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to other bills are far more dangerous, 
and we can’t ignore these cuts. 

I will highlight a few of them. The 
Subcommittee harmed by the current 
spending caps is responsible for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. The sub-
committee received an allocation of 
$3.6 billion below last year. The Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education re-
ceived cuts. These are draconian, and 
these programs affect our most vulner-
able Americans. That is what the Pres-
idential election is all about right 
now—the discontent over our inability 
to solve some of these problems. 

There is a $331 million cut to employ-
ment and training services for youth, 
veterans, and the unemployed. There is 
an $87.8 million cut to teen pregnancy 
prevention programs. There is a $215 
million cut to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention—disease con-
trol. They are seeing diseases that I 
haven’t seen since my childhood, such 
as measles, spring up all over the State 
of California, and we need to do these 
things to keep our people safe. Vac-
cinations are important. 

There has been a $198 million cut to 
shelter and services for unaccompanied 
immigrant children, a $69 million cut 
to Federal student aid programs, and 
the elimination of a $250 million pro-
gram to expand access to preschool. 
Expanding access to preschool is some-
thing everybody wants for low- and 
moderate-income 4-year-olds. 

The Transportation, Housing and 
Urban Development Subcommittee, on 
the other hand, did receive an addi-
tional $1.9 billion this year. However, 
the committee required a $3.4 billion 
increase just to maintain current serv-
ices. 

As a result, the Subcommittee was 
forced to cut funding for mass transit 
projects by more than $500 million 
below last year. 

Affordable housing assistance is 
slashed by $834 million, and the Com-
munity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram that I used as the Mayor of San 
Francisco a long time ago, which could 
always be counted on, was reduced by 
$100 million. 

These cuts affected millions of Amer-
icans and hurt communities across the 
country. We should not have to choose 
between providing rental assistance to 
low-income families and providing 
transportation options so they can get 
to work. 

I see the Presiding Officer is nodding. 
I have about 3 more minutes. 

I ask unanimous consent to finish my 
statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank my friend. 

I appreciate it. 
The Commerce, Justice, and Science 

Subcommittee also received a mis-
leading increase in its allocation. 
While the Subcommittee received an 
extra $965 million on paper, it actually 

needed $1.1 billion just to account for 
last year’s credit from the Toyota set-
tlement that is no longer available this 
year. As a result, the subcommittee 
was forced to cut numerous important 
programs below last year’s levels. 

They include the U.S. Marshals Serv-
ice, which was cut by $141 million; 
legal representation for immigrant 
children, reduced by $55 million; and 
Federal assistance to State and local 
law enforcement agencies, cut by $139 
million. 

Here is my conclusion. My good 
friend and colleague Senator ALEX-
ANDER is rightly proud of the work he 
and his staff have put into the Energy 
and Water bill, and, as I said, it is a 
good bill. 

I sincerely wish the circumstance we 
find ourselves in today were different. 
Those of us on this side of the aisle 
should have a voice in what happens 
and how we can solve this problem. 

So what I plead for is, in these nego-
tiations that are starting, by Leader 
MCCONNELL, to move ahead, let’s get it 
started and let’s stop the CRs, let’s 
stop the omnibuses, and let’s stop the 
fights over the debt limit and shutting 
down the government. Let’s go back to 
an appropriations process that this 
country did well by and that worked. 

I thank the Presiding Officer for his 
forbearance, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a pre-
vious President of the United States 
once wrote that if he could add one 
amendment to the Constitution, it 
would prohibit the Federal Govern-
ment from incurring more debt. That 
President’s name was neither Bush nor 
Reagan but Jefferson. The 217 years 
since then have proven three things: 
The national debt crisis is growing, it 
is dangerous, and only the Constitution 
can compel Congress to act. We must 
act before it is too late. 

The national debt was 19 percent of 
gross domestic product when Thomas 
Jefferson called for a balanced budget 
amendment. President George Wash-
ington told the House of Representa-
tives that the regular redemption of 
the public debt was the most urgent 
fiscal priority. In his first report on the 
public credit in 1790, Treasury Sec-
retary Alexander Hamilton warned 
that continuously accruing national 
debt interest would be a signal ‘‘either 
of inability, or of ill faith, and will not 
cease to have an evil influence on pub-
lic credit.’’ 

