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Mr. Patel is not the person to lead 

the FBI. My hope is that all of us 
should consider what Mr. Patel will do. 
He is going to use the power of the FBI 
to go after all those in government, 
those in the media, and those across 
the country that he doesn’t agree with. 
He cannot serve as the next Director of 
the FBI. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON PATEL NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
postcloture time is expired. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Patel nomina-
tion? 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 51, 

nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 61 Ex.] 

YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MORENO). Under the previous order, the 
motion to reconsider is considered 
made and laid upon the table, and the 
President will be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

SETTING FORTH THE CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET FOR THE 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2025 AND SET-
TING FORTH THE APPROPRIATE 
BUDGETARY LEVELS FOR FIS-
CAL YEARS 2026 THROUGH 2034 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session. 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
BUDGET RECONCILIATION 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, my col-
leagues will soon be starting what is 
commonly called a vote-arama. If you 
have never been in one, it is OK. But 
know it is a chance to have a spirited 
discussion and debate about policy and 
about the budget resolution. 

So what has happened here is that 
the Budget Committee reported out S. 
Con. Res. 7. That will allow, through 
the reconciliation process, the spend-
ing of money and the reduction of 
spending based on different commit-
tees. 

This resolution allows for $175 billion 
of border and immigration policy en-
hancements, but it doesn’t spend a 
penny. It allows the Judiciary Com-
mittee and the Homeland Security 
Committee to come up with an up-to 
$175 billion plan to secure our border 
and do immigration reform. 

And what will happen is that those 
two committees will work with the 
Trump administration to meet their 
priorities. There is nothing in this res-
olution directing one dime of spending, 
and no spending bill can be imple-
mented without Presidential signature. 
So I want to make sure that is clear. 

There is $150 billion in increased de-
fense spending. Why? Because we have 
a lot of threats. 

Since the withdrawal of Afghanistan, 
radical Islam is on the rise. We have 
got a hot war with Russia and Ukraine. 
Israel is facing enemies on seven sides. 
We have provided weapons to allies in 
Ukraine and Israel. We have run out of 
155 howitzer rounds. We have got to re-
inforce our industrial base. We need 
more money into our military yester-
day to make sure that we can deter a 
war, and, if we get into a war, we win 
it. 

So the $150 billion will be allocated 
by the Armed Services Committee. We 
don’t direct how the $150 billion is 
spent. We just allow the Armed Serv-
ices Committee to spend that much, if 
they choose. They decide what to spend 
it on. 

So this idea that there is somehow 
money in this resolution for Ukraine or 
any other specific purpose is not true. 
All we do is create a number for the 
committees to mark up to, and it is up 
to the committee as to what is in the 
$150 billion package. 

And to all the colleagues here, you 
eventually get to vote on that work 
product, and, if you don’t like it, you 
can vote no. And, eventually, that 
work product will have to be signed by 
the President. So that is the way the 
process works. 

What we are doing today is jump- 
starting a process that will allow the 
Republican Party to meet President 
Trump’s immigration agenda through 
the reconciliation process. And the 
Democrats chose this very process to 
pass ObamaCare and the Inflation Re-
duction Act. 

We are going to use it to secure our 
border. We are not going to grow the 

government just for the sense of grow-
ing the government. We are not going 
to create a Green New Deal. We are 
going to create border security trans-
formational in nature. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we are about 
to embark on a plan to jump-start the 
most transformational border security 
bill in the history of the United States 
because we need it yesterday. We have 
had 11 million people come to this 
country illegally. Fentanyl kills 3,000 
Americans every 2 weeks. It comes 
across that southern border. 

We are running out of detention 
space to hold people. Tom Homan, the 
border czar, came to the Republican 
Senate last week or 2 weeks ago and 
said that ICE is out of money. This res-
olution jump-starts the process to get 
Tom Homan the money he needs to ful-
fill the promises we made, to build 
more detention beds so you don’t have 
to let people go. Laken Riley’s mur-
derer was in detention and released be-
cause of lack of bed space and wound 
up killing the young lady. That should 
never happen again. When you are de-
tained, we should hold you and process 
you according to law, not release you. 
We need more detention beds. 

We need to finish the wall. This $175 
billion will be allocated by the com-
mittees in question, and it will allow 
President Trump to finish the wall, se-
cure the border, and deport criminals. 

ICE is out of money. 
If you think it is a good idea to go 

after the criminal gangs that have 
come here over the years illegally, 
then you are right. 

To my Democratic colleagues, you 
should be working with us, not against 
us. Everybody should want to clean up 
the mess of the last 4 years. Everybody 
should want to go after criminal gangs. 
Everybody should want to secure the 
border because it is a national security 
nightmare. And nobody should want 
the dilemma of a nation having to let 
somebody go who could potentially be 
dangerous because you have no place to 
put them. 

This $175 billion will allow for the 
most transformational border security 
bill in the history of the country at a 
time of great need. 

The $150 billion will be allocated by 
the Armed Services Committee. They 
will decide what to spend it on. There 
is a lot of modernization we need of our 
nuclear triad fleet. We need more 
weapons. Our stockpile is low. There 
are a bunch of things we can spend $150 
billion, but we will let the Armed Serv-
ices Committee decide those priorities. 

When it comes to border security— 
the $175 billion plan—the committees 
of jurisdiction will allocate that 
money, not this resolution. But with-
out this resolution, we can’t move for-
ward. 

Why is this resolution important? 
Without this bill passing, S. Con. Res. 
7, there is no hope getting money for 
the border the way it needs to be done. 
Without this resolution passing to-
night or early tomorrow, we are not 
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going to get any money for the mili-
tary without having to negotiate non-
military spending increases. 

We don’t have a lack-of-spending 
problem in our country; we have spent 
way too much on things that don’t 
matter enough. Part of this process 
will be committees finding offsets, re-
ducing spending. 

So we are telling the Armed Services 
Committee: Spend $150 billion the way 
you see fit. We are telling two commit-
tees to spend $175 billion to secure our 
border. We are telling seven other com-
mittees: Find savings inside your com-
mittee to offset the spending we are 
creating in this bill. 

I think they can do that. I think 
what DOGE is doing is good. This is a 
form of that. 

Every committee that has been in-
structed to save at least $1 billion will 
be able finally to go into the com-
mittee itself, see what they spend on, 
and reduce spending because we are di-
recting them to. 

My hope is that the $342 billion we 
are going to spend to secure our border, 
help the military, and enhance the 
Coast Guard will be offset with $342 bil-
lion of cuts in other parts of the gov-
ernment. We can do it, but this resolu-
tion has to pass or we won’t do it. 

I am highly confident that the Re-
publican chairmen of the committees 
in question will deliver. I am highly 
confident that we can find savings in 
the government to offset the spending 
we are creating. 

The Democratic Party used this proc-
ess for their Green New Deal. They 
used this process for ObamaCare. We 
are using this process to help our mili-
tary, who needs help, to secure a bor-
der that has been broken, and to en-
hance the Coast Guard. That is the dif-
ference. We are doing things that need 
to be done to make us safe. 

Mr. President, 3,000 Americans die 
every 2 weeks because fentanyl comes 
across the border. We are going to fix 
that. 

Since President Trump has been in 
office, border crossings have gone down 
by 90 percent. We want to reinforce 
this success. We want to finish that 
wall. We want to make sure we never 
release another person in this country 
because we don’t have a bed. We are 
going to make sure the criminal gangs 
keep leaving, not staying because ICE 
doesn’t have enough money. 

Why are we doing this? Because Tom 
Homan and Mr. Vought, the head of 
OMB, told us 2 weeks ago that we are 
out of money to finish the job Presi-
dent Trump started. 

To my House colleagues: I prefer one 
big beautiful bill that makes the tax 
cuts permanent, that does the things 
we need to do on the border and with 
our military and cuts spending. I wish 
you all the best. I prefer what you are 
doing to what we are doing, but we 
have to have a plan B if you can’t get 
it done soon. 

What is the Senate doing? We have 
decided to front-end load security. We 

want to cut taxes. We want to make 
the tax cuts permanent. We are going 
to work with our House colleagues to 
do that. They expire at the end of the 
year, but we have time to do that. 

It is the view of the Republican Sen-
ate that when it comes to border secu-
rity, we need not fail. We should have 
the money now to keep the momentum 
going. When it comes to the Repub-
lican Senate, we believe the military 
needs money now because the world is 
on fire. 

To my House colleagues: We will all 
get there together. If you can pass the 
one big beautiful bill that makes the 
tax cuts permanent—not 4, 5 years— 
then we will all cheer over here. Noth-
ing would please me more than Speak-
er JOHNSON being able to put together 
the bill that President Trump wants. I 
want that to happen, but I cannot sit 
on the sidelines and not have a plan B. 

This Nation is under threat. The ille-
gal immigrants who have come here by 
the millions need to be sent back by 
the millions. The border needs to be se-
cured. The wall needs to be finished. 
We need more detention space. We need 
to upgrade our military capability 
now. 

The reason we are doing it now is be-
cause we were told ICE is out of money 
now. 

I am hoping the House can deliver, 
but I am very confident that in the 
Senate, early in the morning, Repub-
licans—not one Democrat vote—will 
set in motion a process that will trans-
form our border security to the most 
modern, aggressive border security 
plan in the history of the country, 
north and south; that it will set in mo-
tion $175 billion of new spending to se-
cure the border in a way that has never 
been achieved in the past. 

If this resolution fails, God help us 
all. If this resolution passes, help is on 
the way. 

If you believe that America needs to 
be serious about securing our border, 
this bill gets the job done. If you be-
lieve the military needs to be stronger, 
not weaker, at a time of threat, this 
bill gets it done. If you believe the 
Coast Guard needs more capability to 
deal with drugs and national security 
threats, this bill delivers. This is a se-
curity bill. 

This is a bill that will combat 
fentanyl killing Americans. There are 
more Americans dying every 2 weeks 
from fentanyl than on 9/11. Hundreds of 
thousands of young Americans—young 
and old but mostly young—have died 
from fentanyl poisoning coming across 
that southern border. We are going to 
go after those cartels. I am confident 
that President Trump is the new sher-
iff in town that we need. But without 
resources, it won’t work. 

Tom Homan came to us and begged 
us for money to continue the plan he 
has enacted to get gangs out of this 
country, to secure that border, and to 
add more detention space. 

Tom, we heard you. We are going to 
meet your needs. 

I am excited about this debate. I am 
excited about Republican-led chairmen 
finding ways to reduce spending to pay 
for this. 

This is a big deal, folks. The Repub-
lican Party is going to go all in on bor-
der security. We are going to upgrade 
our defense capability, and we are 
going to pay for it. 

Has anybody at home ever had to 
pick between two things? You couldn’t 
do everything. You couldn’t have it all. 
You had to spend because your child 
got sick or hurt, and you had to cut 
somewhere else because there wasn’t 
enough money to do both. We are going 
to set priorities. If you have a sick 
child or something bad in your family 
happens, that goes first. That means 
you have to pick somewhere else—ex-
cept in Washington. 

That model is over. We are going to 
start a new way of doing business. We 
are going to spend on things that need 
to be done and should be done by the 
Federal Government to keep us safe, 
and we are going to offset it by reduc-
ing spending in areas that are not as 
important. 

I am excited about this process. I 
urge my colleagues to come down on 
both sides of the aisle and participate 
in this debate. This is what I was elect-
ed to do, I think—make America safe 
and prosperous and do it in a fiscally 
responsible way. The idea that we are 
going to actually offset spending is a 
great day. We are going to deliver. 

This is going to go into the night. 
Our Democratic colleagues are going to 
have a chance to offer a lot of amend-
ments to our approach. They will want 
this and they will want that. What 
breaks my heart is they don’t see the 
value what we are trying to do. 

Every American should want more 
money going into DHS to secure our 
border. Every American should want 
more capability in the hands of the 
military at a time of great threat. But 
we can’t get there. We can’t reach com-
mon ground on those issues. So we are 
going to use the process they used. 
They used the process to create 
ObamaCare, the Green New Deal, and 
the Inflation Reduction Act. We are 
going to use that very same process to 
make the cartel’s life miserable, to go 
after criminal gangs, to finish the wall, 
upgrade the capability of the Coast 
Guard, and make our military the most 
lethal it has been since Ronald Reagan, 
and we are going to pay for it all. 

In a bit, I will read a script that 
starts the process. 

To the Senator from Ohio, the Pre-
siding Officer, this is why you came. 
This is what you promised to do. I was 
on the campaign with you, and you 
looked your voters in the eye and said: 
We are going to do things different. We 
are going to secure our border, we are 
stop the fentanyl from poisoning your 
kids, and we are going to be serious 
about fiscal responsibility. We are 
going to pay for all of this. 

Mr. President, you have a chance 
here to do what you promised you 
would do. 
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All of us on this side of the aisle— 

people are counting on us. They are 
counting on this Republican majority 
to deal with the mess that has been 
created for the last 4 years. They are 
counting on this Republican majority 
to give the President the money he 
needs to do the job that he promised to 
do. And we are going to deliver. We are 
going to do it, and we are going to do 
it tonight. If it is 5 o’clock in the 
morning—I don’t care how long it 
takes—we are going to deliver, and we 
are going to pay for everything we do. 

In a little bit, in a small period of 
time, around 5 o’clock, we are going to 
start this process. This is a big deal, 
folks. This is not just business as usual 
in Washington; this is a different way 
of doing business. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we 

need to be focused on solving problems. 
I think most of us here get that. No 
matter who the President is, our con-
stituents expect us to work for them. 
They expect us to fight for them, and 
they expect us to do the hard work of 
passing laws to make their lives better. 

People don’t send us here to make 
their lives worse, but that is exactly 
what Trump and Musk are doing. They 
are looking at our most pressing prob-
lems and making them worse. This 
budget proposal will only add fuel to 
that fire. 

Right now, even as egg prices hit an 
alltime high, Trump and Musk have 
done nothing to lower prices. They 
have done nothing to address the hous-
ing crisis or help families get quality, 
affordable childcare or address other 
issues I hear about from folks all the 
time. Instead, they are slashing pro-
grams that help our families make 
ends meet. They are gutting an Agency 
that saves working people money and 
protects them from scams and starting 
trade wars that will impose what is ef-
fectively a Trump sales tax entirely on 
the backs of American workers. 

As China works to strengthen its 
global leadership, Trump and Musk 
have ceded the ground almost entirely, 
illegally cutting off investments we 
make to continue our country’s leader-
ship and help our allies. 

At the most precarious moment for 
the Middle East in decades, Trump is 
casually proposing to ethnically 
cleanse Gaza so that Trump and his 
family can build waterfront property 
there. 

When it comes to helping our allies 
in Ukraine secure a just peace, Trump 
is giving away countless concessions to 
Putin—out of the gate—calling our ally 
a ‘‘dictator’’ and meeting with Russia 
without inviting Ukraine. 

When it comes to the bird flu, Trump 
and Musk are firing the very workers 
who are responsible for tracking the 
disease and keeping it from spreading 
further; and now, suddenly, they are 
desperately trying to hire them back. 

As Texas deals with a serious measles 
outbreak, Trump’s Secretary can’t 

even confirm the obvious and tell par-
ents the vaccine doesn’t cause autism, 
which, to be clear, it does not. 

And almost unbelievably—just weeks 
after the deadliest commercial plane 
crash in the United States in over two 
decades—Trump and Musk are firing 
FAA workers who make sure flying is 
safe. Who does that help? 

Now Trump is letting Musk run wild 
by inappropriately accessing and ri-
fling through sensitive SSA and Treas-
ury files, with the IRS being next— 
your data. How does that make sense? 

But while President Trump is busy 
making problems worse and trampling 
our laws and quoting dictators, what 
are we doing here in the Senate? Are 
we holding President Trump account-
able? Are we holding his ‘‘co-Presi-
dent,’’ Elon Musk—the richest man in 
the world who has billions of dollars in 
conflicts of interest—accountable? Are 
we putting a stop to the catastrophic 
cuts and reckless firings that are hurt-
ing people and our communities and 
setting our country back decades? 

It seems to me that would be a good 
use of time. After all, I have even heard 
some Republicans admit that cutting 
things like medical research and firing 
people like our VA workers are bad 
ideas. So you would think, maybe, we 
could work together from that common 
ground, but, instead, Republicans are 
throwing all their effort behind a par-
tisan plan to slash and burn programs 
that help our families and raise costs 
for everyday Americans and shovel bil-
lions of dollars to help people who al-
ready have billions of dollars. 

Meanwhile, I would like to rec-
ommend to my colleagues that we are 
less than a month away from a dead-
line to pass bills to fund our govern-
ment, and as we approach that dead-
line, the entire world is watching as 
President Trump and Elon Musk shut 
the government down bit by bit—what-
ever parts Elon doesn’t like. Trump 
and Musk are already showing thou-
sands of our essential workers the door 
despite the fact they have no clue what 
those workers do or why their jobs 
matter. They are just turning off the 
lights and hoping for the best. 

I am hearing so much alarm on this 
from back home—from fired workers 
and from the people who depend on 
them. Trump and his ‘‘co-President’’ 
are shuttering entire Agencies. They 
are locking workers out of their de-
vices and out of their buildings and de-
manding the work of the American 
people come to a screeching halt— 
again, for no good reason. 

Let me really drive home just how 
damaging and extreme these firings are 
because we are not talking about some 
routine changing of the guard or some 
thoughtful or strategic plan to make 
government more efficient. Trump and 
Musk are just taking a wrecking ball 
to the U.S. Government. They don’t 
care what they smash up. They don’t 
care whom they hurt, and they don’t 
seem to have any idea just how painful 
this is for American families. We are 

talking about tens of thousands of peo-
ple—and counting—being pushed out 
the door without any plan and without 
any justification beyond Trump and 
Elon just wanting to slash and cut with 
reckless abandon. 

This has nothing to do with making 
government more efficient; it is about 
breaking it beyond repair. Fundamen-
tally, this is not about cutting waste or 
curbing fraud. Instead, this is about 
putting the Federal workforce into 
trauma. That is how OMB Director 
Russell Vought callously put it. So 
they are mass firing hard-working 
women and men—many of them vet-
erans—whose only mistake was serving 
our country, serving our communities, 
and believing they wouldn’t get 
stabbed in the back by a wannabe dic-
tator and the richest man in the world. 

In setting aside the fact that many 
were illegally fired and without real 
cause, it is not just the workers who 
are suffering because of this. These 
cuts undermine essential services for 
the American people right down to 
some of the most basic functions of 
government. 

Trump and Musk are firing people 
who help Americans find quality, af-
fordable health insurance; people who 
help small businesses get a loan; people 
who help communities and families get 
back on their feet after a disaster; and 
people who help Americans get their 
tax refunds. 

They are firing people who help our 
economy stay competitive—from 
firings that undermine energy projects 
and thousands of good new jobs to 
firings that undermine innovation and 
technology, to firings that are hurting 
our farmers and undermining agricul-
tural research. 

They are laying off national park 
rangers, which will mean longer wait 
times, dirtier bathrooms, delayed 
emergency responses, and closed parks. 
They fired Forest Service workers who 
are crucial to preventing wildfires. 

Again, I have to emphasize they are 
firing FAA workers, for crying out 
loud, including personnel who work on 
radar and landing and other critical in-
frastructure that help our aircraft 
navigate safely. They are firing these 
people and pretending it is no big deal, 
all just weeks after, by the way, the 
deadliest crash our Nation has seen in 
decades. Trump and Elon might not fly 
commercial, but the rest of us do. 

In the Pacific Northwest, the Bonne-
ville Power Administration is losing 
hundreds of highly skilled workers, and 
that includes everyone from elec-
tricians, engineers, dispatchers, line 
workers, cybersecurity experts, and 
many more. These are literally the 
people who keep the lights on, and now 
they are being fired on a whim because 
Trump and Elon Musk do not have a 
clue about what they do and why it is 
important. And do you know what? 
They don’t care. They don’t even seem 
to understand, actually, that these po-
sitions are funded by ratepayers—by 
all of us who live in the Northwest. 
They are not from Federal funding. 
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Trump and Musk have even fired over 

1,000 VA workers, including people who 
are doing lifesaving research for our 
veterans: research to prevent veteran 
suicide; to build life-changing pros-
thetics; and to address opioid addiction 
and more. These layoffs will mean 
longer wait times for veterans to see 
their healthcare providers. It could 
mean ongoing clinical trials coming to 
a sudden stop. It means delays in get-
ting your disability claim approved be-
cause Trump and Musk went ahead and 
fired clinicians and claims raters even 
while, today, the current backlog of 
disability claims is over 250,000. That is 
not just a betrayal of these public 
workers; it is a betrayal of our women 
and men who have served us in uni-
form. It is also worth noting that many 
of the workers being fired are veterans 
themselves. Trump is firing veterans. 

And let’s not forget the thousands of 
NIH researchers who are having their 
research thrown into jeopardy and the 
patients who are watching President 
Trump carelessly toss their best hope 
for a cure into the shredder—or CMS 
experts. They are working on improv-
ing maternal health outcomes so fewer 
pregnant women die in this country. 

Medical research layoffs aren’t the 
only ones putting American lives at 
risk because Trump and Musk are fir-
ing public health workers who respond 
to disease outbreaks: cybersecurity ex-
perts who protect our critical infra-
structure, sensitive systems, and our 
data; scientists who make sure our 
water and our air are clean and that we 
are ready for extreme weather; workers 
who help our communities prepare for, 
respond to, and recover from disasters, 
not to mention members of law en-
forcement who help stop violent crimi-
nals, and, of course, our nuclear engi-
neers. 

Seriously, people who manage our 
nuclear weapons stockpile are being 
fired by the hundreds with no real 
strategy, and we know there is no 
strategy because then Trump and Musk 
frantically turned around and rehired 
many of them. We also know they 
haven’t learned their lesson because 
they just did the exact same thing to 
our workers who are responding to bird 
flu—reckless layoffs followed by: Wait. 
No. Come back. 

That is not a plan. That is not a plan. 
To callously fire people who help us 
stay ahead of deadly diseases and to 
maintain a safe, secure, and reliable 
nuclear weapons stockpile—that is the 
height of dangerous incompetence. 

Nuclear cleanup work has been hit as 
well. I have been fighting to get more 
resources for the Hanford cleanup in 
Washington State for years. It is al-
ready understaffed, and now Trump is 
actively making things worse. I have 
heard directly—directly—from workers 
at Hanford who have been laid off even 
after some were recognized just this 
past year for their outstanding work. 

And, by the way, that underscores 
another reality of these firings: They 
have absolutely nothing to do with 

merit. In fact, they are targeting new 
employees, including people who were 
recently promoted. So now these work-
ers are getting fired from their newly 
earned jobs—literally pushing out some 
of our best performers and our most 
committed workers. 

One more thing. They are even ille-
gally firing the government watchdogs 
who provide accountability and pre-
vent fraud. If Trump and Musk were 
really committed to tackling waste, 
fraud, and abuse, would they fire the 
very people serving in nonpartisan 
roles and whose very jobs are to un-
cover and reduce waste, fraud, and 
abuse? If they were really interested in 
transparency, would they have torn 
down websites where the public can 
find information about Agencies’ 
spending and policy? 

The list of pointless, actively dan-
gerous firings goes on and on. It grows 
by the day as does the followup alarm 
being caused by it. My phones have 
been ringing off the hook, and I know 
I am not the only one. Again, these 
sweeping layoffs do not address fraud 
or waste. They are totally arbitrary, 
pushing out high performers and the 
promising next generation of our Fed-
eral workforce, which won’t be easily 
replaced, not to mention the hiring 
freeze prevents them from even trying. 

And here is the thing that is so im-
portant to remember: These are people 
who have families. They work hard. 
They love their country. They are not 
being sent packing because they have 
done anything wrong or because their 
work is not important. They are being 
pushed out simply because Trump and 
Musk are trying to break the govern-
ment, trying to make it not work for 
the people who need it. It is wrong, and 
if this doesn’t stop now, it will be cata-
strophic. 

The scale and scope of Trump and 
Elon’s purge will set our country back 
decades. It is not like you can fire any-
one and say: Oh, wait—my bad—and 
hire them back with the snap of a fin-
ger. If you are a VA medical re-
searcher, working for less than you 
could make in the private sector, and 
you are fired by a billionaire who de-
cides your research on cancer and burn 
pit exposure isn’t worth the invest-
ment, would you want to come back, 
especially with the chaos and sheer in-
competence of this administration? 

The Federal Government is not Twit-
ter. You can’t just fire everyone and 
break things and hope for the best. 
People’s lives are at stake. Elon Musk 
has no clue what nuclear safety engi-
neers do at Hanford. He doesn’t care 
that the Social Security Administra-
tion is already understaffed, and push-
ing more of those Federal workers out 
the door will make life harder for our 
seniors. 

This effort to push out and arbi-
trarily fire Federal workers is going to 
break something worse than it already 
has, and it is going to break it irrep-
arably. When that happens, the blame 
will fall squarely on Trump and Musk 
and the Republicans. 

And it is not just people being fired 
that is a serious problem. There are 
also still—still today—funds frozen 
without rhyme or reason or legal au-
thority for Trump to do that. So I am 
not only worried about the fast-ap-
proaching funding deadline in March, I 
am worried about the de facto govern-
ment shutdown that is happening right 
now. As we speak, Trump and Musk are 
still illegally blocking hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in funding we all se-
cured for the people we represent back 
home, putting good-paying jobs on the 
chopping block, creating incredible un-
certainty for businesses, stalling funds 
for our infrastructure and energy 
projects, and a lot more. 

As another week of Trump’s illegally 
funding blockade has come and gone, 
still, reports are coming in from across 
my State and across the country of the 
chaos and cuts this is causing, and yet 
little to nothing has been done by this 
administration to restore investments 
in people in red and blue States that 
they are counting on. 

Republicans here in Congress con-
tinue to sit by idly while our commu-
nities are robbed of hundreds of billions 
of dollars in bipartisan spending. Mean-
while, it is our workers, it is our fami-
lies, it is our businesses that are feel-
ing this consequence. With each day 
that passes, the uncertain fate of these 
investments takes a toll of its own: 
ever-growing anxiety for workers 
whose jobs are in jeopardy, for farmers 
who are eyeing the calendar and wait-
ing on resources that they are owed, 
for business owners worried a ripped-up 
contract might put them under. 

I have heard USDA grants have been 
cut off to rural businesses and farmers 
in my home State of Washington, and 
it is putting those hard-working Amer-
icans in dire straits. 

A small laundromat ordered new ma-
chines, but now Trump is stiffing them 
on funds they need to make that pay-
ment. 

A wheat farmer installed solar panels 
under a Federal program, but Trump is 
going to leave them holding the bag. 

A greenhouse has completed its end 
of the bargain to install upgrades. 
Trump has stopped the Federal Govern-
ment from doing the part it promised. 

And there are so many other Federal 
investments on hold as well: Forest 
Service funding to reduce wildfire risks 
and restore ecosystems, EPA funding 
for clean water infrastructure and 
cleanup work on our Superfund sites, 
HUD and Department of Energy invest-
ments to bring down folks’ energy 
costs and create new, good-paying jobs, 
funding for our roads and bridges and 
transit and flood mapping and fish-
eries—so many other things. 

Medical research has also been com-
pletely upended at research institu-
tions across our country, throwing life-
saving research, clinical trials, and pa-
tients into uncertainty. 

Meanwhile, they have not only ille-
gally blocked our foreign assistance 
and shuttered USAID programs that 
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bolster our global leadership and make 
the world safer for Americans, they are 
now illegally dismantling the Depart-
ment of Education. They have already 
bulldozed the independent research 
arm of the Department of Education. 
They are taking a wrecking ball to on-
going evidence-based research and 
basic collection data we need for ac-
countability to improve student out-
comes at our K through 12 schools and 
colleges. 

And among the many contracts 
Trump canceled with his Executive or-
ders was funding for a program that 
helps students with disabilities transi-
tion from high school to work and 
work to improve adoption of evidence- 
based literacy practices in Washington 
State. 

These billionaires have no idea what 
programs they are cutting. Given the 
chaos of all these efforts—from 
Trump’s sweeping, radical, and illegal 
Executive orders to Elon Musk jump-
ing from Agency to Agency and doing 
seemingly whatever he pleases and 
whatever is good for his business—it is 
getting hard to even keep track of all 
the funding that is being illegally 
blocked. Even stuff they say is not 
blocked or say has been unblocked is 
still frozen. 

But one thing that is clear: This is 
hurting our families, hurting our com-
munities, and it needs to stop. 

Remember, Musk is the richest man 
on Earth, with deep business ties to 
China and a direct line to Putin. Re-
publicans have chosen to stand by and 
twiddle their thumbs as he unilater-
ally, clandestinely, and illegally cuts 
our constituents off from the Federal 
investments they are owed and badly 
in need of. We have zero insight or 
oversight of what conflicts of interest 
Musk has, as he chokes off government 
funding left and right and as he hands 
over our sensitive financial data and 
systems to patently unqualified indi-
viduals with no accountability. 

This multibillionaire is operating 
completely in the dark, hoping his lies 
are loud enough to drown out any calls 
for truth or transparency. 

You can agree or disagree about Fed-
eral spending. Goodness knows, we 
have a lot of debates on it here. But it 
is a complete lie to try and say this is 
all fraud, waste, or conspiracy. 

As a longtime appropriator, I can tell 
you, we debate these bills publicly. We 
post the details out in the open. We 
pass them in a bipartisan way. Repub-
licans overwhelmingly supported the 
individual bills we put together in 
committee last year—many unani-
mously. 

Spending is not a ‘‘conspiracy’’ just 
because Elon Musk doesn’t know how 
to read USAspending.gov. A program is 
not waste just because it doesn’t help 
the richest man in the world. It is not 
fraud just because he doesn’t like it. A 
law is not illegal just because he dis-
agrees with it. 

This guy just does not know what he 
is talking about, and it is, frankly, em-

barrassing. He doesn’t know how to 
count. 

The DOGE website says it is slashing 
$55 billion, but it only lists $16.6 bil-
lion, and half of that is a typo. They 
took $8 million, with an M, as in 
‘‘Musk can’t count’’ and counted it as 
$8 billion, with a B, as in ‘‘BS.’’ That is 
not saving money; it is poor reading 
comprehension. 

Speaking of reading comprehension, I 
don’t think Elon fully grasps what the 
concepts of transparency and account-
ability mean. 

When he tweeted out the names of 
government employees months ago— 
and again this month, even—that was 
accountability. But when reporters 
name people gaining illegal access to 
Treasury’s payment system, that is a 
crime? 

Elon Musk gets to look at all of our 
most sensitive data, but no one gets to 
look at what he is actually doing? That 
cannot be the standard. It is not 
‘‘maximally transparent’’ for Elon 
Musk to decide for himself what he 
shares publicly about his actions. It is 
maximally concerning, especially given 
that there are many obvious conflicts 
of interest but Elon has not recused 
himself from a single decision. 

How is it not a conflict when the 
owner of SpaceX is gutting NASA 
while taxpayer funds to his company 
keep flowing? 

How is it not blatant corruption 
when the owner of Tesla is freezing 
grants and loans that benefit his com-
petitors? 

How are we supposed to just trust 
him when he is probing Agencies that 
have done—or are doing right now—in-
vestigations into his businesses? 

Trump fired the Ag inspector general 
who was investigating Elon’s company 
Neuralink and then fired the FDA offi-
cials who were reviewing it. He fired 
the EPA inspector general and Trans-
portation inspector general as they 
were looking at Tesla. He fired the 
Labor inspector general, as the Depart-
ment has several investigations into 
Musk’s companies. And Trump fired 
the Defense inspector general who was 
looking at SpaceX and, notably, 
Musk’s connection to Putin. 

And it is not just Musk who is con-
cerning. He has brought on an army of 
walking redflags to pry into our gov-
ernment’s most sensitive data. 

How are Americans supposed to feel 
knowing someone who was previously 
fired for leaking sensitive information 
from their employer is digging through 
their most private financial data? 

How are Americans supposed to feel 
knowing someone who engaged with 
prominent White supremacists and 
misogynists online is helping to shut 
down USAID? 

How are they supposed to feel know-
ing someone who tweeted explicitly 
racist statements, someone who said 
they were ‘‘racist before it was cool’’ 
was given control over incredibly im-
portant Treasury payments? 

What sort of vetting, if any, is going 
on here? Are they trying to pick the 

least qualified, most concerning peo-
ple? 

Hey, Elon, you were supposed to fil-
ter out redflags, not select for them. 

The American people deserve trans-
parency. If Elon Musk really has noth-
ing to hide, then he should leave his 
safe place on X and at Trump rallies 
and come before us at a congressional 
hearing to be held accountable to the 
public. 

What they are doing here is not just 
illegal; it is devastating for working 
people in every ZIP code in America, 
red and blue States alike. 

Right now, we need to be speaking 
out with a unified voice to ensure that 
when Congress passes a bill, the law is 
followed. And we need to focus on nego-
tiating serious funding bills on a bipar-
tisan basis ahead of the fast-approach-
ing March 14 deadline. That is exactly 
what I am trying to do right now, and 
a long-term CR should not be accept-
able for anyone here. 

As I have reminded my colleagues 
many times now, there is a world of 
difference between a short-term CR 
that gives us additional time for good- 
faith negotiations on full-year funding 
bills and a long-term CR that would 
not only create major shortfalls for 
critical programs but would also hand 
vast power over spending decisions to 
an administration that absolutely can-
not and should not be trusted. 

Passing a clean, full-year CR would, 
first of all, create major shortfalls and 
fail to adjust for new realities on the 
ground; it could mean that instead of 
babies getting fed through WIC, moms 
are getting put on a waitlist for the 
first time in that program’s history, 
and instead of families getting rental 
assistance, they get cut off. 

A clean, full-year CR means veterans 
are not able to get the care they need 
and the benefits they have earned in a 
timely way, and it means our military 
falling behind, from forcing cuts across 
DOD to pausing promotions, station 
changes, and other really essential 
functions. 

It also means losing opportunities to 
provide resources for new challenges 
and to provide a check on Trump poli-
cies, including ones it is clear Members 
on both sides of this aisle have issues 
with. 

And on that note, I want to empha-
size—because this is really critical— 
unlike a short-term CR, a clean, full- 
year CR means hundreds of specific 
funding directives from Congress fall 
away, effectively creating slush funds 
for this administration to adjust spend-
ing priorities and potentially eliminate 
longstanding programs as they see fit. 
That is a nonstarter. 

With a full-year CR, Congress would 
be turning over our power of the purse 
to a President who has already shown 
he couldn’t care less about the separa-
tion of powers. 

A year-long CR would be a green 
light for President Trump, Elon Musk, 
and Russell Vought to redirect funding 
to their own pet projects and slash and 
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burn and zero out the programs we 
have supported from Congress that our 
families count on. Maybe they siphon 
money away from public schools. 
Maybe they slash Federal work study 
grants and financial aid. Maybe they 
zero out money for national parks or 
monuments they think are too woke. 
What would that even mean? 

Maybe they scrap all our oversight of 
immigration courts or end family re-
unification or dismantle the guardrails 
for detaining immigrants—something 
we are already seeing, by the way, with 
the use of Guantanamo Bay. 

They could cut funding to eliminate 
HIV, address maternal mortality, or in-
crease vaccination rates. They could 
turn our constituents’ priorities into 
slush funds. Clean energy investments 
could become a payday for fossil fuels. 
Money meant to stop fentanyl and 
opioids could fuel private prison oper-
ations and mass deportations. 

Congress must detail its spending 
priorities and direct President Trump 
to implement these programs faith-
fully by passing appropriations bills, 
just as it does every year. There is 
truly no telling just how far they 
would go in bending our Federal budget 
from what our constituents need to 
whatever Trump and Musk want. 

