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all of us. We should make every effort
we can to make sure that law enforce-
ment officers have the chance to go
home safely to their families at the end
of their shifts.

It was longstanding policy that sur-
plus, leftover, military gear that was
defensive in nature, when it was not
wanted or in use by the military, would
be made available to law enforcement.
Unfortunately, in 2015, the Obama ad-
ministration severely restricted the
ability of State and local law enforce-
ment to obtain this surplus, leftover,
in-storage gear.

The restrictions by the Obama ad-
ministration were rationalized on the
completely false narrative that the po-
lice were a source of unrest and vio-
lence, as opposed to the truth that we
all know, that they are brave men and
women who defend us against unrest
and violence. I think the American
people know better. They know that
the vast, overwhelming majority of
people in law enforcement are good,
honest, decent, hard-working people
who are motivated by their desire to do
a good job and protect the public.

Fortunately, President Trump re-
versed the Obama administration’s
flawed policy of denying our local po-
lice forces this equipment. But that
only has the power of an Executive
order, and the safety of our law en-
forcement officers and the public
should not be subject to political
whims. A new administration will ar-
rive at some point, and when they do,
they could reverse this unless we cod-
ify it in law. That is what our bill
would do. It would ensure that State
and local law enforcement can con-
tinue to obtain this lifesaving Federal
gear, regardless of who occupies the
Oval Office or Congress.

So as we mark National Police Week,
we should never forget the courage our
law enforcement officers exhibit every
day in keeping us safe. I would like to
say to our country’s law enforcement
officers, including the more than 25,000
in Pennsylvania, we thank you for your
service and your sacrifice.

———
CHIP RESCISSION

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, the sec-
ond topic I wish to touch on today is a
subject that is apparently misunder-
stood, and it is certainly wildly
mischaracterized. It is the subject of
rescissions. It has become a topic of
conversation since the President—the
administration—has proposed a rescis-
sion. A rescission relates to our budget
process. It is when money originally
authorized by Congress to be spent on a
program but actually is not spent—
that authorization is revoked, it is re-
scinded, but it is with respect to money
that was never spent.

Now, specifically, I want to discuss
how this relates to the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, which is
often referred to by the acronym
CHIP—the CHIP program. So if you fol-
low recent media reports and com-
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ments by some of our colleagues, and
even some industry stakeholders, boy,
it sure seems like there is a lot of con-
fusion.

Let me state an unequivocal fact.
Since 2011, there have been rescissions
from CHIP every single year. This is
not new. It has happened every single
year since 2011.

Now, is that because Congress de-
cides during the course of each year
that they don’t really like the CHIP
program or they don’t like children or
they don’t want kids to get health in-
surance? No, that is not why it hap-
pens. The reason it happens each and
every year is because Congress system-
atically, intentionally, and willfully
authorizes far more money for the
CHIP program than it is ever going to
actually spend.

We have a chart that illustrates this.
We can see the vertical columns. The
red bars show how much money Con-
gress has authorized in the years to the
left of the dotted line. Those are his-
torical years. To the right of the dot-
ted line is the projected future years.
So the red bars are how much money
Congress has authorized for the CHIP
program. The green line shows how
much of that money actually gets
spent on the program. We can see that
in each and every year the red bar is
way above the green line. It has been
going on back to 2009; it is every single
year, and if we continue on our current
path, that will continue to be the case
as far as we can see going into the fu-
ture.

Now, take a particular year; for ex-
ample, this year, 2018. We expect the
Federal Government is going to spend
$16 billion on the program. Now, be-
cause of the nature of the way this pro-
gram works and certain features, it is
possible we will spend $16.1 billion. It is
possible it will end up being $15.99 bil-
lion, but we know $16 billion is enough
to provide the Federal share of funding
for the children enrolled by their
States, but, as I say, we don’t know it
with precise precision right to the last
dollar.

So knowing it is going to be about $16
billion, how much money do we think
Congress authorized for this program
that is going to cost $16 billion? The
answer is $25 billion. So $25 billion,
when we know for a fact—everybody,
including our Democratic colleagues,
knows we are not going to spend any-
thing close to that amount of money.
As I say, this overfunding is not unique
to 2018; it happens each and every year,
and it will continue well into the fu-
ture.

Now, within that $25 billion, I should
point out a subset. There is something
called the Child Enrollment Contin-
gency Fund. In 2018, $4.3 billion of the
$25 billion is designated for this Child
Enrollment Contingency Fund. The
word ‘‘contingency’’ is there because it
is meant, theoretically, to be a back-
stop in case the demand—the utiliza-
tion—for this program is so great that
the allocated money isn’t enough, so

May 16, 2018

there will be this contingency fund.
That raises a question: Is that a sen-
sible number, $4.3 billion?