The commitment to fiscal balance 
over the next 150 years was so strong 
that many referred to it as our unwrit-
ten fiscal constitution. Unfortunately, 
that commitment did not last. The na-
tional debt topped 40 percent of GDP 
for the first time in 1934, and 2 years 
later the first balanced budget amend-
ment was introduced in Congress. 
Eighty years ago, Members of Congress 

began to realize that an unwritten con-
stitution was no longer strong enough 
to limit the national debt. Good inten-
tions are not enough to balance the Na-
tion’s checkbook. 

Senator Millard Tydings, a Maryland 
Democrat, introduced the first bal-
anced budget amendment to reach the 
Senate or House floor. The 1947 Appro-
priations Committee report on his pro-
posal, S.J. Res. 61, opened with these 
words: ‘‘In no other way except by an 
amendment to the Constitution can 
Congress be compelled to balance its 
budget in peacetime.’’ The Judiciary 
Committee held its first balanced 
budget amendment hearing in 1956 on 
amendments introduced by Senator 
Harry Byrd, a Virginia Democrat, and 
Senator Carl Curtis, a Nebraska Repub-
lican. In current dollars, the national 
debt today is nearly five times what 
those distinguished Senators de-
nounced as astronomical and stag-
gering. 

Here is where the national debt has 
gone as Congress has failed to propose 
a balanced budget amendment. Let me 
refer to this chart. As we can see, the 
national debt as a percentage of GDP is 
going up the charts today to the high-
est ever. The national debt was 32 per-
cent of GDP when I first introduced a 
balanced budget amendment in 1979. It 
climbed to 34 percent of GDP in 1982 
when the Senate—but not the House— 
passed a BBA; more than 62 percent of 
GDP in 1997 when we came within one 
vote of approving a BBA that I intro-
duced; and 95 percent of GDP when the 
Senate voted on a BBA that I intro-
duced in 2011. Today the national debt 
stands at 103 percent of GDP, literally 
swallowing the economy. 

They say that the more things 
change, the more they stay the same. 
As the national debt continues to 
change in the wrong direction, BBA op-
ponents make the same arguments 
they always have. First, they say the 
national debt is simply not a problem 
that needs a solution. The evidence, 
however, is all around us. 

In a July 2010 policy paper, for exam-
ple, the Congressional Budget Office 
outlined what it called the signifi-
cantly negative consequences of our 
rising national debt and repeated those 
warnings in its latest budget outlook. 
Here are the consequences of a rising 
national debt—this is the Congres-
sional Budget Office in 2015—reduced 
investment, resulting in lower national 
income and higher interest rates; Fed-
eral spending on interest payments 
would rise; less flexibility to address fi-
nancial and economic crises; and in-
creased likelihood of a fiscal crisis in 
the United States. 

ADM Michael Mullen, former Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, says 
this national debt crisis is a serious 
threat to national security—a conclu-
sion echoed by experts from the Brook-
ings Institution to the Heritage Foun-
dation—or we can listen to the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, which 
warned in 2009 that every year since 
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that ‘‘the long-term fiscal outlook is 
unsustainable.’’ 

A recent study published in the Jour-
nal of Economic Perspectives looked at 
periods in different countries over the 
last two centuries when national debt 
exceeded 90 percent of GDP for more 
than 5 years. The authors found that 
these periods not only lead to ‘‘sub-
stantially slower’’ economic growth 
but that ‘‘even if such episodes are 
originally caused by a traumatic event 
such as a war or financial crisis, they 
can take on a self-propelling char-
acter.’’ 

These findings are very important for 
us today because the national debt has 
been more than 90 percent of GDP since 
the recession ended in 2009. In fact, we 
are entering the longest period in 
American history with the national 
debt above this toxic level. CBO 
projects exactly what this study pre-
dicts—that the national debt will re-
main above 100 percent of GDP and 
that GDP will grow at a rate ‘‘notably 
less’’ than in the past. Our own actual 
experience already proves the same 
thing. In the 6 years since the recession 
ended, debt has been twice as high and 
GDP has grown at half the rate as dur-
ing the same period after previous re-
cessions. This really does look like a 
self-propelling crisis. 