If you don’t think things could get 
worse, you are wrong. A clean, year-
long CR is, frankly, an unacceptable 
outcome. We cannot tell our constitu-
ents that instead of using our author-
ity to check a President, we give him 
the keys to the kingdom. We cannot 
say: Instead of fighting to get you the 
resources you need, we will let a bil-
lionaire have more say in where your 
tax dollar goes instead. 

So we need Republicans to get seri-
ous about these bipartisan funding 
bills. And we have got to know that 
once those bills become law, Trump 
will actually follow them. We cannot 
just reach an agreement, pass a bill, 
and then stand by while President 
Trump rips our laws in half. 

There is a serious bipartisan path 
forward for our country, but it is one 
where Congress works together to 
avoid a shutdown, stops the de facto 
shutdown that is already happening, 
and reasserts its authority to protect 
the funding our communities need. 
But, unfortunately, that is a far cry 
from the path Republicans are going 
down with this pro-billionaire, anti- 
middle class budget resolution that is 
on the floor. 

Let’s be very clear: Republicans’ 
budget resolution doesn’t just accept; 
it actually doubles down on what 
Trump and Musk are doing. 

And it is not about balancing the 
budget—we all know that—because 
they don’t plan to reverse one of the 
biggest drivers of the debt: Republican 
tax cuts. Despite all of the bogeymen 
Republicans like to point to as driving 
the national debt, the reality is that 
the single biggest driver of our na-
tional debt since 2001 has been Repub-
lican tax cuts. The Trump and Bush 

tax cuts have cost our Nation over $10 
trillion and counting. 

And you will never guess what our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
are focused on right now. Nothing to 
lower the cost of eggs. It is actually 
more Republican tax cuts. 

And, no, they will not be paid for, 
and, yes, they will blow up the national 
debt. While Elon Musk hacks and chops 
his way through the government in the 
name of meager ‘‘savings’’ and Repub-
licans are cheering him on, they are all 
hoping that we will ignore the elephant 
they brought into the room, even as 
this budget is a roadmap for painful 
cuts to programs families count on 
each and every day—all so they can 
give billionaires more tax cuts. 

Republicans are going down this par-
tisan path because they know Demo-
crats are not going to join them in 
throwing Medicaid, nutrition assist-
ance, and veterans benefits into the 
woodchuck so they can throw more tax 
cuts at billionaires and the biggest cor-
porations. 

Make no mistake, this budget resolu-
tion is the DOGE resolution, as it as-
sumes a staggering amount of $1 tril-
lion in unspecified cuts in 2025 alone 
and $9 trillion over 10 years. Where do 
we think those kinds of dramatic cuts 
are going to come from? It is going to 
come out of SNAP benefits that keep 
our kids from going hungry. It is going 
to come out of our public schools and 
community health centers. It is going 
to come out of lifesaving medical re-
search. 

It will mean costs going up—up—for 
everyday Americans. It means 
childcare costs going up when families 
lose access to Head Start and other 
quality, affordable options. It means 
heating and cooling costs going up 
when families get cut off from 
LIHEAP. It means rent going up as as-
sistance programs get slashed. It 
means your healthcare costs go up as 
community health centers and family 
planning providers are forced to close 
their doors. It means grocery costs 
going up as programs like SNAP and 
WIC are gutted, not to mention what 
happens when you cut support for 
farmers and for ag research. 

And make no mistake, if you are cut-
ting that deeply, that painfully, you 
are going to start cutting things like 
veterans’ disability and education ben-
efits. You are going to start cutting 
Medicare and Medicaid, which, for the 
information of all Senators, 30 million 
children rely on. 

There is just no other way to make 
those numbers work, especially when 
we know that this is just step one in 
their plan. And step two is tax breaks 
for billionaires and massive corpora-
tions. 

So, first, they are handing Elon Musk 
a chain saw to cut programs that fami-
lies rely on, with no accountability. 
Then they are rewarding him with 
enormous tax breaks, and that is com-
pletely unacceptable. We should not be 
taking kids out of childcare to give bil-

lionaires a tax break. We should not be 
taking food off the family table to put 
more fuel in private jets. 

I grew up in a family that knew what 
it was like to fall on hard times. My 
dad, who was a veteran, got too sick to 
work. He had multiple sclerosis. My 
mom kept us afloat with my dad’s VA 
benefits and food stamps and a new job 
that she got thanks to a Federal work-
force program. 

It wasn’t easy. Mom always said they 
crawled—crawled—to Social Security 
and Medicare, but she worked hard, 
and our government was there for them 
when those hard times came. I know 
there are families struggling right now 
just like my family struggled then. I 
hear from them every day in the let-
ters we get here in Washington, DC, 
and in the conversations I have back 
home in Washington State. 

They work hard. They play by the 
rules. They deserve, at the very least, 
the same opportunity my parents had 
when I was growing up. And I am not 
going to stand by silently while Repub-
licans try to sell that opportunity 
away to pay for even more tax breaks 
for billionaires. 

I get why that sounds like a good 
idea to billionaires like Donald Trump. 
I get why it is a sweet deal for Elon 
Musk, the richest man in the world. It 
is great for them because they are not 
the ones footing the bill. The bill for 
these tax breaks—the cost of these 
cuts—is going to be paid by folks like 
my mom and dad. 

Everyday Americans will pay for bil-
lionaire tax breaks with their 
healthcare. They will pay for billion-
aire tax breaks with abandoned med-
ical research. They will pay for billion-
aire tax breaks with shuttered family 
farms and small businesses. 

And Republicans can try and spin a 
fairytale about how this will pay for 
itself, how this will work out for every-
one, and how nothing anyone cares 
about will be affected. But the reality 
is going to show through pretty darn 
quick and pretty darn painfully be-
cause spin is not going to put food on 
the table. It will not pay the rent. It 
won’t fix the roads. It won’t lower 
prices. It won’t lower interest rates, 
and it won’t put money in families’ 
dwindling bank accounts. 

When it comes to the job we are all 
sent here to do, helping people and 
solving problems, families need real so-
lutions, not tax breaks for billionaires 
and talking points for everyone who 
loses out. 

Mr. President, I urge all of my col-
leagues: Hit the brakes—and not just 
on this devastating partisan budget 
resolution. Hit the brakes on what 
President Trump and Elon Musk are 
doing right now. Let’s, instead, come 
together and work on serious bipar-
tisan bills to fund the government. 
Let’s get investments that are sorely 
needed out to the folks we represent. 
Let’s pass legislation that gives folks a 
hand instead of this Republican plan 
that gives billionaires a handout. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BUDD). The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, things are 

not as they appear to be, and in Wash-
ington, that is not unusual. In fact, 
that may be the norm—that in Wash-
ington, things are often not what they 
appear to be. 

If you follow the news, you have been 
seeing reports of Elon Musk and DOGE 
and getting rid of waste and fraud and 
abuse by the billions, if not trillions, of 
dollars. And yet, we are meeting here 
today, though, because Congress, 
namely the Senate, wants to increase 
Federal spending. 

So on the one hand, you have Elon 
Musk and DOGE, and the Democrats 
complaining to high heavens, ‘‘They 
are cutting too much; they are cutting 
too much,’’ and Senate Republicans are 
coming forward today to pass a budget 
to allow them to raise Federal spend-
ing. What gives? 

Are Republicans for getting rid of 
waste, fraud, and abuse and reducing 
the deficit, balancing the budget, as 
the President says? Or are they really 
for increasing spending $340 billion? 

The budget that we will vote on will 
allow increased spending in the mili-
tary by $150 billion; increased spending 
for the border, $175 billion; $20 billion 
for the Coast Guard. That adds up to 
about $340 billion. 

Well, if we were fiscally prudent, if 
we were fiscally conservative, why 
wouldn’t we take the savings from 
Elon Musk and DOGE and move it over 
here and help with the border? Why 
would we be doing a brandnew bill to 
increase spending by $340 billion? 

That is because the Senate is acting 
as it always has. The Senate hasn’t 
gotten the message. President Trump 
came to town—a new way of thinking. 
They are shuttering the Agencies. 
They are shutting people down. They 
are buying things like $2 million spent 
in Guatemala for sex changes, $2 mil-
lion spent in Brazil for girl-centric cli-
mate change, $4.8 million spent in 
Ukraine for social media influencers. 

While you are at it, we spent—not 
we, but the people who voted for this. I 
voted against all of this. But the Mem-
bers of the Senate who voted for this 
spent several hundred thousand dollars 
sending designers in Ukraine to the 
fashion show in Paris. 

It goes on and on: thousands of dol-
lars for a trans opera in Colombia, 
more thousands of dollars for a trans 
comic book in Peru, hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars spent studying rats to 
see if lonely rats use more cocaine than 
well-socialized rats. Guess what. Lone-
ly rats love the cocaine. They spent 
hundreds of thousands of dollars of 
your money on this craziness. 

Why not take that crazy spending 
that DOGE and Elon Musk are finding 
and move it over to secure the border? 
Instead, fiscal conservatives are faced 
with a bill they are putting forward to 
just simply increase the spending. 

I am all for moving it around. I am 
all for saving it from the craziness and 

pushing it over into something more 
valuable. There is a procedure for doing 
this. It is a special procedure. It 
doesn’t require any Democrat vote. It 
can happen through simple majority, 
and it has a fancy name. It is called re-
scission. So all the administration 
would have to do is bundle together 
several million dollars of savings— 
which it appears they are finding—bun-
dle it together in one bill, send it back 
to us, and by simple majority, without 
any help from the Democrats, Repub-
licans can cut spending. 

Instead, things aren’t what they ap-
pear to be. You see all this great work 
being done to cut spending, to cut 
waste, fraud, and abuse, and then you 
see the Senate acting—we are going to 
vote all night long to set up a bill to 
increase spending by $340 billion. 

There is a true philosophical debate 
within the Republican Party—and real-
ly within both parties—about what the 
biggest threats to our country are. Are 
the greatest threats to America from 
within or from without? 

I would argue that they are from 
within. I don’t lie awake at night fear-
ing foreign invasion, that invaders are 
coming to our shores any moment. It 
doesn’t mean we shouldn’t be prepared, 
that we shouldn’t defend ourselves. But 
it does mean that we don’t have to 
have unlimited spending on our mili-
tary. 

Look, many of my family served. Sol-
diers have to be paid. We should take 
care of them. But, at the same time, we 
shouldn’t be everywhere around the 
world, all the time. 

We spent close to $300 billion in 
Ukraine. We have got soldiers all over 
Africa. We have got soldiers in Syria. 
We have got soldiers everywhere. 

We don’t need to be doing that. 
If you want to put our military’s 

money and spending in perspective, we 
spend more than the next nine coun-
tries combined. It is not that we are 
spending too little. We are spending a 
lot. But if you decide that you want 
more money for the military, take it 
from the climate change—the girl-cen-
tric climate change in Brazil. Quit 
spending your money overseas. 

Over the years, we have given Egypt 
nearly $60 billion. Who runs Egypt? A 
general, where there are no elections, 
kind of like Ukraine, where there is a 
president, but he doesn’t have to run 
for reelection because he has canceled 
the elections. 

Why in the world would we be giving 
money hand over fist to dictators and 
people who don’t stand for election? In 
Egypt, we gave it to one family, the 
Mubarak family. When he was finally 
ousted from power, he had $20 billion 
on him. 

Well, it actually wasn’t on him. A lot 
of it was in Swiss banks and all over 
the place, but he was worth 20 billion. 
That is nothing. Each of his kids was 
worth another 5 billion. So he basically 
was able to steal 30 billion of the 60 bil-
lion that American taxpayers sent to 
Egypt. 

That is foreign aid. That is the story 
of your foreign aid. It is that you have 
been being ripped off decade after dec-
ade. 

But while Elon Musk and DOGE are 
doing their job working overtime until 
late at night, finding us those savings 
for foreign aid, send them back. We 
spent 40 billion in foreign aid. You 
could send 30 billion back and America 
would be safer and stronger, and you 
could put the 30 billion toward either 
the military or to the border—your 
choice. 

There is money like that that can be 
saved and moved around, but it is 
going to have to come back. Ulti-
mately, all the talk of the savings is 
ephemeral. It isn’t real until Congress 
has the courage to vote on it. It has to 
be certified by a vote. 

If Congress doesn’t vote, it sort of 
wishes and washes around in the ether 
and may or may not wind up being sav-
ings. Ultimately, Congress is going to 
have to do their job. 

But what we are doing today to vote 
on the budget is not doing our job. 
What we are doing today, which will be 
a Republican-led effort—minus me— 
will be an effort to tee up a bill to in-
crease Federal spending. 

I would say, let’s take the savings 
that we are finding, move that over to 
any accounts, do it through a vote of 
Congress, do it through a simple major-
ity. It can actually be done even with-
out the budgetary process. 

A rescission package can be sent 
back without even going through the 
whole budget problem. What we are 
faced with, though, is come the end of 
the year—we are halfway through the 
year, so we are voting on a budget 
today that is really somewhat of a fic-
tion because the year is already half 
over. We know what is being spent. We 
know that in the end, we are going to 
spend a little over $7 trillion this year. 
The problem is, we are going to bring 
in about $5 trillion, and we are going to 
spend about $7 trillion. We are $2 tril-
lion short. 

They are getting ready within weeks 
to add a couple hundred billion dollars 
for California. It is appropriate to have 
sympathy for people in their plight, 
but it is not good for the country sim-
ply to borrow money to send it to any-
one. If we are going to help people in 
need, we should be taking that money 
from the taxes that come in. We 
shouldn’t be borrowing it from China 
and sending it to California. No matter 
how noble the purpose is, we should be 
spending what comes in. We should not 
be borrowing a penny. 

But come the end of the year, we are 
going to be over $2 trillion in increased 
debt for 1 year. What is our total? Our 
total is going to be over $37 trillion, 
maybe $38 trillion by the end of the 
year. Interest? The largest item in our 
budget is now interest—about $1 tril-
lion in interest every year. One esti-
mate is that over the next 10 years, it 
will be like $14 trillion in interest. 

Now, interest doesn’t buy anything. 
Interest isn’t feeding anybody. Interest 
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isn’t putting out fires in California. In-
terest is simply wasted because of the 
profligate ways of both parties. 

People voted for a change. They said: 
We are going to get a change. They like 
what Donald Trump is doing. They like 
what DOGE is doing. They like what 
Elon is doing. Yet here we are. The Re-
publicans are acting like the Demo-
crats. They are going to vote to in-
crease spending by $342 billion. It is all 
going to be borrowed. 

Now, some will say: We are going to 
cut spending to equalize the money we 
are going to spend here. But none of 
that is listed in the budget. 

Now, the House has a budget. The 
House Republicans have passed a dif-
ferent budget, and in their budget, they 
list $1.5 trillion worth of savings. They 
have to get to this. They cannot do 
their special simple majority vote, the 
reconciliation vote, unless they find 
$1.5 trillion. 

In the Senate bill, there is $4 billion. 
Now, they will say, ‘‘That is just a 
floor; we are going to find more than 
that,’’ but all they would promise was 
the 4. In the House, they realized that 
is not really believable, that is not 
really comforting, so the House said: 
No, we are doing $1.5 trillion. 

So as this debate unfolds over the 
next 10, 12, 15 hours—we will be here for 
a long time. You know, get your pop-
corn. Turn your C–SPAN on. But as 
this unfolds, I will offer an amendment, 
and my amendment will say, let’s alter 
the budget to not only say we are going 
to increase spending by $340 billion, my 
amendment will say we should cut 
spending to pay for it by $1.5 trillion. 

Ideally, we would do this simply by 
bringing a rescission package of the 
savings that Elon and DOGE are find-
ing, but it would work this way as well 
to at least show that we are serious 
about this. I have seen this happen 
again and again, and I know how the 
story is going to turn out. I know that 
come September, which is the end of 
our fiscal year, we are about halfway 
through it. As we get to the end of the 
fiscal year, Republicans are going to be 
going: Uh-oh, I have to go home and ex-
plain to people that the deficit is $2.2 
trillion—one of the worst years ever. I 
have to explain to people ‘‘Republicans 
are in charge; we are taking care of it 
now’’ when it looks like the problem is 
getting worse. 

We have to immediately start cut-
ting spending. Every Republican needs 
to be voting to cut spending. There is a 
way to do it. It is called a rescission 
package. 

If you continue to borrow, though, if 
you think ‘‘I am going to be nice to ev-
eryone and give everyone money,’’ you 
can do it, but the borrowing is going to 
crowd out everything, because we have 
made many, many promises. We have 
promised people Medicare. We prom-
ised people Medicaid. We promised peo-
ple Social Security. We promised peo-
ple food stamps. Well, guess what, that 
equals all of our tax revenue. Those 
four promises—Medicare, Medicaid, 

food stamps, Social Security—that 
equals all of our tax revenue. We don’t 
even vote on those programs. 

The programs that we vote on—that 
is the budget, that is military and non-
military—are a third of the spending. 
It is all borrowed now. Essentially, our 
debt equals our budget. Everything we 
vote to spend in the budget is bor-
rowed. So things are out of whack. You 
can’t help everyone and be everything 
to everybody. 

A way to look at this is, let’s say you 
make $25,000 a year, and all of your 
money goes to your rent and your food 
and taking care of your family. You 
have nothing left over. You are work-
ing poor. You walk by somebody on the 
side of the street, and they are home-
less, and you feel sorry for them. 
Would you immediately go to a bank 
and borrow $1,000 and give it to a 
homeless person? No, you wouldn’t, be-
cause that would make no sense what-
soever. 

That is what we are doing. We look 
around the world, and we see homeless 
people. We look around the world, and 
we see hungry people. So we just sim-
ply go to China, the bank, and we bor-
row money from China and then we 
send it to Africa. Well, you know what, 
if you send your own money, it is char-
ity. If you send your own money, it is 
noble. If you send somebody else’s 
money or you borrow the money and 
you make the country go further in 
debt and you put us more in peril, that 
is not charity. That is what is destroy-
ing our country. That is what is eating 
us up from the inside out. The greatest 
threat to America is from within, not 
from without. 

What happens when the currency 
unravels? What happens when the 
value of the dollar doesn’t lose 5 per-
cent in a year but loses 5 percent in a 
week? That is what happens in the end 
stages of a currency being destroyed. 
People say it will never happen to 
America. Can’t happen in America. We 
are the strongest dollar. We are the re-
serve currency of the world. Can’t hap-
pen here. 

It can and has happened to great na-
tions. It has happened to great civiliza-
tions that have lost their currency, 
that have destroyed their currency. 
Does it always unravel gradually 
enough that you can fix it? No. Some-
times it unravels in the space of weeks. 

When the German money lost its 
value in the early 1920s after the first 
war, in September, it took like 100 
marks to buy a loaf of bread. Two 
weeks later, mid-September, it was 
1,000 marks. At the end of September, 
it was 1 million. In the middle of Octo-
ber, it was 10 million. 

The currency, if you look at the cur-
rency and what it would buy in a 2- 
month period, was completely de-
stroyed in a 2-month period. The pic-
tures from the history books will show 
people putting the German mark into 
wheelbarrows and wheeling it up to 
fires to burn for warmth. It was worth 
more as fuel than it was to buy things. 

The workers were demanding that they 
be paid more than once a day because 
you had to go out and get your pay at 
noon and spend it then because it was 
worth half as much by the end of the 
day. That is what it looks like when a 
country destroys its currency. 

How do you destroy your currency? 
How does inflation occur? If you watch 
television, you see that these people 
are either dishonest or would fail basic 
economics. They are like: Well, infla-
tion is transitory, and, you know, we 
are not sure where it is from, but 
maybe it could be—oh, greedy people 
owning grocery stores causes inflation. 

No. Inflation is an economic fact that 
comes from borrowing money, and the 
Federal Reserve prints up money to 
buy the borrowed money. 

Treasury—when we get behind on our 
payments, we spend more than comes 
in, so we have to borrow money. The 
Fed buys our Treasury bills. Well, the 
Fed doesn’t have any money; the Fed 
creates that money. That is what infla-
tion is. And so much of it gets passed 
on to government. 

Everybody knows that in the last 3 or 
4 years—and part of the election was 
over the inflation of the Biden admin-
istration. Prices were up about 20 per-
cent over 3 or 4 years. But in order to 
keep up with that, we built in inflation 
protection to most of our government 
programs. So Social Security has cost- 
of-living increases. So they keep up 
with inflation or try to keep up with 
inflation, but as they do, the programs 
just get larger and larger and larger, 
and we get more and more behind the 
eight ball. That is what is happening. 

But it is coming to a head. Social Se-
curity runs out of money in 2033. When 
it runs out of money, everybody gets 20 
to 25 percent less in Social Security. 
What do you think is going to happen 
in our country when the poorest among 
us who live only on Social Security— 
when they lose the value of their 
check, they lose 25 percent of their 
check? What do you think is going to 
happen in this country? And nobody is 
preparing them for it. Nobody is doing 
anything to reform Social Security, re-
form Medicare, reform Medicaid. 

You know, people are just petrified of 
everything. What is so horrible and so 
hard to say about people who are able- 
bodied ought to work? I think everyone 
should work. I think everyone who is 
able-bodied should work not as punish-
ment but as reward. We should have a 
work requirement on every check that 
goes out. Everybody should work. I 
mean, it is how you get your self-es-
teem. You can’t give people self-es-
teem. You can’t say: Here, Johnny, 
here is a trophy. We know you can’t 
spell or add, but here is a trophy for 
being a mathlete. 

No, you have to earn your self-es-
teem. You earn it through work. 

Just adding work to Medicaid and 
saying: You want free health insurance 
from the government—adding a work 
requirement saves $100 billion. Having 
the States pay more for Medicaid. Why 
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do I want the States to pay for more 
Medicaid? Because they don’t have a 
printing press. Why are the decisions of 
this body so awful? Because there is a 
printing press. 

I had a conversation with one of my 
Democratic colleagues, and I said: We 
have to make a choice. You have to de-
cide whether you want to help the poor 
in our country or help the poor in 
Ukraine or help whoever you are pay-
ing in Ukraine. 

He said: We shouldn’t have to make a 
choice. 

It is like, you do have to make a 
choice. The fact that you think you 
don’t have to make a choice is why we 
are $36 trillion in the hole. You have to 
make choices. Which comes first— 
Ukraine or America? You can’t do both 
because we don’t have enough money. 
We only have enough taxes coming in 
to pay for Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, and food stamps. Everything 
else is borrowed. 

So maybe able-bodied people need to 
go back to work. Maybe there needs to 
be a work requirement. Maybe, for 
goodness’ sake, food stamps shouldn’t 
buy sugared drinks, chips, Ding Dongs, 
and Twinkies. Could we not reform our 
system such that we try to cure the 
obesity plague in our country by cut-
ting back what the government buys as 
far as food? 

But today, the opposite will happen. 
Things aren’t what they appear to be. 
Things are never, in Congress, really 
what they seem to be. We will pass a 
bill ostensibly by the conservative ma-
jority, but the purpose of this bill is to 
spend $340 billion in new spending. 

Instead, what we should be doing is 
taking the savings from the waste, 
fraud, and abuse that DOGE and Elon 
are finding—we should take those sav-
ings and use it to spend for things that 
people think are of higher priority, 
such as the border and/or the military. 

But I will oppose this budget because 
I am not for spending more money. I 
will oppose this budget because I want 
to have nothing to do with a $2.2 tril-
lion deficit. At the end of the year, 
those who vote for this budget and 
those who vote for the new spending 
will have to explain to people at home: 
How about that $2.2 trillion deficit? 
How did that happen under a Repub-
lican watch? 

Until someone is brave enough to say 
no, it is going to go on and on, and 
there is a danger that if we don’t stop 
it, we are going to destroy the country. 

So I will offer an amendment later on 
to cut spending, to actually put teeth 
into this budget resolution, to cut real 
spending, to balance our budget, and to 
do and complete the promises that the 
President had in the campaign. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to enter into a col-
loquy with my colleague from North 
Carolina Senator TILLIS. 

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

UKRAINE 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to come to the floor today with 
my friend and colleague Senator 
TILLIS. He and I have cochaired the 
Senate NATO Observer Group. We have 
traveled together on a number of occa-
sions, and we just came back on Tues-
day from a very brief trip to Ukraine. 
We were joined by Senator BENNET, 
who is not able to join us right now. 
But I think it is important for us to 
come to the floor and to talk about 
what we saw and what we heard in 
Ukraine. 

It was incredibly powerful to travel 
to Ukraine, to see firsthand the situa-
tion on the ground there, and we vis-
ited a number of places during the day. 
We met with residents in downtown 
Kyiv who had lost their homes in the 
January 1 missile attack there, an at-
tack that landed only about 2 blocks 
from the Presidential Palace. 

While we were there actually meet-
ing with the folks who had lost their 
homes, the air raid sirens went off, 
which is a pretty usual occurrence ap-
parently in Kyiv. Fortunately, it was 
not aimed at us in downtown Kyiv but 
another outlying community. But it 
was a warning of more incoming Rus-
sian missiles. 

And I have seen the reports in the 
last couple of days that say that Vladi-
mir Putin wants peace, but I have to 
say I am skeptical because if he really 
wants peace, nothing is stopping him 
from calling off those missile and 
drone attacks, attacks that are not 
targeting just Ukraine’s military but 
that are targeting civilians throughout 
the country. They are damaging power 
stations that Ukrainians depend on for 
electricity for daily life. 

And, in fact, we visited one of those 
power stations. This is us. You can see 
it was a very cold day. You can’t see 
the power station in the background, 
but it was a unique design that had 
been done by the Ukrainians in a very 
short period of time with help from the 
United States to protect that site from 
Russian attacks. And, in fact, they had 
just had, in late December, a missile 
that hit the side of the transfer station 
in ways that, if they had not had the 
reinforcements, it would have taken 
down that station. 

But what is interesting is that not 
only have they figured out the design 
on the station, but they had what they 
call a mobile firing team; that is, two 
machineguns—you can see, just barely 
see, one of them on the truck—and a 
radar, which is down here sort of out of 
sight, again, done with U.S. dollars. 

They were able to protect that trans-
fer station and have those mobile firing 
teams at a number of sites around the 
country to protect their electricity 
grid because what we know and what 
we heard is that the Russians are try-
ing to shut down their power grid be-
cause they want to freeze out the 
Ukrainians in this war. 

We also visited a children’s hospital 
that was bombed in July. We visited 

with two teenagers, one young woman 
who was 16 who not only lost her moth-
er in a Russian attack, but she lost her 
ability to walk. 

I think she had had, Senator TILLIS, 
about 16 operations at the point that 
we saw her, and they were pleased that 
they thought she was going to actually 
be able to walk again, thanks to the 
great care she got at the Ohmatdyt 
Children’s Hospital that the Russians 
bombed—deliberately targeted in July. 

But like so many Ukrainians, the 
young woman we met with hasn’t given 
up. Her father sat by her side, surgery 
after surgery. And despite the odds, she 
is learning to walk again. She reflects, 
I think, the resilience, the persever-
ance that we witnessed every place we 
went in every meeting that we had. 

Despite Russia’s advantages in size 
and manpower, Ukrainians have not 
and will not give up, and we should not 
give up on them either. 

Ukrainians have developed robotic 
mobile firing teams, as I said. They 
have been able to make incredible in-
novations to fix damaged battlefield 
equipment. We had a chance on our 
way into Ukraine to go through Po-
land, where they are moving equipment 
into Ukraine and where we saw the 
center where they have a group chat 
with people on the frontlines to help 
them with instructions on how to fix 
the equipment in realtime as it gets 
damaged. 

This not only saves time and money 
for the Ukrainians but for us. It is an 
incredible learning opportunity for us 
as we think about what we need to do 
to support our own military. So the 
Ukrainians are sharing their battle-
field innovations and insights. It 
makes the United States stronger, and 
it shows how much of the assistance we 
have given to Ukraine is actually going 
to benefit us here in America. 

When the assistance was frozen in 
January, it had a major impact on the 
ground. We spoke to NGOs in Poland, 
people who are supporting Ukrainian 
refugees in that country. And as one of 
them was preparing to give us a presen-
tation, he stopped. He turned to us, and 
he said: I can’t give this presentation 
and act like everything is normal. 

I thought he was one of the most 
impactful people we heard from. I don’t 
know if you felt that way, too, Senator 
TILLIS. 

But he said that on January 24, the 
U.S. Embassy told me to stop all work. 
He said: I had to fire single Ukrainian 
mothers who escaped the war and now 
have no jobs and no way to feed their 
children. He had to stop psychosocial 
support services for those who are 
traumatized by the war. One girl they 
had been treating for self-harm is gone, 
and he doesn’t know if she is alive or 
not. He was worried she might take her 
own life. 

Along with the stop-work orders, the 
NGOs were told to remove all Amer-
ican flags. Think of that. American 
flags are coming down in Poland, one 
of the most pro-American countries 
that we can have. 
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The people that we spoke to said that 

their trust has been broken. The dec-
ades of investments in these alliances 
that we have made were gone with just 
one phone call. 

Now, I understand that people are 
tired of this war. But if we think giving 
Russia or China free rein won’t affect 
us here in the United States, we are 
wrong. The Russians are thrilled. 
Vladimir Putin has to be loving this. 
He has always wanted to undermine 
NATO. 

‘‘Peace for our time’’ is what Cham-
berlain said when he signed the pact 
with Hitler. Appeasement doesn’t work 
with dictators. When Vladimir Putin 
gets what he wants, it puts Americans 
in danger. We understand this. Putin 
can’t be trusted. That is a realistic as-
sessment of the battlefield. 

One Ukrainian woman who lost her 
husband and son in the fighting told us 
she would support cease-fire negotia-
tions but with security guarantees for 
Ukraine. Simply freezing the frontline 
won’t do anything, she warned, because 
in a few years Russia will invade again. 
And she is right. Putin invaded Crimea 
in 2014. He invaded Ukraine again in 
2022. 

There must be a guarantee that Rus-
sia won’t attack again in a couple of 
years. I believe NATO membership for 
Ukraine needs to be on the table. This 
is not only going to protect Ukraine 
from future attacks, it will put 
Ukraine in the best possible negoti-
ating position. 

Putin wants Ukrainians to be afraid. 
We saw that when we visited Bucha. 
Some people may remember this was a 
suburb of Kyiv. It was under siege for 
33 days, held by the Russians. We 
talked to the mayor, to the priest of 
the church, we saw the mass graves 
where people were buried, the 500-plus 
people, civilians, who were killed in 
Bucha. They were killed just going 
about their daily lives. 

This is the picture of the body of one 
of those civilians killed. You know how 
they identified her? It was her mani-
curist. She identified her by the mani-
cure. 

We met with the investigators who 
showed us the picture of the Russian 
commander who gave the order to kill 
the civilians. He did it because he 
wanted to frighten the population. 
Vladimir Putin is responsible for this. 
He is responsible for the bodies in 
Bucha and for thousands across 
Ukraine, and he has to be held account-
able. We cannot let him get away with 
this. 

I want to end by underlying an im-
portant point. There is bipartisan sup-
port for Ukraine in Congress. I believe 
we will continue to support funding 
and that if we had another supple-
mental bill that came to the floor, it 
would pass with Republican votes be-
cause Americans like Senator TILLIS 
and I and Senator BENNET, who went 
with us, we have been impressed by the 
Ukrainians’ courage, by their resil-
ience, by their willingness to defend 

their freedoms and our freedoms. They 
have kept their economy and their peo-
ple going throughout this horrible war. 

But by June, Ukraine is going to 
start running out of what they need. 
That is why we need to use the nearly 
$300 billion of Russian-seized assets to 
help Ukraine rebuild. That is why I 
called on Secretary Rubio to prioritize 
the waivers for unfreezing aid to 
Ukraine. 

Thousands of Ukrainians have given 
their lives in the fight for a sovereign 
Ukraine. They have been on the front 
lines for all of us defending democracy. 
To abandon them now would not only 
be a gift to Putin, it would endanger 
our allies and the security of the 
United States. 

I yield the floor to my colleague Sen-
ator TILLIS. 

Mr. TILLIS. I want to thank Senator 
SHAHEEN for, actually, a long-term 
friendship and vision that she had back 
in 2018 when she came to me and want-
ed to reconstitute the Senate NATO 
Observer Group. It could not have been 
a better time for us to pay more atten-
tion to this very important alliance. 

But it is also, right now, today—4 
days away from the 3-year anniversary 
of the invasion of Ukraine—very im-
portant to talk about the nature of 
Vladimir Putin and the tactics that 
they use to terrorize populations. 

President Putin, in October, prior to 
the invasion in February, said that he 
was sending troops to an area to do a 
training exercise. While we were get-
ting intelligence that it looked like 
more than that, he was already lying 
to the world by saying: We are just 
going to train up our soldiers a little 
bit more. 

Then after the first part of the year 
going into January, he said: Well, we 
are doing the training exercise that 
just, coincidentally, happens to be 
along the Ukrainian border, but it is 
just a training exercise. 

And then he creates any number of 
pretext to then talk about how provoc-
ative Ukraine is operating a democracy 
within their borders. And he creates 
the pretext for a ‘‘special military op-
eration,’’ invading Ukraine, trying to 
finish what he started when he invaded 
Crimea back in 2014. 

Vladimir Putin is a liar, a murderer, 
and responsible for the deaths of hun-
dreds of thousands of Ukrainians. And 
that is bad by itself. But you know 
what is worse is when you employ tac-
tics that intentionally terrorize a pop-
ulation. 

Senator SHAHEEN talked about the 
power grid. I was in that meeting she 
was talking about. Let’s talk about 
systematically how his mind works, 
the mind of Vladimir Putin, the leader-
ship of Russia. It is very cold in 
Ukraine—very, very cold in the winter-
time. And they have tried to system-
atically deny them heat over the win-
ter to freeze them out. They have had 
to spend millions of dollars hardening 
substations just to prevent families, 
hospitals, critical businesses, first re-

sponders from having power. That is 
how this man thinks. 

But that is not bad enough. Shortly 
after they invaded Ukraine and they 
got the surprise of their life that the 
Ukrainian people were willing to fight 
and die for their country—and they 
have done it in a way that Putin could 
not possibly have imagined. Putin 
should be embarrassed. A so-called 
world power got repulsed by what now 
is the largest army in Europe—stand-
ing army. It wasn’t when the invasion 
occurred. 

Just with our help through mate-
riels, they have held off Russia for 3 
years. Putin probably understood at 
some point that he wasn’t going to be 
able to win it through conventional 
tactics. So what does he go to? Ter-
rorist tactics—the same sort of tactics 
he uses in Africa with mercenaries, ter-
rorizing populations, indiscriminately 
killing people. That is what Vladimir 
Putin does every single day, 24/7, 365 
around the globe. 

Now let’s get back to Ukraine. He de-
cides to allow, under orders, Russia 
military to go into a community of 
about 200,000 people. That is roughly 
the size of the community I live in 
North Carolina, just north of Char-
lotte. Imagine what they are doing. 
They are going through the city and 
indiscriminately, when somebody 
walks past them, shooting them, some-
times with 50-caliber weapons and tank 
armor, murdering them, stacking them 
up in mass graves. 

I went to this site. I saw it firsthand. 
This is how he is trying to win the war 
because he can’t win the hearts and 
minds of the Ukrainian people. He de-
stroyed the hopes and dreams of any-
body who has lived in the Soviet era. 
He wants that to reemerge. He is will-
ing to do anything, including terror-
izing innocent civilians to break their 
will. 

But, thank God, the Ukrainian peo-
ple are the brave people that they are 
because this hardened them. This made 
them go onto a battlefield and live in 
trenches 24 hours a day repulsing the 
Russian invasion. 

