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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland).

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 9, 2010.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DONNA F.
EDWARDS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2009, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 30 minutes and each Mem-
ber, other than the majority and mi-
nority leaders and the minority whip,
limited to 5 minutes.

——
COMMUNITY BANKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. LARSEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Madam
Speaker, small businesses are the num-
ber one source of new job growth in our
country, and their success will be crit-
ical to our Nation moving out of eco-
nomic recession and toward recovery.
One of the key drivers of small busi-
ness success is access to capital. Unfor-
tunately, the credit crunch has pre-
vented them from accessing the capital
they need to grow and to create jobs.

The Recovery Act and Small Busi-
ness Administration lending programs

such as 504 loans, 7(a) loans, and Amer-
ica’s Recovery Capital, or ARC loans,
are helping to stem the tide of job loss
and getting our economy moving
again, but more needs to be done. In
order to expand the availability of
credit to small businesses, we must
strengthen our community banks to
allow them to lend to deserving small
businesses.

Our Nation’s community banks play
a vital role in small business lending,
but the financial crisis has hamstrung
their ability to make these loans. I
look forward to seeing how the admin-
istration’s Small Business Lending
Fund proposal will help our local com-
munity banks provide loans to give
small businesses access to the tools
they need to build their own businesses
and to start hiring again.

I have heard from many community
banks in my district that Federal regu-
latory policies are also inhibiting their
ability to lend. These banks are strug-
gling because Federal regulators are
requiring them to increase capital
above already well-capitalized levels
and shrink their balance sheets. As a
result, they are forced to restrict their
lending activity in order to meet these
standards. So I have urged the Treas-
ury Department and the FDIC to re-
view the effect that the current regu-
latory environment has on community
bank lending in order to ensure an ap-
propriate balance between prudent and
necessary regulation and a robust lend-
ing market.

In northwest Washington, the state
of commercial real estate is also
threatening their economic recovery.
Community banks in my district have
been devastated by these troubled real
estate loans. This problem must be ad-
dressed so that we can free up much-
needed capital for our banks to jump-
start their small business lending.

While I appreciate the FDIC’s Octo-
ber guidance on prudent commercial
real estate loan workouts, I am con-

cerned that this guidance is not yet
working to stabilize the CRE market.
The Treasury Department and FDIC
must take further measures to address
this problem and ensure the guidance
is fully implemented. I urge my col-
leagues to address this problem head-
on so we can help our community
banks lend to small businesses, which
will in turn create jobs and launch us
on a path towards long-term economic
growth.

———

THE 2011 BUDGET IS A SPENDING
AND DEBT TSUNAMI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Ms. FoxX) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, last
week President Obama unveiled his
new budget for fiscal year 2011. I am
afraid this budget will result in more of
the same runaway spending that led to
a record $1.4 trillion deficit last year.
Just like the budget the President in-
troduced a year ago, this budget spends
too much, taxes too much, and borrows
too much. It includes $3.8 trillion in
Federal spending for 2011, a record
high. It projects a $1.6 trillion deficit, a
record high. It assumes $2 trillion in
tax hikes over the next 10 years, a
record high. And it estimates $14 tril-
lion in government debt that will be in-
herited by our children and grand-
children. In fact, the President’s budg-
et will more than double the Federal
Government’s public debt.

One of the most touted parts of this
budget is its call for a spending freeze,
which is a good idea. Just like the mil-
lions of Americans who have adjusted
their budgets, the Federal Government
should respond to record deficits by
halting its spending expansion. But un-
fortunately, this budget freeze is mere-
ly papering over our record Federal
deficits. Instead of a meaningful freeze,
the proposed freeze in the budget cov-
ers only one-eighth of the Federal
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budget. That means that more than 80
percent of the Federal Government will
continue to grow under this so-called
freeze.

A freeze that allows the vast major-
ity of programs to stay on the path of
unsustainable growth will not solve
our budget problems. And so this budg-
et predicts another year of record defi-
cits. More than one in three dollars
spent by the Federal Government next
year will be borrowed. With such aston-
ishing deficits and debt, we need much
more than a freeze on one-eighth of
government spending.

We should be taking a hard look for
underperforming areas where we can
reduce spending. Congress could also
start tackling our debt problem by im-
mediately passing strict budget caps
that will limit Federal spending each
year. Unfortunately, this looks un-
likely to happen also. Instead, Demo-
crats in Congress, along with President
Obama, appear to be dead set on push-
ing a trillion-dollar government take-
over of health care and another multi-
billion-dollar stimulus plan.

