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chance to reconsider or think twice
about what they might do.

As a new member of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee, I can assure
my colleagues, I don’t take lightly pro-
posals to alter the Congress’s power of
the purse. For Congress to appropriate
is as natural as for Johnny Cash to sing
or for the President to nominate Su-
preme Court Justices. But I don’t
think this interferes with that because
both the Senate and House must vote
to adopt the President’s proposed cuts;
second, we can strike portions of his
proposed cuts; and third, the power to
do all this would sunset after 4 years,
giving us in the Congress a chance to
evaluate how well it is working.

There are some other things I think
we can do. A biennial budget would
help. Passing a 2-year budget, so we
can focus all of the first year on the
budget and all the next year on over-
sight over programs to help them work
better, avoid duplication, and get rid of
some programs—all of that would help
control spending. We also ought to
have a commission on accountability
and review of Federal agencies, which
would help reorganize duplicative and
unnecessary programs.

I am honored to sponsor the Gregg
second look at waste amendment be-
cause it gives the President and the
Congress one tool to reduce wasteful
spending at a time when we urgently
need to do that and the country knows
that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are in morning business at
this time?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

———————

SECOND LOOK AT WASTE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
thank the Senator from Tennessee for
his support at this second look at
waste amendment which I have offered.
The Senator’s arguments, as always,
are extraordinarily cogent and logical.
He makes the point—which I think is
very valid, as a former Governor who
had the line-item veto, which is a much
stronger authority than what we have
in this amendment—that this is impor-
tant, managing the fiscal house, to
making sure that items which get into
legislation as a result of being put in
arbitrarily by some individual Member
of Congress but which are not subject
to the light of day in the traditional
way—by being brought across the floor
as individual items but, rather, are put
into major pieces of legislation, some-
times representing hundreds of billions
of dollars in spending—that those
items can be reviewed again and get a
vote as to their credibility and as to
their appropriateness and whether they
represent something on which Amer-
ican tax dollars should be spent.

This proposal, this fast-track rescis-
sion, which is what it really is, is not
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a partisan proposal. In fact, as pro-
posed in my amendment, second look
at waste, it would actually be pri-
marily under the control of the next
President. It has a 4-year window of ac-
tivity and then it is sunsetted. By the
time it would get into law, should it
pass the Senate and then pass the
House, it is likely that this President
will only have, probably, a year and a
half to use this authority, and then the
next President, whoever that President
may be—maybe a Republican, maybe a
Democrat—will have the authority to
use this rescission ability for 2% years.
So it is not partisan.

Second, it was drafted, as the Sen-
ator from Tennessee noted, basically to
mirror a proposal that was put forward
by Senator Daschle. In fact, I have
called this amendment daughter of
Daschle. It is essentially the Daschle
amendment as offered back in 1995,
which was cosponsored by Senator
BYRD. There are only two major
changes—well, three major changes,
and I have already said to those who
have asked me that I am willing to ad-
just those changes to bring it even
more in line with Daschle.

One of the changes in this bill from
the Daschle bill was that the President
would have 300 days to send up his re-
scission notice. Some people have ex-
pressed concern that that gives the
President the ability to use that rescis-
sion notice as a club over people’s
heads. The reason we gave the Presi-
dent 300 days in this amendment was
we had reduced the number of rescis-
sion notices in the Daschle amend-
ment. There were potentially 13 rescis-
sion actions available to the President,
and in this amendment, there are only
4 available to the President. Therefore,
in the Daschle amendment, it was re-
quired that the rescission notice be
sent up soon after the bill was signed.
But, of course, with 13 different oppor-
tunities, it could go on all year long.
We felt that since we were reducing it
to four, we should give the President
more leeway as to when he sent up
those rescission notices.

But I can understand the argument.
In fact, I accept the argument that
maybe that is too much authority in
the sense it gives the President too
much leverage over the Congress. So
when, I hope—I am using the term
“when”—when this amendment comes
forward in an amendable form, I will
offer an amendment to reduce the 300
days back to 30 days. So the President
would have to send up his rescission
notices within 30 days of it being
signed, or at least asking us to take a
second look at it, and that should ad-
just that problem and bring it directly
in line, pretty much in line with what
the Daschle amendment was originally.

The other area which was different
from the Daschle amendment is the
issue that deals with mandatory spend-
ing. Some people have said new manda-
tory spending—not existing programs,
not existing veterans programs or farm
programs or Medicare or Medicaid, but
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if there is a new mandatory program,
that can also be subjected to the Presi-
dent asking for a second look at it. It
has been argued by some on the other
side that this would undermine the
ability to reach a comprehensive set-
tlement on entitlement reform. That is
really a straw argument. That argu-
ment has no legs.