There is no moral person on this 
planet who can consider Putin to have 
a legitimate reason to affect this sort 
of carnage. And I saw it firsthand. I 
will never be able to forget it. And 
what the American people and the 
world population will never be able to 
forget either is the aftermath of ap-
peasing Vladimir Putin. 

Ladies and gentlemen, China is al-
ready helping Russia. North Korea has 
sent thousands of troops. And North 
Korea doesn’t really care about life. 
They have allowed 4,000 to 5,000 of their 
soldiers to die on the battlefield within 
6 weeks of getting on the ground. They 
are throwing body after body trying to 
kill and break the will of the Ukrain-
ian people. It is just unacceptable. 

Look, I am a Republican. I support 
President Trump, and I believe that 
most of his policies on national secu-
rity are right. I believe his instincts 
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are pretty good. But what I am telling 
you, whoever believes that there is any 
space for Vladimir Putin and the fu-
ture of a stable globe better go to 
Ukraine; they better go to Europe; 
they better invest the time to under-
stand that this man is a cancer and the 
greatest threat to democracy in my 
lifetime. And it will be a cancer that 
spreads into the South China Sea, into 
Taiwan, and metastasize across the 
globe. 

Ladies and gentlemen, when I tell 
you that Vladimir Putin is a liar, a 
murderer, and a man responsible for or-
dering the systematic torture, kidnap-
ping, and rape of innocent civilians, be-
lieve me because the evidence is a mile 
high. 

So for those of us who have invested 
the time to understand this, believe me 
when I tell you this is important to 
every single one of you. If you believe 
that Ukraine is a country an ocean 
away and not relevant to our national 
security, think again. The world is 
small. The world is watching. The 
strength of our alliances are on the 
line and the future of democracy in the 
world is on the line if we do anything 
less than defeat Vladimir Putin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUSTED). The Senator from Idaho. 

BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, today we 

are debating the narrow Senate fiscal 
year 2025 budget resolution that fulfills 
promises to secure America’s borders, 
our national defense, and unleash our 
energy potential and finally start to 
get our fiscal house in order. 

In the near future, I expect us to 
move forward with a budget resolution 
that allows us to prevent more than a 
$4 trillion tax hike on American house-
holds, the largest tax hike in the his-
tory of America. That will be felt by 
virtually every American if tax cuts 
expire at the end of this year. 

Because the other side has filed a lit-
any of tax amendments that rehash 
various false narratives and each side 
will only have 1 minute to debate, I am 
going to spend a little time right now 
explaining why we can’t afford a $4 
trillion-plus tax increase, the positive 
impact that the Trump tax cuts had on 
the economy, and some of the key pro-
visions that expire at the end of the 
year. 

At the end of this year, many key 
provisions of President Trump’s 2017 
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act are set to ex-
pire, triggering an over $4 trillion tax 
hike on American families and busi-
nesses. While taxes will increase on 
Americans of all income levels, the ma-
jority of this tax hike, about $2.6 tril-
lion of it, will fall on those making less 
than $400,000 per year. An average fam-
ily of four making about $80,000 a year 
will see a $1,700 tax hike in 2016. An-
other $600 billion-plus will hit millions 
of small business owners who could see 
Federal tax rates skyrocket up to 43.4 
percent. Tens of millions of families 
will see their Child Tax Credit cut in 
half from $2,000 to $1,000. The list goes 
on. 

But, first, I will talk about what the 
Trump tax cuts actually did and why 
failing to extend key provisions would 
be economically devastating for mil-
lions of hard-working taxpayers. 

So what did the Trump tax cuts do? 
There has been a lot of talk recently 
about how extending these tax cuts are 
for billionaires and corporations, but 
the facts actually show otherwise. The 
2017 tax bill increased the take-home 
pay and powered a growing economy. 
Individuals across all income brackets 
received a tax cut, not just—as oppo-
nents suggest—for the uberwealthy. 

In fact, the Trump tax cuts made the 
Tax Code more progressive, meaning 
the highest income earners now pay a 
greater share of all income taxes than 
they did before 2017. The majority of 
benefits accrued to the working mid-
dle-class families of America. Between 
the bill’s passage in 2017 and 2021, the 
bottom 50 percent of earners received 
the largest reduction in average tax 
rates at 17.3 percent. 

In addition to lowering tax rates 
across the board, the Trump tax cuts 
doubled the standard deduction and the 
Child Tax Credit and provided tax re-
lief to America’s entrepreneurs and 
small businesses. 

The effect of pro-growth tax reform 
was immediate. Not only did taxpayers 
get to keep more of their hard-earned 
money, but a growing economy helped 
a median household income reach all- 
time highs. The labor market im-
proved; workers saw wage growth; and 
the unemployment rate fell dramati-
cally to 3.5 percent—the lowest in 50 
years; and the lowest income workers 
experienced the largest wage growth. 
Corporate inversions became a thing of 
the past, and America became the 
place do business. All Americans 
reaped the benefits of a booming econ-
omy. 

Extending this current, proven tax 
policy and building on it is the best 
way to restore economic prosperity and 
opportunity for working families, 
many of whom are still struggling to 
recover from the historic inflation of 
the last 4 years. As American families 
contend with increasing costs of every-
day living, the last thing they need is 
another massive tax hike on top of 
that inflation. Failure is simply not an 
option. 

What happens if the Trump tax cuts 
expire? As I have said, if we do not ex-
tend these tax policies, Americans will 
be hit with an over $4 trillion tax in-
crease. More than $2.6 trillion of that 
tax increase will fall on households 
earning less than $400,000 per year. An 
average family of four making $80,000 
will be saddled with a $1,700 tax in-
crease. This is the equivalent of 6 to 8 
weeks’ worth of groceries for a family 
of four. Tens of millions of families 
will see their child tax credit cut in 
half to $1,000, and 90 percent of tax-
payers would see their standard deduc-
tion cut in half. 

Owners of over 20 million small busi-
nesses will face a massive tax hike, 

with taxes up to 43.4 percent, and 7 mil-
lion taxpayers will be impacted by the 
alternative minimum tax, up from just 
200,000 taxpayers currently. Many more 
small businesses and farms will have 
their death tax exemption cut in half. 
The National Association of Manufac-
turers recently highlighted that, if we 
allow the tax cuts to expire, 6 million 
jobs will be at risk; $540 billion in em-
ployee compensation will be lost; and 
the U.S. gross domestic product will be 
reduced by $1.1 trillion. 

The bottom line: While we aren’t 
considering tax policy as a part of this 
reconciliation package, it is important 
to set the record straight as to what is 
at stake in the upcoming tax debate. 
The stakes couldn’t be higher. You are 
going to hear tonight dozens and doz-
ens of tax amendments being brought. 
We are going to respond to each of 
those by explaining that that debate is 
not this amendment. 

This budget that we are debating 
today is on the border, on our national 
defense, and on increasing our oil and 
gas production to strengthen our econ-
omy. That is why the Senate and House 
Republicans are working together to 
act as quickly as possible to make 
these tax cuts permanent—but that 
will be in the next step—to prevent a 
massive tax hike and to provide cer-
tainty and relief to families and busi-
nesses across this Nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the news is 
coming so hard and fast these days 
that it is hard to sort it all out. Every 
day seems to be something new that 
captures our attention, our concern, 
our interest. 

What I would like to do today is to 
try to put some of it in perspective as 
to what is going on in our governing of 
this country. I don’t believe what I am 
going to be talking about today is par-
tisan. It should not be partisan because 
what I am really talking about is com-
petent government and constitutional 
government—really, two categories: 
competent government and constitu-
tional government. That should not be 
a controversial issue. Neither of those 
is something we should be arguing 
about. It is what we have a responsi-
bility to carry through in terms of our 
jobs here in the U.S. Senate. So, of the 
two categories I want to talk about, 
my headings are ‘‘thoughtless’’ and 
‘‘dangerous.’’ 

First, I want to talk about ‘‘thought-
less.’’ 

The hiring freeze. A hiring freeze can 
be an effective tool if it is used 
thoughtfully and systematically, but 
to do it across the board, without a 
process for exceptions that is built into 
it, you end up with all kinds of unin-
tended and negative consequences with 
firefighters, parks, losses elsewhere by 
attrition. There should be a systematic 
exemption process. Now it is haphazard 
and random. 

Park seasonal employees first were 
under the hiring freeze; now they are 
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not. It is sort of like: Oh. Oh, never 
mind. We are going to be OK with park 
seasonal employees. 

VA frontline health workers were 
first subject to the hiring freeze. Then 
people said: Oh. Well, we didn’t mean 
doctors and nurses, so that is OK. You 
can hire them. 

My point is, it is not a rational proc-
ess. It is ready, fire, aim. Literally, 
ready, fire, aim is what we are talking 
about, and people aren’t doing this in a 
thoughtful and systematic way. 

By the way, the difference between 
frontline deliverers of care at the VA 
and the people who answer the phones 
who are categorized as bureaucrats—I 
don’t think there is a stark difference 
there. If you are a veteran and are 
seeking care and an appointment at a 
VA health facility and nobody answers 
the phone, that is a denial of benefits. 
That is a denial of benefits just as if 
they had closed the door in your face. 
That is what we are talking about— 
weakening the systems that are serv-
ing our public. 

So the hiring freeze: It is possible to 
do a hiring freeze. When I was the Gov-
ernor of Maine, I instituted a hiring 
freeze, but we did it in a systematic 
and thoughtful way. We had a process 
for dealing with exemptions and with-
out destroying the morale and throw-
ing the entire operation of government 
into chaos. 

By the way, why do we have the gov-
ernment? To serve the people. To serve 
the people. 

So let’s talk about the next step—the 
firings. The famous ‘‘Fork in the 
Road’’ letter is a perfect example of a 
thoughtless way to approach a prob-
lem. 

The letter went to everybody. The 
letter wasn’t selective. It went to ev-
erybody—all civilians in the CIA, in 
the National Security Agency, in the 
Defense Department, and also, of 
course, to all the other civilian Agen-
cies, but it wasn’t targeted in any way. 
It was, ‘‘If you want to leave Federal 
service, we will pay you through Sep-
tember,’’ but it hit everybody. Again, 
it is not a rational or thoughtful way 
to trim the Federal workforce. 

You should be talking about, Where 
are we over? Do we have too many peo-
ple? Do we have overstock in terms of 
public servants, and where do we need 
more, for example. Instead, it went to 
everybody. By definition, that is not a 
rational process. Let me just put this 
in perspective by the way. 

In the ‘‘Fork in the Road’’ letter, the 
estimate, as of today, is that 75,000 peo-
ple have taken that option and left. I 
suppose the people who are behind this 
thing think that that is a good victory. 
The dollars saved to the Treasury from 
those 75,000 people represent one-tenth 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget. So 
the people who are saying that we are 
cutting the budget; we are cutting; we 
are saving; we are saving the tax-
payers’ money, it is one-tenth of 1 per-
cent. Given the chaos and the uncer-
tainty and the deletion of services to 

our American people, I would argue 
that is not worth it—one-tenth of 1 per-
cent. Everyone got these letters. Peo-
ple are being fired now in the CIA, the 
FBI, the VA. 

On this letter, what if only the best 
people take the option to leave? Then 
you will have really shot yourself in 
the foot. You will have encouraged peo-
ple who were going to retire anyway or 
who could get a better job in the pri-
vate sector. So it is almost—it is an 
anti-intelligent way to handle this. 

Then you have got situations like at 
the Department of Energy. In the first 
weekend, they fired 350 people in the 
National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion. Of the people who handle nuclear 
materials and are responsible for our 
nuclear stockpile, they fired almost—I 
think it was—something like 20 per-
cent of the personnel. Then, 3 or 4 days 
later, they realized: Uh-oh. That was a 
mistake. So now they are trying to 
bring these people back. 

The point I am making is, a good, 
solid, thoughtful process wouldn’t have 
made a mistake like that. They would 
have realized from the outset that 
these are jobs that we aren’t going to 
be firing, that we aren’t going to be 
eliminating. It seems to be based on 
some kind of quota. I don’t know what 
it is. 

OK. So now we are seeing everybody 
is being fired who is on probation, pro-
bationary people—people who have 
worked for the government for less 
than a year or two. OK. Again, that is 
arbitrary. Being on probation doesn’t 
mean you are an effective employee or 
you are not an effective employee. You 
could be one of the best employees in 
the whole Federal Government, and 
you have just come on, and yet you are 
going to be fired. It has nothing to do 
with the productivity or skill of the 
worker. It has nothing to do with the 
importance of the position. It has noth-
ing to do with the effectiveness of the 
Agency in question that is serving the 
people of Maine. If you are proba-
tionary, you are gone. 

Here is another thing about proba-
tion: It turns out, in the Federal Gov-
ernment, if you are promoted, you are 
on probation in the new position. You 
may have worked for the Department 
for 5 or 10 years. You are promoted. 
You are on probation. You are fired. 
Even though you have 5 or 10 years of 
experience—you are capable; you are 
doing a good job—there was no effort 
that I can see. People did get these ri-
diculous letters saying: Your perform-
ance has not been adequate. There was 
no basis for those letters. It was arbi-
trary—arbitrary. 

Remember, I said my categories are 
‘‘thoughtless’’ and ‘‘dangerous.’’ This is 
thoughtless: probation. 

Oh, by the way, about 30 percent of 
the Federal workforce are veterans. 
Now, we don’t know the exact figures. 
That is one of the problems. We have 
no transparency about what is going on 
here and who is actually being let go 
and who isn’t, but a reasonable ex-

trapolation is 30 percent of the people 
being fired are veterans—people who 
put their lives on the line for this 
country. Then they went into public 
service, and they are being fired. That 
is outrageous. 

Again, was no one thinking about 
this? A thousand were fired at the VA 
just a couple of days ago. 

We learned that people supporting 
the VA crisis line were fired. What ge-
nius thought that was a good idea? 

Last Friday, immigration judges 
were fired. We are talking about immi-
gration and the border and the control 
of immigration, and we are firing im-
migration judges? What possible sense 
does that make? 

Here is one: We have had, I think, 
three serious aircraft incidents in the 
last month, and they just fired, I 
think, 300 people at the FAA—great— 
including people who are in the busi-
ness of maintaining the systems that 
keep our airplanes safe. In the wake of 
3 serious airplane crashes, including 1 
here in Washington that killed 67 peo-
ple, we are firing people at the FAA? 
Give me a break. What kind of sense 
does that make? What kind of service 
is that to the people of the United 
States? 

Here is one that is not life or death, 
but it is the National Park Service. A 
thousand people were fired last week-
end at the National Park Service. I 
suspect they were probationary. That 
means, OK, they had only been there a 
year or two, but that doesn’t mean 
they weren’t in jobs that weren’t im-
portant. The headline in this morning’s 
paper: ‘‘Chaos at the National Parks.’’ 
The lines are twice as long as they nor-
mally are, and if there is chaos at the 
National Parks in February, Lord 
knows what it is going to be in June or 
July in Yosemite and at the Grand 
Canyon and in Acadia, which is in my 
State of Maine. 

Here is a beauty: Some of these peo-
ple who are being fired are the people 
who collect fees at the park. So, to 
save a buck, we are going to lose 5 
bucks from fees not being collected. 
Genius. Come on. Five percent of the 
workforce at the National Park Service 
is being fired. 

I can tell you I am the cochair of the 
National Park Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. We need more people at the 
national parks, not less. We have had a 
staffing shortage going back a half a 
dozen or 10 years, where visitation is 
way up, and staff is flat or declining. 
Now it is really declining. This is a di-
rect, hands-on experience for the Amer-
ican people. 

Gettysburg: They have been laying 
off people at the battlefield. Last 
night, apparently, something called the 
Presidential Management Fellows Pro-
gram—a training program that is dec-
ades old that brings talented people 
into the Federal Government—was 
eliminated. No explanation. No ration-
ale. Eliminated. 
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OK. That is the thoughtless part. And 

let me give you a little personal experi-
ence. When I was elected Governor of 
Maine, we had a serious budget deficit. 
We were in the middle of a recession. 
So we went through a process very 
similar to the impetus for what is 
going on now. We looked at the entire 
workforce of the State of Maine, but 
we did it in a thoughtful and trans-
parent way. We developed a task force 
that included private citizens, legisla-
tors, and members of the administra-
tion, and we took 8 months—8 months, 
not 8 weeks—and we looked at the en-
tire structure of the State of Maine 
government and reduced our workforce 
by about 10 percent—a significant re-
duction, but we did it in a thoughtful 
way and in a way that made sense in 
terms of the ongoing service to the 
people of Maine. 

So it can be done, and I am not un-
sympathetic with the idea of making 
things more efficient and even possibly 
downsizing the government where it is 
called for and where additional people 
aren’t necessary. So I am not here to 
say we shouldn’t be looking for effi-
ciency and saying everything in the 
Federal Government is perfect. I don’t 
believe that for a minute. But I think, 
if we are going to take on this exercise, 
it ought to be done in a sensible way by 
people who know what they are doing. 

That brings me to DOGE. I don’t 
know what they are doing. Nobody 
does. I don’t know who these 25-year- 
olds are that are in the IRS, rum-
maging around in the IRS IT system 
or—we learned in the last couple of 
days—Social Security. What are they 
doing? Who are they? What are their 
qualifications? Do they have security 
clearances? Do they have conflicts of 
interest? 

All of the rules that are designed to 
protect us from people making arbi-
trary decisions that aren’t account-
able—you talk about bureaucrats being 
unaccountable; these are the ultimate 
unaccountable people. We don’t know 
what their relationship is to the Fed-
eral Government, what authority they 
have, under what law are they oper-
ating. It is pretty clear from mistakes 
like firing 350 people at the Nuclear Se-
curity Agency—it is pretty clear they 
don’t know what they are doing, and 
they are firing people whom we need. 
OK. That is the thoughtless part, and it 
is inexcusable. 

That is just pure efficiency of govern-
ment, of doing the right thing, and it 
can be done, but these people aren’t 
doing it. 

The second part of what is going on 
is the dangerous part, and this is where 
I call upon my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle who are standing by 
and watching the structure of our gov-
ernment be attacked with no re-
sponse—elimination of entire congres-
sionally created Agencies. 

USAID was established by statute, 
and over a weekend, these people fired 
everybody, closed the Agency, took the 
name off the door, and threw the rest 

of the world into chaos where these 
people were working on important 
projects all over the world that were 
part of our outreach to the world. 

And, you know what, as soon as we 
went out of business at AID, China is 
right in the market. It is like walking 
away from engagement with the world. 
It couldn’t be a more self-defeating 
piece of work. 

By the way, it is a tiny part of the 
Federal budget. 

James Mattis famously said when he 
was a general: If you cut the foreign 
aid budget, you are going to have to 
buy me more bullets. 

Foreign aid is part of the national se-
curity of this country, and to demolish 
this Agency without any input from 
Congress, without any relationship to 
the Foreign Affairs Committee or any-
body else up here in Congress, is gross-
ly unconstitutional. It is grossly un-
constitutional. 

Here is the problem: This isn’t just a 
battle between the Senate and the 
House and the President and they are 
fighting about powers. No. The reason 
the Framers designed our Constitution 
the way they did was that they were 
afraid of concentrated power. They had 
just fought a brutal 8-year war with a 
King. They didn’t want a King. They 
wanted a constitutional republic where 
power was divided between the Con-
gress and the President and the courts. 

We are collapsing that structure. And 
the structure wasn’t there for fun. It 
wasn’t there because, hey, we are just 
going to design this complicated sys-
tem. It was there to protect our free-
dom because the people who wrote our 
Constitution understood human na-
ture, and they understood a very im-
portant thousand-year-old principle: 
Power corrupts, and absolute power 
corrupts absolutely. 

So the whole idea was to divide 
power. To the extent we allow this as-
sault on our Constitution, this col-
lapsing and excessive power being 
granted to the Executive to ignore the 
laws passed by Congress—and, by the 
way, appropriations bills are laws 
passed by Congress, which the adminis-
tration is also ignoring by freezing 
funding for programs authorized and 
funded by Congress. To the extent we 
do that, we are not only making a mis-
take now, but we are altering the es-
sential structure of our Constitution 
that is there for a reason, that is there 
to protect our freedom. 

The people who are cheering this on, 
I fear, in a reasonably short period of 
time, are going to say: Where did this 
go? How did this happen? How did we 
make our President into a monarch? 
How did this happen? 

How it happened is we gave it up. 
James Madison thought we would 

fight for our power—but no. Right now, 
we are just sitting back and watching 
it happen. 

Article II of the Constitution—the 
President said: Oh, article II gives me a 
lot of power. 

No, it doesn’t. It makes the President 
Commander in Chief; that is true. But 

here is the key sentence in article II of 
the Constitution, which defines a 
President’s power. The key sentence is 
not the power of the President. The re-
sponsibility of the President is to 
‘‘take care that the laws be faithfully 
executed’’—not write the laws, not 
deny the laws, not ignore the laws, not 
pick which laws he or she likes. To 
‘‘take care that the laws be faithfully 
executed’’—that is the responsibility of 
the President. Right now, those laws 
are being ignored. 

Impoundment. Impoundment. The 
President is trying to say: Congress ap-
propriated this money with an appro-
priation bill signed by the President, 
but I am not going to spend it because 
I don’t like it. I don’t like that pur-
pose, whatever it is. 

I am sorry. It is absolutely straight- 
up unconstitutional, and it is illegal. 
President Nixon tried to do that in 
1973, and the Congress virtually unani-
mously passed the Impoundment Con-
trol Act, which said: No, Presidents 
can’t do that; they can’t ignore the 
will of Congress because article I of the 
Constitution gives the Congress the 
power of the purse. 

We are giving it away this week. We 
are standing by and watching it, 
watching the essential power of this 
body evaporate—not evaporate—mi-
grate down the street to 1600 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue. The power was divided 
for a reason. 

There is some criticism now in the 
press saying people are talking about a 
constitutional crisis; they are crying 
wolf. No. This is a constitutional crisis. 
It is the most serious assault on our 
Constitution in the history of this 
country. It is the most serious assault 
on the very structure of our Constitu-
tion, which is designed to protect our 
freedoms and our liberty, in the his-
tory of this country. 

It is a constitutional crisis, and I will 
tell you what makes it worse: The 
President and the Vice President are 
already hinting that they are not going 
to obey decisions of the courts. 

Many of my friends in this body say: 
Well, you know, it would be hard. We 
don’t want to buck the President and 
everything. We are going to let the 
courts take care of this. 

No. 1, that is a copout. It is our re-
sponsibility to protect the Constitu-
tion. That is what we swear to when we 
enter this body. But to stand back and 
say: Oh, we are going to watch all this 
happen, and the courts are going to 
take care of it—that is an abdication of 
our responsibility. 

By the way, if you look at history, 
yes, it is true Presidents have gained 
power. In my reading of history, usu-
ally it wasn’t because Presidents 
usurped power but because the Con-
gress abdicated it. We haven’t declared 
war, for example, since 1942, and yet 
that is a clear responsibility of Con-
gress. And we sure have been in some 
scrapes since 1942. We have abdicated 
that power. And we are now in the 
process of abdicating the power to con-
trol the appropriations process. 
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I mentioned about DOGE: no author-

ity, no accountability, no trans-
parency. We literally don’t know what 
they are doing. We can’t find out what 
they are doing. 

Then, just this week, the destruction 
of the independent Agencies created by 
Congress. They were created as inde-
pendent Agencies for a reason—because 
they didn’t want them to be dominated 
by the vicissitudes of politics. 

The President gets to appoint mem-
bers of the board, and they are very 
carefully balanced—not firing someone 
at the National Labor Relations Board 
so there is no quorum so they can’t act. 
That is a direct violation of congres-
sionally established policy. 

These independent Agencies were cre-
ated for a reason. 

Oh, I forgot to mention the illegal 
firing of inspectors general. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is a champion of inspec-
tors general. In the first few days, 
something like 18 inspectors general 
were fired, completely contrary to the 
law. The law is the Congress must be 
given 30 days’ notice of the firing of an 
inspector general and reasons therefor. 
Not done. Not a peep. 

What is it going to take for us to 
wake up—when I say ‘‘us,’’ I mean this 
entire body—to wake up to what is 
going on here? Is it going to be too 
late? Is it going to be when the Presi-
dent has accreted all this power and 
the Congress is an afterthought? What 
is it going to take? The offenses keep 
piling up. 

As I said, leaving it to the courts, No. 
1, is a copout. No. 2, when the Vice 
President said something—I can’t re-
member exactly what he said—but why 
should we—the courts should not have 
the power to do this. And, of course, 
the President, over the weekend, fa-
mously quoted Napoleon: When you are 
saving your country, you don’t have to 
obey any law. 

Wow. A President of the United 
States quoting Napoleon about not 
having to obey the law. 

So I intended to talk about Ukraine, 
but Senator TILLIS and Senator SHA-
HEEN did it so articulately, I think I 
will let that pass except to say that it 
is shameful that we have suddenly 
pivoted from the support of a democ-
racy that was grossly and illegally in-
vaded—from the support of that coun-
try to the support of a murderous dic-
tator. 

I heard something about Zelenskyy is 
a dictator. The only dictator in this 
game is Vladimir Putin. He is the dic-
tator. And to argue that somehow 
Ukraine started the war—what uni-
verse is somebody in that would say 
something like that? 

Again, I won’t pursue, but I can tell 
you, Putin is happy, Xi Jinping is 
happy, Iran is happy, and North Korea 
is happy. They love what is going on, 
to see us retreating from the world, 
whether it is AID or Ukraine. They 
love to see us retreating from the 
world, looking weak and looking unre-
liable. 

Finally, on this point, we seem to be 
systematically alienating our allies. I 
have been on Armed Services now for 
12 years, and I have learned that the 
key asymmetric advantage that this 
country has in the world is allies. 
China has customers; we have allies. 
Well, we are giving that away. If I 
wasn’t on the floor of the U.S. Senate, 
I would use a slightly different term. 
But we are giving away our asym-
metric advantage in the world by what 
looks like systematically alienating 
our allies, whether it is threats of tar-
iffs or speeches in Europe telling them 
what their problems are, basically say-
ing we are going to abandon Europe. 

What a great idea: Abandon Europe 
at a time when there is a murderous 
dictator who has his eyes on the Bal-
tics, on Poland, and who has said he 
would like to reestablish the Soviet 
empire. The worst possible geopolitical 
thing that we could do would be to 
abandon Ukraine. 

So this is a constitutional crisis, and 
we have to respond to it. And I am just 
waiting for this whole body to stand up 
and say: No, no. We don’t do it this 
way. We don’t do it this way. We do 
things constitutionally. 

Yes, it is more cumbersome. It is 
slower. That is what the Framers in-
tended. They didn’t intend to have an 
efficient dictatorship, and that is what 
we are headed for. This is a very dan-
gerous moment. We have to wake up, 
protect this institution, but much 
more importantly, protect the people 
of the United States of America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

to support the budget resolution that 
is before the U.S. Senate. Speaking to 
that, I want to remind people of some 
history. 

These famous words came from Rahm 
Emanuel, President Obama’s Chief of 
Staff. It dates from about 2008. He fa-
mously said: 

You never want a serious crisis to go away. 

There is no statement that better en-
capsulates the mindset of the previous 
administration. We all know Ameri-
cans are struggling to cope with eco-
nomic and social disruption still car-
rying on from the pandemic. The Biden 
administration saw a real opportunity, 
an opportunity to permanently in-
crease the size and scope of govern-
ment. 

They said that they wanted to trans-
form America. I hope everybody on my 
side of the aisle wants to preserve 
America. In my view, it makes sense, 
in times of national emergency, for 
government to take steps to help indi-
viduals, families, and small businesses 
weather that storm. 

But once the crisis subsides, so 
should the programs and spending en-
acted in response. Yet here we are in 
2025, and Federal spending, as a share 
of the economy, remains at levels 
never seen outside of war or national 
emergency like recessions or depres-
sions. 

In 2019, before the pandemic, the 
total Federal spending totaled $4.45 
trillion. In 2024, the Federal Govern-
ment spent over $2 trillion more. So 
that is a total of $6.75 trillion, a rel-
ative increase of over 50 percent. 

We must begin to put spending back 
on a path of normalcy, and that is why 
we are having this debate that we call 
the budget resolution. The path to nor-
malcy is a spending path that accounts 
for the historic inflation of the past 4 
years as well as population growth. 

Now, there are a lot of people in this 
body that would say that spending that 
much is still too much, but I think it 
fits in with the principle of the 1974 
budget resolution. 

Once inflation and population growth 
are factored in, Federal spending in 
2024 remained roughly $1 trillion above 
prepandemic levels. If Social Security 
and Medicare and interest on the debt 
are set to the side, Federal spending 
was still over half a trillion dollars 
above 2019 levels. I hope you will study 
the chart here that shows what I just 
told you. 

Unless we have a course correction, 
our national debt will set a new record 
as a share of our economy in 2028. That 
is eclipsing the previous high-water 
mark set in the wake of World War II. 
You can see that here in the period of 
time where it was at World War II. 

As another Democrat said, elections 
have consequences. So as a part of the 
November mandate, President Trump 
is looking for ways to reduce wasteful 
government spending. Through this 
budget resolution before the Senate 
now, we plan to help in that process. 

But, in fact, that power should rest 
here. The President shouldn’t have to 
do it. But it is Congress that has the 
power of the purse, and we will have to 
do the heavy lifting. Getting out of the 
fiscal hole that we dug for ourselves re-
quires that we first stop digging. 

The budget that we are debating this 
week takes that first step, and some 
people would say it is too small of a 
first step. Any new spending will have 
to be accomplished by reductions in 
spending elsewhere. I look forward to 
continuing to work with my colleagues 
on a return to fiscal sanity, and that 
fiscal sanity is the prepandemic level 
of spending increased only by inflation 
and population growth. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the 

American people are being robbed in 
broad daylight. Big Oil is cashing in on 
their billion-dollar deal with Donald 
Trump from his campaign; the $1 bil-
lion to help Trump win. And in return, 
he will rig the rules of the game in line 
with the pockets of the oil, gas, and 
coal industry 10 times over. 

So let’s call Trump’s energy agenda 
what it really is: Oil above all, not all 
of the above. Trump’s billionaire 
friends promised to raise tens of mil-
lions of dollars; and, in return, he 
promised he would deliver policies that 
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will force working families to pay 
more, inhale more toxic air, and reduce 
their kids’ chances for a healthier fu-
ture. 

Especially as the climate crisis con-
tinues to turbocharge extreme weath-
er—costing billions in damages, sky- 
high energy bills—we know that work-
ing families don’t have any more to 
give to the oil, gas, and coal industries. 

Gas prices are up. Electricity bills 
are up. Home heating costs are up. And 
yet Donald Trump is going after the 
programs, the Agencies, and the work-
ers that help keep our air and water 
clean and create jobs. 

Meanwhile, Big Oil is raking in 
record profits, more than $172 billion in 
profits in 2023 alone. This administra-
tion isn’t governing, it is groveling to 
Big Oil and Big Gas and Big Coal and 
the entire fossil fuel industry. Every 
dollar that goes into a billionaire’s 
pocket is a dollar taken out of a work-
ing family’s budget—money that 
should go toward food, rent, and edu-
cation. 

It is robbery in broad daylight from 
working families to create tax breaks 
for billionaires, and the Trump admin-
istration is trying to carry out their 
single biggest heist right now: at-
tempting to illegally seize $20 billion 
from the congressionally authorized 
climate bank. As we speak, they are 
trying to loot the climate bank. 

This bank, formally called the Green-
house Gas Reduction Fund, is based on 
my national climate bank legislation 
with CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, and it is al-
ready at work for you, leveraging pri-
vate dollars to cut energy bills for fam-
ilies and small businesses, improve re-
siliency against climate change-fueled 
disasters, and create local economic 
opportunity. 

Trump and Musk are trying to get 
their hands on this money—your 
money—through whatever means nec-
essary, even if that meant forcing 
Denise Cheung, head of the criminal di-
vision of the DC U.S. Attorney’s Office, 
to say that there had been a crime 
committed in the climate bank, which 
then would allow Trump to reclaim all 
the money in the climate bank. 

What did Denise Cheung say? She 
said she could not find a crime. They 
said: You are going to find a crime. She 
said she could not find a crime in the 
climate bank, and so she had to resign. 
She had to resign from being the head 
of the Criminal Division in the U.S. At-
torney’s Office right here in Wash-
ington, DC, because she refused to fol-
low the orders of her supervisor who is 
getting instructions from the White 
House because that was the only way 
they could fulfill the promise to oil, 
gas, and coal to kill the climate bank. 

They wanted to freeze that money in 
the absence of any crimes, any wrong-
doing, which—surprise—just happened 
this week. Just happened. Their goal is 
to take money away from families, 
take money from clean energy, take 
money from disadvantaged commu-
nities and give it to the fossil fuel com-
panies and special interests. 

So, yes, they want to raid Medicaid; 
they want to raid education programs; 
they want to raid veterans’ benefits. 
But also, for the oil, gas, and coal in-
dustry, they have got to kill the tax 
breaks for wind and solar; they have 
got to gut the climate bank, which is 
revolutionizing the way in which we 
generate energy electricity in this 
country. 

That is not powerful leadership; it is 
political plunder. And working families 
are paying the price. Trump’s farce of 
an energy emergency declaration cre-
ates a financial emergency for the 
American people. Instead of taking 
steps to lower energy costs for fami-
lies, the Trump administration is ac-
tively driving up your energy costs by 
pushing for our energy, American en-
ergy, to get shipped overseas for higher 
profits and tying our energy market to 
the volatility of the global energy mar-
ketplace. 

From late 2021 through 2022, surging 
exports of our energy from the United 
States, liquified natural gas cost Amer-
icans $111 billion in higher energy 
prices for natural gas customers here 
in the United States—consumers, 
homeowners, businesses. Why? Because 
Big Oil and Big Gas want to export our 
energy out of our country, send it over-
seas because they get a bigger price on 
the open seas. That is what it is all 
about. 

In a recent study, the Department of 
Energy found that it is extremely like-
ly LNG exports will lead to more stick-
er shock for Americans, an average in-
crease of over $120 per year still com-
ing—again while oil executives, nat-
ural gas executives cash in on even big-
ger paydays. What is the Trump plan? 
Turn consumers in America upside 
down and shake money out of their 
pockets for profits for the oil and gas 
industry. 

What happens? Prices go higher for 
consumers here. That is how they 
make their money. They are doing it 
hand in glove with the Trump adminis-
tration. This is not an energy emer-
gency. This is a Trump energy tax on 
the American people, an energy tax, 
which, to be clear, is only growing in 
severity as Trump cuts off funding for 
clean energy projects, fires hard-
working government employees, im-
poses tariffs—all of which will make 
electricity even more expensive for 
American businesses, for American 
consumers. 

It is a deliberate strategy to make 
sure working families stay dependent 
on a damaging fuel source that makes 
a handful of billionaires richer and 
richer and richer by the day. But make 
no mistake, they are not attacking us, 
because they are winning. 

The fossil fuel industry is backing 
Donald Trump because they know they 
are losing. They are losing, despite 
Trump’s attempts to kill the green rev-
olution. The clean energy boom is hap-
pening all across our country. 

The fossil fuel industry is terrified 
because they know that wind and solar 
are the future. 

Last year, get this number, are you 
ready? This is why they are petrified. 
This is why they are scared, 90 percent 
of all new electricity generation capac-
ity brought online in the United States 
was renewable—10 percent natural gas, 
90 percent renewable last year. 

Why do they have to kill the tax 
breaks? Why do they have to kill the 
climate bank? You do 90 percent renew-
ables every year for the next 10 years, 
then it drives right at the heart of the 
business model of the natural gas and 
coal and oil industries in our country. 