Just last week, Democrats in Con-
gress showed their true colors by pass-
ing a $1.9 trillion increase in the na-
tional debt limit, making way for more
deficit spending. After all, reckless
spending requires reckless borrowing.
Federal spending on so-called discre-
tionary programs increased 84 percent
over the past 2 years. These increases
have been financed entirely by new
debt. The time has come to stop these
out-of-touch spending increases so we
don’t have to keep jacking up the na-
tional debt.

The President’s budget lacks the sort
of spending accountability Americans
want from Washington. It contains
more spending, more debt, and more
taxes, which will not restore our econ-
omy or help the unemployed in North
Carolina and around the country find
work. Government growth and explod-
ing debt are just more of the same big
government policies that Americans
are weary of watching in Washington.
While President Obama’s budget does
get some things right, it unfortunately
gets most things wrong. As North Caro-
lina taxpayers continue to tighten
their belts, we can do better than $1.6
trillion in new debt for more wasteful
Washington spending.

Republicans are ready to go line by
line through the Federal budget to cut
wasteful spending. The debts Congress
is racking up are not going to go away
if we don’t get a handle on spending.
And during a time of double digit un-
employment, the American people
want solutions that will encourage eco-
nomic growth and help create jobs, not
just more debt for our children and
grandchildren to pay off.

Madam Speaker, we cannot borrow,
spend, and tax our way back to a grow-
ing economy.
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COPPER BASIN JOBS PROJECT
AND FOUR FORESTS RESTORA-
TION INITIATIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Arizona (Mrs. KIRKPATRICK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona.
Madam Speaker, as we face the chal-
lenges of a stalled economy and a
record debt, it is critically important
that we find ways to create jobs with-
out spending millions of dollars. I rise
today in support of large scale job cre-
ating projects in greater Arizona that
would require Federal action, not Fed-
eral money: the Copper Basin Jobs
Project and the Four Forests Restora-
tion Initiative.

The Copper Basin Jobs Project will
create more than 1,000 well-paying, 21st
century jobs in District 1, jump-start-
ing our recovery and diversifying our
economy. The Four Forests Restora-
tion Initiative would create more than
600 jobs across greater Arizona, revital-
izing key industries while preserving
our environment and protecting our
communities from wildfires.

These projects will produce new op-
portunities for our families, and serve
as economic engines for my district
and the entire State. They will attract
new businesses and investment, cre-
ating jobs, not handouts. That is why
they have both earned support from
across the region, across the State, and
across party lines.

Last week I had the opportunity to
share the value of these projects with
U.S. Agriculture Secretary Tom
Vilsack. We traveled across greater Ar-
izona to meet with stakeholders on
each project and visit with folks in the
communities that will benefit from
these projects. It was a real milestone
for our efforts. Arizonans were able to
make their voices heard on the projects
and let the Secretary know about the
positive impact they could have on our
economy.

Along with the communities, I would
like to thank the Secretary for his
time. I hope his trip helped him gain a
better understanding of these projects
and what they can do for Arizona. Ef-
forts like these will help in the down-
turn and get folks back to work. Cre-
ating jobs has to be our top priority.
And these projects are my top priority.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 41
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

——
[ 1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.
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PRAYER

Chaplain Phillip Lee, Marine Forces
Reserve, New Orleans, Louisiana, of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Supreme Judge of the
world, thank You for our military
members, for the security they provide
to our Nation and the hope they bring
to hurting places on distant shores.
Give each one clear ears, sharp eyes, a
keen mind and a heart full of courage
to accomplish the mission they are as-
signed. Heal them when they are in-
jured; sustain their families and friends
as they too endure war’s tragedies and
tensions caused by spiritual wicked-
ness in high places and the darkness of
this world.

Today help us to silence the roaring
lions and charging bears who seek to
rule the globe with terrorism. Em-
power us by every righteous means to
foster peace on Earth and good will to
all. Guide those entering this room
today to be faithful, and full of faith,
while performing their duties on behalf
of the American people. And as weari-
ness tugs at the soul, may each person
mount up as on the wings of an eagle.

We ask that You give particular com-
fort to the family of John Murtha
today, former Marine and citizen Con-
gressman for 14 terms who passed away
yesterday.