The practical matter is, if a Presi-
dent reaches an agreement with the
Congress on something as extraor-
dinarily important as major entitle-
ment reform, part of that agreement is
going to be that the President signed
off on it. So this argument of, well, but
the President might come back and
change it later on with a rescission no-
tice really has no legs. It is just being
made for the purpose of giving comfort
to folks who believe they want to vote
against this amendment. If people want
to vote against it, that is their right.
But don’t use that as an excuse.

What this amendment essentially
does is it allows the Congress to fulfill
its obligation to make sure that money
which is sent by our taxpayers is spent
effectively, honestly, appropriately,
and without waste. And, it gives the
executive branch a role in asking the
question of Congress: Did you really
mean to spend this money?

I have to say, I have been here for a
while—14 years in the Senate—and I
have seen a lot of bills come across this
floor which were fairly large, and when
I took a look at them after I maybe
had voted for it, I realized there were
some things in them that I wished
weren’t in them. I didn’t happen to
vote for the highway bill which had the
bridge to nowhere—the famous high-
way bill. But had I voted for it, I think
I would have wanted to take a second
look at some of the projects in that
bill.

The same is true of a lot of our ap-
propriations bills when we get to the
end of the year and we haven’t gotten
our appropriations process completed
effectively, so we lump 3 or 4 different
appropriations bills, sometimes 5 or 6,
occasionally 10, appropriations bills
into 1 and we call it an Omnibus appro-
priations bill. Those bills tend to get
items in them which have received no
scrutiny, which are simply the result
of an earmark for the purpose of ac-
complishing something which some
Member of the Senate or the House
feels is appropriate but which one sus-
pects, if the entire House or the Senate
were to take a look at, we would say:
Well, better to put that money toward
reducing the deficit than toward spend-
ing the money in this specific area.

So this bill is, as I have said and as
the Senator from Tennessee so elo-
quently said, a second look at waste.
The purpose is to give us, the Congress,
another tool to manage waste.

Now, I wish it had come up last week
because, quite honestly, I thought it
was much more appropriate to last
week’s debate when we were debating
earmarks and when about 50 percent of
the debate time was spent on earmarks
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because that is what it is really about.
But it has now been put on this bill as
a result of an agreement I reached with
the Senator from Nevada, the majority
leader. I respected his position. I ad-
mire his leadership. I didn’t want to
create a situation where the lobbying
bill got tied up forever over this issue,
and the Senator from West Virginia
said he would do that if I kept this
amendment on the lobbying bill. So I
agreed to put the amendment off and
bring it forward at this time. So, hope-
fully, no one, when we get to this issue
of cloture, is going to vote against clo-
ture on the theory that it is not appro-
priate to this bill because, as I said ear-
lier, I think people are stopped from
making that position. It is a technical
legal term that basically says, out of
fairness: You can’t make that case be-
cause, basically, the reason this
amendment is on this bill is because I
was asked to put it on this bill by the
majority leader. Therefore, that is why
we are going forward at this time.

So this is going to be the opportunity
for Members of the Senate to vote on
whether they believe a tool which will
significantly improve our capacity to
manage earmarks, to manage waste, is
going to have a chance to be passed. It
is a tool which has been offered by my-
self but which was actually offered by
Senator Daschle and which was actu-
ally voted for by 37 members of the
Democratic Party at that time, 20 of
whom are still serving in the Senate.
So it does seem to me that it is not un-
reasonable to ask that we take it up
and pass it at this time and move it
forward.

When we get to the cloture debate, 1
will have more to say on the matter,
but I did want to come down and ex-
press my appreciation to the Senator
from Tennessee for supporting the
amendment.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from New Hamp-
shire would allow me to ask him a
question or two.

Mr. GREGG. Of course.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Hampshire was Gov-
ernor, as I was, and my sense of this
amendment is that it understands
human nature pretty well. Is it not the
Senator’s experience as Governor, and
as a member of the Appropriations
Committee for a long time, that some-
times items slip through, and that the
idea here would be for the President to
be able to just send it back to Congress
and say: Don’t you want to take a sec-
ond look at this before you actually
spend taxpayers’ money? Is that not
the general idea that is expressed by
this amendment?