That is why they need to loot the cli-
mate bank. That is why they need to 
kill the tax breaks for wind and solar, 
all-electric vehicles in our country. On-
shore wind. Onshore wind and solar 
power were the cheapest megawatts on 
the grid last year, 2024, from construc-
tion to operation. 

And the Big Oil bosses know that if 
given the choice, Americans will pick 
the cheapest, cleanest energy source 
every single time. So they are killing 
your choice. They are not letting you 
pick which energy source you want. 

Nearly 80 percent of clean energy in-
vestments from the Inflation Reduc-
tion Act, also known as the biggest cli-
mate bill in world history, but 80 per-
cent of the energy investments have 
gone to Republican districts, creating 
hundreds of thousands of new jobs just 
in 21⁄2 years. 

Think about that. Trump is actively 
working to destroy economic growth 
and jobs in the very places that got 
him elected. Eighty percent of the jobs 
are in red States. Think about that. 
But that is the payback to the oil, gas, 
and coal industry for raising the 
money for him last year. We are talk-
ing about electricians installing solar 
panels, construction workers building 
wind turbines, engineers designing the 
next generation of battery storage. All 
of these are good-paying, family-sus-
taining jobs that are helping to build 
America’s future. And yet—and yet— 
Trump and his enablers want to tear it 
all down just to keep their fossil fuel 
cronies happy, just to keep the green-
house gas emitters happy, just to make 
sure there is no competition. 

They don’t believe in competition. 
This should be Darwinian paranoia-in-
ducing competition. What oil, gas, and 
coal has extracted from this adminis-
tration is killing the competition. It is 
killing them in the marketplace. 

Adam Smith was spinning in his 
grave thinking about this cut. He had a 
big smile on his face last year, Adam 
Smith. The market is finally working. 
We finally have incentives for the com-
petition. But that had to be killed. 
That had to be killed. 

And if that wasn’t enough, Trump is 
attacking the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, the Agency 
that warns and helps protect us against 
hurricanes and floods and wildfires. 

Why? Because it gets in the way of 
his fossil fuel allies’ ability to pollute 
and to profit without consequence. 
Just last year, get this number, disas-
ters supercharged by climate change 
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cost the United States more than $500 
billion. Hurricanes Milton and Helene, 
they cost $300 billion—billion—in dam-
age. The fires in L.A., $200 billion. 
Three incidents, $500 billion worth of 
damage. Three. That is all. Half of the 
defense budget of the United States. 

What are they doing? They are tak-
ing down the defense in the future 
against superstorms. They are going to 
take it down. They are going to ravage 
homeowners, businesses across our 
country. Insurance rates are going to 
skyrocket. It is going to have a dev-
astating impact upon our country. We 
are not even through the month of Feb-
ruary, and already in Los Angeles and 
other places, we can see the storms; we 
can see the floods; we can see the dam-
age. 

So this is absolutely unbelievable 
what is happening. Families forced 
from their homes. Businesses wiped 
out. Entire communities devastated. 
And instead of preparing for the future, 
Trump is making sure it gets worse. 
Imagine, standing in the wreckage of a 
hurricane-ravaged neighborhood, with 
nothing but rubble left of your home, 
and knowing that your President, right 
now, is actively choosing to make fu-
ture disasters worse and firing the 
workers that would help you rebuild. 
That is the cruelty of his administra-
tion. 

It has become a wholly owned sub-
sidiary of the oil, gas, and coal indus-
try, giving them a permission slip to 
wreak havoc on every other American. 
At every turn, this administration is 
picking fossil fuel billionaires over 
working people, and they aren’t even 
hiding it. 

Since April of last year after Trump 
sat down with the Big Oil executives 
and asked for a billion-dollar campaign 
check, these executives’ wealth has 
ballooned by more than $40 billion in 1 
year, $40 billion more in the wealth of 
those individuals, while families across 
the country wonder how they will pay 
their heating bills. 

Trump’s fossil fuel donors are mak-
ing a fortune. And let’s not forget the 
bigger picture. Our global standing is 
on the line. While we stall and we let 
the fossil fuel industry dictate our en-
ergy policy, China is surging ahead. 
China is saying: Thank you, Trump ad-
ministration. Thank you for letting us 
take over the renewable energy indus-
try. 

They are investing in clean energy, 
in electric vehicles, in battery stor-
age—in all the industries that will de-
fine the 21st century economy. And 
what is Trump doing? Kneecapping our 
ability to compete. He is locking us 
into outdated, expensive, and polluting 
energy systems, while the rest of the 
world moves forward without us. You 
can’t be an isolationist when it comes 
to climate change; it is global warm-
ing. 

This isn’t just about energy policy. 
This is about what kind of country we 
want to be. Will we be the leader or the 
laggard? Do we want to be a country 

that builds, innovates, and transforms, 
or do we want to be a country that 
clings to the past and knowingly raises 
costs on American families that pol-
lute the air we breathe in order to line 
the pockets of the ultrawealthy? The 
choice is ours. 

Trump and his fossil fuel friends 
want you to believe that you don’t 
have a choice; that you have to accept 
higher prices, dirtier air, polluted 
water, and an onslaught of hurricanes 
and fires brought on by a worsening 
climate crisis that the President of the 
United States, Donald Trump, denies 
even exists, calling it a Chinese hoax. 
It is no hoax. Three events, $500 billion 
worth of damage, and I am not even 
mentioning all the other damage last 
year and early this year, but there 
were. 

People want lower bills, not higher 
profits for Exxon. Our communities de-
serve good-paying jobs, not another 
handout to Chevron. It is not drill, 
baby, drill. It is plug in, baby, plug in. 
That is what this generation of young 
people want: plug into the electric rev-
olution, plug into the nonpolluting fu-
ture. 

We have a choice. We can fight for 
lower costs, good jobs, and a livable fu-
ture. We can invest in the industries of 
tomorrow instead of getting locked 
into the polluting past. We can stop ex-
porting American fossil fuels abroad 
and driving up our own prices for our 
own consumers here in America. We 
can ban fossil fuel executives and lob-
byists from being able to use our en-
ergy-related Agencies for their own 
personal pocketbooks or, as I call for in 
my ‘‘BIG OIL from the Cabinet Act,’’ 
they can’t work; they can’t work for 
the Energy Department. They can’t be 
inside taking over the agenda. We can 
strengthen the low-income heating and 
cooling relief program so that the poor-
est Americans don’t have to put so 
much of their paycheck toward heating 
and cooling. 

We can safeguard energy efficiency 
standards for appliances so that people 
pay less on their bills. We can do that. 
We can remove the tax loopholes that 
prevent the oil and gas companies from 
paying their fair share. 

We are talking about tax breaks for 
oil companies that have been on the 
books for 100 years. They call creating 
a climate bank socialism. What do you 
call 100 years of tax breaks for the oil, 
gas, and coal industry? That is social-
ism. That is allowing for a noncompeti-
tive marketplace. 

So the new technologies, the clean 
technologies, solar and wind, electric 
battery technologies, they can’t be de-
ployed. We can remove those tax 
breaks. That is what we should be de-
bating here. 

But at a minimum, we can’t take 
away the competition. They are mo-
nopolists. They are all oligopolists. 
That is all it is. They want to stifle 
new technology. They don’t have any 
new ideas, except making themselves 
rich. 

If Republicans are here tonight look-
ing for revenue to pay for the things 
that they want to pay for, let’s start 
with ending those tax breaks now and 
having oil companies finally pay their 
fair share. 

Ultimately, we can stand up to the 
corporate greed that is bleeding work-
ing families dry and demand a future 
where energy policy serves the people, 
not just the powerful. And that is ex-
actly what we are going to do because 
the clean energy revolution isn’t just 
coming; it is already here. And it is 
scaring the living daylights out of the 
oil, gas, and coal industry. They are 
petrified. 

It is happening in red States, 80 per-
cent, and blue States. It is lowering 
costs, creating jobs, making commu-
nities stronger. No amount of corrup-
tion, no amount of grift, no amount of 
fossil fuel money is going to stop it, 
and we are not going to back down. 
And we will not allow the Trump ad-
ministration to sell out the American 
people, especially young people. We are 
not going to allow their future to get 
sold out. We are not going to surrender 
the way the oil, gas, and coal industry 
wants us to surrender because this is 
not about the highest bidder who can 
loot the programs like the National 
Climate Bank to pay for their billion-
aire tax breaks. 

We will fight for the workers building 
America’s clean energy future. We will 
fight for all families, ensuring they 
have lower energy bills, cleaner air. 
And we will fight for a livable future, 
not just for ourselves but for all com-
ing children and grandchildren right 
now. 

This is not just a political fight; it is 
a moral fight. This is about justice. 
This is about fairness. This is about 
the very future of our country. We can-
not back down now. This is the time. 
This is the place. We must wage this 
battle on behalf of the coming genera-
tions or else the devastation will be-
come catastrophically unimaginable. 

So let’s have this fight this year 
about our future. I think that is the 
least we owe to the young people in our 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have 
two unanimous consent requests. I ask 
unanimous consent that for the dura-
tion of S. Con. Res. 7, the budget reso-
lution for fiscal year 2025, the majority 
and the Democratic managers of the 
resolution, while seated or standing at 
the managers’ desk, be permitted to de-
liver floor remarks, retrieve, review, 
and edit documents, and send email 
and other data communications from 
text displayed on a wireless personal 
assistance device and tablet devices. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the use of calculators be permitted on 
the floor during consideration of the 
budget resolution; further, that the 
staff be permitted to make technical 
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and conforming changes to the resolu-
tion, if necessary, consistent with 
amendments adopted during Senate 
consideration, including calculating 
the associated change in the net inter-
est function and incorporating the ef-
fect of such adopted amendments on 
the budgetary aggregates for Federal 
revenue, the amount by which the Fed-
eral revenue should be changed, new 
budget authority, budget outlays, defi-
cits, public debt and debt held by the 
public. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent for 
2 minutes of debate, equally divided, 
prior to each vote during consideration 
of S. Con. Res. 7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
S. CON. RES. 7 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the rhet-
oric of Donald Trump and Republicans 
on the budget is all over the map. Here 
is what is important to know. Repub-
licans want $4.5 trillion in tax cuts, 
primarily for the richest Americans, 
paid for with sharp cuts in programs 
that help average Americans and the 
most vulnerable in our society. 

Yesterday, I spoke on the floor about 
one of the most cynical parts of this 
resolution: gutting healthcare for chil-
dren, seniors, and Americans with dis-
abilities through extreme cuts to Med-
icaid and the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, or CHIP. 

Donald Trump said that Medicaid 
and Medicare would be off limits, but 
the budgets put out by Republicans in-
dicate something quite different. 

During the debate on this budget, Re-
publicans will have the opportunity to 
vote on amendments to show where 
they stand, and, more importantly, 
who they stand with—everyday Ameri-
cans or the roughly 750 billionaires in 
the United States. That is the stakes— 
hundreds of millions of nurses, fire-
fighters, office workers, systems ad-
ministrators, salespeople, and their 
children versus the interests of roughly 
750 people whose wealth grows by mil-
lions every single day. 

Ripping health coverage away from 
Americans may be the worst part of 
this budget, but it is far from the only 
bad provision. Instead, this budget is 
part of a broader decision by President 
Trump and congressional Republicans 
to force American families to pay more 
for food, healthcare, and education— 
again, all so the wealthiest Americans 
can get a huge tax break. 

The ‘‘big, beautiful bill’’ that Donald 
Trump favors is expected to gut Med-
icaid by at least $880 billion dollars. 
The cuts would be devastating for the 
80 million Americans who rely on Med-
icaid and CHIP, who are almost en-
tirely children, seniors, people with 
disabilities, and working men and 
women who depend upon Medicaid pro-
tection. Forcing struggling Americans 
to pay more for health insurance or to 
lose health coverage altogether is 

heartless policy and a slap in the face 
to the millions of families who are 
struggling to make ends meet. 

And yet Medicaid is not the only tar-
get in this resolution. Food for the din-
ner table is also on the chopping block 
with cuts of reportedly at least $230 bil-
lion to SNAP. Each of us has seen news 
reports about the long lines at food 
pantries in our States. Who hasn’t 
heard that the price of eggs is up 15 
percent in the last month alone? Who 
doesn’t remember, also, the campaign 
promise of Donald Trump to bring gro-
cery prices down on the first day of his 
term? 

Yet here we are with a Trump-backed 
bill that makes groceries even more ex-
pensive for 42 million Americans who 
qualify for SNAP. Gutting this pro-
gram, the SNAP program, doesn’t 
lower prices, but it sure will increase 
the problem of hunger in the richest 
country in the world. 

Put simply, President Trump’s ‘‘big, 
beautiful bill’’ is forcing vulnerable 
American families to pay more for food 
and healthcare. Such policies directly 
contradict the President’s campaign 
promise that ‘‘starting on day one, we 
will end inflation and make America 
affordable again. 

Republicans can’t dodge the truth: 
$880 billion in Medicaid cuts and $230 
billion in SNAP cuts will mean more 
kids go hungry, more seniors can’t af-
ford lifesaving treatment, and more 
households are forced into poverty. 

The budget resolution’s cost-raising 
trifecta ends with higher education 
costs. Instead of making college more 
affordable and offering young Ameri-
cans more pathways to prosperity, this 
Republican budget will increase the 
cost of student loans and cut other pro-
grams that help Americans offset the 
costs of education. 

Education cuts come at, perhaps, the 
worst time. Most jobs that provide liv-
ing wages require some postsecondary 
education or training. A college edu-
cation, which has long been a ticket to 
the middle class, is now too expensive 
for too many families. Meanwhile, the 
main source of government higher edu-
cation aid for low- and moderate-in-
come families, the Pell grant, has lost 
most of its purchasing power. At its 
peak in 1975 and 1976, the Pell grant— 
named after my predecessor, Senator 
Claiborne Pell—covered more than 75 
percent of the cost of attendance at a 
public 4-year college. Today, it covers 
less than 30 percent. 

Unsurprisingly, over 40 million 
Americans now have student loan debt, 
which prevents them, in many cases, 
from purchasing a home or moving to 
areas where they might be able to use 
their talents more effectively, and has 
many other consequences. 

Forcing Americans to pay even more 
for college makes higher education less 
attainable, weakens our labor force, 
and will have long-term repercussions 
for American families, American pros-
perity, and American security. 

Now, many Americans may be won-
dering: What is the point of all of these 
cuts? 

It is not about reforming programs. 
There has been no serious cost-benefit 
analysis of any of these programs. All 
they have looked at is, What does it 
cost, and how can we use that money 
to fund taxes? 

That is not government reform. That 
is not wise government. That is just 
ripping off most Americans to satisfy 
750 billionaires. 

And it is not even about reducing the 
deficit. As I said, it is just about 
unlocking a fast-track way to reward 
the wealthiest Americans—some of 
whom are now in the Trump adminis-
tration. 

Republicans have been pretty clear. 
The central purpose of their budget is 
to permanently extend the failed 2017 
Trump tax bill, which was an unpopu-
lar giveaway to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. Nearly half of the benefits from 
extending the Trump tax bill will flow 
just to the richest Americans, those 
earning $450,000 or more each year. 

President Trump promised on the 
campaign trail that ‘‘starting on day 
one, we will end inflation and make 
America affordable again.’’ But we are 
now on day 32, and costs have not come 
down. In fact, inflation hit 3 percent 
for the first time in months this Janu-
ary, and the President took no action 
while egg prices hit record highs—a 
particular point of pain for many fami-
lies. 

And just like this budget resolution, 
the President has been intent on forc-
ing families to pay more, not less, for 
everyday goods. In just 1 month, the 
President has implemented or threat-
ened tariff taxes on nearly every item 
imaginable. 

Nonpartisan experts are clear: These 
tariff taxes will not ‘‘make America af-
fordable again.’’ The Peterson Institute 
projects the tariff taxes on Canada, 
Mexico, and China alone would cost 
U.S. households $1,200 a year—a tariff 
tax. Yale researchers have found the 
President’s threat to place reciprocal 
tariffs on our trading partners would 
cost families $2,600. Analysts at the in-
vestment bank Jefferies projects car 
prices will jump by $2,700 under the 
President’s Canada and Mexico tariffs, 
while the National Association of 
Home Builders found President 
Trump’s lumber tariffs during his first 
term—which he promised to raise 
again—in his first term, raised housing 
prices by $9,000, and he still wants to do 
it again. 

We have also heard a lot about Mr. 
Musk’s DOGE and fraud, waste, and 
abuse, but that operation doesn’t seem 
to be about preventing fraud, waste, 
and abuse, or lowering costs. 

By the way, if you were really inter-
ested in eliminating waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the Federal Government, why 
would you fire all the inspectors gen-
eral? They are independent agents who 
are charged specifically to root out 
waste and corruption in the Federal 
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Government. President Trump did 
that. So this is not about getting rid of 
waste or anything else. Again, it is 
finding trillions of dollars to give away 
to rich Americans. 

In fact, the other aspect of DOGE is 
just to create mayhem to impact so 
much of government: firing responsible 
staffers who are handling key issues, 
weapons—nuclear weapons. 

I was in the airport, on Monday 
evening, flying down from Providence, 
and a young lady came up to me and 
said she was fired a few days ago from 
the National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration because she was a proba-
tionary hire. But guess what. When 
they discovered that they could not 
protect nuclear weapons—not do sen-
sitive maintenance on them so that 
they would be ready for deterrence— 
she was suddenly called back. Not very 
smart. 

DOGE is also trying to fire research-
ers who are out to cure Alzheimer’s 
disease, trying to get rid of experts 
who fight bird flu, and seeking access 
to computer systems at the IRS and 
the Social Security Administration— 
which contain personal and financial 
information for each and every single 
American. 

I don’t think most Americans want 
Elon Musk to know all of their finan-
cial information, their personal infor-
mation, maybe even healthcare infor-
mation. But that could happen. 

It is not combating fraud, all of these 
things. In fact, it is close to—particu-
larly with the IRS information—com-
mitting fraud. 

Indeed, the budget resolution we will 
vote on tonight is just further evidence 
that Republicans and President Trump 
have no plan and no real interest in 
lowering costs for families, and I think 
that is wrong. 

Now, I am all for tax cuts, but it 
should be tax cuts for the middle class, 
tax cuts for those struggling with high 
prices, and tax cuts for small busi-
nesses, not 750 billionaires. Forcing 
regular Americans to cover tax cuts to 
the richest Americans is not the sort of 
economic policy we should be pursuing 
in the Senate. 

I urge my colleagues to rethink 
which Americans deserve their support. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, 

starting last week, the Trump adminis-
tration began firing hundreds of Fed-
eral Aviation Administration employ-
ees. Today, we had a hearing in the 
Commerce Committee to talk about 
what kind of a key Deputy Secretary 
we need at the DOT, and we asked 
questions about this. 

But what is perplexing is, while the 
American people were watching in hor-
ror as a Delta Airlines plane flipped 
over on the Toronto runway, President 
Trump was focused instead on purging 
dedicated FAA employees from the 
Federal workforce, something that I 
believe makes us less safe in the skies. 

Among those fired were aeronautical 
information specialists, legal instru-
ment examiners, telecommunication 
specialists—all of whom played a key 
role in supporting the work of air traf-
fic controllers. 

In fact, there was a story today in 
Politico. The headline is, ‘‘Air traffic 
controllers cannot do their work with-
out us.’’ That is a quote from the arti-
cle. And inside the article, a state-
ment, reading from the article, ‘‘One of 
the people last week let go was an 
aeronautical information specialist, a 
member of a team outside Washington 
whose job it was to create maps and 
highways in the sky, the pre-planned 
routes that pilots control and control-
lers use to guide airplanes.’’ 

So it is very perplexing that we have 
had these accidents, and now, we have 
an administration that wants to cut 
people at the FAA. This headline here 
refers to the fact that the last Trump 
administration actually blocked safety 
rules, and that is what today’s Com-
merce hearing was about for the No. 2 
person at the Department of Transpor-
tation, the people that served in the 
first Trump administration, and why 
did they block these safety rules? 

In fact, some of these safety rules, 
which would have required manufac-
turers to have better safety, were writ-
ten and proposed by the FAA—but 
when the Trump administration came 
in and then 9 days after the first MAX 
crash—somehow, the rule that was set 
to move forward was pulled. 

So now, we are seeing an administra-
tion that is being, in my mind, 
thoughtless to the incidents that we 
have now seen in aviation and saying it 
is okay to cut people at the FAA. I dis-
agree. 

The administration has said that it is 
no big deal because it is 1 percent of 
the workforce. Now, I know the objec-
tive is to give a $4 trillion tax break to 
corporations and ultrawealthy people, 
but I don’t understand how making the 
skies less safe helps you in that agen-
da. It doesn’t. The individual lives and 
safety of the American people are 
worth way more. 

These people that got fired are not 
just a bunch of junior hires, no—one 
news report stated that ‘‘More than 130 
of those eliminated held jobs that di-
rectly or indirectly support the air 
traffic controllers. They support the fa-
cilities and the technologies they use 
to keep the planes and their passengers 
safe.’’ 

So you are going to tell me that a 
telecommunication specialist who sup-
ports the maintenance of key commu-
nications technology used by control-
lers is not important to aviation safe-
ty? 

Are you going to tell me that the 
legal instrument examiners who ensure 
that the pilots are medically fit to fly 
are not important to aviation safety? 
Are you going to tell me that the air 
traffic controllers—the same workers 
that originally were not exempted from 
the administration’s hiring freeze, but 

then, only after the fatal collision at 
DCA put a spotlight on the issue, they 
finally exempted controllers from the 
freeze. 

Most astonishing of all, though, is 
that the administration has let go of 
aeronautical information specialists 
who evaluate and prepare navigational 
charts and helicopter routes used by 
both controllers and pilots. 

Now, we have just had this midair 
collision in the DCA area, and what 
was it about? A route that didn’t seem 
to be a decision somebody had made to 
let these planes fly too close together? 
Made no sense. 

How did that route get approved? 
Who at the FAA said it was a good idea 
to allow the Department of Defense to 
fly in the same air space as a plane 
landing on runway 33 at DCA airport? 

So mapping helicopter routes in a 
busy air space, I think, is critically im-
portant—and not somebody who should 
have been fired this week from a job. 

Our aviation system is not a place 
where you can shortchange workers. 
This SMS rule proves it. This rule, 
which would have mandated that man-
ufacturers of aviation implement a 
Safety Management System, con-
stantly approving on analytical basis, 
is critical information about how to 
maintain safety. But it never got im-
plemented. 

So I am concerned that an adminis-
tration that in the previous Trump 
years thwarted the safety rule and now 
is firing people at the FAA after these 
crashes are going to continue to erode 
the aviation safety net. 

Surprisingly, after the helicopter 
crash with the CRJ from American Air-
lines—there was a lot of discussion 
about how and why a military heli-
copter would be in the same space as a 
CRJ regional jet trying to land in DCA 
from Kansas. One of the questions 
asked was, why was there not this Next 
Generation technology that would 
allow the helicopter to be detected? 
This included a DOD helicopter in the 
DCA collision incident. 

The issue is that the controllers 
needed this information, but in an ex-
emption done in the Trump adminis-
tration, gave them an exemption to do 
this. And this week, we find out in a 
letter that they never, ever use ADS-B 
as a way to help us in our navigation 
safety. 

Air traffic controllers themselves 
know that these firings are anti-safety. 
Ken Greenwood, a constituent of mine 
in Washington State, who is a former 
air traffic controller, wrote me on Sun-
day about how important these work-
ers are. According to him, he said, 
‘‘These technicians and engineers 
maintain every piece of equipment 
that keeps our flying public safe, keeps 
radars and instrument landing to air 
traffic controllers on automation. FAA 
technicians undergo years of special-
ized training to maintain critical mis-
sions and systems and cannot be re-
placed quickly. In the 35 years since I 
began my controller career, we have 
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never, never had a surplus of techni-
cians or engineers. 

‘‘To the contrary, it’s a challenge to 
keep them in these jobs. Once our avia-
tion system infrastructure is com-
promised, it takes decades to take it 
back, and money will not be saved and 
lives may be lost.’’ 

I thank Mr. Greenwood for his serv-
ice. I hope the administration is listen-
ing. I hope that you figure out now is 
not this time to shortchange aviation. 
Unfortunately, right now, we don’t 
even have a confirmed FAA Adminis-
trator. They are critical to this job. We 
had a strong Administrator, Mike 
Whitaker, who was confirmed 98–0 by 
this body. But that didn’t matter to 
Elon Musk, who went after Adminis-
trator Whitaker because he dared to 
fine SpaceX for not following the rules, 
and as a result, the FAA now does not 
have an Administrator at one of its 
most critical points in decades. 

All the firing of employees and dan-
gling resignations and trying to get 
people to resign to save money to give 
a tax break of $4 trillion to corpora-
tions and the ultrawealthy is not what 
we should be doing. 

We should be working hard on avia-
tion safety. We should not be rolling 
back safety rules. We should be enforc-
ing safety rules and implementing 
them as fast as we can that says this 
body, this body knows that aviation 
safety is a priority. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
UKRAINE 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak. 

I returned from Ukraine earlier this 
week, where I saw both the suffering 
that the Ukrainian people have en-
dured over the past 3 years at Putin’s 
hand and the courage they have forged 
to save their country and their chil-
dren—the suburban town of Bucha, 
where Russian troops tortured and 
massacred hundreds of civilians in the 
first day of Putin’s unprovoked inva-
sion; the shattered children’s hospital 
Putin’s missiles nearly destroyed; 
apartment buildings in central Kyiv 
struck by Putin’s drones; and lawyers 
searching for the thousands of Ukrain-
ian children who have been kidnapped 
from their parents by Russian soldiers. 

By most estimates, at least 40,000 
Ukrainian troops have been killed in 
battle and another 380,000 have been 
wounded since Putin’s invasion. A 
draft of the general population in that 
country means that war has scarred 
nearly every neighborhood in this mas-
sive country. In cemeteries all across 
Ukraine, fresh graves piled with dirt 
and flowers testify to their sacrifice. 
At least 12,000 civilians have been 
killed. 

Amid this torment, the Ukrainian 
people continue to send troops to the 
front in the dead of winter and to mo-
bilize to keep their businesses and 
their homes and their kids in school. 
They did not ask for Putin’s thuggish 
invasion. 

From the very beginning, our intel-
ligence Agencies have told us some-
thing that Putin never has under-
stood—that the Ukrainian people will 
never submit to him; that if every 
weapon were denied them, they would 
fight with sticks and stones and their 
bare hands to protect their country 
from any invading tyrant but espe-
cially from Vladimir Putin of Russia. 

Fortunately for Ukraine and for the 
rest of the free world, they have not 
had to fight this invasion with their 
bare hands. The American people have 
steadfastly supported them. We have 
sent $66 billion in military aid and $51 
billion in nonmilitary aid. That is a lot 
of money, but it represents just 0.52 
percent of our GPD. Unlike the wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, not a single 
American soldier has been sent to 
fight. 

Our European allies have stepped up 
as well. Together, they have actually 
committed more than the United 
States. But their sums represent a 
much larger percentage of their econ-
omy—which makes sense because they 
are closer to the danger that Russia 
poses. At the same time, even farther 
allies, like Australia and Japan, con-
tinue to support Ukraine as well. 

Our allies and our partners know the 
stakes of this war. They know that 
supporting Ukraine means standing 
with people that are willing to fight for 
the country they love. They know that 
rolling over to Putin will embolden 
other dictators around the world, espe-
cially Xi Jinping of China. 

The rest of us may not need this re-
minder, but the people sitting at 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue apparently do 
since they seem to be the only ones in 
the free world who do not understand 
the stakes of this war. 

Over the last few days, President 
Trump has chosen the side of tyranny 
of Putin, of Xi, and profoundly under-
mined our national security. Like 
someone reading Russian Twitter bots, 
he deliberately and falsely accused 
Ukraine of starting the war. He called 
Zelenskyy—the freedom fighter who is 
leading the fight in Ukraine—a dic-
tator. 

Mr. President, he invited Russia to 
rejoin the G7, a group of the world’s 
most powerful democracies that has 
met regularly since the 1970s and which 
threw out Russia after Putin invaded 
Ukraine in 2014. 

Before negotiations have even start-
ed, President Trump’s Secretary of De-
fense, Pete Hegseth, took Ukraine’s po-
tential NATO membership off the 
table. And just this week, the Trump 
administration held talks with Russia 
in Saudi Arabia without the decency of 
even inviting Ukraine to the table. It 
pains me to say it, but our old col-
league Secretary of State Marco Rubio 
even suggested that the United States 
should lift sanctions on and bolster 
economic collaboration with Russia 
while Russia shells civilians in 
Ukraine. 

Some of our Republican colleagues 
believe that it doesn’t matter what 

President Trump says, only what he 
does; that it doesn’t matter when he 
says that he is going to send American 
troops to Gaza or seize the Panama 
Canal or falsely accuses Ukraine of 
starting this war. But a President’s 
words matter more than most, and 
President Trump’s harmful words and 
policies will only embolden Putin. 
They will further convince Putin that 
he is winning, that time is on his side, 
and that he has no reason to accept a 
peace deal that is anything less than 
overwhelmingly favorable to his maxi-
malist desire. 

In literally every one of his com-
ments on Ukraine, President Trump 
has undermined our national security. 
Every time he opens his mouth, he 
weakens our bargaining position and 
makes the world more dangerous. 

We all want this war to end. On that, 
the President and I agree. But for the 
sake of Ukraine and the sake of the 
free world, it must only end with a just 
and enduring peace. 

While the United States and our al-
lies and Ukraine work together to es-
tablish the terms of the peace and get 
ready to negotiate with Putin, the 
Ukrainians are going to have to keep 
fighting throughout this winter sea-
son—this freezing winter—where the 
civilian population is just doing every-
thing they can to keep their houses 
and their businesses and their schools 
warm and livable. The Ukrainian sol-
diers are not asking to be relieved of 
this terrible burden. They are embrac-
ing it because they know that any 
cease-fire without meaningful security 
guarantees will allow Putin to rebuild 
his weakened army and attack again 
and again and again. 

Obviously—obviously—everyone in 
this Chamber knows that any meaning-
ful negotiation has to include Ukraine. 
Doing anything else, as the Trump ad-
ministration just did in Saudi Arabia, 
would be an insult to the memory of 
every soldier who has laid down their 
life in this war. 

I cannot claim to know Donald 
Trump well. It is obvious that I deeply 
regret his election, but I don’t blame 
him for winning the election. He beat 
my party, the Democratic Party, badly 
in two elections. He even found a way 
to get elected after he was the first 
President in American history to take 
away a fundamental civil right from 
the American people—a woman’s right 
to choose. He still got elected again. 
That is extraordinary, and it is a testa-
ment, I am sorry to say, to the Demo-
cratic Party’s weaknesses and to his 
own skills and talents, particularly in 
this era. 

I don’t doubt that his experience as a 
reality TV star taught him things that 
helped him get elected. I am much less 
certain, however, that his checkered 
commercial real estate background 
prepared him to negotiate a hotel deal 
with Vladimir Putin, much less a deal 
that concerns the fate of the free 
world. 

Donald Trump is not the only person 
with private sector experience in our 
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government. I can tell you from my ex-
perience from working in Denver, when 
someone is having a negotiation who 
has deal fever, you can see it. You can 
smell it when they are so desperate for 
a deal on any terms. The people who I 
negotiated with in Denver had a lot 
more discipline than that. We told each 
other that we would never agree to any 
deal that hadn’t cratered at least three 
times, because that was the only way 
you could tell whether you were get-
ting the best deal. If you didn’t have 
the guts to walk away, you were never 
going to get the best deal that you 
could. 

I have never seen a worse case of deal 
fever than Donald Trump’s approach to 
the coming negotiation with Vladimir 
Putin. Never in my life have I seen it, 
and it has never been more important. 
I doubt the world has seen such an ill- 
conceived pursuit of negotiation since 
the infamous 1938 Munich Agreement 
in which the UK and France and Italy 
allowed Nazi Germany to annex part of 
Czechoslovakia. The damage he is 
doing is not only that we will get a 
worse deal; it is that we will undermine 
Ukraine’s position on the frontlines. 
Without security guarantees from the 
United States and from Europe, Putin 
will only bide his time, regroup, and in-
vade again. 

After the fictions that President 
Trump has spewed about who started 
this war, not to mention the chorus of 
defeatism from his Vice President, his 
Secretary of Defense, and the Director 
of National Intelligence, does anyone— 
does anybody—including Putin and Xi 
Jinping, doubt what would happen if 
Putin invaded again? This is less the 
‘‘Art of the Deal,’’ I am afraid, than it 
is the ‘‘art of defeat.’’ After all of these 
years, after all of these battles, it 
would be truly pathetic for the United 
States, the world’s most powerful 
country, to accept a fever-induced deal 
with Russia, like the Munich Agree-
ment. 

Look it up—not, perhaps, on Twitter 
but in your much more reliable 10th 
grade Western civ textbook. After that 
deal, Hitler did not stop at Czecho-
slovakia but continued his war on Eu-
rope. Left unchecked, Putin will do the 
same thing, as Putin’s propagandists 
have told us repeatedly. 

To make matters worse, anyone con-
cerned about Beijing’s potential take-
over of Taiwan knows that there will 
be no better test of how the free world 
will respond to Xi’s potential invasion 
than how we respond to Putin. Come to 
think of it, if China does invade Tai-
wan, how would we evaluate the leader-
ship capacity of an American President 
who claimed that it was Taiwan who 
had invaded China, not the other way 
around? That is the level of duplicity 
that we are seeing from Donald Trump 
right now. 

So why the deal fever? That is a good 
question. President Trump’s aspiration 
for a Nobel Peace Prize is well known. 
He can hang it next to his gold-plated 
faucets and his first editions of the 

‘‘Art of the Deal.’’ But if he heard from 
people in this Chamber, even he might 
think twice if he understood that walk-
ing down this path of appeasement 
makes him more likely to be remem-
bered like Neville Chamberlain. 

Negotiations can end this war in a 
just manner only if Ukraine can nego-
tiate them from a place of strength. 

The American people have been in-
credibly generous in our support of 
Ukraine, but, even so, this war has cost 
us less than 0.6 percent of our GDP 
while allowing us to send Ukraine old 
weapons when we invest in our own 
cutting-edge replacements, permitting 
us to learn from Ukraine’s extraor-
dinary innovation on the frontlines and 
its world-class use of new warfighting 
technologies, such as drones, and 
boosting our economy without costing 
a single American soldier’s life. 

We and our European allies have to 
continue surging military assistance to 
Ukraine, not forever but so Ukraine is 
best positioned to make this deal not 
just for Ukraine but for us and for free 
countries all over the world. Contrary 
to what many people believed at the 
outset of this war and what President 
Trump apparently believes today, 
Putin’s invasion of Ukraine has been 
costly to him—very costly to him. 
Three years of the Ukrainian peoples’ 
tenacity and courage have degraded 
the Russian military. As we speak, 
Russia is losing twice the number of 
soldiers every month as Putin’s war 
continues. In total, Putin has squan-
dered more than $200 billion and suf-
fered a staggering 700,000 in casualties 
at the hands of Ukrainian patriots. It 
is three times the number of soldiers 
Russia lost in Afghanistan—a country 
famously regarded as the graveyard of 
empires. 

We didn’t ask for this war, neither 
did Ukraine, but Putin is in a weaker 
position to threaten Europe today than 
when he first swung his iron fist at the 
Ukrainian people. The last thing we 
should do now is weaken our negoti-
ating position when we and Europe 
have so much at stake—when the world 
has so much at stake. 