Well, let’s look at this. Since 2009,
there has been a total of $11.4 billion
made available in this very category,
this contingency fund. That is rep-
resented by the blue circle on the
chart. How much has actually been
needed? The answer is $100 million—
one-tenth of $1 billion. Nine-tenths of 1
percent of the amount of money that
has been made available has actually
been used for this purpose, and $11.4
billion was authorized in the decades
since this contingency fund was in-
vented.

During that period of time, all 50
States and the District of Columbia, if
they ever needed it, would have been
able to access this. That 50, plus 1, over
the course of 9 years, is 460 opportuni-
ties for a State or the District to come
to the Federal Government and say: We
need some of that money from the con-
tingency fund—460 times. How many
times has it actually occurred over the
course of those 9 years? The answer is
three, and the amount of money is less
than 1 percent of what has been author-
ized: $108 million used out of $11 billion
that has been authorized.

Well, next year, according to State
law, despite the fact that no State is
even close to consuming the full
amount of the main fund, we are going
to allow another $4.5 billion to be de-
posited in this account, when the sum
total of all the States’ usage for the
last 9 years was $100 million, one-tenth
of $1 billion.

Look at it another way. If you look
at all the CHIP-related accounts—all
the Federal money that has been des-
ignated for this children’s health pro-
gram since 2009—Congress has willfully
and systematically authorized so much
in excess of what is needed that actu-
ally only 58 percent of the money has
gone to the CHIP program because that
is all the demand there was for this
program.

So this, obviously, raises a question:
Why is it that year after year after
year, including this year, Congress in-
tentionally authorizes so much more
funding than we are ever going to
spend on this category, on this pro-
gram, on the children’s health pro-
gram? I will tell my colleagues why. It
is a big budget gimmick. It creates a
big opportunity for Congress to lie to
the American people and spend more
money on other programs under the
guise of putting it toward the chil-
dren’s health program.

How does this work? Every year, as 1
mentioned at the beginning of my com-
ments, after knowingly authorizing
way more money than is needed, Con-
gress comes back and says: Oh, you
know what, let’s do a rescission, but we
will take this money out of CHIP, and
we will spend it on something else. It
could be spent on anything else, what-
ever the politically favorite cause is of
the moment, but buried somewhere in
a 1,000-page appropriations bill every
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year there has been a rescission, and
the money has been shifted to some-
thing else. Basically, it becomes a
slush fund to be used in the appropria-
tions process and to allow the appro-
priations to exceed the cap on spending
that we all agreed upon.

So that is what happens. Congress
willfully creates a number way above
what we are going to spend, comes
back a little later and says: Oh, my
goodness, look at all this leftover
money. Well, let’s just take it and
spend it somewhere else.

It is completely dishonest. It com-
pletely misrepresents the CHIP pro-
gram. It completely misrepresents—in
fact, it blatantly violates the spending
caps we have established, and it is not
trivial. It is not a trivial amount of
money. Over the last 8 years, the
amount of these rescissions, so it can
be spent elsewhere, has added up to 45
billion taxpayer dollars—entirely a
gimmick, a device that just allows
Congress to lie to the American people
about what they are spending.

So that brings us up to last week.
The administration comes along and
says they have a suggestion for Con-
gress. First of all, let’s fully fund the
CHIP program. Let’s make sure the
CHIP program is fully funded. There
will be no shortage whatsoever, but
let’s stop the lying. Let’s remove the
deception. Let’s provide a reasonable
amount of excess funding, because I ac-
knowledge at the beginning we don’t
know right down to the last dollar ex-
actly how much we are going to spend,
but let’s take aside all of this wild ex-
cess.

Let’s be honest. Let’s rescind now
most of the excess funding, which has
been going on each and every year sep-
arately; let’s leave more than enough
in the contingency fund. Even though
it is extremely unlikely that any of it
will be tapped, the administration has
proposed $500 million to be left in the
contingency fund. Remember, that is
the fund that has been used to the tune
of $108 million over the last 9 years,
but they are saying let’s leave $500 mil-
lion—five times as much as has been
spent cumulatively over the last 9
years—and basically send all of this
huge, excessive amount back to the
Treasury so it is not just spent willy-
nilly and irresponsibly.

Now, for some reason, despite the
fact that not a single dollar that would
have actually been spent on the CHIP
program will be spent differently, will
not be spent; despite the fact that the
CHIP program will not lose a single
dollar of actual funding; despite the
fact that Congress has been doing this
every single year since 2011, as long as
it can spend it on something else; de-
spite the fact that 656 Senators, includ-
ing 40 of my Democratic colleagues,
voted to rescind $6.8 billion from
CHIP—how long ago? In March of this
year, a few weeks ago, including $3.1
billion from the contingency fund. So
the vast majority of my Democratic
colleagues voted to rescind money

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

from CHIP just earlier this year. De-
spite that, now we have people up in
high dudgeon, wailing and gnashing of
the teeth, about how what we are doing
would tear CHIP apart—even after
what they did in March, by the way—
that it is somehow a betrayal, im-
moral, appalling; it hurts low- and mid-
dle-class families.

