with a basic
responsibility to our children. It
doesn’t matter where we live or what
State we represent or what district, in
the case of the House, I believe we are
charged with that responsibility.

A long time ago, Hubert Humphrey,
who served in this Chamber for many
years and was well known across the
country, set forth a moral test for gov-
ernment. He talked about the moral
test being how government treats
those in the dawn of life, those in the
shadow of life, and those in the twi-
light of life. Of course, in speaking of
the dawn of life, we are talking about
children. That test is still appropriate
and we should try our best to adhere to
it in terms of public policy, especially
when it comes to the budget.

The budget, of course, is a reflection
of who we are as a country and what
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our values are. It is in a sense a mirror
into which we look or should be look-
ing to see who we are. And if we are not
setting forth policy and being strong
advocates for our children, we may as
well not be here. So I think there is a
test that each one of us must face when
it comes to what we are doing on be-
half of children.

I also believe in a very real sense
that the programs, the strategies, the
expenditures we make on behalf of
children are in fact an investment—an
investment in the long-term economy
of the United States. This isn’t just the
right thing to do; it is also the best
thing we could do for a growing econ-
omy and for our fiscal situation years
from now. If kids are healthier, they
will get better jobs. If they learn more
when they are younger, they are going
to earn more when they are older. That
is not just a rhyme, it is true, and all
the studies show it. So I believe this
budget debate is a time to reflect upon
what will happen to our children. I
have real concerns about the budget as
it relates to children.

Again, these are in our society the
folks who are powerless and in many
cases voiceless. They are not voting,
they don’t have a lobbyist, they don’t
have a high-paid strategist or voice for
their needs. Because they are powerless
and because they are in a sense voice-
less, it is up to us to speak on their be-
half—and we speak with our votes, we
speak with our work.

So what is the proposal in this budg-
et? Let me work through some of the
numbers.

According to one of the leading advo-
cacy organizations in the TUnited
States, First Focus, discretionary in-
vestments make up nearly one-third of
all Federal investments that go to chil-
dren. So what we do on the discre-
tionary part of the budget—which, by
definition, because it is discretionary,
we have decisions to make about it
year after year. Because of that, we
have to be very careful when it comes
to these decisions—whether it is the
budget resolution, whether it is the au-
thorization process, or whether it is in
fact the appropriations process. This
funding, this so-called discretionary,
nonmandatory—if I can call it that—
part of the budget includes programs
such as Head Start, childcare assist-
ance, housing support, special edu-
cation, to name a few examples that
have a direct and substantial impact
upon our children.

The Republican budget we are debat-
ing this week cuts $236 billion over 10
years in the nondefense discretionary
part of the budget. Nondefense discre-
tionary is a long way of saying the part
of the budget that we vote on and we
will have votes on that relate to the
appropriations. So $236 billion over 10
years is the cut. That cut, I would
argue, falls disproportionately in a sub-
stantial way upon children.

What do these cuts mean for children
and for families? Of course, we cannot
separate one from the other. We will
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look at Head Start, and 35,000 children
will be cut from Head Start—some 1,250
fewer children in a State like Pennsyl-
vania, just by example for one State.
What are we going to gain? How better
off would the country be with 35,000
fewer kids in Head Start? I don’t think
we are going to be better off. I think
we are worse off if we do that. It makes
no sense. This is a program that has
been in existence for 50 years. It has
helped a lot of children succeed.

The State director from my office in
Pennsylvania, who just left our staff
recently and served with distinction,
Ed Williams, was a Head Start kid. I
meet people all the time in our State
who are leading very successful lives in
the private sector or public sector. Ed
is just one example of having had the
benefit of Head Start to get a head
start in life because of disadvantages
that certain children face.

How about students with disabilities,
a $347 million cut to funding for stu-
dents with disabilities, which means a
little more than $12 million less for
Pennsylvania children with disabil-
ities.

How about housing, 133,000 nation-
wide fewer housing vouchers. In Penn-
sylvania, that adds up to 620 families
who, if they had those vouchers, would
be able to afford decent and safe hous-
ing. What are we getting for fewer fam-
ilies who have access to housing vouch-
ers? Again, it is not an experimental
program. It is a program that we know
works, a program that has been in ex-
istence for a long time to help folks.