Putin believes he can beat Ukraine 
not because he thinks Ukrainians are 
weak but because he thinks we are 
weak, and he thinks President Trump 
is a pushover and a sucker. At the be-
ginning of his invasion of Ukraine, 
Putin, who was surrounded as tyrants 
are and as dictators are by yes-men 
who are scared to tell them the truth 
about their own weaknesses and, in 
this case, Russia’s weaknesses, made 
three fundamental miscalculations 
going into the war. 

One was about the strength of his 
own army. He had invested billions of 
dollars planning for the invasion, but 
much of it was siphoned off because of 
Russia’s endemic corruption. 

The second miscalculation was about 
the Ukrainian people’s patriotism and 
willingness to fight to the death. No 
matter how President Trump tries to 
undermine this sacrifice, the honor roll 

of history will forever—will forever— 
record Ukraine’s courage. 

Putin’s third miscalculation was that 
the world would roll over and allow 
him to invade his peaceful neighbor. 
Unlike the other two mistakes, he had 
evidence for the final point. After all, 
when he began his invasion in 2014 by 
lawlessly sending his ‘‘little green 
men’’ to occupy Crimea, which is part 
of Ukraine, the world did nothing. The 
United States did nothing. He thought 
the world would do nothing when he in-
vaded again. 

It turned out, unlike Putin, we actu-
ally learned from our mistake. The free 
world has stood up to Putin this time 
around. We have supplied arms and 
other support while the Ukrainian peo-
ple have died on the frontline of their 
country and for the West. Their ceme-
teries are bulging with fresh graves. 
They have earned the free world’s sup-
port. 

But even more important to us and 
our allies, we have protected our na-
tional security and affirmed our com-
mitment to the post-World War II 
rules-based international order. How 
this ends will determine whether that 
order persists and whether the United 
States continues to provide the leader-
ship our parents and grandparents sup-
plied since World War II. World War II 
was another war started by a tyrant, 
but it was ended by the world’s democ-
racies. 

Many Americans inside this Chamber 
and outside understand the stakes. 
They know, as Ronald Reagan pro-
claimed 40 years ago, in advancing 
freedom, Americans carry a special 
burden: a belief in the dignity of man 
and that freedom is America’s core and 
that we should never deny it nor for-
sake it. This is what we risk today by 
withdrawing our support of Ukraine. 
We will abandon both the Ukrainian 
people and the core of what America 
stands for, and we cannot do it. 

This is personal for me and so many 
of us. My mom was born a Jew in War-
saw in 1938. She and her parents and an 
aunt were the only ones who survived 
the Holocaust. The Nazis killed every-
one else in her family. Authoritarian 
aggression left an indelible mark on 
my family and countless other families 
in Ukraine and Poland in the 1930s and 
1940s, where Stalin and Hitler killed to-
gether 16 million human beings. These 
victims of fascism died, believing that 
they were invisible to the rest of the 
world, forgotten people in unforget-
table years. 

The lesson I learned from my mom is 
that the United States can never let 
that happen again by trying to appease 
a dictator the way that Chamberlain 
did. That is not apocryphal, or a made- 
up story. I had dinner last night with 
my mom. She is 86 years old. She can’t 
believe that she has lived long 
enough—I am happy that she has, but 
she can’t believe that she has lived 
long enough to see another tyrant’s in-
vasion of their peaceful, democratic 
European neighbor. But she hasn’t 
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lived long enough to forget her genera-
tion’s searing lessons. She knows the 
eternal truth—that the greatest enemy 
of fascism is man. 

Even if President Trump continues to 
ignore reality, my mother and millions 
of Americans who make up the ‘‘great-
est generation’’ understand the United 
States has a special responsibility. 

It has always been far too easy for 
some in high office to ignore their 
moral responsibility to people sacri-
ficing their lives a continent away on 
behalf of our shared values and inter-
ests. History occasionally records their 
names—like Chamberlain’s—in blood. 

It is particularly easy today to play 
to self-defeating isolationist tendencies 
in the daily headlines, to make rash 
comments that are foolish and unpatri-
otic and that Russian trolls spread like 
wildfire across social media platforms. 
It is far too easy to do the wrong thing. 
It always has been. 

It is a lot harder, but necessary, for 
the living to stand for freedom and de-
mocracy and those willing to give the 
last measure of themselves for those 
eternal values. At this moment, the 
United States is the only country who 
can lead the free world against these 
dictators, against these tyrants. 

The Americans who serve in this 
Chamber must fulfill our responsibility 
to the American people and demand 
the President fulfill his patriotic re-
sponsibility in the days ahead. Every-
thing now is in our hands. The moment 
demands that the United States of 
America lead—for the sake of the 
Ukrainian people, for our own national 
security, and for democracy around the 
world. Our failure will not just be dam-
aging; it will be devastating. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, we 

live in difficult times, in times where 
people throughout our country are ex-
periencing a great deal of anxiety for a 
number of reasons. And in the midst of 
all of that, it is important that we not 
forget what is taking place not only in 
Ukraine but back home here in the 
United States. 

And back home, right now, tens of 
millions of Americans are struggling 
economically to keep their heads above 
water. Mr. President, 60 percent of our 
people are living paycheck to pay-
check, 85 million are uninsured or 
underinsured, and we have the highest 
rate of childhood poverty of almost any 
major nation on Earth. 

And as someone who has visited sen-
ior centers throughout the State of 
Vermont and has spoken to seniors 
throughout our country, I can tell you 
that there is a significant level of fear 
and anxiety among the older people in 
this country with regard to what is 
happening right here in DC. When we 
have a President of the United States 
and Republicans who are talking about 
massive cuts to Medicaid, let’s under-
stand—and seniors do understand—that 
we are not just talking about throwing 

millions of kids off the healthcare that 
they have at a time when we are the 
only major country not to provide 
healthcare to all people—not just kids 
off their healthcare, we are talking 
about massive cuts to community 
health centers, which receive over 40 
percent of their funding from Medicaid 
and where millions of seniors go to get 
the primary care they need. 

And at a time when we already have 
a major crisis in nursing home avail-
ability, let us understand that Med-
icaid provides funding for two out of 
every three seniors who live in nursing 
homes. In other words, massive cuts to 
Medicaid would be a disaster for senior 
citizens throughout this country. 

But it is not just Medicaid cuts that 
worry our seniors. Today, quite unbe-
lievably—and we don’t talk about this 
anywhere near enough—25 percent of 
people in our country who are 65 years 
of age or older are trying to survive on 
incomes of $15,000 a year or less. I my-
self do not know how anybody, let 
alone a senior with healthcare needs, 
can survive on $15,000 a year, but that 
is what 25 percent of our seniors are 
trying to do. 

Mr. President, this issue of so many 
seniors struggling to get by, struggling 
to heat their homes, struggling to buy 
the food or the prescription drugs they 
need, this is an issue we must address, 
and it is a crisis that is unacceptable in 
the richest country in the history of 
the world. 

That is why I am proud to tell you 
that within the next several weeks, I, 
along with a number of cosponsors, will 
be introducing legislation that expands 
Social Security benefits and extends 
the solvency of Social Security for dec-
ades. 

We are hearing a lot of talk about 
cutting Social Security. We should not 
be talking about cutting Social Secu-
rity; we must be talking about expand-
ing Social Security benefits. And the 
legislation that I will introduce would 
do just that. It would expand Social Se-
curity benefits by $2,400 a year, and it 
would not raise taxes by one penny on 
the bottom 93 percent of Americans, 
those who make less than $250,000 a 
year. 

And how do we do that? By lifting 
the cap at applying the Social Security 
payroll tax on all income above 
$250,000. Unbelievably, under current 
law, a billionaire pays the same 
amount of money into Social Security 
as someone who makes $176,000 a year. 
Elon Musk, worth $400 billion, pays the 
same amount into Social Security as 
somebody who makes $176,000. That is 
because, under Social Security, there is 
an absurd cap on taxable income. If we 
lifted that cap and made sure that mil-
lionaires and billionaires paid the same 
percentage of their income into Social 
Security as the working class of this 
country, we could extend the life of So-
cial Security for generations to come 
and lift millions of seniors out of pov-
erty. 

Further, when we talk about the 
needs of senior citizens in this country, 

I want to mention that I will also be 
introducing legislation to expand Medi-
care to cover dental, vision, and hear-
ing. It is unacceptable that millions of 
seniors are unable to read a newspaper 
because they cannot afford eyeglasses, 
can’t have conversations with their 
grandchildren because they can’t afford 
hearing aids, and have trouble eating 
because they cannot afford dentures. 
That should not be happening in the 
United States of America in the year 
2025. 

Expanding Medicare to cover dental, 
vision, and hearing is an extremely 
popular concept. Poll after poll shows 
that 80 percent of the American peo-
ple—Democrats, Republicans, Inde-
pendents—support doing just that. 

Mr. President, when we talk about 
the anxieties that the American people 
are now experiencing, it is not just, to 
say the least, senior citizens. All across 
this country, there is a growing fear 
that the Trump administration is un-
dermining the Constitution of our 
country, a Constitution which has kept 
us a free nation, an example, a model 
for the rest of the world for the last 250 
years. 

During the last month alone, Presi-
dent Trump has attempted to usurp the 
powers of Congress, illegally and un-
constitutionally refusing to fund pro-
grams passed by Congress. He has ille-
gally destroyed agencies like USAID 
and the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau that were created by Congress. 
And under the leadership of Mr. Musk, 
they have illegally and inappropriately 
gained access to tax data and Social 
Security data of millions of Americans, 
et cetera, et cetera. Every day, they 
are acting in an illegal and unconstitu-
tional manner. 

And I would say this—and I don’t 
know if people take it seriously or not; 
I do—just this week, President Trump 
tweeted: 

He who saves his Country does not violate 
any Law. 

Wow. In other words, Mr. Trump sees 
himself, the President of the United 
States, as above the law and immune 
from the basic rules of the Constitu-
tion and the separation of powers that 
have governed this country since the 
founding. 

Hey, anything I want to do—I am 
President—I can do it. It doesn’t mat-
ter what Congress says. It doesn’t mat-
ter what the Constitution says. It 
doesn’t matter what the rule of law is 
about. Hey, I am the President. I am 
trying to save the country. I don’t need 
to hear from anybody else. 

That is not what Americans fought 
and died to preserve. That is not what 
this country is about. 

And with regard to the movement to-
ward authoritarianism, let me say a 
few words about an area that I think 
has not gotten much attention at all, 
and that is Trump’s attack on the free 
press, which is protected by the First 
Amendment of the Constitution. The 
Founding Fathers of this country con-
sidered freedom of speech and free 
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press to be enormously important. 
That was the First Amendment. 

Mr. Trump has sued CBS and its par-
ent company, Paramount, for $20 bil-
lion because he didn’t like how they 
edited an interview with Vice Presi-
dent Kamala Harris. The company is 
now reportedly considering settling the 
lawsuit—and I certainly hope they do 
not do that—out of fear of retaliation 
from Trump’s FCC. 

He did not like a television program 
on CBS. Well, many of us don’t like tel-
evision programs on CBS or NBC or 
FOX or ABC, but you don’t sue some-
body for $20 billion because you didn’t 
like the program. And, obviously, the 
intention of that lawsuit is clear, and 
that is that CBS and every other net-
work and media outlet will now have 
to look over their shoulder: Oh, my 
goodness, we are saying something 
critical of Donald Trump. Is he going 
to sue us for 5 billion, for 10 billion? Is 
he going to drive us out of business? 
Maybe we should not run that program. 
Maybe we should not do that investiga-
tive report. 

Not just CBS. In recent times, he has 
sued ABC. He has sued Meta, which 
owns Facebook and Instagram. He has 
sued the Des Moines Register. What 
crime did a little newspaper in Iowa 
make? What was their crime? They ran 
a poll which turned out, in retrospect, 
to be inaccurate. 

So pollsters all over America, be 
careful. There was a poll coming out 
just today—I saw it—that Trump’s 
unfavorables are going up. Hey, you 
may be sued. Pull that poll. 

I mean, how absurd is that? And what 
kind of threat is it to freedom of 
speech and expression in this country? 

And when we talk about the Trump 
administration’s movement toward 
authoritarianism, we should take note 
of another remarkable and troubling 
set of events that happened just this 
week, and my colleague from Colorado 
spoke at length on that. We saw the 
President of the United States openly 
aligning himself with the dictator of 
Russia—the dictator of Russia—Vladi-
mir Putin, to undermine the independ-
ence of Ukraine and abandon our clos-
est democratic allies in Europe. 

Trump made it clear that he sees one 
of the world’s most brutal dictators as 
his pal and our longtime democratic al-
lies as his enemies. It appears that Mr. 
Trump wants a world that is safe for 
authoritarians and oligarchs but dan-
gerous and unstable for democracies. 

And when we talk about 
authoritarianism, we have got to men-
tion the growing phenomenon in this 
country of the Big Lie. The Big Lie. 

Say something that is blatantly un-
true, repeat it over and over again, and 
then blast that lie out on social media 
until people actually believe it. 

Let me mention one of the very big 
lies that Trump said recently regarding 
the war in Ukraine earlier this week. 
The President said that Ukraine start-
ed the war. Trump said that Ukraine 
started the war. Really? That is, as I 

hope every Member of the Senate 
knows, an absolute lie. 

Russia invaded Ukraine twice; first, 
in 2014 and then again on February 24, 
2022. And on that date, February 24, 
2022, Putin’s tanks and troops rolled 
into Ukraine. And on that day, Russian 
aircraft began bombing targets all over 
Ukraine. Russia started the war. Pe-
riod. End of discussion. Trump is lying. 

Since Putin’s invasion, over 1 million 
people have been killed or injured 
every single day. Russia continues to 
rain down hundreds of missiles and 
drones on Ukrainian cities. Putin’s 
forces have massacred civilians and 
kidnapped thousands of Ukrainian chil-
dren, bringing them back to Russian 
reeducation camps. These atrocities 
led the International Criminal Court to 
issue an arrest warrant for Vladimir 
Putin in 2023 as a war criminal. 

Further, Trump called Ukrainian 
President Zelenskyy—not Putin, but 
Zelenskyy—a dictator, and that obvi-
ously is not true either. Zelenskyy won 
75 percent of the vote in free elections, 
and in the midst of a brutal war, 
Ukraine’s Parliament continues to 
function and open and unfettered polit-
ical debate takes place. 

Trump recently claimed that our Eu-
ropean allies have done little to sup-
port Ukraine in its fight against 
Putin’s invasion. He said the United 
States has contributed three times 
more than Europe. Well, that is an-
other lie. In fact, Europe has provided 
more aid to Ukraine than the United 
States. 

But it is not just that Trump is lying 
again. That is not new. It is what this 
all reveals about where we want to 
take our country and where we want 
the world to be moving—what direc-
tion. 

Trump is cozying up to Vladimir 
Putin. So who is Putin, and what kind 
of world does Putin want to build? 
Putin is a dictator who crushed Rus-
sia’s movement toward democracy 
after the end of the Cold War. Russia 
now holds sham elections where Putin 
wins 90 percent of the vote, and au-
thorities there do not even try to hide 
their ballot stuffing. 

There is no freedom of speech or free 
media in Putin’s Russia. Protests are 
violently suppressed. Tens of thousands 
of people are imprisoned for protesting 
Putin’s invasion of Ukraine. 

Political dissidents are harassed or 
thrown into jail. The bravest people 
like Alexei Navalny are killed out-
right. Hundreds of thousands of Rus-
sians have fled Putin’s Russia since his 
invasion of Ukraine. 

That is the Russian leader that Don-
ald Trump admires. But my Republican 
colleagues know all of this. And what 
is particularly disturbing to me—and I 
believe the American people—is my 
colleagues, my Republican colleagues, 
understand and know that Trump is 
lying; they know that Russia started 
the war, not Ukraine; they know that 
Putin is a dictator, not Zelenskyy, but 
their silence has been overwhelming on 
this issue. 

I cannot tell you how many times I 
have sat here on the floor and I have 
listened to my Republican colleagues 
come to the Senate to condemn Vladi-
mir Putin and his brutal invasion of 
Ukraine. Many of their remarks were 
right on the money. They were percep-
tive, and they were right. 

And my simple question to my Re-
publican colleagues right now is: Where 
are you now? Last I heard, this is still 
a democracy. Last I heard, we are still 
allowed to disagree with the President 
of the United States, even if he is a 
member of your own party. 

Last I heard, we are allowed to call 
out the President when he lies—bla-
tantly lies—even if he is a member of 
our own party. And what really bothers 
me is I know that many of my Repub-
lican colleagues understand all of this. 

I just want to give you an example of 
what is going on right now. Let me just 
quote a few of my Republican col-
leagues in statements they have made 
since Putin’s invasion of Ukraine. 

These are Republican Members of the 
U.S. Senate, and I am not going to 
mention names right now. I don’t want 
to embarrass anyone, put anybody on 
the spot. These are quotes. 

One leading Republican said: 
We must remember that the instigator of 

this war was Russia. It was President Putin 
who launched an unprovoked attack on 
Ukraine. 

That Republican colleague was obvi-
ously right. 

Another Republican said: 
I think Vladimir Putin started the war. I 

also believe, through bitter experience, that 
Vladimir Putin is a gangster. 

That is a Republican colleague. 
A third Republican colleague: 
There is no equivalency between Vladimir 

Putin and President Zelenskyy. President 
Putin is evil, and he has to be stopped. 

Fourth Republican—and this is just a 
few of the quotes. I could probably 
come up with dozens of quotes. Fourth 
Republican said when the war began: 

Today’s invasion of Ukraine by Russia is a 
premeditated and flagrant act of war. Putin 
has violated the border of a sovereign coun-
try. 

That Senator later said: 
Anyone who is surprised by Putin’s deadly 

attack on a sovereign nation has not been 
paying attention. These are the actions of a 
madman. 

Just recently that very same Senator 
said: 

Putin is not going to stop with Ukraine. If 
we abandon Ukraine and throw in the 
towel—as some would like us to do—that is 
going to drastically change how people view 
the United States, and how people rely on 
the United States, and there will be major 
consequences. 

A fifth Republican—fifth Republican 
colleague here in the Senate called 
Putin a thug and compared him to Hit-
ler. He said: 

Vladimir Putin is not a legitimate leader. 
He is a war criminal that needs to be dealt 
with. 

That is what my Republican col-
leagues have said time and time again. 
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The question is, Now do you have the 
courage to continue telling the truth 
when the President of the United 
States is lying? 

This is an extraordinarily pivotal 
moment in American history, and all 
of us must have the courage to stand 
up for truth, to stand up for democ-
racy, to oppose authoritarianism. This 
is the moment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
S. CON. RES. 7 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, fami-
lies lose, billionaires win. That is the 
proposition at the heart of the Repub-
lican budget resolution. Now, this plan 
is going to be explored tonight through 
a series of amendments. 

As the American people watch how 
we vote on these amendments, it will 
become clearer and clearer what it is 
all about; families lose, billionaires 
win. 

We will see tonight that Democrats 
vote against irreparable increases to 
the deficit, and Republicans vote to ex-
plode the deficit. 

We will see tonight, Democrats vote 
against tax giveaways to the billion-
aires, and Republicans vote for tax 
giveaways to the billionaires. 

We will see tonight, Democrats vote 
again and again to protect programs 
that support families while Repub-
licans vote time and time again to 
slash those programs, those programs 
that families depend on to be on their 
feet and to thrive, to move into the 
middle class, to move beyond the mid-
dle class, to know with confidence that 
their children will have a strong foun-
dation for growing up. 

That is what we will see tonight; 
families lose, and billionaires win. 
Democrats will fight this terrible vi-
sion for America in every single way 
we can. 

Now, our Republican colleagues ear-
lier on the floor said: Oh, no, no. This 
bill is nothing except a little bit about 
border security and national security. 

If that were true, then why isn’t this 
a conversation in the spending com-
mittee, the Appropriations Committee? 
If that were true, why did our Repub-
lican colleagues repeatedly block bi-
partisan border and Defense bills? 

Last year, the Appropriations Com-
mittee passed a strong bipartisan de-
fense bill. Let’s pass it. Last year, the 
Senate negotiated a bipartisan border 
deal, and Donald Trump, the candidate, 
killed it saying he wanted to exploit 
the issue of immigration on the cam-
paign trail. Well, the campaign is over. 
There is a path now for that same bi-
partisan bill on the border. 

All of this makes it absolutely clear 
that this bill is not about border and 
defense. This bill is all about this; fam-
ilies losing, billionaires winning. 

This bill has a budget table that re-
lays that they are going to slash $1 
trillion in programs for families in just 
the last 6 months of this fiscal year— 
between now and September 30—and to 

do so, to fund more tax giveaways to 
megamillionaires and billionaires, cut 
the programs for families to fund tax 
cuts for billionaires. That is what this 
is about. 

We saw that also last Wednesday in 
the Budget Committee. Democrats of-
fered amendment after amendment to 
protect the programs, and what did we 
see to protect against the rising cost of 
groceries? Democrats voted for that 
protection; Republicans rejected it. 

Make sure that we don’t lose the tax 
credits that enable the middle class to 
buy health insurance on the exchange? 
Democrats defended those credits; Re-
publicans voted against it. 

Attack Medicaid, healthcare for the 
poor? Democrats voted to protect Med-
icaid, and Republicans voted against it. 

Lower the price of prescription drugs 
so we don’t pay more than people in 
other countries? Democrats voted for 
that protection; Republicans rejected 
it. 

And on and on. Renting or buying a 
home, controlling the costs? Demo-
crats voted to defend and lower hous-
ing costs; Republicans rejected it. 

Making college more expensive? 
Democrats said: No way. We voted 
against that. Republicans rejected it so 
they could raise costs of college loans 
and childcare. 

That is what this bill is about; fami-
lies lose, and billionaires win. Repub-
licans rejected every single amendment 
to help families stand on their feet and 
thrive, and families are going to pay a 
much higher price. In fact, this budget 
resolution opens the door to higher 
prices on groceries. That is 
Trumpflation. Trumpflation has ar-
rived. This budget opens the door to 
making healthcare more expensive, 
both for low-income families and for 
middle-class families. 

Trumpflation, this budget opens the 
door to making college more expensive. 
I was the first in my family to go to 
college. It was a really big deal that we 
found a way to be able to afford to go. 

My family helped out, and I worked 
my way all through college. Making it 
more expensive, that is wrong. 
Trumpflation has arrived in the form 
of making college more expensive—all 
of this strategy to increase the costs 
for Americans. 

Boy, I am not getting any calls to my 
office. Are you getting any calls to 
your office, colleagues? Saying we 
want to raise the cost for Americans? 
Didn’t I hear Trump on the campaign 
trail saying he was all about lowering 
costs? 

But tonight, this bill is about 
Trumpflation increasing the cost of 
goods to ordinary Americans. Yes, it is 
about decreasing the cost to billion-
aires through massive tax cuts. This 
bill is all about helping the billionaire 
team. 

But those thousands of phone calls I 
have gotten—some days I have had 
over 2,000 phone calls—not one—not 
one single one said: We want 
Trumpflation. Not one single one said: 

We want tax cuts for billionaires. Not 
one single call at 2,000 a day said: We 
want you to cut the programs that en-
able families to be on their feet in 
healthcare and housing and education 
and childcare. 

Candidate Trump is a different per-
son from President Trump. Candidate 
Trump said: I am running to fight for 
families. But now who is he fighting 
for? He is fighting for the 
megamillionaires and the billionaires. 
This is a great betrayal. 

And this connection exists between 
cutting the programs for families and 
funding tax giveaways to those 
megamillionaires and billionaires, and 
we have seen this movie before. We saw 
it in the 2017 strategy during the last 
Trump administration. They did a tax 
bill and almost all the money went to 
the wealthiest Americans. 

So this isn’t some, like, fiction about 
President Trump. This is a clear replay 
of the Republican plan. They did it be-
fore, and they are doing it again. 

Now, you probably heard the expres-
sion during your life: Fool me once, 
shame on you; fool me twice, shame on 
me. Well, America, you are getting 
fooled a second time. This is the great 
betrayal. Let’s not let that happen. 

We will fight it here, but it is going 
to take American citizens rising up to 
their feet, getting off of the couch, 
joining organizations, making their 
voice heard. That is what is going to 
make the difference in the course of 
what happens here in Congress. It is 
the voice of the people on the streets, 
as well as the battle we lead inside this 
Chamber, that is going to save us from 
Trumpflation, that is going to save us 
from the plan that attacks families and 
feathers the nests of billionaires. 

This connection between cutting pro-
grams for families and increasing tax 
giveaways for billionaires, it is actu-
ally in the Republican bill on the 
House side. They made it explicit. 

This House language says for every 
additional dollar they cut from the 
safety net, they can give away an addi-
tional dollar to billionaires in tax cuts. 

It is in the Republican bill in the 
House just down the hall. That is a 
pretty remarkable and bold thing to 
lay out for all of America to read. 
There is an additional factor here in 
the Republican plan, and that is to run 
the Nation deeper into debt. 

We have seen this play again before. 
Each of these bars represents an ad-
ministration. The first President Bush 
administration, the Clinton adminis-
tration, George W. Bush, his 8 years, 
Obama’s 8 years, Trump’s 4 years, 
Biden’s 4 years, and what you see is the 
difference between the deficit their 
first year in office and their last year 
in office. 

So what happened over the course of 
H.W. Bush’s 4 years is the deficit went 
up. What you see in Clinton’s 8 years is 
the annual deficit went down. His last 
deficit was not even a deficit, it was a 
surplus. 

George W. Bush came along and said: 
Let’s run that deficit right back up, 
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and he did it, 8 years; a lot more deficit 
in his eighth year than his first year. 
Obama came along and set fiscal dis-
cipline. Let’s lower that deficit, and he 
lowered it year after year from his first 
year to his eighth year. 

And then we come to the first Trump 
administration, and he just blew the 
top off it all. Talk about the biggest 
contributor, the biggest deficits, the 
biggest contributors to national debt, 
it is the first Trump administration. 
And along comes the Biden administra-
tion and says: We have got to lower 
those deficits; and in his 4 years, his 
fourth deficit was much lower than his 
first. 

Now we are seeing Trump II, and this 
budget plan tonight, that is this bar. 
This is going back up. Maybe not as 
large to be planned as Trump I in 
terms of that, but absolutely going in 
the wrong direction. 

So it is a mystery. My Republican 
colleagues, they campaign as fiscally 
conservative. They say they are going 
to lower the deficit, and every single 
time they fool us. They come in here, 
they cut the taxes for the richest 
Americans, revenues proceed to fail to 
compensate, and they run up the def-
icit. 

And now they are going to do it again 
if we let this budget resolution pass. So 
let’s not let it pass. Let’s oppose it. 

Republican colleagues, come and join 
us in fiscal responsibility and take this 
budget resolution that is laying out a 
vision of more and more deficits and 
more and more debt and put it in the 
woodchipper. 

We have been hearing a lot about the 
woodchipper. Take this plan that cuts 
programs for families and put it in the 
woodchipper. Take this plan that gives 
tax giveaways to the richest Ameri-
cans—the megamillionaires and the 
billionaires—and put it in the 
woodchipper because it is wrong for 
America to attack the programs for 
families in order to fund tax giveaways 
to billionaires. 

President Trump has said he wants a 
‘‘big, beautiful’’—beautiful—‘‘bill.’’ But 
you know what? There is nothing beau-
tiful about the bill that is on the floor 
tonight. There is nothing beautiful 
about destroying the programs families 
depend on. There is nothing beautiful 
about using those cuts to fund tax cuts 
for billionaires. There is nothing beau-
tiful about running up the deficits and 
debt Republican-style that they do 
every single time. 

What we have right now is not gov-
ernment by and for the people. What 
we have right now is by and for the bil-
lionaires. President Trump made that 
very clear at his inaugural address. 
Who do we have standing right behind 
him? Mark Zuckerberg, the billionaire 
of Facebook; at this end, the scowl on 
his face, Elon Musk, CEO of so many 
companies, including Tesla. Who do we 
have? Jeff Bezos of Amazon, one of the 
richest men in the world along with 
Elon Musk. And we have Sundar 
Pichai, the CEO of Alphabet, the moth-

er company of Google. By and for bil-
lionaires, that is what that is all 
about. 

So Democrats will not rest tonight 
until we vote on each of our amend-
ments to protect working families. We 
will not rest tonight till we vote on 
each of our amendments to stop the 
tax giveaways to billionaires. And to-
night, Democrats will be fighting by 
ourselves, inviting our Republican col-
leagues to join us. 

But we will not be fighting for our-
selves alone; we are fighting for the 
American family. This Republican 
budget, it is the great betrayal; and we, 
the Democrats, will fight to stop it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, now, 

in a few moments, Senators will begin 
voting on amendments to the Repub-
lican plan that cuts taxes for the 
ultrarich. Everything—everything that 
Donald Trump and the Republicans 
have done over the last month—all the 
chaos, all the lawlessness that we have 
seen—serves one crooked goal. Donald 
Trump, Elon Musk, and Republicans 
are trying to give their billionaire bud-
dies a tax break and have you—the 
American people—pay the cost. 

It can be summed up very simply in 
this wonderful chart that my friend 
from Oregon has put together. What 
the chart says, under the Republican 
plan: ‘‘Families lose, billionaires win.’’ 

What could be further from what 
Americans want? What could be fur-
ther? Tonight, Democrats are going to 
force Republicans to defend their tax 
cuts for billionaires like Elon Musk. 

We are going to be here all night. We 
are going to put forward amendments 
forcing Republicans to defend their un-
popular agenda, exposing the Repub-
lican plan for what it is: a massive, 
massive billionaire giveaway, paid for 
on the backs of working-class and mid-
dle-class Americans. 

The Republicans know they want to 
hide this. They know it is not popular. 
They know 80 percent of the American 
people dislike this plan. So Donald 
Trump and others obfuscate. They 
want us to pay attention to Gulf of 
America, building hotels in Gaza, an-
nexing Canada. Why? 

Why are they doing these bits of fool-
ishness? They don’t want the American 
people to see that the Republican plan 
has families lose and billionaires win. 

Our amendments will come in three 
categories: One focused on tax cuts for 
the billionaires, trying to undo those; 
one focused on the damage Republicans 
will inflict on American families in 
order to pay for their tax cuts; and one 
bucket—the final bucket—focused on 
lawlessness and corruption done in 
service to create chaos so they can cut 
taxes for billionaires. 

Those are the categories: one focused 
on tax cuts for billionaires, one focused 
on damage Republicans inflict on 
American families to pay for those tax 
cuts, and one on Trump’s lawlessness 

and corruption done in service to cre-
ate chaos, so they can cut taxes for bil-
lionaires. 

Let me repeat: Tonight, Democrats 
will force Republicans to defend their 
cuts for billionaires, and tonight will 
just be the first time. We will be doing 
this over and over again. 

Because we know that they don’t 
want the American people to know 
that that is their North Star. Almost 
everything they do is aimed at getting 
those tax breaks for the billionaires. 
We are also going to force Republicans 
to defend their cuts on American fami-
lies, cutting healthcare and Medicaid 
and education and housing and more. 
All to pay for the tax cuts of their bil-
lionaire buddies. 

Finally, Democrats will force the Re-
publicans to defend Donald Trump’s 
scorched earth assault on the rule of 
law, an assault he is waging in order to 
put more money in the pockets of bil-
lionaires. 

That is what tonight is all about, 
how Republicans want to help billion-
aires win, American families lose, and 
the rule of law burned to the ground. 

I thank my colleagues for bringing 
the amendments to the floor. We are 
going to be here all night. We have lots 
of amendments that are in these three 
categories. It will be a long night, but 
it is a debate the American people need 
to see, deserve to see. And that is why 
we are here. 

We Democrats are glad to have this 
debate. Let’s have it two, three more 
times, when they come up with this 
new reconciliation and that, when the 
House and Senate Republicans finally 
get their act together. Bring it on. 

I am proud to offer tonight’s very 
first amendment, one that makes a 
simple proposal: Nobody, nobody, no-
body making more than a billion dol-
lars should get yet another tax break. 
That is it. That is the amendment. If 
you make a billion dollars, God bless 
you, you are doing fine, but you don’t 
deserve a tax break. 

I would love to hear the Republicans 
argue why of all people who need a tax 
break right now, it is the billionaire 
class. 

In this era of high inflation and 
growing inequality, billionaires aren’t 
the ones who should be getting the 
massive tax giveaway. They are doing 
just fine. Instead, we should be helping 
working- and middle-class Americans 
get better jobs, earn higher paychecks, 
and pay lower costs. 

So, tonight, the very first question 
Republicans must answer is this: Do 
you agree—Mr./Mrs. Republican Sen-
ator, Ms. Republican Senator, all the 
Republican Senators—do all the Repub-
lican Senators agree that billionaires 
should not be getting another tax 
break? Yes or no? And if you don’t 
think they should get a tax break— 
that billionaires should get a tax 
break—just vote with us in supporting 
this amendment. 

We are going to get our answer very, 
very soon, and that answer, the Amer-
ican people are going to see over and 
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over and over again, over the next 
hours, the next days, the next weeks, 
the next months. 

The second amendment will be of-
fered by Senator KLOBUCHAR to prevent 
Republicans from lowering taxes for 
billionaires if the price of food keeps 
going up. 

Donald Trump said, when he was 
campaigning, he was going to bring in-
flation down on day one, but inflation 
is going up. 

Donald Trump—Mr. President 
Trump—it is going up. What about 
your promise—it is going to go down 
on day one? 

Grocery prices are up: chicken, pork, 
steak—more expensive—eggs, up 15 per-
cent from last month. 

While Americans continue to strug-
gle paying for groceries, feeding their 
kids, the last thing we should be doing 
is cutting taxes for the richest of the 
rich in this country. 

And I will offer the third amendment 
of the evening, one that stops Repub-
licans from kicking people off Medicaid 
to pay for their billionaire tax breaks. 

Eighty million Americans, a little 
less than a quarter of all Americans— 
80 million—get health insurance 
through Medicaid, from newborn kids 
to working moms, to seniors in nursing 
homes and assisted living homes. Re-
publicans have made it crystal clear 
that gutting Medicaid is one of their 
main strategies for paying for their 
massive tax cuts. Look no further than 
the House Republican proposal: a huge 
amount of the cuts to Medicaid. 

What do you tell people who need 
healthcare who are working people who 
use Medicaid? What do you tell people 
who use community health centers, 
which give efficient healthcare, Mr. 
Musk—efficient healthcare? What do 
you tell a family who has a mom in a 
nursing home and that nursing home 
will get cut so mom has to come home 
and live with that family? Build a new 
room in the house? But wood prices are 
going up if Trump puts in his tariffs. 
What do you tell them? 

And remember, I would remind my 
Republican colleagues, when you tried 
this in 2017—tax cuts for the rich, cut-
ting healthcare, in that case the ACA— 
America didn’t like it. They are not 
going to like it again. 

My amendment will ask Republicans: 
Do they really want to cut taxes for 
billionaires so badly that they are will-
ing to take healthcare away from kids, 
that they are willing to kick grand-
parents out of nursing homes and aban-
don Americans with disability and take 
away healthcare from rural America? 
We will see what they do. 

Now, Republicans can spin their 
agenda however they want. They cer-
tainly will try to change the subject. 
They won’t admit that their tax breaks 
are aimed at the wealthiest. 