The second argument by BBA oppo-
nents is that even if the national debt 
is a problem, Congress can solve it by 
willpower. That willpower once existed, 
but it is long gone. The Federal budget 
has been balanced in only 7 of the 80 
years since a balanced budget amend-
ment was first introduced in Congress 
and total deficits over those years 
dwarf total surpluses by 23 to 1. 

The third argument by balanced 
budget amendment opponents is that 
even if Congress won’t solve the na-
tional debt by willpower, it can do so 
by legislation. In 1985 we enacted the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 when the na-
tional debt was 42 percent of GDP. We 
have enacted one law after another as 
the national debt has continued to 
climb. Most recently, we enacted the 
Budget Control Act of 2011 when the 
national debt had swelled to 95 percent 
of GDP, but it failed, as did all the oth-
ers. Willpower and legislation have 
both failed to tackle this crisis. 

The national debt today stands at 
nearly $18.2 trillion. In its most recent 
budget outlook, CBO projects that 
under current law the national debt 
will swell to more than $25 trillion in 
the next decade. GAO issued its latest 
‘‘Federal Fiscal Outlook’’ report in Au-
gust. Without significant action by 
Congress, GAO says, Federal debt as a 
percentage of GDP could in the next 25 
years climb to four times its historical 
average. 

New data show that the deficit for 
fiscal year 2015 will likely be lower 
than expected. If the best thing to say 
about our current fiscal condition is 
that it could be worse, we are really in 
trouble. In its June long-term budget 

outlook, CBO says that after a few 
years at a more modest level, deficits 
will once again increase, especially 
when interest rates start to rise. 

Since President Obama took office, 
we have seen both the greatest buildup 
of debt and the lowest interest rates in 
history. This is the perfect fiscal 
storm. Even a small rise in interest 
rates will explode the cost of servicing 
this massive debt and contribute to 
higher deficits and greater debt. CBO 
projects that interest rates will indeed 
rise, and, as a result, ‘‘the govern-
ment’s net interest costs are projected 
to more than double relative to the size 
of the economy over the next decade.’’ 
Both CBO and the Concord Coalition 
anticipate that over the next decade, 
interest costs alone will approach $1 
trillion a year—that is with a ‘‘t’’—$1 
trillion a year. 

The fourth argument by BBA oppo-
nents really amounts to plain old scare 
tactics. They figure that Americans 
may want a balanced budget but only if 
their own favorite spending continues. 
So BBA opponents claim that a BBA 
will automatically cut this or that pro-
gram. Not only is this a cynical ap-
proach to a very serious problem, but 
it is not true. A balanced budget 
amendment will require that Congress 
finally get serious about priorities and 
decide which spending is the most im-
portant and the most cost-effective. 
Long-term fiscal responsibility is more 
important than any one spending item 
in the budget. 

I introduced my first balanced budget 
constitutional amendment in June 
1979. I said then and I repeat today that 
a balanced budget amendment ‘‘re-
quires that Congress think in order of 
budget priorities.’’ Nothing short of 
the Constitution will make that hap-
pen. 

One definition of insanity is doing 
the same thing over and over and ex-
pecting different results. Neither will-
power nor legislation can tackle the 
growing national debt crisis. It has 
been nearly 70 years and more than $15 
trillion of debt since the Appropria-
tions Committee declared in 1947 that 
only a constitutional amendment can 
compel Congress to balance its budget. 
That is the only option left. 

The last gasp of BBA opponents isn’t 
really an argument at all. They say 
that adopting a balanced budget 
amendment will not by itself solve the 
debt crisis. I have introduced 7 and co-
sponsored 20 balanced budget amend-
ments since I was first elected. In all 
this time, during all the hearings and 
floor debates, I have never once heard 
anyone claim that adopting a balanced 
budget amendment will, by itself, 
magically make the debt disappear. Of 
course it won’t. Neither did enacting 
all of those so called budget control 
acts. Congress will still have to make 
the decisions to determine whether we 
continue drowning in debt or chart a 
different course. 

Congress cannot amend the Constitu-
tion by itself. Article V of the Con-

stitution provides that constitutional 
amendments may be proposed by either 
two-thirds of Congress or by a conven-
tion called at the request of two-thirds 
of the States. In either case, a proposed 
amendment does not become part of 
the Constitution until at least three- 
fourths or three-quarters of the States 
ratify it. Congress can do nothing more 
than propose a balanced budget amend-
ment so that the American people may 
decide whether they want to add it to 
their Constitution. 