We know when we invest early in a
child’s life, we see a great return on in-
vestment. All the studies show this. It
is irrefutable: If you spend a buck, you
get a lot more than a buck back. By
some estimates, the bang for the buck
is in the double figures. In one study on
early learning, we get $17 back for the
$1 spent.

I mentioned before that if we make
investments in children in terms of
their early learning, they will in fact
learn more now and earn more later.
That is what we should be focused on
when it comes to our children, when it
comes to their ability to succeed in
school and, of course, when it comes to
their ability to get a good job and be
part of a growing economy.

The budget proposal makes deep cuts
in many other investments to protect
our most vulnerable children, including
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, the so-called SNAP program
that we used to call food stamps. That,
of course, provides nutrition aid. If we
were doing the right thing as a na-
tion—and we are not there yet, even
though we have made some progress on
some fronts—we would make sure chil-
dren have enough to eat. That would be
one pillar of our protection for chil-
dren. We are not there yet, but the
SNAP program helps substantially on
that. We would make sure they have
early learning opportunities. I talked
about that and will talk about it more.
We would make sure they have access
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to health care. That is why we have
Medicaid for poor children, that is why
we have the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program for others, and that is
why so many private sector companies
provide health care that, of course,
covers children of their employees. But
if we are doing at least those three
things—early learning, food security or
food and nutrition, as well as health
care—we are going to be doing what is
right for our children.

I would argue we have to examine
this budget and apply a kids’ test—not
a special interest test, not a lobbyist
test, not a who-is-powerful test, not a
test about who has the most to gain
from this budget, but who might have
to most to lose, and one of those
groups, I would argue, is our children.

When it comes to the SNAP program,
according to Feeding America—an-
other great advocacy group—nearly
half of all SNAP participants are chil-
dren. And according to another organi-
zation we rely upon for analysis, the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
investments in SNAP lifted 2.1 million
children out of poverty in 2013.

So why would we cut a program like
that, that would disproportionately
and adversely impact our children?
What do we gain from that as a coun-
try? What do we gain when fewer and
fewer children are helped with a nutri-
tion program that will make sure they
have enough to eat?

In addition to SNAP, the Republican
budget would roll back significant
progress we have made for children
who qualify for the child tax credit or
the earned-income tax credit. If the
improvements to these credits are al-
lowed to lapse, the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities estimates that 1
million children will fall back into pov-
erty. I think people in both parties
would argue that these two—and
maybe especially the earned-income
tax credit—are one of the best, some
would argue the best—the best—pov-
erty reduction strategies we have ever
had in place in our policy.

I think if the earned-income tax cred-
it is keeping children out of poverty,
we should make sure it remains in
place and remains a tax strategy that
can help prevent 1 million children
from falling back into poverty.

We should also be using the Tax Code
to help working families rise into the
middle class, those families who may
not be there yet but can rise into the
middle class. But instead, the Repub-
lican budget does nothing to prevent
tax increases, averaging $1,100 for 12
million families and students paying
for college, and $9,000 for 16 million
working families with children. That
makes no sense for those families or
for those children.

As many as 486,000 Pennsylvania fam-
ilies could benefit from the earned-in-
come tax credit, the child tax credit
and the opportunity tax credit of 2015—
all good ideas, all impacted adversely
by the budget.

Finally, I will conclude with Med-
icaid. Medicaid for some people is some
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program far away that they don’t
think affects their lives. A lot of fami-
lies—lower income families, middle-
class families, even—benefit from the
long-term care part of Medicaid. A lot
of families may not know that Med-
icaid is the reason that their mother,
father, or loved one could be in a nurs-
ing home.

What does it mean for kids? Medicaid
for so many children, millions of them,
is the only health care they have. The
good news is that it is very good health
care for a lot of children. They get ac-
cess to early periodic screening and di-
agnostic testing. So they get the
screening and the testing they need so
we can provide the kind of health care
that child needs, but we cannot provide
unless we do that screening for those
children. It provides quality health
care for millions of children in the
country. We should remember that
when people make proposals around
here to slash Medicaid, some by hun-
dreds of billions of dollars over the
next decade, that it is a direct hit—a
direct hit on children.