They can try to pass one bill. They 
can try to pass two bills. They can try 
to pass 50 bills. It doesn’t matter. They 
can slice and dice their policies in 
whatever order they wish. It doesn’t 

matter in the end. Republican’s North 
Star is singular, unchanging. They are 
trying to give their billionaire buddies 
a tax break and have you—the Amer-
ican people, American families—pay 
the cost. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. 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. THUNE. Mr. President, I yield 
back all time. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. THUNE. And I ask unanimous 

consent that the following amend-
ments be the first amendments in 
order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments: Schumer No. 
454, Klobuchar No. 494, Merkley No. 473. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 454 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 454 and ask that 
it be reported my number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 454. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prevent unwarranted tax cuts 

for the ultra-rich) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST TAX 

BREAKS FOR THE WEALTHY. 
(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 

order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that cuts taxes for taxpayers 
with an adjusted gross income greater than 
$1,000,000,000. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
proud to offer tonight’s very first 
amendment. It makes a simple pro-
posal: No billionaire should get another 
tax break. I ask my Republican col-
leagues, yes or no, do you believe bil-
lionaires should get another tax break 
or not? Vote yes on this amendment if 
you think billionaires should not get 
another tax break. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the tar-
geted budget blueprint before us today 
would secure the border, strengthen 
the military, and facilitate energy 
independence, and take initial steps to 
get our fiscal house in order. 

While the Finance Committee does 
have a $1 billion deficit decreasing in-
struction, this is not a tax bill nor a 
healthcare reform bill. The instruction 
makes that clear. 

To meet this instruction, the Fi-
nance Committee will reverse a Biden 
administration nursing home rule that 
would increase taxpayer costs by bil-
lions and jeopardize patient access to 
the long term, especially in our already 
underserved rural communities. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. President, I have been advised 
that this amendment would be corro-
sive to the privilege of the budget reso-
lution if adopted. Because the amend-
ment contains matters that are inap-
propriate for a budget resolution, its 
adoption could jeopardize the resolu-
tion’s privilege. 

Additionally, this amendment vio-
lates the Congressional Budget Act be-
cause it is not germane to the budget 
resolution. 

Since the amendment does not meet 
a standard required by law, I raise a 
point of order against the amendment 
under section 305(b)(2) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I move to waive and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) is 
necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 62 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 

Blackburn 
Boozman 

Britt 
Budd 
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Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 

Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 

Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Warner 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MOODY). On this vote, the yeas are 47, 
the nays are 52. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
AMENDMENT NO. 494 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
I call up my amendment, No. 494, and 
ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR] proposes an amendment numbered 
494. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To stop tax cuts for the ultra-rich 

while families struggle to put food on the 
table) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST TAX 

CUTS FOR THE WEALTHY IN LIEU OF 
REDUCING FOOD COSTS. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that cuts taxes for taxpayers 
with an adjusted gross income greater than 
$1,000,000,000 if the most recent change in the 
Consumer Price Index shows an increase in 
food prices. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
I rise today with a commonsense 
amendment, and that is that no one 
should be cutting taxes for billionaires 
while food prices are rising. 

Democrats and Republicans alike can 
agree that food prices are just too high. 
The price of eggs recently hit a record 
high of $4.95. That is 53 percent higher 
than a year ago. And wholesale egg 
prices have increased 30 percent since 
the President took office to more than 
$8. That means egg prices will continue 
to skyrocket. 

And as an aside, accidentally firing 
frontline avian flu workers isn’t going 
to change any of that. 

Prices of other groceries like beef, 
fish, and fresh fruit have also in-
creased, with the most recent con-
sumer price index showing overall food 
prices rising. 

Instead of focusing on $2 trillion in 
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, 
we should work together to lower food 
prices for Americans across the coun-
try. That is why I call on my col-
leagues to support my amendment, 
which will ensure that there are no tax 
cuts for billionaires unless food prices 
are lowered for regular Americans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. CRAPO. Madam President, the 
targeted budget blueprint before us 
today would secure the border, 
strengthen the military, facilitate en-
ergy independence, and take initial 
steps to get our fiscal house in order. 

While the Finance Committee does 
have a $1 billion deficit-decreasing in-
struction, this is not a tax bill nor a 
healthcare reform bill. The instruction 
makes that very clear. To meet this in-
struction, the Finance Committee will 
reverse a Biden administration nursing 
home rule that would increase tax-
payer costs by billions and jeopardize 
patient access. 

Madam President, I have been ad-
vised that this amendment would be 
corrosive to the privilege of this budget 
resolution if adopted. Because the 
amendment contains matter that is in-
appropriate for a budget resolution, its 
adoption could jeopardize the resolu-
tion’s privilege. 

Additionally, this amendment vio-
lates the Congressional Budget Act be-
cause it is not germane to the budget 
resolution. Since the amendment does 
not meet that standard required by 
law, I raise a point of order against the 
amendment under section 305(b)(2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
pursuant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, I move to waive, 
and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 63 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 

Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 

Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 

Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 48, and the nays are 
52. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 473 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 473 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY] 

proposes an amendment numbered 473. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to the impacts of hedge 
fund ownership of single-family homes and 
rent prices) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO REDUCING THE IM-
PACTS OF HEDGE FUND OWNERSHIP 
OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES AND 
RENT PRICES. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to lowering rent for Amer-
ican families, which may include reducing 
the single-family housing market share of 
large single-family housing investors or ad-
dressing the impact of these investors’ ac-
tivities on housing availability, housing af-
fordability, eviction rates, home mainte-
nance, and gentrification, by the amounts 
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit over the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, 
colleagues, the dream of home owner-
ship is dying, and this is a big deal. 
Your home is your castle. This is a 
major source of wealth for middle-class 
families. And a factor killing the 
dream of home ownership is private eq-
uity and hedge funds buying up homes 
all across America. 
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In fact, ordinary families can’t com-

pete with their all-cash, no inspection 
offers. They are driving up the prices 
to buy homes. They are driving up the 
rent. So today, let’s take a step toward 
restoring the dream of homeownership. 
This is a deficit-neutral reserve fund 
that creates incentives for private-eq-
uity hedge funds to ease their way out 
of this market so that families can 
continue to be homeowners in America, 
their children can continue to be home-
owners. 

Let’s not let this dream die on our 
watch. I encourage you to vote for this 
because houses should be homes for 
families, not a profit center for Wall 
Street. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. 
Madam President, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. Here is 
why: They are putting the blame in the 
wrong place. 

We all agree the housing prices have 
skyrocketed over the last 4 years. Un-
fortunately, my colleagues across the 
aisle aren’t interested in new solutions. 
They are willing to place the blame 
anywhere except where it belongs. 

The real culprit in the failed housing 
policies is the Biden administration. 
Under the previous administration, 
rental costs rose 20 percent. We should 
be discussing how to make housing 
more affordable for more Americans. I 
plan to do just that at the Banking 
Housing and Urban Development Com-
mittee. 

I urge my colleagues to work with 
me. Working with President Trump 
and Secretary Turner, we can achieve a 
housing comeback for the blue-collar 
workers. I urge my colleagues to reject 
this amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 473 

Mr. MERKLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 64 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 

Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 

Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 

Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 

Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 

Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 473) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the first amendments 
in order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number, with no amend-
ments prior to a vote in relation to the 
amendments: Warner No. 130, Murray 
No. 878, Hickenlooper No. 925. 

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

The Senator from Virginia. 
AMENDMENT NO. 130 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the majority 
leader for having my amendment. 

I would like to call up my amend-
ment No. 130 and ask that it be re-
ported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
proposes amendment numbered 130. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To create a point of order against 

any reconciliation bill that would not de-
crease the cost of housing for American 
families) 

At the appropriate place in title IV, add 
the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST ANY REC-

ONCILIATION BILL THAT WOULD 
NOT DECREASE THE COST OF HOUS-
ING FOR AMERICAN FAMILIES. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider a reconcili-
ation bill or a reconciliation resolution pur-
suant to section 310 of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
(2 U.S.C. 644), or an amendment to, con-
ference report on, or amendment between 
the Houses in relation to such a bill or reso-
lution, that would not decrease the cost of 
housing for American families. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
rise in support of this amendment, 
which would prohibit any reconcili-
ation bill that does not decrease the 
cost of housing for American families. 
I don’t think there is any of us in this 
body that doesn’t hear about the enor-
mous rising cost of housing. 

Throughout the years, both under 
Biden and Trump, we kept saying: We 

are getting to housing next; we are get-
ting to housing next. President Trump 
said, on day one, that he would come in 
and lower the cost of housing. He has 
done nothing of the kind. Instead, we 
have 3.7 million Americans who have a 
shortage of housing units, and 30 per-
cent of all renters pay more than half 
of their income in rental cost. 

We have got to make sure we send a 
message to the American people that 
we are going to take on the rising cost 
of housing. One way we can do that is 
supporting my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment. Democrats are the ones who 
caused the record-high inflation and 
soaring consumer prices with their 
reckless partisan spending. The cost of 
everything is up 20 percent, and the 
cost of housing went up 40 percent dur-
ing Joe Biden’s Presidency. 

Reducing illegal immigration and 
cutting energy costs through reconcili-
ation are critical components of reduc-
ing costs at the checkout aisle. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. President, this amendment, how-
ever, is not in order. If adopted it 
would jeopardize the privileged status 
of the budget resolution and could de-
rail our efforts to use reconciliation. 

Since the amendment does not meet 
the standard required by law, I raise a 
point of order against the amendment 
under section 305(b)(2) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 

I urge—I urge—my colleagues to just 
vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 

Mr. WARNER. While I have great re-
spect for my friend from South Caro-
lina, and I do hope we can find some 
common ground on housing, pursuant 
to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I move to waive and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

VOTE ON MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 65 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 

Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 

Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
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Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 

Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 

Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 47, the nays are 53. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

The Senator from Washington. 
AMENDMENT NO. 878 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
call up my amendment No. 878 and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-

RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 878. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the reconciliation in-

structions and create a reserve fund to im-
plement a bipartisan, multi-year agree-
ment to provide up to $171,000,000,000 in dis-
cretionary funding for defense and up to 
$171,000,000,000 in discretionary funding for 
other programs, accounts, and activities to 
address border, veterans, farmers, food and 
nutrition, disaster relief, and other needs) 

On page 45, strike line 10 and all that fol-
lows through page 52, line 19, and insert the 
following: 

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS 
SEC. 3001. RESERVE FUND FOR BIPARTISAN 

AGREEMENT ON DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING. 

(a) SENATE.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appropriate 
levels in this resolution, make adjustments 
to the pay-as-you-go ledger, and, consistent 
with section 4004, make adjustments to ad-
dress revisions to the statutory caps on dis-
cretionary spending for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports that provide up to an additional 
$171,000,000,000 in discretionary budget au-
thority for defense over the period of fiscal 
year 2025 to fiscal year 2028 and up to an ad-
ditional $171,000,000,000 in budget authority 
for other discretionary spending over the pe-
riod of fiscal year 2025 to fiscal year 2028. 

(b) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—The 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the House of Representatives may revise the 
allocations of a committee or committees, 
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in 

this resolution, make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, and make adjustments 
to address revisions to the statutory caps on 
discretionary spending for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports that provide up to an additional 
$171,000,000,000 in discretionary budget au-
thority for defense over the period of fiscal 
year 2025 to fiscal year 2028 and up to an ad-
ditional $171,000,000,000 in budget authority 
for other discretionary spending over the pe-
riod of fiscal year 2025 to fiscal year 2028. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
my amendment does two things. 

First of all, it strikes the reconcili-
ation instructions. Secondly, it creates 
a reserve fund to implement a bipar-
tisan, multiyear agreement to provide 
$171 billion in discretionary funding for 
both defense and nondefense. 

Democrats do agree we need more re-
sources to invest in our national secu-
rity and address the challenges at the 
border and counter China, but we can-
not leave the rest of the budget in the 
dust while we do that. So let’s deliver 
investments to do both and make sure 
we also support our veterans, agri-
culture, disaster response, biomedical 
research, FAA, childcare, and more. 

These are all big challenges. Demo-
crats stand ready to work with our col-
leagues, as we have in the past, includ-
ing through our bipartisan efforts on 
the Appropriations Committee. But 
that can only happen if the Repub-
licans are willing to work with us, and 
working with us means actually work-
ing with us, not telling us to accept 
Elon Musk’s cutting $1 trillion in fiscal 
year 2025 to our priorities, which is as-
sumed in this Republican plan, and, at 
the same time, spending $342 billion on 
their own priorities. It also means not 
sitting on your hands— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. MURRAY. —while Elon and 
Trump rip up our bipartisan laws. I 
urge my colleagues— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks time in opposition? 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, 

yeah, this is a big-time no. They are re-
writing the budget resolution. They 
want to take half of the $342 billion and 
spend it on things not related to what 
we want to do. 

We want to secure the border. We 
want to give President Trump $175 bil-
lion to secure the border through 
Homeland Security and Judiciary, and 
we will figure out how to spend it. We 
want to do $150 billion for defense be-
cause the world is on fire. We want to 
do $20 billion for the Coast Guard to 
help us become safer. 

They are rewriting the resolution. 
They are taking half the money we 
have dedicated for border security and 
defense and spending it on more non-

defense stuff. We are tired of that. We 
are not going to do that anymore. We 
are going to defend America in this res-
olution. We are not going to take half 
the money and spend it on more social 
spending. We are going to defend our 
border. We are going to make the mili-
tary more lethal, and we are going to 
help the Coast Guard, and we are going 
to pay for it—something you would 
never do. So vote no. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 878 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 66 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 878) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MCCORMICK). The majority whip. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the next amendments 
in order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments. The first is 
Bennet No. 540, followed by Schiff No. 
316, then Sullivan No. 1029, Schumer 
No. 776, Ossoff No. 407, Wyden No. 308, 
Baldwin No. 276, and Reed No. 172. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The majority whip. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

to amend the request that it be the 
Wyden No. 1156. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 03:45 Feb 21, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20FE6.010 S20FEPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

JM
0X

7X
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1103 February 20, 2025 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
AMENDMENT NO. 925 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I call up my amendment No. 925 and 
ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 

HICKENLOOPER] proposes an amendment num-
bered 925. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To create a point of order against 

legislation that would raise energy costs 
for Americans, including higher monthly 
electricity bills, building material ex-
penses, and transportation costs) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST RAISING 

ENERGY COSTS FOR AMERICANS. 
(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 

order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that would raise energy costs 
for Americans. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
the United States is producing more 
energy right now than any country in 
the history of the world. We are in the 
middle of an energy revolution. We got 
here by embracing an ‘‘all of the 
above’’ approach to energy, including 
solar, wind, and geothermal, to keep 
prices as low as possible for working 
people. 

Most of the energy that is ready to 
go today is clean and affordable. Any 
action that blocks the rollout of that 
will raise prices for working Ameri-
cans. It is going to kill jobs and seek 
complete control of emerging indus-
tries in China. 

In fact, in the last few years, we have 
passed bills that make historic invest-
ments in American-made energy. These 
bills create more than 400,000 good-pay-
ing jobs, and yet there is an effort by 
this administration to trash the 
progress we have made. 

These actions will balloon energy 
bills for families—at least 240 bucks a 
year for working families everywhere— 
at a time when they are struggling to 
afford eggs at the grocery just as infla-
tion begins to rise again. 

Rather than limiting energy or firing 
critical government employees, let’s 
welcome our new energy future, a fu-
ture marked by resilient energy, re-
built by American innovation for 
cheaper, more reliable energy for every 
Coloradan in America. A simple yes-or- 
no point of order will ensure nothing in 
the budget will increase energy costs 

for working families. How could you 
vote against that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, reducing en-
ergy costs for all Americans starts 
with reducing rent pay to develop our 
energy resources. If we built more gas 
pipelines, if we built more powerplants, 
more transmission lines, it will lower 
costs for consumers across the country. 

Now, our friends on the other side of 
the aisle, the Democrats, spent decades 
attempting to force unreliable, expen-
sive nonbaseload sources of power— 
things like solar, wind, and battery 
storage—not using the free market, 
using mandates and subsidies. That is 
not how we do things. It doesn’t actu-
ally reduce costs. 

This just forces American taxpayers 
to subsidize those industries. If we end 
the clean energy mandates and cut 
through the redtape that is stifling the 
energy development, we can make en-
ergy affordable and reliable for all 
Americans. 

But, look, since the amendment does 
not meet the standard required by law, 
I raise a point of order against the 
amendment under section 305(b)(2)of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
pursuant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, I move to waive and 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 

Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 

McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 

Sullivan 
Thune 

Tillis 
Tuberville 

Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 47, and the nays are 
53. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
AMENDMENT NO. 540 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 540 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BENNET] 
proposes an amendment numbered 540. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to reinstating the fired 
Federal employees at the Forest Service, 
National Park Service, United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of Land 
Management) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO FEDERAL LAND MAN-
AGEMENT. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to Federal land manage-
ment, which may include reinstating the 
fired Federal employees at the Forest Serv-
ice, National Park Service, United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of 
Land Management, including positions re-
sponsible for, among other things, wildfire 
mitigation, range and timber management, 
habitat conservation, outdoor recreation, or 
other uses that generate revenue for the Fed-
eral Government, by the amounts provided 
in such legislation for those purposes, pro-
vided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the period of the total 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, this 
amendment reinstates the thousands of 
fired National Park Service, Forest 
Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
Bureau of Land Management employ-
ees. 

Our public lands are the crown jewel 
of America. With drought, wildfire, and 
record visitation, our public lands are 
facing more pressures than ever before. 
Now is not the time to fire dedicated 
public servants who perform wildfire 
mitigation, manage visitors, clear 
trails, permit grazing and mining and 
oil and gas operations. 

Fewer boots on the ground means 
more wildfire risk and less access to 
our public lands and puts enormous 
burden on communities across the 
country, from Alaska to North Caro-
lina, to Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, article II of 
the U.S. Constitution declares the 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1104 February 20, 2025 
President of the United States to be 
the person who holds the executive 
power. He has the discretion to hire 
and fire those who work in executive 
branch Agencies. 

Now, for decades, staffing for the 
Federal land and wildlife management 
and outdoor recreation Agencies has 
been a bipartisan issue. This amend-
ment does not do that. Instead, it at-
tempts to turn Federal land manage-
ment Agency employment into a polit-
ical football. 

As chairman of the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee, I 
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to ad-
dress issues affecting Federal land 
management and Federal land manage-
ment employees, including finding in-
novative solutions for their housing, 
working to ensure the concessionaires 
have flexibility and are not held up in 
endless paperwork, and giving land 
managers flexibility to work with their 
counties and gateway communities to 
hire qualified employees and work with 
gateway community businesses. 

This is not that amendment. This 
goes the wrong way, and I oppose it. 

Mr. BENNET. Do I have any time 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six sec-
onds remaining. 

Mr. BENNET. I urge my opponents to 
vote for this amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
I yield back my second. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 540 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 

Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 

Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Paul 

Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 

Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 

Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 540) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROUNDS). The Senator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 316 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 316 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mr. SCHIFF] 

proposes an amendment numbered 316. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to supporting Federal 
wildland firefighters and associated per-
sonnel) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO SUPPORTING FED-
ERAL WILDLAND FIREFIGHTERS 
AND ASSOCIATED PERSONNEL. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to supporting Federal 
wildland firefighters or other Federal per-
sonnel necessary for hazardous fuels manage-
ment and community wildfire resilience, 
which may include provisions to recruit and 
retain such personnel, paying such personnel 
a fair wage and providing industry-standard 
leave policies following wildfire deploy-
ments, supporting the health and wellbeing 
of such personnel, exempting such personnel 
from hiring freezes, or reinstating the em-
ployment of such personnel the positions of 
whom were terminated during calendar year 
2025, by the amounts provided in such legis-
lation for those purposes, provided that such 
legislation would not increase the deficit 
over the period of the total of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. President, I stand 
here on behalf of Western States col-
leagues—Senators PADILLA, HEINRICH, 
LUJÁN, BENNET, and HICKENLOOPER—to 
ask this Chamber to take a clear stand 
on behalf of the firefighters who help 
fight and prevent wildfires. 

Wildfires don’t discriminate. They 
hit red States and blue States. Even as 
deadly devastating wildfires were burn-
ing in L.A. County, President Trump 
adopted a freeze on hiring so wide-
spread that it is blocking the Forest 
Service from onboarding the seasonal 
firefighters we require to prevent fu-
ture fires. 

Not only that, President Trump has 
also empowered an unelected billion-
aire to run rampant through the ranks 
of our public servants, not with a scal-
pel but with a hatchet. As a result, 
firefighters who had just finished week-
ends of around-the-clock shifts fighting 
these dangerous fires were given a 
thank-you note from their Commander 
in Chief that said: Please quit. 

Please quit—this was the reward our 
firefighters got. 

Our amendment would make it very 
clear that we are committed to revers-
ing these cuts to the ranks of wildland 
firefighters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ask my 

colleagues to oppose this amendment. 
Reserve funds can accomplish noth-

ing beyond political messaging, are un-
necessary, and, frankly, distract or 
delay the budgeting process. 

This amendment would, in no way, 
impact the great firefighters who fight 
our Nation’s fires out West. These fire-
fighters deserve recognition. They de-
serve fair pay. In fact, we have the bill 
that does that, the Wildland Fire-
fighter Paycheck Protection Act. It is 
bipartisan. It permanently addresses 
securing increases in their wages. If we 
want to support our wildland fire-
fighters, let’s pass this bill and get it 
on President Trump’s desk. 

Republicans are committed to pro-
tecting our environment and our public 
lands without suffocating the U.S. 
economy. I urge my colleagues to do 
the same and oppose this amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 316 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 316) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1105 February 20, 2025 
AMENDMENT NO. 1029 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 1029 and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. SULLIVAN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1029. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to protecting Medicare 
and Medicaid) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO PROTECTING MEDI-
CARE AND MEDICAID. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to protecting the Medicaid 
program under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.), which may 
include strengthening and improving Med-
icaid for the most vulnerable populations, 
and extending the life of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund, by the amounts 
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit over the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, it is 
going to be a late night with a lot of 
votes. I want to take this opportunity 
to demonstrate our strong Republican 
support for Medicaid and Medicare 
right now. 

My amendment is very simple. It 
says we are going to strengthen and 
improve Medicaid for the most vulner-
able populations and strengthen Medi-
care so that it is available for years to 
come. 

Now, I know my Democratic col-
leagues are going to try tonight to use 
scare tactics to message that Repub-
licans don’t support these vital pro-
grams, but we do. These are critical 
programs that Republicans support. 
Heck, President Trump has repeatedly 
said that these programs are not going 
to be touched. People rely on Medicare 
and Medicaid. Alaskans rely on Medi-
care and Medicaid, and we are here to 
strongly support them. We should all 
agree that we want to weed out waste, 
fraud, and abuse in our healthcare sys-
tem, including in Medicare and Med-
icaid, and we must maintain our safety 
net programs. We can do both and 
make them stronger. 

So I hope every single Member of the 
Senate tonight votes to support my 
simple amendment, which would 
strengthen both Medicaid and Medicare 
for the most vulnerable Americans. I 
ask for everybody’s vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition. This amendment claims to 
protect Medicare and Medicaid, but it 
does neither. 

In particular, the Medicaid language 
seeks to talk about a group called the 

most vulnerable. Obviously, we care 
about them, but the language of the 
Sullivan amendment would leave mil-
lions behind, and we don’t want to go 
there. The language in this amendment 
is code for kicking Americans with 
Medicaid coverage off their health in-
surance if they are not sick enough, 
not poor enough, or not disabled 
enough. This amendment does nothing 
to stop Republicans from cutting these 
essential healthcare programs, kicking 
millions of Americans off their cov-
erage, all to pay for the tax cuts of bil-
lionaires. 

I urge opposition. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, read 

the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. We support Medicare 

and Medicaid. It is that simple. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1029 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 51, 

nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Curtis 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lee 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 1029) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 776 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 776 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 776. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prevent tax cuts for the 

wealthy if a single dollar of Medicaid fund-
ing is cut) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST MED-

ICAID CUTS TO FUND TAX BREAKS 
FOR THE WEALTHY. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that— 

(1) cuts taxes for taxpayers with adjusted 
gross income above $1,000,000,000; and 

(2) reduces coverage for people in Medicaid, 
shifts coverage or funding responsibility to 
states, or includes a net reduction in Federal 
funding for Medicaid. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very simple. It allows no 
billionaires to have any tax cuts if a 
single dollar of Medicaid funding is 
cut. The American people need to know 
where Senate Republicans stand on 
Medicaid. 

On Tuesday, Donald Trump claimed 
he is opposed to Medicaid cuts. Then, 
Wednesday, he supported it. And, 
today, he doubles down and even 
opened the door to Medicare. He is flip- 
flopping left and right. So the Amer-
ican people deserve to know: What 
about Senate Republicans? Where do 
they stand? 

Cutting Medicaid to pay for billion-
aire tax cuts would be a gut punch to 
working people. Medicaid serves nearly 
80 million people across the country in 
States red and blue, from our sickest 
kids to our infirm in nursing homes 
and vulnerable seniors. 

These are the people we should focus 
on—kids, seniors, and rural Ameri-
cans—not billionaires. They are doing 
well enough already. 

My amendment will ask Republicans: 
Do they really want to cut taxes for 
billionaires so badly they are willing to 
take healthcare away from kids and 
kick grandparents out of nursing 
homes? How are you going to vote, col-
leagues? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the 

Democrats know very well that this 
targeted budget blueprint does not cut 
Medicaid or Medicare. The blueprint 
before us focuses on securing the bor-
der, strengthening the military, facili-
tating energy independence, and taking 
the initial steps to get our fiscal house 
in order. 

To meet this instruction, the Fi-
nance Committee will do one thing and 
one thing only, and that is reverse a 
Biden administration nursing home 
rule that would increase taxpayer costs 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1106 February 20, 2025 
by billions and jeopardize patient ac-
cess to long-term care, especially in al-
ready underserved rural communities. 

Mr. President, I have been advised 
that this amendment would be corro-
sive to the privilege of this budget res-
olution if adopted. Because the amend-
ment contains matter that is inappro-
priate for the budget resolution, its 
adoption could jeopardize the resolu-
tion’s privilege. 

Additionally, this amendment vio-
lates the Congressional Budget Act be-
cause it is not germane to the budget 
resolution. Since the amendment does 
not meet that standard required by 
law, I raised a point of order against 
the amendment under section 305(b)(2) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, pursu-

ant to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I move to waive and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
SHALL). On this vote, the yeas are 49, 
the nays are 51. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The Senator from Georgia. 
AMENDMENT NO. 407 

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, the mo-
mentum that is growing in Washington 
to gut the Medicaid program is alarm-

ing my constituents in Georgia, and I 
call up my amendment No. 407 and ask 
it to be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. OSSOFF] 

proposes an amendment numbered 407. 
The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-
serve fund relating to protecting access to 
maternal and pediatric health care 
through Medicaid) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO PROTECTING ACCESS 
TO MATERNAL AND PEDIATRIC 
HEALTH CARE THROUGH MEDICAID. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to access to health care, 
which may include legislation protecting ac-
cess to maternal and pediatric health care 
through Medicaid by the amounts provided 
in such legislation for those purposes, pro-
vided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the period of the total 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. OSSOFF. The sheer number of 
people affected: In Georgia 5 out of 7 
seniors in nursing homes are covered 
by Medicaid; nearly 50 percent of all 
births are covered by Medicaid; two out 
of five children in Georgia are covered 
by Medicaid. I was disappointed to see 
just moments ago the majority adopt 
an amendment to lay the foundation 
for deep cuts to Medicaid. 

I hope we can build bipartisan sup-
port for my amendment to ensure that 
maternal and children’s healthcare 
through Medicaid is protected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, once 
again the targeted budget blueprint be-
fore us today is not about cutting 
Medicare or Medicaid. It doesn’t deal 
with Medicare or Medicaid. It deals 
with securing the border, strength-
ening the military, facilitating the en-
ergy independence of our country and 
taking the initial steps to put our fis-
cal house in order. 

While the Finance Committee does 
have a $1 million deficit decreasing in-
struction, this is not a tax bill nor a 
healthcare reform bill, and the claims 
that we have heard continuously to-
night, to me, seem just to be the poli-
tics of fear in the face of trying to deal 
with our Nation’s critical issues. 

To meet this instruction, the Fi-
nance Committee will reverse a Biden 
administration nursing home rule that 
would increase taxpayer cost by bil-
lions, jeopardize patient access to long- 
term care, especially in our already un-
derserved rural communities. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment today, as it is not rel-
evant to the Finance Committee’s in-
struction. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 407 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. OSSOFF. Mr. President, the vote 
is whether to protect maternal and pe-
diatric healthcare through Medicaid. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 407) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from the great State of Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1156 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 1156 and ask that it be 
reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1156. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is simple, it is direct, and, 
I believe, the only legislation tonight 
that is comprehensive on healthcare, 
that protects Medicaid and Medicare 
and the Affordable Care Act. It does 
that by taking cuts to these vital pro-
grams off the table in the Senate. 

So what that means is, if you pass 
this amendment and the House sends 
us a budget resolution with severe cuts 
to healthcare, the Senate will have 
gone on record as being against the 
cuts. 

Let’s not jeopardize the health of 
millions of Americans. Support the 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, once 

again, I think I have said this 10 times 
tonight. I will say it again. The budget 
blueprint we are working on does not 
deal with Medicare and Medicaid. It is 
to secure the border, strengthen the 
military, and facilitate our energy 
independence. 

The instruction given to the Finance 
Committee deals solely with reversing 
a Biden administration nursing home 
rule that would increase taxpayer costs 
by billions and jeopardize patient ac-
cess to long-term care, especially in 
our rural communities. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. President, I have also been ad-
vised that this amendment, too, would 
be corrosive to the privilege of the 
budget resolution if adopted. Because 
the amendment contains matter that is 
inappropriate for a budget resolution, 
its adoption could jeopardize the reso-
lution’s privilege. 

Additionally, this amendment vio-
lates the Congressional Budget Act be-
cause it is not germane to the budget 
resolution. Since the amendment does 
not meet that standard required by 
law, I raise a point of order against the 
amendment under section 305(b)(2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

Mr. WYDEN. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 24 seconds remaining. 

Mr. WYDEN. I will use my 24 seconds 
to say the reality is the House is look-
ing at a budget in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee with the prospect of 
significant cuts in healthcare. That is 
why I want us to go on record. If they 
send us something that cuts healthcare 
severely, we will be on record as pro-
tecting healthcare. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 

Mr. President, pursuant to section 
904 of the Congressional Budget Act, I 
move to waive and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 47, the nays are 53. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen not having voted in the affirma-
tive, the motion is rejected. 

The motion was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 
AMENDMENT NO. 276 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 276, to protect 
seniors relying on Medicaid, and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Ms. BALDWIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 276. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To create a point of order against 

legislation that would take away health 
care from seniors, including those receiv-
ing care in nursing homes, through cuts to 
the Medicaid program) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-

TION THAT WOULD TAKE AWAY 
HEALTH CARE FROM SENIORS, IN-
CLUDING THOSE RECEIVING CARE 
IN NURSING HOMES, THROUGH 
CUTS TO THE MEDICAID PROGRAM. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that would make changes to 
the Medicaid program under title XIX of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) 
unless the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office certifies that such changes 
would not result in lower coverage rates, re-
duced benefits, or decreased affordability for 
seniors, including seniors who are residents 
of nursing facilities or who receive services 
in their own homes. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, Med-
icaid is a lifeline for 8 million seniors 
who rely on the program to access 
healthcare. Medicaid helps almost two- 
thirds of all nursing home residents 
have a safe roof over their heads. 

Republicans would like us to believe 
that their proposed cuts are tackling 

waste, fraud, and abuse. But make no 
mistake, stripping away healthcare 
and nursing home funding for our par-
ents and grandparents is not reform 
nor is it eliminating waste. Rather, it 
is a deliberate choice to give tax 
breaks for their billionaire friends in-
stead of ensuring that seniors across 
the country have access to the long- 
term care and support they need. It is 
a deliberate choice to prioritize tax 
cuts for billionaires over ensuring that 
nursing homes can keep their doors 
open. It is a deliberate choice to take 
away healthcare from millions of sen-
iors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I will just 

say what I said before: This amend-
ment violates the Congressional Budg-
et Act because it is not germane to the 
budget resolution. Since the amend-
ment does not meet that standard, I 
raise a point of order against the 
amendment under section 305(b)(2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 
Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, pursu-

ant to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I move to waive, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BANKS). On this vote, the yeas are 48, 
the nays are 52. 
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Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-

sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The majority leader. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the next amendments 
in order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments: Reed-Shaheen 
No. 299, Paul No. 999, Slotkin No. 664, 
Van Hollen No. 233, and Shaheen No. 
436. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Rhode Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent to call up amendment 
No. 172, which is cosponsored by my 
colleagues Senators LUJÁN and 
ALSOBROOKS, and ask that it be re-
ported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED] 
proposes an amendment numbered 172. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To create a point of order against 

legislation that would reduce Medicare and 
Medicaid benefits for Americans) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-

TION THAT WOULD REDUCE MEDI-
CARE AND MEDICAID BENEFITS FOR 
AMERICANS. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that would reduce Medicare or 
Medicaid benefits for working-class and mid-
dle-income Americans. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the other 
day, President Donald Trump said: 

Medicare, Medicaid—none of that stuff is 
going to be touched. 

If that statement had any truth be-
hind it, then my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle should be voting 
for this amendment, which calls for a 
point of order against any legislation 
that cuts Medicaid or Medicare. 

Medicare serves 67 million seniors 
and people with disabilities, and nearly 
80 million Americans rely on Medicaid. 
Failing to pass this amendment will be 
a signal that these programs are on the 
chopping block. 

This vote will be a test for all of us, 
particularly my Republican colleagues. 

Are we going to protect Medicare and 
Medicaid or are they, my Republican 
colleagues, going to use this as a piggy 
bank for tax cuts for the wealthy? 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I repeat 

what I have said before. Because this 
amendment violates the Congressional 
Budget Act, it is not germane to the 
budget resolution. Since the amend-
ment does not meet that standard re-
quired by law, I raise a point of order 
against the amendment under section 
305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

MOTION TO WAIVE 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, pursuant 

to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, I move to waive, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 49, the nays are 51. 

Three-fifths of the Senate duly cho-
sen having not voted in the affirma-
tive, the motion is rejected. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, before I 
call up my amendment, I ask that Sen-

ator COONS be added as a cosponsor of 
the Reed-Shaheen amendment No. 299. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 299 

Mr. REED. I call up my amendment 
No. 299 and ask that it be reported by 
number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
REED] proposes an amendment numbered 
299. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure continued United States 

support for the Government of Ukraine to 
stand firm against aggression by the Gov-
ernment of Russia in Europe) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO SUPPORTING 
UKRAINE. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to strengthening support for 
the Government of Ukraine, which may in-
clude legislation that authorizes and funds 
assistance, expands training and intel-
ligence-sharing, accelerates defense produc-
tion and deliveries, ensures that negotia-
tions about the future of Ukraine include 
representatives of the Government of 
Ukraine, or otherwise supports Ukraine’s de-
fense against Russia’s illegal war, by the 
amounts provided in such legislation for 
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, this 
amendment ensures continuous sup-
port for the government of Ukraine to 
stand firm against Russian aggression. 

For 3 years, Ukraine has fought tooth 
and nail for its very survival. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. The Senate is not in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. REED. Heroically withstanding 
barbaric attacks and unspeakable vio-
lence by Russia. 

The Ukrainians have achieved hard- 
won victories and have refused to bend 
to Putin’s demands, but they require 
continued U.S. support to sustain their 
progress. 

In those same 3 years, in this body, 
we have heard extensive criticism of 
the Biden administration’s Ukraine 
policy. They were not going fast 
enough. They were not allowing 
Ukraine to be aggressive enough. The 
strategy is not enabling Ukraine to win 
on the battlefield. And yet, now, when 
the Trump administration is cutting 
deals with Putin and walking away 
from Ukraine, we do not hear much at 
all—a deafening silence. What has hap-
pened? 