Government does not get to set its 
own rules. The Constitution is the law 
that governs government, and it be-
longs to the American people. It is the 
primary way the American people set 
rules for how their government must 
operate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to finish these 
remarks. 

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, Congress 
has proven, over decades of failure re-
sulting in trillions of dollars of debt, 
that it will not exercise its fiscal au-
thority properly. The American people 
must be given a chance to decide 
whether to make fiscal responsibility 
mandatory. It is the American people 
who ought to decide this. The only way 
they can is to propose a balanced budg-
et amendment and send it to the States 
for consideration. 

I have looked at dozens of national 
polls since I was first elected to the 
Senate conducted by major polling 
firms or national news organizations. 
Three-quarters of Americans supported 
a balanced budget amendment in 1976 
and three-quarters supported it last 
year. Is it possible, however, that all of 
those polls over all those years are ac-
tually wrong? The American people 
might be content with the national 
debt swallowing the economy. They 
may not be bothered by being on an 
unsustainable fiscal path. Who knows, 
they might welcome soaring national 
debt interest payments crowding out 
other budget priorities. They might be 
OK with slower economic growth and a 
greater threat to national security. 
The American people might believe, 
with balanced budget amendment op-
ponents here in Washington, that the 
national debt is no big deal or that 
Congress can solve it on its own. If so, 
then the American people will decline 
to ratify a balanced budget amend-
ment, but the choice has to be theirs, 
not ours. 

The Peter G. Peterson Foundation 
also does polling, each month com-
piling the Fiscal Confidence Index of 
Americans’ opinions about the national 
debt. The results are both clear and 
consistent: 71 percent of Americans are 
concerned about national debt, as seen 
here—let me just define it a little bit— 
71 percent say their concerns about the 
national debt have increased; 63 per-
cent say addressing the national debt 
is on the wrong track; 81 percent say 
addressing the national debt should be 
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among Congress’s top three priorities; 
83 percent say Congress should spend 
more time addressing the national 
debt; 62 percent expect the national 
debt crisis to get worse in the next few 
years. 

Some of my colleagues may believe 
we have no obligation to handle the 
American people’s money responsibly. 
They might still claim that Congress 
can get its fiscal act together on its 
own or they may deny that the Amer-
ican people should be able to set the 
fiscal rules for the government they 
elect, using the Constitution that be-
longs to them. 

Those colleagues should remember 
what the American people think about 
Congress. Disapproval of this institu-
tion is 83 percent today, higher than 98 
percent of the time since the early 
1970s. The percentage of Americans 
with very little or no confidence at all 
in Congress is the highest since Gallup 
started asking in May of 1973. 

I am continually amazed at the wis-
dom and foresight of America’s Found-
ers. Thomas Jefferson was right in 1798 
that one of the most effective ways of 
keeping the Federal Government with-
in constitutional principles is to re-
quire a balanced budget. The Appro-
priations Committee was right in 1947 
that Congress will not balance its 
budget unless the Constitution requires 
it. After seven more decades of at-
tempting to tackle the debt by will-
power or legislation, the crisis is worse 
than ever. 

Continued failure is not an option, 
and there is only one solution. We 
must act before it is too late. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2016—MO-
TION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 2028, which the clerk 
will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 96, H.R. 
2028, a bill making appropriations for energy 
and water development and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2016, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 11:30 
a.m. will be controlled by the majority. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate came together in a bi-
partisan way to pass the National De-
fense Authorization Act conference re-
port. This important legislation au-

thorizes vital resources for our Na-
tion’s troops, our wounded warriors, 
and their families. 

This NDAA provides for our national 
security needs and will meet our com-
mitments to our allies. The defense 
funding bill also includes programs 
that will directly benefit the West Vir-
ginia National Guard, including our 
partnership program with Peru and the 
Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug 
Program to fight the wave of prescrip-
tion drug abuse that is all over our 
States and our State in particular. 

This bill provides funding for 
STARBASE—I visited STARBASE just 
recently—an innovative program that 
provides hands-on learning opportuni-
ties for students in science, tech-
nology, and mathematics, and helps 
spur their interest in STEM. They were 
really excited that day. 