Based on calculations from the White
House, the Republican budget proposal
would block-grant Medicaid funding to
Pennsylvania by more than $41 billion
over 10 years. I don’t know how the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or any
State is going is to be better off when
Medicaid is block-granted, sent back to
the States, hoping—just hoping—that
maybe the States can pick up the cost.
That makes no sense. Our State is
going to be worse off if we lose $40 bil-
lion, or even a number lower than that,
over the next 10 years on Medicaid.

By one estimate last fall, 47 percent
of children who live in rural areas are
the beneficiaries of either Medicaid or
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. So when those folks talk about
cutting Medicaid or not doing what I
hope we can do—which is to extend the
Children’s Health Insurance Program
for the next 4 years, not only 2—they
should remember that 47 percent of
rural children benefit from those pro-
grams.

When it comes to Medicaid, children
may only make up 20 percent of the
cost of Medicaid, but half of the enroll-
ees in Medicaid are children. So they
might only be 20 percent of the cost,
but they are half of the enrollees.

We know that Medicaid was created
50 years ago. The government put forth
a promise, which is somewhat of the
test I started with about children in
the dawn of their life. The promise was
to ensure that the most wvulnerable
members of society had access to
health care, a pretty simple promise
and pretty easy to understand our obli-
gation when we recite that promise.

So whether it is our kids, whether it
is older Americans who need to get
nursing home care, or whether it is
Americans and many of them children
with disabilities, Medicaid ensures that
access to health care. Medicaid is the
promise we must keep to folks who
need nursing home care, to children
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who are poor and may not have health
insurance without Medicaid, and of
course to individuals with disabilities.
So we have a long way to go to prove
that we are keeping that promise.

Mr. President, I will conclude with
some thoughts about the Children’s
Health Insurance Program. We all
know this is not only a bipartisan pro-
gram but a very successful program.
From 1997, when it was enacted, to the
year 2012, the uninsured rate for chil-
dren fell by half—from 14 percent to 7
percent—across the country, a remark-
able achievement. It means we are not
there yet because we still have 7 per-
cent who are uninsured, but that is a
substantial step forward and a substan-
tial measure of progress for the coun-
try.

This program, the Children’s Health
Insurance Program, along with Med-
icaid, is helping to reduce disparity in
health coverage affecting low-income
children across the country. Without
legislative action to extend funding be-
yond September 30 of this year, over 10
million children across America are at
risk of losing their comprehensive, af-
fordable—I will say that again, com-
prehensive and affordable quality care,
including, by one estimate, 270,000 chil-
dren in Pennsylvania. About 2 million
of the children currently enrolled in
CHIP would likely end up uninsured
while the others would face higher pre-
miums and higher out-of-pocket costs.
We should do the right thing and make
sure we have funding in place for 4
years for the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, not just 2 years.

Unfortunately, what we are hearing
from the proposal sent to us from the
House is that the 4-year commitment
is only 2 years. So we have a lot of
work to do. I believe the right thing to
do on CHIP is to enact what Senate
Democrats have proposed—a 4-year so-
called clean extension of the Children’s
Health Insurance Program as soon as
possible, and that is S. 522. That would
be the right thing to do.

We can give speeches and talk a lot
about how we all support kids, and it is
nice to say that and it is nice to vote
once in a while for programs and strat-
egies that help kids, but I believe the
test is a lot tougher than that. The test
will come on this budget vote—a test
on whether we support children. If we
are cutting Medicaid by hundreds of
billions of dollars over the next 10
years, if we are cutting the SNAP pro-
gram by tens of billions of dollars or
more, maybe even higher than that
over the next 10 years, and if we are
not doing the right thing on children’s
health insurance—and I could go down
a longer list—then we are not doing
what we need to do for children. They
don’t have lobbyists, they don’t give
campaign contributions, they don’t
have power, and they may be voiceless,
but we have an obligation in both par-
ties and in both Houses to be their
voice. But I am afraid we are headed
down a road with a budget that harms
children substantially, and I hope that
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over the next couple of days we will
make the right decisions for our chil-
dren.

With that, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold his request?

Mr. CASEY. I will.

F-35 JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I support
the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. I believe
this is a critical defense acquisition
program which will greatly strengthen
not only our national security, but
that of our closest allies and partners.