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator for
his question. He is absolutely right.
The essence of his question is that the
power is retained with the legislative
branch. This is not a line-item veto.
This is not a veto. This is just the
President saying to us, the legislators
who have the power of the purse, take
another look at this, which is why Sen-
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ator BYRD supported it the last time it
was on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. ALEXANDER. If the President
sends a package of proposals back and
asks: Do you really want to spend this
money, and if a majority of the Senate
decides that it did, and a majority of
the House decides that it didn’t, what
happens then?

Mr. GREGG. Well, answering the
Senator through the Chair, then the
money gets spent. If either House does
not agree with the rescission, then the
rescission fails. So the power of the
legislative branch is retained, which is
its constitutional authority, to spend
money as it deems appropriate, and the
President has no capacity to override
that under this bill. All he has is the
capacity to say to the legislative
branch: Do you think you want to do
this? If either House says, yes, we do,
then the money is spent.

Mr. ALEXANDER. One final ques-
tion, Mr. President. Does the Senator
from New Hampshire believe that Fed-
eral spending is one of the most dif-
ficult challenges we have here and is a
matter that will need a bipartisan ap-
proach? And that we need to employ all
the reasonable tools that we can to try
to bring Federal spending under con-
trol? Otherwise, we are going to create
a massive crisis for our children and
our grandchildren, and this proposal
would be one such reasonable tool.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee for his question, which
may have been rhetorical, and cer-
tainly I agree with that. To put this in
context, we have to remember we are
going to spend close to $3 trillion—we
probably will spend $3 trillion this year
in the appropriating accounts and in
our budgets. There is no way we can
manage all that efficiently, but cer-
tainly every tool that we can get that
helps us manage it efficiently we
should have. This is just another tool
in the tool box to make sure we don’t
waste the taxpayers’ money.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec-
ognized.

————

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today I
rise to talk about a portion of the
President’s address last night that I
think is extremely important. I have
heard from many of my colleagues in
this body and on the talk shows that
there are serious concerns about the
war in Iraq. Primarily, they are saying
we need to change our strategy; we
shouldn’t be involved in a civil war. We
should be involving the Iraqis them-
selves in taking care of the civil war.
We ought to be providing more—we
ought to ensure the Iraqi Government
cuts the Sunnis in on the oil revenues
and makes them full economic part-
ners. We need to bring in the friendly
neighbors in the region, those coun-
tries that want to see a peaceful and
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stable Iraq, and we ought to be fol-
lowing the Baker-Hamilton report.

As 1 listened to the President’s
speech last night, that is precisely
what he did. This is a new strategy we
have in Iraq. We have heard in our open
Intelligence Committee hearings that
now, for the first time, we believe
Prime Minister al-Maliki and his Sunni
and Kurdish fellow elected leaders be-
lieve they can take over and restore
order in that country, and they are
willing to crack down on the Shia
death squads, such as Muqtada al-Sadr.
We have seen reports of that in the
media. They report that the neigh-
boring countries are willing now to
come in and help with reconstruction,
provide job opportunities for young un-
employed men to keep them from be-

coming insurgents or terrorists, and
this, they say, is our best chance.
Frankly, for Prime Minister al-

Maliki and his government, this is
probably their last chance. This is an
opportunity where al-Maliki said: If
you will provide some additional sup-
port as we go in, get our troops up to
speed and clear and hold Baghdad, we
will take over the country.

That is what we need to do to bring
a successful conclusion to this war and
to draw out our military. We are prob-
ably going to have our military in the
region for a long time because, as the
President said, this is a generational
war against radical Islam and the ter-
ror they bring.

I wanted to just briefly note a com-
ment. Last night we heard that the
military is against the war. Well, there
may be some in the military who are
against the war, but I can tell my col-
leagues, I have spent a lot of time lis-
tening to Missouri soldiers and ma-
rines, people who have been on the
ground. I have gotten reports from
them continually. I have seen news-
paper reports about the people who
have come back, the soldiers who have
come back.

For example, one woman has written
a book. She served with the Army’s
101st Airborne. She lost her husband in
the war. She says:

It is hard to stay positive about Iraq be-
cause of what you see on the news. But I was
able to be there and I know what a difference
we are making there.

Others, such as 1SG Stephanie Leon-
ard, was moved to tears, saying that
they are heroes for helping the Iraqi
people. She said:

It is not a 24-hour war. We want things to
be in a hurry. As soon as the Iraqi police are
able to secure their own country, that is
when the window begins to open.

These are just some of the many
comments I have seen in print in Mis-
souri and heard people express. They
want to see us win. They know they are
doing the job. They believe the liberal
national media has painted a very un-
flattering and untrue picture, and that
is why our troops think they are not
getting a fair shake.

But in that context, in the context of
what the President did, let’s talk about
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