On Monday when I visited the 167th 
Air Lift Wing in Martinsburg, I enjoyed 
the opportunity to personally meet and 
thank our servicemembers and learn 
about the challenges they face. These 
brave men and women deserve our uni-
fied support and should not be subject 
to the gridlock that has been too com-
mon in Washington. 

Unbelievably to me, though, the 
President has threatened to veto this 
bipartisan legislation, even though it 
authorizes the same amount of spend-
ing for national defense that he asked 
for in his budget submission. Just re-
cently the administration authorized 
tens of billions of dollars for Iran 
through sanctions relief, including 
money that will be used admittedly to 
further destabilize the Middle East. 
Now the President is threatening to 
veto funding authorization for our own 
troops. 

We face great and growing threats to 
our national security. ISIS continues 
to advance. Syria’s ongoing civil war is 
creating a flood of refugees in Europe, 
Russia is increasing its influence in the 
Middle East, and Iran will gain 
strength due to the sanctions relief 
granted in the nuclear agreement. It 
would be a mistake for the President to 
veto this funding for our national de-
fense. 

As the Washington Post editorialized 
this weekend, ‘‘American presidents 
rarely veto national defense authoriza-
tion bills, since they are, well, vital to 
national security.’’ 

The editorial continues, ‘‘Refusing to 
sign this bill would make history, but 
not in a good way.’’ 

This is not the legacy the President 
wants to leave behind. He should recon-
sider his position and follow the lead of 
the 70 Senators who voted yesterday— 
including 21 Democrats—to put our na-
tional security before politics. 

The Senate is now considering an-
other bipartisan bill that has impor-
tant implications to our national secu-
rity. The Energy and Water appropria-
tions bill funds programs that help us 
use our energy resources in the most 
efficient way possible. 

I serve on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I saw the bipartisan work that 

occurred between the chair and the 
ranking member. Continued innovation 
in our energy resources, whether it is 
coal, natural gas or oil, is absolutely a 
strategic asset to our national energy 
independence. 

The benefit of innovation in our en-
ergy sector is reflected in the vast re-
serves of shale gas that are now being 
produced in West Virginia and else-
where across the country. It was less 
than a decade ago, when I came to Con-
gress, many of us were worried about a 
shortage of natural gas. Today, natural 
gas production is surging. In West Vir-
ginia alone, production has increased 
by over 500 percent in the last decade. 
It is exciting to watch. An energy econ-
omy is a jobs economy. 

Not only does shale gas help us meet 
our domestic energy needs, we have an 
opportunity to expand our LNG ex-
ports, creating more jobs at home 
while helping to meet the energy and 
security needs of our allies in Europe 
and Japan. 

Innovation and investment in clean 
coal technologies, not across-the-board 
regulation, should be our focus. The 
Energy and Water appropriations bill 
includes $610 million in fossil fuel de-
velopment. This is a necessary invest-
ment in entities such as the National 
Energy and Technology Lab in Morgan-
town, so that they can use these dol-
lars to develop the technologies to 
make coal, oil, and natural gas produc-
tion cleaner and more efficient. 

I strongly disagree with EPA regula-
tions that require the use of tech-
nology that is not commercially avail-
able. That is what we see in these regu-
lations. They increase the cost of en-
ergy and they decrease the reliability 
of electricity grid. The best way to pro-
vide that energy and improve our envi-
ronment is to invest in the tech-
nologies that will help us and use those 
coal reserves in the most efficient way 
possible. 

This bill also provides important 
funding for the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. West Virginia is the only 
State that is completely within the 
boundaries of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, and the ARC plays 
an important role in helping West Vir-
ginians meet our economic challenges. 
The funding provided in this bill can 
help ARC promote rural broadband— 
something I talk a lot about on the 
floor of the Senate—and will expand 
rural health care services and offer op-
portunity to our State’s workers. 

Investments made in the Army Corps 
of Engineers through this bill will help 
provide the infrastructure we need to 
make sure American products can 
move to markets across the country 
and around the world. 

The Energy and Water appropriations 
bill impacts every American. It was 
carefully crafted, robustly debated in 
committee, and passed the full Appro-
priations Committee with bipartisan 
support. 

Mr. President and my fellow Mem-
bers of the Senate, the Appropriations 
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