Well, regardless of what has hap-
pened, we cannot abandon Ukraine. We 
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cannot rush into a negotiation with a 
brutal dictator who we know will not 
stop at Ukraine. He will next turn his 
sights on NATO allies— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is expired. 

Mr. REED. We must support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment and urge 
my colleagues to oppose it. There is no 
greater supporter of Ukraine in this 
Senate than I am, but this is not the 
right vehicle. 

This is a budget to add for national 
security investment, missile defense, 
shipbuilding, munition, cybersecurity, 
taking care of our troops, and pro-
tecting our borders. 

There is a place to talk about 
Ukraine. It is not this budget. But pas-
sage of this amendment, though Mem-
bers might wish to, will make it harder 
to pass this very valuable budget, and 
that is what this is about. That is why 
even I, a huge supporter of what we are 
doing in Ukraine, have to vote no on 
this, so we can pass a good budget. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 299 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. REED. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 299) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT NO. 999 
Mr. PAUL. I call up my amendment 

No. 999 and ask that it be reported by 
number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAUL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 999. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require an adequate amount of 
deficit reduction as part of reconciliation) 
On page 45, strike line 10 and all that fol-

lows through page 49, line 23, and insert the 
following: 

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION 
SEC. 2001. RECONCILIATION IN THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES. 
(a) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The Com-

mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit 
by not less than $230,000,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(b) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that increase the 
deficit by not more than $150,000,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(c) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND WORK-
FORCE.—The Committee on Education and 
Workforce of the House of Representatives 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that reduce the deficit by not less 
than $330,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(d) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COM-
MERCE.—The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that reduce the deficit by not less than 
$880,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(e) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.— 
The Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(f) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.— 
The Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
increase the deficit by not more than 
$175,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(g) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that increase the def-
icit by not more than $175,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(h) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit 
by not less than $10,000,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(i) COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES.— 
The Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(j) SUBMISSIONS.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, not later than March 7, 2025, 
the committees named in the subsections of 
this section shall submit their recommenda-

tions to the Committee on the Budget of the 
House of Representatives to carry out this 
section. 
SEC. 2002. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE. 

(a) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.—The Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate shall report changes in laws within its 
jurisdiction that reduce the deficit by not 
less than $230,000,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 2025 through 2034. 

(b) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that increase the deficit by not more 
than $150,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(c) COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEE ON BANKING, 
HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS.—The Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that reduce the 
deficit by not less than $1,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(d) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.—The Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate shall report changes in laws within 
its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit by not 
less than $120,000,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 2025 through 2034. 

(e) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES.—The Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(f) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.—The Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
increase the deficit by not more than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(g) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$760,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(h) COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
LABOR, AND PENSIONS.—The Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate shall report changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit by 
not less than $330,000,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(i) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS.—The Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that increase the 
deficit by not more than $175,000,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(j) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that increase the deficit by not more 
than $175,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(k) SUBMISSIONS.—In the Senate, not later 
than March 7, 2025, the committees named in 
the subsections of this section shall submit 
their recommendations to the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate. Upon receiving all 
such recommendations, the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate shall report to the 
Senate a reconciliation bill carrying out all 
such recommendations without any sub-
stantive revision. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, the budget 
bill before us instructs the Senate to 
find $342 billion in new spending. The 
budget bill, as written, is a spending 
bill. My amendment would add lan-
guage to cut spending. The cuts would 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1110 February 20, 2025 
total $1.5 trillion. These cuts mirror 
the cuts from the House budget resolu-
tion that has been passed. 

This year, the deficit will exceed $2 
trillion. It is a fiscal imperative that 
Congress begin to cut spending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, all 
evening we have been pointing out 
that, with this bill, families lose and 
billionaires win. That is certainly put 
onto steroids with this amendment be-
cause this amendment would add a 
quarter trillion dollars directed at the 
SNAP program. It would add a third of 
a trillion dollars directed at reducing 
the viability of student loans, and al-
most three-quarters of a trillion dol-
lars to devastate Medicaid—programs 
that families depend on to be able to 
thrive, to live in the middle class, to 
pursue opportunity. 

I encourage everyone, if you don’t 
want to have a bill in which families 
lose, vote no. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 999 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. PAUL. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant executive clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 24, 

nays 76, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Leg.] 

YEAS—24 

Barrasso 
Britt 
Cassidy 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Hagerty 

Husted 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lee 
Lummis 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moreno 
Paul 
Risch 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Sheehy 
Tuberville 
Young 

NAYS—76 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Banks 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Boozman 
Budd 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Fischer 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Graham 

Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Luján 
Markey 
Marshall 
McConnell 
Merkley 
Moran 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 

Peters 
Reed 
Ricketts 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 999) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BRITT). The Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 664 
Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam President, I 

am not enjoying my first vote-arama, 

but I do call up my amendment No. 664 
and ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant executive clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. SLOTKIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 664. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to preventing reduc-
tions in funding and staffing necessary to 
respond to, control, and prevent avian flu) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO PREVENTING REDUC-
TIONS IN FUNDING AND STAFFING 
NECESSARY TO RESPOND TO, CON-
TROL, AND PREVENT THE HIGHLY 
PATHOGENIC AVIAN INFLUENZA. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to preventing the spread of 
animal diseases, which may include prohib-
iting reductions to funding and staff (includ-
ing veterinarians) that monitor, respond to, 
control, mitigate, and prevent the spread of 
highly pathogenic avian influenza, by the 
amounts provided in such legislation for 
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam President, my 
amendment is simple. It prohibits cuts 
to the funding and staffing necessary 
to respond to and control avian flu. 
This should be an easy no-brainer. 
Avian flu is jumping between species. 
We are culling thousands of birds, and 
egg prices are the highest they have 
ever been in U.S. history. 

I want to believe that this body 
should be able to agree that a bio-
hazard that impacts every single one of 
our States should be something that 
we maintain funding for. It is our job 
to protect our constituents. That is 
basic. Avian flu is a threat. You know 
it. I know it. The world knows it. 

I urge you to put partisanship aside. 
Vote for this very simple amendment. 
Maintain funding and staffing on avian 
flu. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 
rise in opposition to amendment No. 
664. 

Agriculture Secretary Rollins and 
the White House have made clear that 
addressing avian flu is a top priority. 

I share my colleague from Michigan’s 
concerns about avian flu, but this is 
not the appropriate venue for policy 
discussions on animal disease. This 
budget resolution is focused on secur-
ing the border, strengthening the mili-
tary, and bolstering American energy 
independence. 

I look forward to working with the 
Senator from Michigan, a fellow Mem-
ber whom we are glad to have on the 
Agriculture Committee—a new mem-
ber—to address animal disease threats 
in the farm bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 664 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Ms. SLOTKIN. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 664) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

AMENDMENT NO. 233 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-

dent, I call up my amendment No. 233 
and ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maryland [Mr. VAN HOL-

LEN], for himself and Ms. HIRONO, proposes 
an amendment numbered 233. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To create a point of order against 

legislation that would cut funding from 
the school lunch or school breakfast pro-
grams) 
At the appropriate place in title IV, add 

the following: 
SEC. 4lll. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST LEGISLA-

TION THAT WOULD CUT FUNDING 
FROM THE SCHOOL LUNCH OR 
SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAMS. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill, 
joint resolution, motion, amendment, 
amendment between the Houses, or con-
ference report that cuts funding from the 
school lunch program under the Richard B. 
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Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq.) or the school breakfast program 
established under section 4 of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773). 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Subsection (a) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-
dent, I offer this amendment with my 
colleague Senator HIRONO. It is very 
straightforward. It creates a point of 
order against any legislation that 
would cut funding from the National 
School Lunch Program or the School 
Breakfast Program. 

I think our colleagues know that 
nearly 14 million American children 
were hungry last year. One in five kids 
doesn’t know where their next meal 
will come from or what it will be. So 
let’s ensure that those kids get healthy 
meals and can focus on their education 
and their studies instead of their stom-
achs. 

Madam President, 91 percent of pub-
lic schools participate in the USDA 
meals programs. Over half of our kids 
are eligible for free and reduced lunch 
programs. They provide breakfast pro-
grams for over 2 billion of them a year. 

So colleagues, let’s not abandon 
those kids in order to provide tax cuts 
for Elon Musk and very rich people. I 
urge the adoption of our amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 

rise in opposition to amendment No. 
233. 

I appreciate the concerns of my col-
league from Maryland, and I share sup-
port for the school meal programs. I 
am eager for the Agriculture Com-
mittee to turn to child nutrition reau-
thorization this Congress. However, 
this amendment threatens the privi-
lege of the resolution. 

Senators on the Ag Committee are 
openminded and welcoming of our col-
league’s involvement in important 
child nutrition programs; however, the 
budget process is not the proper venue 
to make policy changes to our school 
meals programs. For this reason, I urge 
my colleagues to vote no on this 
amendment. 

Madam President, since the amend-
ment does not meet the standard re-
quired by law, I raise a point of order 
against the amendment under section 
305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
MOTION TO WAIVE 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Presi-
dent, pursuant to section 904 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, I move to 
waive, and I ask for the yeas and nays 
and urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 49, the nays are 51. 

Three-fifths of Senators duly chosen 
and sworn not having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is not agreed to. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the amendment falls. 

The majority leader. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the next amendments 
in order, that the amendments be re-
ported by number, with no amend-
ments in order prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendments: Luján, No. 
699, Duckworth-Booker No. 971, Hein-
rich No. 101, and Blumenthal No. 659. 

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

The Senator from New Hampshire. 

AMENDMENT NO. 436 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I 
call up my amendment No. 436 and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mrs. 
SHAHEEN], for herself and Ms. BALDWIN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 436. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-
serve fund relating to preserving and ex-
tending vital tax credits enacted under the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, which make health care accessible 
and affordable and that have led to the 
lowest uninsured rate in our Nation’s his-
tory) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO PRESERVING HEALTH 
CARE ACCESS AND AFFORDABILITY 
FOR BENEFICIARIES OF THE PA-
TIENT PROTECTION AND AFFORD-
ABLE CARE ACT. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to preserving health care ac-
cess and affordability for Americans, which 
may include preserving and extending tax 
credits made available by amendment made 
to the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 by the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111–148) that will prevent cata-
strophic insurance premium hikes for 
22,000,000 Americans or the loss of insurance 
coverage for an additional 4,000,000 Ameri-
cans, or ensuring that any changes to such 
tax credits would not result in lower cov-
erage rates, reduced benefits, or decreased 
affordability for individuals receiving cov-
erage through private insurance markets es-
tablished under the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act, by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the period of the total 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, 
this amendment would extend vital Af-
fordable Care Act tax credits for mil-
lions of Americans. We all know that 
healthcare is still too expensive. Unfor-
tunately, this reconciliation bill that 
we are ultimately going to vote on is 
going to make that worse. 

In New Hampshire, we hear every day 
about people rationing medicines, skip-
ping appointments, and delaying care 
all because of costs, but we can act now 
to lower those costs. We can extend 
those premium tax credits because if 
we don’t act, they will skyrocket and 4 
million Americans will lose their 
health insurance. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on my amend-
ment to reinforce our support for work-
ing families and their access to 
healthcare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Madam President, once 
again, this targeted budget blueprint 
before us would focus on the border, 
the military, and our energy independ-
ence. While the Finance Committee 
does have a $1 billion instruction, this 
is neither a tax bill nor a healthcare 
reform bill. That instruction makes 
that clear. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment today as it is not rel-
evant to the Finance Committee in-
struction. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 436 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 80 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 436) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MULLIN). The Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 699 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, I would 
like to call up my amendment No. 699 
and ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. LUJÁN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 699. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to supporting police, 
which may include initiatives that provide 
funding directly to law enforcement agen-
cies to hire or rehire additional career law 
enforcement officers in an effort to in-
crease their community policing capacity 
and crime prevention efforts) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO RELATING TO THE 
COPS HIRING PROGRAM. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to supporting law enforce-

ment officers, which may include legislation 
supporting initiatives that provide funding 
directly to law enforcement agencies to hire 
or rehire additional career law enforcement 
officers in an effort to increase their commu-
nity policing capacity and crime prevention 
efforts, including the COPS Hiring Program 
under section 1701(b)(2) of title I of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 (34 U.S.C. 10381(b)(2)), by the amounts 
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit over the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, we are 
experiencing a nationwide shortage of 
police officers. Police departments are 
stretched thin, making our commu-
nities less safe. In the worst cases, 
some small departments have dis-
banded completely. Small towns need 
Federal dollars to bolster their ranks. 

The Musk-Trump freeze took funding 
away from our police departments and 
law enforcement officials. The COPS 
hiring program is a lifeline to many 
law enforcement agencies. COPS hiring 
grants provide funding directly to law 
enforcement agencies to increase their 
community policing capacity and 
crime prevention efforts. 

On behalf of all Americans who care 
about public safety, I introduce this 
amendment to provide increased re-
sources for local law enforcement. 

This is a bipartisan issue. It should 
be easy. I hope my colleagues just ac-
cept it, and we don’t even have to have 
a vote on it. There is no reason to op-
pose this amendment. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this amendment. 
We should ensure that all law enforce-
ment have the necessary equipment, 
training, and resources to keep our 
communities safe and thoroughly in-
vestigate crimes committed against all 
people. I have come to the floor and 
have spoken on this many, many times 
in the 10 years that I have been here. 

Securing the border must remain the 
top priority in reducing crime, and this 
amendment does not adequately sup-
port necessary safety improvements. 
So I urge you to vote no. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 699 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. LUJÁN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 48, 

nays 52, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.] 

YEAS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 

Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 

Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 

Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 

Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 699) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

AMENDMENT NO. 971 

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. President, I 
call up Duckworth-Booker amendment 
No. 971 and ask that it be reported by 
number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois [Ms. DUCKWORTH] 
proposes an amendment numbered 971. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to protecting access to 
fertility services, and eliminating barriers 
for families in need of high-quality, afford-
able fertility services by expanding nation-
wide coverage for in vitro fertilization) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO EXPANDING COV-
ERAGE FOR IN VITRO FERTILIZA-
TION. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to reproductive health care, 
which may include legislation protecting ac-
cess to, improving, or expanding nationwide 
coverage for reproductive health care, which 
may include fertility treatment services 
such as in vitro fertilization, that are con-
sistent with widely accepted and evidence- 
based medical standards of care, by the 
amounts provided in such legislation for 
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. President, 
this amendment would protect the 
right to IVF and other fertility care, 
and it would require insurance to cover 
IVF. 
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I know my Republican colleagues 

will claim President Trump has al-
ready solved this problem, but don’t be 
fooled. Donald Trump’s recent tooth-
less, overly-vague Executive order does 
nothing to expand access to IVF. It was 
just lipservice from a known liar. In 
fact, it is because of President Trump 
and Senate Republicans that Roe v. 
Wade was overturned, causing IVF to 
be at risk in the first place. 

If President Trump is supposedly so 
committed to making government 
more efficient, he could stop wasting 
time and resources on more bureauc-
racy. 

The solution to this is simple and all 
laid out in the Right to IVF Act. If 
Senate Republicans want to put their 
votes where their mouths are, they 
must vote for this amendment that 
would provide hope for millions of 
Americans whose most desperate hope 
in the world is to have a family of their 
own. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mrs. BRITT. Mr. President, IVF is 
legal and accessible in all 50 States. 
This amendment is nothing more than 
a Trojan horse. It is far more expansive 
than they would want you to believe. It 
actually creates a universal right to 
‘‘assisted reproductive technologies,’’ 
allowing future administrations to 
move this into human cloning and 
gene-edited designer babies. It also 
contains no religious freedom protec-
tions. 

Aside from being bad policy, let’s 
take a step back and think about what 
has occurred. Two days ago, President 
Trump took the most pro-IVF Execu-
tive action ever towards increased 
treatment, access, and affordability, 
while President Biden played politics 
with IVF, hoping it would help that 
side of the aisle win on November 5. 
The American people saw through that. 
All 49 Republicans here in this Cham-
ber at that time said we strongly sup-
port nationwide access to IVF. 

We look forward over the next 90 
days to working with President Trump 
to make sure that we increase access 
and affordability of treatment. 

Mr. President, for that reason—today 
we are here to talk about the border, 
defense, and energy, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote this Trojan horse down. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 971 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Ms. DUCKWORTH. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 82 Leg.] 
YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 971) was re-
jected. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 101 
Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 101 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. HEIN-
RICH] proposes an amendment numbered 101. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to funding for grants 
awarded by the Office on Violence Against 
Women) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO FUNDING FOR 
GRANTS AWARDED BY THE OFFICE 
ON VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to providing funding for 
grants awarded by the Office on Violence 
Against Women of the Department of Justice 
that are designed to develop the capacity of 
the United States to reduce domestic vio-
lence, dating violence, sexual assault, and 
stalking by strengthening services to vic-
tims and holding offenders accountable, by 
the amounts provided in such legislation for 
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer this amendment to support 
grants for survivors of domestic vio-
lence and sexual abuse. 

Over the last several weeks, I have 
heard from thousands of New Mexicans 

about how Donald Trump and Elon 
Musk have thrown their lives and com-
munities into chaos. That includes Al-
exandria Taylor and her New Mexico 
Coalition of Sexual Assault Programs. 
She called me about President Trump’s 
blockade on Federal grants under the 
Violence Against Women Act. These 
grants do two things: They support sur-
vivors of rape and sexual assault, sex-
ual abuse, and domestic violence; and 
they help law enforcement hold preda-
tors and abusers accountable. 

These are not woke ideas. These are 
American values. If you support sur-
vivors of sexual assault and domestic 
violence, if you support law enforce-
ment holding abusers and predators ac-
countable, I hope you will support this 
amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 101 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no further debate, the question oc-
curs on the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 101) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHEEHY). The Senator from Con-
necticut. 

AMENDMENT NO. 659 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

in order to protect our veterans, who 
deserve full funding, I call up my 
amendment No. 659 and ask that it be 
reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL] proposes an amendment num-
bered 659. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure full and uninterrupted 

funding for Department of Veterans Affairs 
health care and benefits provided by the 
Sergeant First Class Heath Robinson Hon-
oring our Promise to Address Comprehen-
sive Toxics Act of 2022 (Public Law 117– 
168), also known as the ‘‘PACT Act’’, pre-
venting any cuts or delays) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO ENSURING FULL AND 
UNINTERRUPTED FUNDING FOR DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
HEALTH CARE AND BENEFITS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to strengthening veterans’ 
health care and benefits, which may include 
legislation that would ensure full and unin-
terrupted funding for veterans’ health care 
or benefits under the Sergeant First Class 
Heath Robinson Honoring our Promise to 
Address Comprehensive Toxics Act of 2022 
(Public Law 117–168), also known as the 
‘‘PACT Act’’, by the amounts provided in 
such legislation for those purposes, provided 
that such legislation would not increase the 
deficit over the period of the total of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
this amendment very simply seeks to 
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protect full funding for the PACT Act. 
All of us—or most of us—voted for it. It 
was bipartisan. It was one of the most 
significant expansions of healthcare 
and benefits for toxic-exposed veterans 
in the VA’s history. 

Now it is threatened because the 
Trump administration is aggressively 
attempting to decimate the VA work-
force. It has imposed a freeze, and it is 
cutting men and women employees who 
are integral to fulfilling our promise 
under the PACT Act. 

We should be proud of it. We should 
preserve it. And if President Trump has 
no plans to erode the PACT Act, voting 
for this amendment should be easy for 
my Republican colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is unnecessary. Full fund-
ing to carry out the Sergeant First 
Class Heath Robinson PACT Act is not 
in jeopardy. The PACT Act received 
widespread bipartisan support, bi-
cameral commitment, because we care 
about toxic-exposed veterans and their 
families, and this is not a partisan 
issue. 

Republicans have always fought to 
fully fund the VA. When the VA comes 
back to Congress asking for more 
money, like they did last September, 
because of unexpected shortfalls, we 
said yes. The administration and this 
Congress will continue to prioritize full 
and uninterrupted funding of the VA, 
including funding necessary to fulfill 
the laws, like the PACT Act, that Con-
gress enacted. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 659 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question now 
occurs on the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk called the 

roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FETTERMAN) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 

Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

Fetterman 

The amendment (No. 659) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I think 

for the benefit of all Members, I hope 
that very soon we will have a final 
agreement that will enable us to wind 
this down with a finite number of 
votes. And when that happens, I want 
to ask everybody to be in their seats so 
we can move fairly quickly through 
those. And in the intervening time pe-
riod, while they are working that out, 
we have a couple more amendments. 

I am going to ask unanimous consent 
that the following amendments be the 
final amendments in order; that the 
amendments be reported by number; 
that following disposition of the 
amendments, the Senate vote on adop-
tion of the concurrent resolution, as 
amended, with no intervening action or 
debate; finally, if agreed to, the motion 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table: Markey 911; Coons 
1223. 

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

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
AMENDMENT NO. 911 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 911 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARKEY] proposes an amendment numbered 
911. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to increasing funding 
for research on Alzheimer’s disease and re-
lated dementias) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO INCREASING FUNDING 
FOR RESEARCH ON ALZHEIMER’S 
DISEASE AND RELATED DEMENTIAS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to increasing funding for 

Alzheimer’s disease and related dementias, 
which may include research conducted or 
funded by the National Institutes of Health, 
where such funding would contribute to im-
proving the development of treatment and 
cures, reduce health care costs for families 
and taxpayers, improve support for care-
givers, or safeguard the United States’ global 
leadership in neurodegenerative disease re-
search and innovation, by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the period of the total 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, funding 
for Alzheimer’s research at the NIH is 
essential. Nearly 7 million Americans 
are living with Alzheimer’s right now, 
and if nothing changes, 15 million 
Americans—15 million baby boomers— 
will have Alzheimer’s by 2050 with a 
cost of $1 trillion a year to our 
healthcare system. 

We need to tackle this challenge 
head-on by increasing funding for NIH 
research for Alzheimer’s. Trump and 
DOGE have already cut and slowed 
down NIH research, interfering with 
our ability to cure this disease. This is 
a ‘‘Make America Sick’’ agenda. A 
‘‘no’’ on this amendment means taking 
away hope from millions of Americans 
with Alzheimer’s and their families. 
After the Bush billionaire tax cut in 
2001, the NIH budget was cut in spend-
ing power by 20 percent over the next 5 
years. 

We must guarantee that Alzheimer’s 
research is protected. I urge an aye 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. As we all know by now, 
the purpose of this budget resolution is 
to unlock reconciliation so we can once 
again secure the border and keep 
America safe. 

I do look forward to working with 
the Senator from Massachusetts to pre-
vent and better treat Alzheimer’s, but 
the reserve funds in this instance are 
unnecessary and distract and delay the 
budgeting process. 

We need targeted solutions, not 
broad funding that doesn’t directly ad-
dress the immediate needs. I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 911 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 911) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1223 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 1223 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. COONS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1223. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1115 February 20, 2025 
(Purpose: To protect Americans’ privacy 

from unauthorized access by DOGE) 
At the end of title III, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 3ll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO PROTECT TAXPAYER 
PRIVACY 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate level in this res-
olution, and make adjustments to the pay-as 
you-go ledger, for one or more bills, joint 
resolutions, amendments, amendments be-
tween the Houses, motions, or conference re-
ports relating to protecting taxpayer infor-
mation, which may include ensuring the pro-
tection of sensitive personal information of 
United States citizens and prohibiting polit-
ical appointees and officials from the De-
partment of Government Efficiency from ac-
cessing such data, including Social Security 
numbers, bank account information, tax re-
turns, and addresses through Internal Rev-
enue Service systems by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over the period of the total 
of fiscal year 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President and col-
leagues, unvetted and unaccountable 
DOGE agents have seized control of 
government systems and databases 
that contain vast troves of personally 
identifying, sensitive information 
about nearly every American—finan-
cial data, health data, Social Security 
numbers, home addresses. The risks to 
our privacy are immense, and the op-
portunities for corruption alarming. 

The possibility that unqualified and 
inexperienced individuals will break 
critical systems through malice or in-
competence is chilling. 

In the past few weeks, I have received 
literally thousands of calls from con-
cerned constituents, and I expect many 
of my colleagues have as well. 

Musk and his DOGE bureaucrats are 
accessing private data, and I am urging 
a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amendment that 
would prohibit their access to this data 
or misusing private information. 

Voters are worried. They are worried 
that if they say the wrong thing or 
speak up against Trump or DOGE, 
their bank account information will 
end up on Twitter, their tax return 
won’t come, or their family member 
won’t get their Social Security check. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on amendment 
No. 1223. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this amendment. 
This amendment is unnecessary. We al-
ready have laws on the books to pro-
tect people’s information. 

The most recent cases I can remem-
ber of leaking information like this in-
volved an IRS contractor who illegally 
leaked the tax returns of President 
Trump, Elon Musk, and Jeff Bezos to 
the delight of many on the other side 
of the aisle. 

That person, fortunately, though, is 
now in jail, which proves the point that 
we already have laws in place to take 
care of this. This amendment is a thin-
ly veiled attempt to prevent DOGE 

from doing the constructive job of find-
ing waste. This is an amendment that 
says it is OK to spend $2 million in 
Guatemala on sex change surgery. This 
is an amendment that says it is OK, 
look the other way, transgender comic 
books in Peru are great. This is an 
amendment that says it is OK to do 
trans operas in Colombia. This is an 
amendment that attacks people who 
are looking to save our money and 
spend it on legitimate diplomacy, not 
crazy, looney, leftwing ideas. And I am 
done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
is on the amendment. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is expired. 

Mr. COONS. I will accept the voice 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1223) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the final amendments 
in order; that the amendments be re-
ported by number; that following dis-
position of the amendments, the Sen-
ate vote on adoption of the concurrent 
resolution, as amended, with no inter-
vening action or debate; finally, if 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table: Luján 957, Warren 734, Kelly 984, 
King 198, Lee 922, Blunt Rochester 311, 
Murray-Durbin 880, and Merkley 1207. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. THUNE. And I would further ask 

consent these be 10-minute votes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 957 
Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, 41.2 mil-

lion Americans rely on SNAP to put 
food on the table. I would like to call 
up my amendment No. 957 and ask it to 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Luján] 
proposes an amendment numbered 957. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike reconciliation instruc-

tions requiring damaging cuts to programs 
critical to rural Americans and food assist-
ance for American families) 

Strike section 2002(a). 

Mr. LUJÁN. Mr. President, 41.2 mil-
lion Americans rely on SNAP to put 
food on the table, and 40 percent of 
SNAP recipients are children. 

The Republican budget resolution be-
fore us tonight will dramatically slash 
nutrition; conservation; other farm 

programs for our children, families, 
and farmers—all to pay for the Trump 
tax scam. And we all know it is only 
going to benefit the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. 

Now, I want to get a farm bill done, 
and I think most of us here want to do 
that. Taking critical Federal dollars 
from our rural communities will make 
that nearly impossible. And that is not 
all. This means that costs will go up 
for families across America at a time 
when prices are already high. The re-
sult: Children and families will go hun-
gry. We all know that that is unaccept-
able. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. Striking the all-powerful 
Agriculture Committee’s reconcili-
ation instruction will make it more 
difficult to pay for critical improve-
ments for border security and our na-
tional defense. 

A vote for this amendment indicates 
the Democrats don’t believe there is a 
single area of waste, fraud, or abuse in 
our Federal nutrition programs. 

In 2022 alone, the staff program had 
an overpayment rate of 10 percent, 
which amounts to billions of dollars in 
erroneous payments. Republicans will 
find commonsense savings in the Ag 
Committee’s jurisdiction while ensur-
ing we have a well-targeted, nutrition 
safety net for those in need. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
I yield the floor. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 957 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. LUJÁN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 47, 

nays 53, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 84 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 

Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 

Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
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Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 

Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 

Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 957) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 734 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 734 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Ms. 

WARREN] proposes an amendment numbered 
734. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify the provision relating 

to the general reserve fund) 
Beginning on page 52, strike line 20 and all 

that follows through page 53, line 6, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 3002. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR LEGISLATION THAT DOES NOT 
INCREASE TAX BREAKS FOR THE 
WEALTHY. 

(a) SENATE.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appropriate 
levels in this resolution, and make adjust-
ments to the pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or 
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments, 
amendments between the Houses, motions, 
or conference reports by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation, provided that such 
legislation does not reduce the average tax 
liability of taxpayers with income over 
$10,000,000 and provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit over the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2025 through 
2034. 

Ms. WARREN. As we begin the budg-
et process, Democrats are asking Re-
publicans questions about the basic 
principles of what they are planning to 
do. The first question is whether there 
is anyone who is so rich that Repub-
licans think they don’t need a tax give-
away. 

My amendment says that anyone 
who earns more than $10 million a year 
won’t get a tax cut in the new Repub-
lican budget, and I want to know if Re-
publicans will agree to that. I urge ev-
eryone, Democrat or Republican, to 
say yes. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it 

seems to me that it is important, as we 
conclude tonight, that we admit to the 
American people what we know to be 
true ourselves, and that is that most of 
these amendments are fiction. It is pro-
fessional wrestling. It is the Under-
taker v. Andre the Giant. They have 
been all foam and no beer. All salt and 
no tequila. 

Unless you do your research on 
Instagram, you know that our bill is 

going to be not about taxes but about 
immigration and defense. 

There will be time to consider my 
friend Senator WARREN’s amendment, 
but it won’t be on this bill. There will 
be time to point out that 60 percent of 
tax cuts in the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act affected the middle class. For that 
reason I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have 
24 seconds. 

Ms. WARREN. In my 24 seconds, I 
would like to say we all know what 
this is about. You are starting the 
process for a budget, and we just want 
to know the basic principle. Is there 
anyone so rich that Republicans think 
they shouldn’t get a tax cut? And my 
view is, let’s just start the bidding at 
$10 million. Is that rich enough to say 
they are not going to get a tax give-
away from the Republicans? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, all 
foam, no beer. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 734 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 734) was re-
jected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 984 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAMER). The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KELLY. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment No. 984 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KELLY] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 984. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify the provision relating 

to the general reserve fund) 
Beginning on page 52, strike line 20 and all 

that follows through page 53, line 6, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 3002. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR LEGISLATION THAT DOES NOT 
INCREASE TAX BREAKS FOR THE 
WEALTHY. 

(a) SENATE.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appropriate 
levels in this resolution, and make adjust-
ments to the pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or 
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments, 
amendments between the Houses, motions, 
or conference reports by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation, provided that such 
legislation does not reduce the average tax 
liability of taxpayers with income over 
$100,000,000 and provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. President, since we 
now know that $10 million did not meet 
the threshold, we are debating who in 
this country is so rich that they don’t 
need a tax cut. That one didn’t pass. So 
here is my proposal: Can we at least 
agree among all of us that no one mak-

ing more than $100 million per year 
should get a tax cut? 

The median income in this country is 
about $80,000 per year, and it would 
take 1,245 years for someone making 
the median income in America to earn 
$100 million. That is about 15 lifetimes. 

Does somebody that rich need a tax 
cut? I don’t think so. Vote yes if you 
agree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, this is 
the same as the last one. So I am going 
to adopt Senator KENNEDY’s debate and 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 984 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 984) is rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
AMENDMENT NO. 198 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 198 and ask that it 
be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. KING] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 198. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To modify the provision relating 

to the general reserve fund) 
Beginning on page 52, strike line 20 and all 

that follows through page 53, line 6, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 3002. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

FOR LEGISLATION THAT DOES NOT 
INCREASE TAX BREAKS FOR THE 
WEALTHY. 

(a) SENATE.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appropriate 
levels in this resolution, and make adjust-
ments to the pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or 
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments, 
amendments between the Houses, motions, 
or conference reports by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation, provided that such 
legislation does not reduce the average tax 
liability of taxpayers with income over 
$500,000,000 and provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit over the 
period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mr. KING. This afternoon I was on 
the floor. I was privileged to attend to 
the remarks of the distinguished chair 
of the Finance Committee where he 
characterized the upcoming tax bill 
that will be before us shortly. He char-
acterized it as principally benefiting 
the middle class and working class and 
denied that it would be especially or in 
any way beneficial to the superwealthy 
in our country. 

Well, I have always subscribed to 
Ronald Reagan’s motto: Trust but 
verify. I am simply asking to verify 
what the chairman of the Finance 
Committee said this afternoon. My 
amendment would just say: no reduc-
tion in tax liability to someone mak-
ing more than $500 million. There are 
about 400 families in America, and $500 
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million seems to me a number that 
would justify not having a tax reduc-
tion. That is all the amendment does— 
no tax reduction and liability for those 
making more than $500 million. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote to verify what we 
were told on the floor this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the third 
time around, Senator KENNEDY’s de-
bate still remains. Vote no. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 198 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 198) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

AMENDMENT NO. 922 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I call up my 

amendment No. 922 and ask that it be 
reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment by 
number. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] proposes 
an amendment numbered 922. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to Congress continuing 
its work to rein in the administrative state 
by supporting legislation that prevents 
Federal agencies from finalizing major 
rules without congressional approval, 
strengthens the Article 1 law-making pow-
ers of Congress, cuts spending resulting 
from costly regulations, reduces inflation, 
and unleashes economic growth) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO GOVERNMENT DE-
REGULATION. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to reducing burdensome and 
costly Federal Government regulations by 
passing legislation focused on government 
deregulation that will decrease new spending 
arising from such regulations and reassert 
the proper constitutional role of Congress in 
the law-making process by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of 
the total of fiscal years 2025 through 2029 or 
the period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, Congress, 
not unelected, unaccountable bureau-
crats, should be making our laws. Arti-
cle I, section 7 of the Constitution re-
quires nothing less. And yet we gen-
erate about 100,000 pages of new laws a 
year. This is choking the American 
people. 

The prior administration imposed 
countless rules and regulations that 
imposed trillions in new economic 
costs on the private sector. Many of 
these rules have been estimated to in-
crease Federal spending, Federal man-

datory outlays, by hundreds of billions 
of dollars without congressional ap-
proval. 

The Federal Government already 
spends too much money. This has con-
tributed to persistent inflation the last 
couple of years and a debt level that 
will soon reach record-level highs that 
we cannot sustain. 

Congress shouldn’t allow regulatory- 
driven spending to continue to worsen 
our country’s fiscal and economic 
health. I encourage my colleagues to 
support my amendment and dem-
onstrate to the American people that 
they are serious about reducing exces-
sive regulatory burdens. What we are 
trying to do is to push ‘‘pause’’ on 
these to bring about the reduction in 
these mandatory outlays. I encourage 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate my colleague’s commitment to 
empowering the legislative branch of 
government. We have worked together 
on a bill to rein in Presidential abuse 
of emergency powers. I hope we can get 
that across the finish line sometime 
this Congress. 

Unfortunately, I am concerned that 
this amendment sets up a complex and 
arguably unconstitutional legislative 
scheme to get rid of regulations and 
undermine the bicameral legislative 
process. Under the regulatory approval 
scheme that this amendment tees up, 
one Chamber of Congress could effec-
tively nullify the law previously passed 
by the whole of Congress simply by not 
approving a rule of implementation. 

This amendment also undermines 
Agencies’ ability to implement key en-
vironmental health and safety laws, 
endangering the American people. 

If Congress wants to repeal a law, we 
should repeal the law, not create some 
new arcane process to sabotage imple-
mentation. 