It would be too generous to suggest
this is merely a lapse of memory. Ev-
erybody knows what is going on. This
is ridiculous.

So I fully support the President’s
proposal that we fully fund CHIP but
stop with the dishonesty in our budg-
eting. Stop throwing a bunch of money
under this category, knowing we are
going to go back later and spend it
somewhere else. This program
shouldn’t be pillaged this way to spend
money on unrelated things that just
allow us to bust the budget cap.

I would go a step further. What the
administration has proposed, to their
credit, fixes this terrible flaw this year.
I would like us to permanently fix it. I
have suggested to my colleagues, rath-
er than specifying a dollar amount,
since we don’t know the precise dollar
amount, I would be OK with a provi-
sion that says: such sums as will be
needed. That would guarantee it would
be fully funded, but it would not create
this big excess that gets wasted on who
knows what.

If the only concern people have is to
ensure that the CHIP program will be
fully and properly funded, how can
they object to that? It would specify,
codified in language, that would be ex-
actly what would happen. It would be
fully funded, but we have gotten this
resistance to that. How could that pos-
sibly be? Unless it is that people want
to continue this gimmickry, this de-
ception that has been going on for all
of these years.

Well, I hope we will be able to work
out a long-term solution. I hope we will
bring an end to this. I understand my
colleagues on the other side want to
spend more money. Let’s just admit
it—admit it, and let’s debate it. We
have agreed-upon spending caps. I
think they are too high, but that is
what we agreed upon. We shouldn’t be
lying to the American people and going
through this gimmick yet again.

So I want to state my unequivocal
support for the administration’s pro-
posal for a rescission package. I would
prefer if there were actual spending
being cut. This is indirectly going to
help reduce excessive spending because
it is going after these unobligated
funds, it is going after these excessive
accounts. It happens in other accounts,
but CHIP is the most noteworthy. To
me, this is a modest step in the direc-
tion of honest budgeting and pro-
tecting the taxpayers.

I hope we will be able to have a per-
manent solution to this soon, but in
the meantime, I hope my colleagues
will support the administration’s re-
scission package.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

———

EPA ADMINISTRATOR PRUITT

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am here today for my 206th ‘‘Time to
Wake Up”’ speech.

For colleagues who may be having a
hard time keeping up with the ethical
scandals swirling around Environ-
mental Protection Agency Adminis-
trator Scott Pruitt, I thought today I
would lay them out one by one.

I think we all heard Donald Trump’s
pledge to drain the swamp and to put
an end to government corruption. That
hasn’t exactly worked out; has it? In-
stead, swamp creatures abound, and
Pruitt, a longtime enemy of the Agen-
cy he now runs and a longtime toady of
the fossil fuel industry he is supposed
to regulate, is absolutely wallowing in
the swamp. Indeed, he is so swampy
that he now faces more than a dozen
Federal and State probes exploring how
he has been advancing his own inter-
ests and those of his polluter donors.
So let’s take a look.

Investigation No. 1 is travel ex-
penses. Between March and May of
2017—just that short period—Mr. Pruitt
spent 43 out of those 92 days traveling
to his home State of Oklahoma. Pruitt
appears to have conducted little or no
official business on many of these
trips. Yet taxpayers still picked up the
tab.

Last summer the EPA inspector gen-
eral opened its inquiry into this use of
official resources. That inquiry has ac-
tually since been expanded to examine
the overall frequency, cost, and extent
of the Administrator’s travel. Over a 6-
month period in 2017, Pruitt is esti-
mated to have racked up nearly $200,000
in travel expenses. This includes a
$7,000 business-class flight to Italy and
$568,000 spent on military and charter
flights. One set of flights to Oklahoma
on a chartered private jet cost over
$14,000 alone.

Also under scrutiny is a 4-day trip
that Mr. Pruitt, his staff, and his secu-
rity detail took to Morocco in Decem-
ber. I hear it is lovely in Morocco in
December, but it cost taxpayers more
than $100,000 to indulge Mr. Pruitt.
EPA first justified the trip by saying
that Pruitt was there to promote the
U.S. liquefied natural gas industry.
That is actually not in EPA’s mis-
sion—but never mind. Pruitt himself
then testified before the House that he
was there to negotiate part of a free-
trade agreement. Again, that is not
part of EPA’s mission. Plus, there is no
evidence that Pruitt even conferred
with our Trade Representative. You
would think that he might have picked
up the phone to give himself just a lit-
tle bit of cover if that was going to be
his story. It was eventually reported
that Pruitt’s Morocco junket was
largely arranged by a lobbyist friend
who later was paid $40,000 a month—
$40,000 a month—retroactively to Janu-
ary 1, to represent the Moroccan Gov-
ernment.
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