By Your grace, anchor us now in the
Rock who leads us to be holy, recon-
ciling us to Your purposes and ways.
Remind us never to forget that we are
Americans promoting freedom, respon-
sible for our actions, and dedicated to
the principles that make us free; free
indeed. Keep us trusting in You, God,
and then the United States of America.

We ask You all this, Supreme and
Eternal Commander in Chief, because
Thine is the kingdom, and the power,
and the glory forever. Semper Fi.
Amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
LARSEN) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LARSEN of Washington led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN-

MENT OR RECESS OF THE TWO
HOUSES

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Madam
Speaker, I send to the desk a privileged
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concurrent resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 235

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on any legislative day from Tuesday,
February 9, 2010, through Saturday, Feb-
ruary 13, 2010, on a motion offered pursuant
to this concurrent resolution by its Majority
Leader or his designee, it stand adjourned
until 2 p.m. on Monday, February 22, 2010, or
until the time of any reassembly pursuant to
section 2 of this concurrent resolution,
whichever occurs first; and that when the
Senate recesses or adjourns on any day from
Wednesday, February 10, 2010, through Sun-
day, February 14, 2010, on a motion offered
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until noon on Monday,
February 22, 2010, or such other time on that
day as may be specified in the motion to re-
cess or adjourn, or until the time of any re-
assembly pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, or their re-
spective designees, acting jointly after con-
sultation with the Minority Leader of the
House and the Minority Leader of the Sen-
ate, shall notify the Members of the House
and the Senate, respectively, to reassemble
at such place and time as they may des-
ignate if, in their opinion, the public interest
shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT TO
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2010

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today on a
motion offered pursuant to this order,
it adjourn to meet at 1 p.m. on Friday,
February 12, 2010, unless it sooner has
received a message from the Senate
transmitting its concurrence in House
Concurrent Resolution 235, in which
case the House shall stand adjourned
pursuant to that concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. ED-
WARDS of Maryland). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Madam
Speaker, pursuant to the order of the
House of today, I move that the House
do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 11 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Friday, Feb-
ruary 12, 2010, at 1 p.m., unless it soon-
er has received a message from the
Senate transmitting its adoption of
House Concurrent Resolution 235, in
which case the House shall stand ad-
journed pursuant to that concurrent
resolution.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

6049. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting Report to Congress on Head Start
Efforts to Prevent and Reduce Obesity in
Childern; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

6050. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report on the
Community Services Block Grant Act Dis-
cretionary Activities for Fiscal Year 2005,
pursuant to Section 680 of the Community
Services Block Grant Act of 1981 as amended;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

6051. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of State, transmitting Trans-
mittal No. DDTC 122-09, certification of a
proposed manufacturing license agreement
for the manufacture of significant military
equipment abroad, pursuant to section 36(d)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6052. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of State, transmitting Trans-
mittal No. DDTC 093-09, certification of a
proposed manufacturing license agreement
for the manufacture of significant military
equipment abroad, pursuant to section 36(d)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6053. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of State, transmitting Trans-
mittal No. DDTC 052-09, certification of a
proposed technical assistance agreement to
include the export of technical data, and de-
fense services, pursuant to section 36(c) of
the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6054. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting the Department’s semiannual
report from the office of the Inspector Gen-
eral for the period April, 1, 2009 through Sep-
tember 30, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app.
(Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

6055. A letter from the Chairman, National
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting
the Board’s report on competitive sourcing
efforts for fiscal year 2009; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

6056. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting a report on
the Pandemic and All-Hazards Preparedness
Act Usage of Act’s Antitrust Laws Exemp-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

—————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mrs. CAPPS, and Ms. MAT-
SUID):

H.R. 4619. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to create a pilot program to
bridge the digital divide by providing vouch-
ers for broadband service to eligible stu-
dents, to increase access to advanced tele-
communications and information services
for community colleges and head start pro-
grams, to establish a pilot program for dis-
counted electronic books, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. MCNERNEY:

H.R. 4620. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to encourage hiring unem-
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ployed individuals; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.