I welcome the opportunity to work 
with colleagues to pass legislation to 
strengthen the power of Congress, in-
cluding to ensure that the President 
cannot tear up bipartisan funding bills 
enacted by Congress. But I urge my 
colleagues to reject this potentially 
unconstitutional and dangerous de-
regulatory amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 922 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. LEE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 85 Leg.] 
YEAS—53 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—47 
Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 

Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 922) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

AMENDMENT NO. 311 
Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Mr. Presi-

dent, I call up my amendment No. 311 
and ask that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Ms. BLUNT 
ROCHESTER] proposes an amendment num-
bered 311. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to preventing the indis-
criminate termination of Federal employ-
ees who protect the health or safety of 
Americans, which may include scientists, 
emergency preparedness staff, frontline 
health care workers, drug or medical de-
vice reviewers, or other employees at the 
Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO PREVENTING THE IN-
DISCRIMINATE TERMINATION OF 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WHO PRO-
TECT THE HEALTH OR SAFETY OF 
AMERICANS, WHICH MAY INCLUDE 
SCIENTISTS, EMERGENCY PRE-
PAREDNESS STAFF, FRONTLINE 
HEALTH CARE WORKERS, DRUG OR 
MEDICAL DEVICE REVIEWERS, OR 
OTHER EMPLOYEES AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to preventing the indis-
criminate termination of Federal employees 
who protect the health or safety of Ameri-
cans, which may include scientists, emer-
gency preparedness staff, frontline health 
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On page S1117, February 20, 2025, first column, the following appears:  			Vote on Amendment No. 198 The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question occurs on the adoption of the  amendment.   The amendment (No. 984) was rejected  The online Record has been corrected to read: 			Vote on Amendment No. 198 The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question occurs on the adoption of the  amendment.   The amendment (No. 198) was rejected
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care workers, drug or medical device review-
ers, or other employees at the Department of 
Health and Human Services, by the amounts 
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit over the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment would prevent 
the wrongful termination of Federal 
employees who protect the health and 
safety of all Americans. 

At a time when our country is facing 
unprecedented workforce shortages, 
the Trump administration is 
thoughtlessly and callously firing 
thousands of public servants at the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices and other Departments, putting all 
of us at risk. 

What does this mean? It means de-
laying cures for cancer. It means high-
er prescription drug costs for seniors, 
which we fought so hard to lower. It 
means higher maternity mortality 
rates and more American women dying 
needlessly while giving birth. 

Who are these public servants? They 
are scientists, emergency preparedness 
experts, the frontline healthcare work-
ers whom we call heroes. Bottom line: 
It is the people who keep us safe and 
healthy. 

While Republicans work to cut taxes 
for billionaires, they are slashing the 
healthcare workforce our communities 
rely on. On behalf of our constituents 
and our country, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. President, I 

urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

As we have learned tonight, this 
budget resolution is about unlocking 
reconciliation to secure the border and 
keep Americans safe. This amendment 
is unnecessary and delays the budg-
eting process. 

That being said, I look forward to 
working with the Senator from Dela-
ware to make HHS great again. 

I yield the floor. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 311 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 311) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

AMENDMENT NO. 880 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 880 and ask that 
it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 880. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-
serve fund relating to reversing the Trump 
Administration’s indiscriminate cut to 
biomedical research and the lifesaving 
work supported by the National Institutes 
of Health at research institutions across 
the country) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 
RELATING TO SUPPORTING LIFE- 
SAVING RESEARCH FUNDED BY THE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to supporting life-saving 
biomedical research funded by the National 
Institutes of Health by the amounts provided 
in such legislation for those purposes, pro-
vided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of 
the total of fiscal years 2025 through 2029 or 
the period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Trump administration is working to 
destroy medical research as we know it 
with an illegal, unrealistic cap on the 
NIH reimbursement rate for indirect 
costs. It means cancer researchers laid 
off, lifesaving clinical trials canceled, 
and more, and it violates the bipar-
tisan appropriations law. I should 
know—I helped author that provision. 
Republicans should know—they worked 
with me to pass it. 

I yield to the senior Senator from Il-
linois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, my Re-
publican colleagues know, as I do, that 
President Trump’s cuts, freezes, gag or-
ders, and firings are devastating med-
ical research at NIH. Since we get sick 
on a bipartisan basis, shouldn’t we 
stand together on a bipartisan basis for 
medical research at NIH? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, all 
foam, no beer. This proposal deals with 
healthcare spending. I would remind 
my colleagues and friends that NIH re-
cently announced their intention to 
cap indirect costs for grants. Many of 
our universities are spending all of the 
taxpayer money on overhead. Harvard 
is spending 69 percent; Yale, 67.5 per-
cent—on overhead. Isn’t that special? 
Johns Hopkins, 63.7 percent. This will 
make Bernie Madoff blush. 

I will revise and extend my other re-
marks: all foam, no beer. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 880 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 880) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1207 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment No. 1207 and ask 
that it be reported by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1207. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a deficit-neutral re-

serve fund relating to ending price gouging 
on prescription drugs) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND 

RELATING TO REDUCING FEDERAL 
HEALTH PROGRAM SPENDING FOR 
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to reducing health care 
costs, which may include legislation ena-
bling Americans to have a much improved 
opportunity to purchase prescription drugs 
at, or near, the lower prices manufacturers 
charge in other similarly developed nations, 
requiring pharmaceutical manufacturers to 
report annually the amount of taxpayer dol-
lars used to benefit manufacturers’ research 
and development efforts, or enacting other 
mechanisms to purchase prescription drugs 
at lower prices, by the amounts provided in 
such legislation for those purposes, provided 
that such legislation would not increase the 
deficit over the period of the total of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Colleagues, this 
amendment encourages the oppor-
tunity for Americans to purchase pre-
scription drugs at or near the lower 
prices that manufacturers charge to in-
dividuals in other similar, developed 
nations. 

Here is what every American knows: 
We all invest more in the research and 
development to develop drugs than the 
taxpayers of any other nation in the 
entire world, so we should be getting 
the best price, not the worst price. This 
amendment creates an opportunity for 
us to serve the American people and 
get them the fair prices they deserve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this amend-
ment today because it is not relevant 
to the Finance Committee’s instruc-
tion. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1207 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 49, 

nays 51, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 86 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 

Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 

Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
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Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 

Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Sullivan 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 

Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 

Moran 
Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

The amendment (No. 1207) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, to my 
colleagues, it has been a very long day. 
To the Budget Committee staff, Nick 
and your team, thank you very much. 

Through this process, I have gotten 
to know Senator MERKLEY better. It 
has been a pleasure. 

We are one step closer to fixing a 
problem that all Americans want us to 
fix, I think. The man who murdered 
Laken Riley was released from deten-
tion because we had no bed space. That 
should never happen again. There is 
$175 billion in this bill to make sure we 
have enough bed space; we complete, 
finish the wall, and kick gang members 
and other criminals out of the country; 
$150 billion for a military that has been 
worn out—they need the money; and 
$20 billion for the mighty, mighty 
Coast Guard. 

We are one step closer to fulfilling 
the promise Republicans made to make 
you safer. I hope we can get one big, 
beautiful bill in the House, but we need 
to act on border security and national 
security now. We are running out of 
time. 

Thank you all. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I so 

much appreciate the collaboration and 
cooperation and communication be-
tween the Budget team here on this 
side of the aisle and Senator GRAHAM’s 
team. 

We have had the chance to all be on 
the floor and have the discussion about 
issues that we rarely get to have. It 
isn’t quite the give-and-take that you 
might see in some legislatures, but we 
are, in fact, here wrestling with the na-
tional issues. 

This budget resolution comes down 
to one thing, and that is that families 
lose and billionaires win. I said at the 
beginning of the night that over the 
course of the evening, amendments 

would show that Democrats are stand-
ing up for families—on groceries, on 
healthcare, on housing, on education, 
on childcare—and that is what has 
been demonstrated tonight. 

I still invite our Republican col-
leagues to join us—join with us—and 
help the families of America rather 
than attacking the programs that 
serve them in order to fund tax give-
aways for billionaires. Tax giveaways 
for billionaires will not make our Na-
tion stronger; stronger families will 
make our Nation stronger. 

VOTE ON S. CON. RES. 7 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question occurs 
on adoption of the concurrent resolu-
tion, as amended. 

Mr. GRAHAM. This bill will be paid 
for. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 52, 

nays 48, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 87 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Banks 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Curtis 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Husted 
Hyde-Smith 
Johnson 
Justice 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
McConnell 
McCormick 
Moody 
Moran 

Moreno 
Mullin 
Murkowski 
Ricketts 
Risch 
Rounds 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sheehy 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Tuberville 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—48 

Alsobrooks 
Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt Rochester 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gallego 
Gillibrand 
Hassan 
Heinrich 

Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Markey 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Paul 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Slotkin 
Smith 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 7), as amended, was agreed to, as 
follows: 

S. CON. RES. 7 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2025. 
(a) DECLARATION.—Congress declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2025 and that 
this resolution sets forth the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2026 through 
2034. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 2025. 

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 
AMOUNTS 

Subtitle A—Budgetary Levels in Both 
Houses 

Sec. 1101. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 1102. Major functional categories. 

Subtitle B—Levels and Amounts in the 
Senate 

Sec. 1201. Social Security in the Senate. 
Sec. 1202. Postal Service discretionary ad-

ministrative expenses in the 
Senate. 

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION 
Sec. 2001. Reconciliation in the House of 

Representatives. 
Sec. 2002. Reconciliation in the Senate. 

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS 
Sec. 3001. Reserve fund for reconciliation 

legislation. 
Sec. 3002. Reserve fund for deficit-neutral 

legislation. 
Sec, 3003. Deficit-neutral reserve fund relat-

ing to protecting Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

Sec. 3004. Deficit-neutral reserve fund relat-
ing to Government deregula-
tion. 

TITLE IV—OTHER MATTERS 
Sec. 4001. Enforcement filing. 
Sec. 4002. Budgetary treatment of adminis-

trative expenses. 
Sec. 4003. Application and effect of changes 

in allocations, aggregates, and 
other budgetary levels. 

Sec. 4004. Adjustment authority for revi-
sions to statutory caps. 

Sec. 4005. Adjustments to reflect changes in 
concepts and definitions. 

Sec. 4006. Adjustment for changes in the 
baseline. 

Sec. 4007. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 
AMOUNTS 

Subtitle A—Budgetary Levels in Both Houses 
SEC. 1101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 

AMOUNTS. 
The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for each of fiscal years 2025 through 
2034: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution: 

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $3,853,053,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $4,005,633,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $4,095,208,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $4,221,709,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $4,343,708,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $4,536,585,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $4,744,851,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $4,939,252,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $5,155,399,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $5,375,311,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: ¥$5,916,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: ¥$211,035,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: ¥$421,185,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: ¥$415,138,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: ¥$416,123,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: ¥$422,056,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: ¥$435,419,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: ¥$449,460,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: ¥$467,244,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: ¥$484,719,000,000. 
(2) FEDERAL REVENUE CHANGES RELATIVE TO 

CURRENT POLICY.—The amounts by which the 
aggregate levels of Federal revenues should 
be changed compared to current policy are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $0. 
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Fiscal year 2026: $0. 
Fiscal year 2027: $0. 
Fiscal year 2028: $0. 
Fiscal year 2029: $0. 
Fiscal year 2030: $0. 
Fiscal year 2031: $0. 
Fiscal year 2032: $0. 
Fiscal year 2033: $0. 
Fiscal year 2034: $0. 
(3) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $4,660,822,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $4,787,172,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $4,918,969,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $5,195,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $5,348,812,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $5,634,695,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $5,877,961,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $6,148,105,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $6,480,776,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $6,681,550,000,000. 
(4) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $4,636,002,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $4,803,228,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $4,995,184,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $5,283,709,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $5,338,399,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $5,621,606,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $5,845,033,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $6,078,132,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $6,437,602,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $6,592,030,000,000. 
(5) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-

ment of this resolution, the amounts of the 
deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $782,949,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $797,595,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $899,976,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $1,062,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $994,691,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $1,085,021,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $1,100,182,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $1,138,880,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $1,282,203,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $1,216,719,000,000. 
(6) PUBLIC DEBT.—Pursuant to section 

301(a)(5) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 (2 U.S.C. 632(a)(5)), the appropriate levels 
of the public debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $36,371,784,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $37,521,488,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $38,649,388,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $39,897,925,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $41,251,544,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $42,552,065,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $43,855,127,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $45,199,622,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $46,803,080,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $48,714,403,000,000. 
(7) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

priate levels of debt held by the public are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $29,141,533,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $30,151,121,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $31,291,493,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $32,629,565,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $33,930,044,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $35,349,716,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $36,814,512,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $38,364,377,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $40,073,109,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $41,747,907,000,000. 

SEC. 1102. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
Congress determines and declares that the 

appropriate levels of new budget authority 
and outlays for fiscal years 2025 through 2034 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $933,481,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $909,629,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 

(A) New budget authority, $901,220,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $904,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $923,020,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $911,956,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $944,111,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $934,660,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $966,203,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $942,419,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $989,212,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $966,361,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,012,715,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $984,795,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,036,723,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,003,888,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,062,319,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,037,888,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,087,382,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,054,430,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $65,962,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $69,206,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,716,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $67,669,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $62,249,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,456,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $63,512,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $62,391,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $64,944,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $62,832,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $66,408,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,077,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,878,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $64,002,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $69,343,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,176,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $70,874,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,517,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $72,435,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $67,889,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,084,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,734,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,345,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,844,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,264,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,923,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,099,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,198,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,017,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,887,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,980,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,633,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,946,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,551,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,922,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,486,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,936,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,460,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $48,985,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $47,466,000,000. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,842,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,587,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,958,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,514,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,098,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,768,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,825,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $51,623,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,770,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $48,582,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,946,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,596,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,188,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,366,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,697,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,611,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,489,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $25,941,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,203,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,040,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $88,219,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $90,074,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,633,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $80,552,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,140,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $75,844,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,985,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $71,673,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,956,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $67,691,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,707,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,948,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $48,854,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,580,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $49,918,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $56,444,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,246,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,797,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $52,225,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,480,000,000. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $58,457,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,846,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $28,163,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,212,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,716,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,686,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,008,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,426,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,334,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,441,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $30,857,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,098,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $30,468,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $29,609,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,239,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $30,163,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,276,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,893,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,912,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,721,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,477,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$18,175,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,747,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$626,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $28,145,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,710,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$56,796,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$65,194,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,976,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,712,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,680,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,941,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,932,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,354,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,060,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,192,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$4,224,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $29,862,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,451,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $173,158,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $144,771,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $167,673,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $152,541,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,085,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $158,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $133,386,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $162,528,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $134,447,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $160,846,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $129,994,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $150,790,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $130,964,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $147,539,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $138,846,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $150,163,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $140,544,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,247,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $142,271,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,454,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $87,762,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,752,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,135,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $64,267,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,259,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $56,506,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,101,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,888,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,976,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,326,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $31,026,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,727,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $27,543,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,007,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,658,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,754,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,864,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,733,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $149,303,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $171,916,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $152,714,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $151,605,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $154,949,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $150,975,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $157,763,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $152,697,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $160,740,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $155,316,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $163,649,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $158,173,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $166,633,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $161,098,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $169,998,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $164,267,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $173,554,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $167,569,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $176,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $170,648,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $945,070,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $961,180,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $992,092,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $976,652,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,020,326,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,021,179,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,055,396,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,052,323,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,098,848,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,094,015,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,142,891,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,132,318,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,176,522,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,175,476,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,226,824,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,216,998,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,276,881,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,266,068,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,310,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,298,975,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $950,891,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $950,641,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,006,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,008,719,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,066,571,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,066,276,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,209,735,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $1,208,310,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,125,645,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,125,229,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,275,864,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,275,566,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,357,791,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,357,726,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,445,195,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,445,191,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,663,779,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,663,796,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,666,492,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,666,497,000,000. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $712,446,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $709,132,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $691,755,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $690,914,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $709,037,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $704,040,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $727,612,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $727,412,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $729,224,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $715,149,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $748,243,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $739,546,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $761,438,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $752,199,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $779,471,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $769,491,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $800,819,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $797,512,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $809,385,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $799,089,000,000. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,259,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $67,259,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $81,690,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $81,690,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $89,447,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $89,447,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $94,419,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,419,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,138,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,138,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $106,208,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $106,208,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $112,114,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $112,114,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $118,485,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $118,485,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $125,325,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $125,325,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,539,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $132,539,000,000. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $361,349,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $357,760,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $382,555,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $378,814,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $404,594,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $401,319,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $427,329,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $444,241,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $447,757,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $422,317,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $466,616,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $461,720,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $486,716,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $481,638,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $507,187,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $502,655,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $528,733,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $548,734,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $550,662,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $547,796,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $83,111,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $85,235,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $88,992,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $87,024,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $87,701,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $86,420,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $89,687,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $88,514,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $92,142,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $90,690,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $94,574,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $92,986,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $96,848,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,869,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $104,463,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $101,844,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $107,160,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,339,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $109,431,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $106,934,000,000. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,089,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,960,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $30,666,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,285,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,065,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,994,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,957,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,770,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,793,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,614,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,985,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,247,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,024,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,189,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,307,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,960,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,758,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,681,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,266,000,000. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 2025: 

(A) New budget authority, $1,010,050,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,010,050,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,022,935,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,022,935,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,064,571,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,064,571,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,130,048,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,130,048,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,186,820,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,186,820,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,237,051,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,237,051,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,294,533,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,294,533,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,354,493,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,354,493,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,407,576,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,407,576,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,469,426,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,469,426,000,000. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$1,002,585,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$982,952,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$888,507,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$899,685,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$890,385,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$894,338,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$848,499,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$850,453,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$851,993,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$853,311,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$874,575,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$874,575,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$874,548,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$874,548,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$894,135,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$894,135,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$945,247,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$945,247,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$913,790,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$913,790,000,000. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$127,603,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$127,603,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$135,110,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$135,110,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$137,883,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$137,883,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$141,145,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$141,165,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 

(A) New budget authority, 
¥$145,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, ¥$145,407,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$149,582,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$149,581,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$154,014,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$154,013,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$160,114,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$160,113,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$166,102,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$166,101,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, 

¥$171,015,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$171,014,000,000. 

Subtitle B—Levels and Amounts in the 
Senate 

SEC. 1201. SOCIAL SECURITY IN THE SENATE. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633 and 642), the amounts of 
revenues of the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal 
Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as fol-
lows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $1,303,924,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $1,363,672,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $1,418,444,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $1,471,555,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $1,530,067,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $1,590,856,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $1,653,864,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $1,717,636,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $1,781,872,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $1,848,256,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633 and 642), the amounts of 
outlays of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: $1,413,704,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: $1,496,323,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: $1,585,399,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: $1,686,635,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: $1,786,689,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: $1,890,295,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: $1,998,538,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: $2,111,627,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: $2,224,148,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: $2,324,954,000,000. 
(c) SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-

PENSES.—In the Senate, the amounts of new 
budget authority and budget outlays of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund for administrative expenses 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,408,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,338,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,268,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,287,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,455,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,422,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,644,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,584,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,832,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,765,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,033,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,963,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
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(A) New budget authority, $7,233,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,162,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,437,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,365,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,651,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,576,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,869,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,792,000,000. 

SEC. 1202. POSTAL SERVICE DISCRETIONARY AD-
MINISTRATIVE EXPENSES IN THE 
SENATE. 

In the Senate, the amounts of new budget 
authority and budget outlays of the Postal 
Service for discretionary administrative ex-
penses are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2025: 
(A) New budget authority, $268,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $268,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2026: 
(A) New budget authority, $279,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $279,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2027: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2028: 
(A) New budget authority, $299,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $299,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2029: 
(A) New budget authority, $309,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $309,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2030: 
(A) New budget authority, $319,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $319,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2031: 
(A) New budget authority, $330,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $330,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2032: 
(A) New budget authority, $341,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $341,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2033: 
(A) New budget authority, $352,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $352,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2034: 
(A) New budget authority, $364,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $364,000,000. 

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION 
SEC. 2001. RECONCILIATION IN THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES. 
(a) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—The Com-

mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit 
by not less than $1,000,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(b) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that increase the 
deficit by not more than $150,000,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(c) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND WORK-
FORCE.—The Committee on Education and 
Workforce of the House of Representatives 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that reduce the deficit by not less 
than $1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(d) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COM-
MERCE.—The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(e) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.— 
The Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(f) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.— 
The Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives shall report 

changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
increase the deficit by not more than 
$175,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(g) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that increase the def-
icit by not more than $175,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(h) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that increase the def-
icit by not more than $20,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(i) SUBMISSIONS.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, not later than March 7, 2025, 
the committees named in the subsections of 
this section shall submit their recommenda-
tions to the Committee on the Budget of the 
House of Representatives to carry out this 
section. 
SEC. 2002. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE. 

(a) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.—The Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate shall report changes in laws within its 
jurisdiction that reduce the deficit by not 
less than $1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(b) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that increase the deficit by not more 
than $150,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(c) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.—The Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate shall report changes in laws within 
its jurisdiction that increase the deficit by 
not more than $20,000,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(d) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES.—The Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(e) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.—The Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
increase the deficit by not more than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(f) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
reduce the deficit by not less than 
$1,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(g) COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
LABOR, AND PENSIONS.—The Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate shall report changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction that reduce the deficit by 
not less than $1,000,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(h) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS.—The Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that increase the 
deficit by not more than $175,000,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 

(i) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that increase the deficit by not more 
than $175,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 2025 through 2034. 

(j) SUBMISSIONS.—In the Senate, not later 
than March 7, 2025, the committees named in 

the subsections of this section shall submit 
their recommendations to the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate. Upon receiving all 
such recommendations, the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate shall report to the 
Senate a reconciliation bill carrying out all 
such recommendations without any sub-
stantive revision. 

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS 
SEC. 3001. RESERVE FUND FOR RECONCILIATION 

LEGISLATION. 
(a) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the House of the Rep-

resentatives, the chair of the Committee on 
the Budget may revise the allocations of a 
committee or committees, aggregates, and 
other appropriate levels in this resolution 
for any bill or joint resolution considered 
pursuant to section 2001 containing the rec-
ommendations of one or more committees, 
or for one or more amendments to, a con-
ference report on, or an amendment between 
the Houses in relation to such a bill or joint 
resolution, by the amounts necessary to ac-
commodate the budgetary effects of the leg-
islation, if the budgetary effects of the legis-
lation comply with the reconciliation in-
structions under this concurrent resolution. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE.—For 
purposes of this section, compliance with the 
reconciliation instructions under this con-
current resolution shall be determined by 
the chair of the Committee on the Budget of 
the House of Representatives. 

(3) EXCEPTION FOR LEGISLATION.—The point 
of order set forth in clause 10 of rule XXI of 
the House of Representatives shall not apply 
to reconciliation legislation reported by the 
Committee on the Budget pursuant to sub-
missions under section 2001. 

(b) SENATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, the Chair-

man of the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate may revise the allocations of a com-
mittee or committees, aggregates, and other 
appropriate levels in this resolution, and 
make adjustments to the pay-as-you-go ledg-
er, for any bill or joint resolution considered 
pursuant to section 2002 containing the rec-
ommendations of one or more committees, 
or for one or more amendments to, a con-
ference report on, or an amendment between 
the Houses in relation to such a bill or joint 
resolution, by the amounts necessary to ac-
commodate the budgetary effects of the leg-
islation, if the budgetary effects of the legis-
lation comply with the reconciliation in-
structions under this concurrent resolution. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE.—For 
purposes of this section, compliance with the 
reconciliation instructions under this con-
current resolution shall be determined by 
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate. 

(3) EXCEPTIONS FOR LEGISLATION.— 
(A) SHORT-TERM.—Section 404 of S. Con. 

Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2010, as 
amended by section 3201(b)(2) of S. Con. Res. 
11 (114th Congress), the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2016, shall 
not apply to legislation for which the Chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate has exercised the authority under 
paragraph (1). 

(B) LONG-TERM.—Section 3101 of S. Con. 
Res. 11 (114th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2016, 
shall not apply to legislation for which the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate has exercised the authority under 
paragraph (1). 
SEC. 3002. RESERVE FUND FOR DEFICIT-NEU-

TRAL LEGISLATION. 
(a) SENATE.—The Chairman of the Com-

mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appropriate 
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levels in this resolution, and make adjust-
ments to the pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or 
more bills, joint resolutions, amendments, 
amendments between the Houses, motions, 
or conference reports by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation, provided that such 
legislation would not increase the deficit 
over the period of the total of fiscal years 
2025 through 2034. 

(b) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—The chair 
of the Committee on the Budget of the House 
of Representatives may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
concurrent resolution for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, or conference 
reports by the amounts provided in such leg-
islation, provided that such legislation 
would not increase the deficit for the period 
of fiscal year 2025 to fiscal year 2034. 
SEC. 3003. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND RE-

LATING TO PROTECTING MEDICARE 
AND MEDICAID. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to protecting the Medicaid 
program under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.), which may 
include strengthening and improving Med-
icaid for the most vulnerable populations, 
and extending the life of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund, by the amounts 
provided in such legislation for those pur-
poses, provided that such legislation would 
not increase the deficit over the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2025 through 2034. 
SEC. 3004. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND RE-

LATING TO GOVERNMENT DEREGU-
LATION. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions of a committee or committees, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this 
resolution, and make adjustments to the 
pay-as-you-go ledger, for one or more bills, 
joint resolutions, amendments, amendments 
between the Houses, motions, or conference 
reports relating to reducing burdensome and 
costly Federal Government regulations by 
passing legislation focused on government 
deregulation that will decrease new spending 
arising from such regulations and reassert 
the proper constitutional role of Congress in 
the law-making process by the amounts pro-
vided in such legislation for those purposes, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit over either the period of 
the total of fiscal years 2025 through 2029 or 
the period of the total of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034. 

TITLE IV—OTHER MATTERS 
SEC. 4001. ENFORCEMENT FILING. 

(a) IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—In 
the House of Representatives, if a concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2025 
is adopted without the appointment of a 
committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses with respect to this 
concurrent resolution on the budget, for the 
purpose of enforcing the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 et seq.) and appli-
cable rules and requirements set forth in the 
concurrent resolution on the budget, the al-
locations provided for in this subsection 
shall apply in the House of Representatives 
in the same manner as if such allocations 
were in a joint explanatory statement ac-
companying a conference report on the budg-
et for fiscal year 2025. The chair of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall submit a statement for 

publication in the Congressional Record con-
taining— 

(1) for the Committee on Appropriations, 
committee allocations for fiscal year 2025 
consistent with title I for the purpose of en-
forcing section 302 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633); and 

(2) for all committees other than the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, committee alloca-
tions consistent with title I for fiscal year 
2025 and for the period of fiscal years 2025 
through 2034 for the purpose of enforcing 302 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 633). 

(b) IN THE SENATE.—If this concurrent reso-
lution on the budget is agreed to by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives without 
the appointment of a committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses, the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit a 
statement for publication in the Congres-
sional Record containing— 

(1) for the Committee on Appropriations, 
committee allocations for fiscal year 2025 
consistent with the levels in title I for the 
purpose of enforcing section 302 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633); 
and 

(2) for all committees other than the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, committee alloca-
tions for fiscal years 2025, 2025 through 2029, 
and 2025 through 2034 consistent with the lev-
els in title I for the purpose of enforcing sec-
tion 302 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 (2 U.S.C. 633). 
SEC. 4002. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF ADMINIS-

TRATIVE EXPENSES. 
(a) SENATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, notwith-

standing section 302(a)(1) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(a)(1)), 
section 13301 of the Budget Enforcement Act 
of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 632 note), and section 2009a 
of title 39, United States Code, the report or 
the joint explanatory statement accom-
panying this concurrent resolution on the 
budget or the statement filed pursuant to 
section 4001(b), as applicable, shall include in 
an allocation under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(a)) 
to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate of amounts for the discretionary ad-
ministrative expenses of the Social Security 
Administration and the United States Postal 
Service. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the Senate, for pur-
poses of enforcing section 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(f)), 
estimates of the level of total new budget au-
thority and total outlays provided by a 
measure shall include any discretionary 
amounts described in paragraph (1). 

(b) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the House of Represent-

atives, notwithstanding section 302(a)(1) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 633(a)(1)), section 13301 of the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 632 note), 
and section 2009a of title 39, United States 
Code, the report or the joint explanatory 
statement accompanying this concurrent 
resolution on the budget or the statement 
filed pursuant to section 4001(a), as applica-
ble, shall include in an allocation under sec-
tion 302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(a)) to the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives of amounts for the discretionary ad-
ministrative expenses of the Social Security 
Administration and the United States Postal 
Service. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, for purposes of enforcing sec-
tion 302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(f)), estimates of the level of 
total new budget authority and total outlays 
provided by a measure shall include any dis-

cretionary amounts described in paragraph 
(1). 
SEC. 4003. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF 

CHANGES IN ALLOCATIONS, AGGRE-
GATES, AND OTHER BUDGETARY 
LEVELS. 

(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-
cations, aggregates, and other budgetary lev-
els made pursuant to this concurrent resolu-
tion shall— 

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration; 

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that 
measure; and 

(3) be published in the Congressional 
Record as soon as practicable. 

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS, AG-
GREGATES, AND OTHER BUDGETARY LEVELS.— 
Revised allocations, aggregates, and other 
budgetary levels resulting from these adjust-
ments shall be considered for the purposes of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 621 et seq.) as the allocations, aggre-
gates, and other budgetary levels contained 
in this concurrent resolution. 

(c) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.— 
For purposes of this concurrent resolution, 
the levels of new budget authority, outlays, 
direct spending, new entitlement authority, 
revenues, deficits, and surpluses for a fiscal 
year or period of fiscal years shall be deter-
mined on the basis of estimates made by the 
chair of the Committee on the Budget of the 
applicable House of Congress. 
SEC. 4004. ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY FOR REVI-

SIONS TO STATUTORY CAPS. 
During the 119th Congress, if a legislative 

measure is enacted that revises the discre-
tionary spending limit established under 
subsection (c) of section 251 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901), the Chair of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may, 
consistent with the legislative measure and 
as necessary— 

(1) adjust the allocation required under 
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(a)) to the appro-
priate committee or committees of the Sen-
ate; and 

(2) adjust all other budgetary aggregates, 
allocations, levels, and limits established 
under this Concurrent Resolution. 
SEC. 4005. ADJUSTMENTS TO REFLECT CHANGES 

IN CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS. 
(a) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—In the 

House of Representatives, the chair of the 
Committee on the Budget may adjust the ap-
propriate aggregates, allocations, and other 
budgetary levels in this concurrent resolu-
tion for any change in budgetary concepts 
and definitions consistent with section 
251(b)(1) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
901(b)(1)). 

(b) SENATE.—In the Senate, upon the en-
actment of a bill or joint resolution pro-
viding for a change in concepts or defini-
tions, the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate may make adjustments 
to the levels and allocations in this concur-
rent resolution in accordance with section 
251(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)). 
SEC. 4006. ADJUSTMENT FOR CHANGES IN THE 

BASELINE. 
The chair of the Committee on the Budget 

of the House of Representatives and the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate may adjust the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate budgetary 
levels in this concurrent resolution to reflect 
changes resulting from the Congressional 
Budget Office’s updates to its baseline for 
fiscal years 2025 through 2034, including the 
effects of legislation enacted before the date 
on which this concurrent resolution is 
agreed to. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1125 February 20, 2025 
SEC. 4007. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

Congress adopts the provisions of this 
title— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House 
or of that House to which they specifically 
apply, and such rules shall supersede other 
rules only to the extent that they are incon-
sistent with such other rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either the Senate or the 
House of Representatives to change those 
rules (insofar as they relate to that House) 
at any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as is the case of any other rule 
of the Senate or House of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table. 

The Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, to-

night, one amendment at a time, 
Democrats exposed Republicans’ true 
colors here on the Senate floor. For the 
first time this year, Senate Repub-
licans were forced to go on record and 
defend their plans to cut taxes for Don-
ald Trump’s billionaire friends. 

What happened tonight was only the 
beginning. This debate is going to go 
on for weeks and maybe months. 
Democrats will be ready to come back 
and do this over and over again because 
Americans deserve to know the truth. 
And what is the truth? Under Donald 
Trump’s Republican Party, billionaires 
win and American families lose. Bil-
lionaires win and American families 
lose. That is it. That is the Republican 
agenda. 

Tonight, we gave Republicans one 
chance after another to do the right 
thing and put the needs of American 
families first. We voted on amend-
ments to prevent any tax cuts for bil-
lionaires paid for with cuts to Med-
icaid. Republicans said no. We voted on 
an amendment to protect maternal and 
children’s healthcare from draconian 
cuts. Republicans said no. We voted on 
an amendment to make it easier for 
Americans to rent or own a home. Re-
publicans said no. Again and again and 
again, Republicans sent a clear and 
consistent message from the Senate 
floor: Under their agenda, billionaires 
win and American families lose. 

If Republicans continue with this 
reckless plan to help their billionaire 
buddies at the expense of American 
families, Democrats will make sure the 
American people know the truth at 
every opportunity. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 21. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Daniel Driscoll, 
of North Carolina, to be Secretary of 
the Army. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 21, Daniel 
Driscoll, of North Carolina, to be Secretary 
of the Army. 

John Thune, John R. Curtis, Steve 
Daines, Tim Sheehy, Marsha Black-
burn, Eric Schmitt, John Boozman, 
Mike Crapo, Mike Rounds, Tommy 
Tuberville, Jim Justice, Markwayne 
Mullin, John Barrasso, Cindy Hyde- 
Smith, James Lankford, Ted Budd, 
Mike Lee. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Jamieson 
Greer, of Maryland, to be United States 
Trade Representative, with the rank of 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 22, 
Jamieson Greer, of Maryland, to be United 
States Trade Representative, with the rank 
of Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary. 

John Thune, John R. Curtis, Steve 
Daines, Tim Sheehy, Marsha Black-
burn, Eric Schmitt, John Boozman, 
Mike Crapo, Tommy Tuberville, Mike 
Rounds, Jim Justice, Markwayne 
Mullin, John Barrasso, Cindy Hyde- 
Smith, James Lankford, Ted Budd, 
Mike Lee. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session and be in a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO JOEL FLATOW 

∑ Mr. PADILLA. Mr. President, ear-
lier this month, Joel Flatow celebrated 
his 30th anniversary working with the 
Recording Industry Association of 
America, RIAA. I rise today to recog-
nize his three decades of dedication to 
the music industry, fighting to protect 
the rights of musicians across the 
country. 

The son of naturally gifted singers 
Meyer and Elinor Flatow, Joel was 
raised to love music. Growing up on 
Long Island alongside his brother Ed-
ward and sister Paula, he was im-
mersed in the world of music from an 
early age. In school, he mastered ev-
erything from the piano to the French 
horn to childhood operas, even training 
at the Juilliard and Manhattan School 
of Music Pre-College Divisions from 
ages 6 to 18. 

When he left New York to attend 
Yale University, he found a community 
of artists just like him and began to 
perform as a soloist with the Yale Bach 
Society and Yale Glee Club. His senior 
year, he even earned a spot with the 
famed a capella group the Yale 
Whiffenpoofs that took him around the 
world. 

After graduation, Joel found himself 
in Washington, DC, advocating for 
more Federal funding for the arts with 
the Congressional Arts Caucus and 
later working for New York Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan. Even 
through busy days and nights on the 
Hill, his love for performing never 
stopped. Soon after arriving, Joel had 
auditioned and earned a full year con-
tract as a tenor for the Washington 
Opera at the Kennedy Center, the first 
of what would become 10 seasons with 
the company. 

In 1995, he was hired by RIAA and 
was quickly making waves mobilizing 
support for the Digital Performance 
Right in Sound Recordings Act, which 
was signed into law in 1995. By 2000, 
Joel headed west for Los Angeles, 
tasked with setting up RIAA’s West 
Coast office. 

As senior vice president of artist and 
industry relations and chief of West 
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