The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Pro-
gram began more than 20 years ago. In
an age where emerging technologies
are introduced daily and where we have
become accustomed to instant gratifi-
cation, we sometimes grow impatient
with how long it takes to achieve war-
winning capabilities—and we should.
Yet today, the F-35 stands on the
threshold of being used effectively and
decisively in operational missions.

During its journey, the Joint Strike
Fighter Program Office has encoun-
tered its fair share of setbacks, and—at
times—faulty leadership decisions by
those in government as well as those in
the private sector. From the Pentagon
itself, we heard the accusation of ‘‘ac-
quisition malpractice.”

The senior Senator from Arizona,
JOHN MCcCCAIN, has repeatedly pointed
out these shortfalls and missteps. I
echo his frustrations.

In response to the accusations and
grievances about the F-35 program, one
could have just thrown one’s hands up
in frustration. Yet through the re-
newed determination of the F-35’s
Joint Strike Program Office under the
leadership of Lt. Gen. Christopher
Bogdan, what once was the poster child
for acquisition reform has reached
vital milestones and will soon be used
by our combat forces.

During his tenure, General Bogdan
has demanded and achieved greater
performance and accountability among
his own staff and his industry partners.
He has established and is executing a
corrective plan. With that said, there is
still much more to do. The problems
General Bogdan and the collective F-35
team are overcoming did not occur in
an instant, nor will they be fixed in an
instant.

Accordingly, today, I call on my col-
leagues to support the F-35 and provide
the F-35 Program Office with the back-
ing it needs to achieve critical future
milestones.

In addition, the Congress must con-
tinue to challenge the Department, the
F-35 Program Office, and the program’s
industrial partners to reduce not only
each aircraft’s initial purchase price,
but the cost of using and maintaining
this strike fighter in the decades that
follow. As history teaches us, upwards
of 80 percent of the total ownership
costs of a weapon system resides not in
the purchase price, but in its use and
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resulting maintenance. This means the
Department must pay critical atten-
tion now to the development and exe-
cution of a robust F-35 sustainment
strategy to ensure long term costs are
reduced.

We must also not forget the current
purchase price of the F-35 exceeds $110
million per aircraft. It is inevitable
that the price of the F-35 will come
down as the numbers of aircraft pro-
duced goes up. But the quest for price
reduction must be central to our cur-
rent and future efforts if we are to be
able to procure the number of aircraft
required to properly execute our deter-
rent strategies and, if necessary, war
plans. Indeed, price will have a dra-
matic effect on the ability of our allies
to purchase the F-35. Therefore, I chal-
lenge both the Department and our de-
fense contractors to work toward
achieving what many experts agree is
an obtainable goal: a procurement
price of less than $80 million per air-
craft, and as close to $60 million per
aircraft as possible. If we do this, the
current program of record for more
than 3,000 aircraft will naturally in-
crease. My personal desire would be to
see over 6,000 of these aircraft safe-
guarding our precious liberties and
those of our allies.

This is an ambitious objective, but it
is based upon achieving what is best for
America and its allies. And I believe
everyone in the Department of Defense,
the F-35 Program Office, and, yes, the
employees of our Nation’s defense con-
tractors have this as their central goal.

Therefore, I am reminded of a story
from our history about the industri-
alist Collis Potter Huntington. He was
one of the so-called ‘‘Big Four” of the
western railroads during the late 1800s
and built the Central Pacific Railroad
as part of the first transcontinental
railroad. He also led and developed
other interstate lines such as the
Southern Pacific Railroad and the
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway, known
simply as the C&O. As Huntington
furthered the C&O’s extension through
the Virginia peninsula, he opened the
pathway for West Virginia’s coal indus-
try to reach the coal piers in the har-
bor of Hampton Roads. Seeing a need
for export shipping, he started the
Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry-
dock Company in 1886.

Huntington started a long tradition
of superb shipbuilding, and he is also
credited with giving the shipyard its
motto. The motto simply states: “We
will build good ships here. At a profit if
we can. At a loss if we must. But al-
ways good ships.” This motto is embla-
zoned on a plaque and fixed to a gran-
ite monument at one of the entrances
to the yard. This motto defined the
mindset of generations of ship builders
at the yard.

In 1968, the privately held Newport
News Shipbuilding and Drydock Com-
pany merged with another company.
Thereafter, the ‘“Good Ship” monu-
ment was removed due to its misalign-
ment with the “‘new’ company’s goals.
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