TowNSs, and Mr. CLAY):

H.R. 4621. A bill to protect the integrity of
the constitutionally-mandated United States
census and prohibit deceptive mail practices
that attempt to exploit the decennial census;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania (for himself and Mrs. KIRK-
PATRICK of Arizona):

H.R. 4622. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for enhanced
penalties for certain Federal officials who
are alien smugglers, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SESTAK:

H.R. 4623. A bill to extend for 2 years the
Emergency Contingency Fund for State
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
Programs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SOUDER (for himself, Mr. VIs-
CLOSKY, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana,
Mr. PENCE, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. ELLS-
WORTH):

H.R. 4624. A Dbill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
125 Kerr Avenue in Rome City, Indiana, as
the ‘“SPC Nicholas Scott Hartge Post Of-
fice’’; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. THORNBERRY:

H.R. 4625. A bill to establish a commission
to conduct a study and make recommenda-
tions concerning ways to improve the civil
service and organization of the Federal Gov-
ernment; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Rules, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington:

H. Con. Res. 235. Concurrent resolution
providing for an adjournment or recess of the
two Houses; considered and agreed to. con-
sidered and agreed to.

By Mr. CAO (for himself,
BOUSTANY, Mr. MELANCON, Mr.
CASSIDY, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. BILBRAY,
Mr. BURGESS, Mr. HARPER, Mr. TURN-
ER, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina,
Ms. FUDGE, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. TAYLOR, and
Mr. BONNER):

H. Res. 1079. A resolution congratulating
the National Football League Champion New
Orleans Saints for winning Super Bowl XLIV
and for bringing New Orleans its first
Lombardi Trophy in franchise history; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

By Mr. SCALISE (for himself, Mr. CAO,
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr.
FLEMING, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. ROSKAM,
Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
BONNER, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. BURGESS,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. MELANCON, and Mrs.
BONO MACK):

H. Res. 1080. A resolution congratulating
the New Orleans Saints upon their winning
Super Bowl XLIV; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

Mr.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS TO PUBLIC H.R. 503: Mr. WITTMAN.

H.R. 678: Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. MUR-
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PHY of New York, Mr. LARSEN of Washington,

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, and Ms. ESHOO.

. . H.R. 3365: Mr. COHEN.
were added to public bills and resolu-  HR. 4269: Mr. ALTMIRE and Mr. FRANK of

tions as follows: Massachusetts.

H.R. 4440: Mr. MICHAUD.
H.R. 4464: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 4580: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H. Res. 704: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. SALAZAR, and Mr. KAN-
JORSKI.
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The Senate met at 2 p.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable MARK BEGICH, a
Senator from the State of Alaska.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father, whose power is unsearch-
able and whose judgments are a great
deep, we quiet our hearts today in Your
presence.

Give to our lawmakers a reverential
awe of You, which is the beginning of
wisdom. May they use this wisdom to
amend the defective, leading people to
choose life and blessings. Lord, let this
high place of governance become the
audience chamber of Your presence, as
You provide our Senators with courage
in the midst of fear, faith in the midst
of doubt, and hope in the midst of de-
spair.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MARK BEGICH led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 9, 2010.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

(Legislative day of Monday, February 8, 2010)

appoint the Honorable MARK BEGICH, a Sen-
ator from the State of Alaska, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mr. BEGICH thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the issue
before the Senate today is what we do
with Mother Nature. Mother Nature
has been very difficult to deal with.
The Presiding Officer, being from the
State of Alaska, is used to this kind of
weather, but most of us are not. We
have one snowstorm and that is usu-
ally it for the year, but we have had a
series of them this year. Maybe it is a
result of the Senator from Alaska
bringing the weather with him.

What we are trying to do—we don’t
have it worked out yet—we may be
able to get consent to start the judge
vote pretty soon and have that run for
a reasonable period of time and then
have the second vote be open for some
considerable period of time so that peo-
ple, if they are here, could vote on both
and then go home if they are Wash-
ington residents or some people who
are having trouble getting here could
be here on time to vote on that. We are
close to being able to work that out.

I would also say we are contem-
plating, if we can work out the proce-
dural difficulties, not being in session
tomorrow. We have some things we
have to work out prior to that time be-
cause, as most everyone knows, we
have been working on a bill to end this
work period. It is really a nice piece of

legislation. It started with a bipartisan
jobs tax credit with HATCH and SCHU-
MER; we have a section 171 small busi-
ness tax issue that small businesses are
really looking for; we have a highway
bill extension; and we also have Build
America Bonds.

We also, prior to the end of this
month, have to do some things that are
extremely important to the country.
We have to extend the PATRIOT Act.
We have a number of other things we
have to extend. We have only been able
to get agreement to extend those for
short periods of time, but they need to
be done—some tax extenders. We have
to do a number of those things. We
hope we can merge the two. We will
make that determination, how we are
going to do that, in the next few hours.
We have a message that we can use
from the House, so we do not need per-
mission to move to that.

The issue before the Senate and the
decision I have to make after speaking
to the Republican leader is what we do
when we come back here on Thursday.
We will have an intervening day. I
would rather not be in session tomor-
row if, in fact, we have to file cloture
on that package I just talked about. I
have told everyone what I think would
be the appropriate way to do it is to
get on that bill and to have some
amendments on both sides. I hope we
can do that. We really need to finish
the bill this week. I hope we can do
that in a reasonable time.

It appears from what I have been able
to determine that the storm will end
sometime early tomorrow evening. The
problem is, the streets in the DC area
are pretty difficult, so we would have
to make sure everyone has time Thurs-
day to get here. There are some people
who live in the suburbs when they are
in Washington, so we have to make
sure they have time to get here.

Anyway, we are working on these
issues. We have the Presidents Day re-
cess. I hope we do not have to work
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into the weekend to complete that. It
is really difficult to put all this stuff
over. People’s lives are really on the
line with our being able to create some
jobs. The four things I have been talk-
ing about we have been told by the
Congressional Budget Office would cre-
ate jobs immediately—not next year
but now.

So I hope we can work through this.
I have had one discussion already with
the Republican leader today, and I will
have some more before the day is out.
That is about the best information I
can give Senators for the time being.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized

———
REPUBLICAN SUPPORT

Mr. MCCONNELL. If I may, I missed
the first part of what my friend was
saying, but I think I understand the
gist of it because we had an oppor-
tunity to talk a couple of times today.

The dilemma we currently have on
the proposal the majority leader is re-
ferring to is that I believe it is the case
that not all members of the Finance
Committee are yet fully aware of what
the package may look like. We also do
not have an entire conference that un-
derstands it yet. If we are talking
about a roughly $80 billion package, no
matter how it may be labeled—whether
it is another stimulus, whether it is a
jobs bill, whether it is a combination of
both—I would say to my friend that my
members need to be able to feel as if
they understand what they are being
called upon to support. So the sooner
we could get the parameters of the
final package, the better.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. I hope to be able to get
something to the Republican leader
very soon. I was told an hour ago that
the document is completed. I hope that
is the case.

I do say to everyone in the Senate at
this time that we want to work
through this in an orderly way. I want
to make sure both the Republican con-
ference and the Democratic conference
have a chance to see the bill. That is
fair and that is what we need to do. But
I do say to everyone, in addition to
that, if, in fact, there is a procedural
deadlock we find ourselves in Thursday
because of filing cloture on this pack-
age—I have explained to everyone that
I have no intention of trying to jam
anybody on this. It is a jobs bill. We
have to let the American people know
we are really trying hard to get some-
thing done that will create jobs imme-
diately. So I will do my very best to
make sure everybody has an oppor-
tunity to see everything on this pro-
posed legislation.

If we wind up Thursday on this legis-
lation, I will continue being as cooper-
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ative as I can be to make sure people
who want to change this in some way
legislatively will be able to do that. I
may, as I have already indicated to ev-
erybody, have to stop amendments in
order to get to where we are on Thurs-
day. But I will be happy to open up the
vehicle and have people offer amend-
ments. I have no concern at this stage
about, frankly, whether the amend-
ments are germane or relevant, just if
people want to offer amendments on
some subject and to have the ability on
both sides to do that, we should be able
to do that.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.
——
EXECUTIVE SESSION
NOMINATIONS OF JOSEPH A.

GREENAWAY, JR., TO BE UNITED
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR
THE THIRD CIRCUIT, AND CRAIG
BECKER, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE NATIONAL LABOR RELA-
TIONS BOARD

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the following two matters, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Joseph A. Greenaway, Jr., of
New Jersey, to be United States Cir-
cuit Judge for the Third Circuit, and
Craig Becker, of Illinois, to be a mem-
ber of the National Labor Relations
Board.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 5 p.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the lead-
ers or their designees.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to speak as in morning
business for up to 10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

PAYING DOWN THE DEBT

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, recent warn-
ings from Moody’s that the United
States will have to begin addressing
our debt in order to avoid downgrading
our triple-A bond rating mean that we
have to get serious about doing some-
thing about the latest deficit and debt
projections. The President’s new budg-
et proposal estimates that the Federal
deficit for fiscal year 2010 will be
roughly $1.6 trillion, the largest in
American history. It also projects that
the deficit we will accumulate over the
next decade will increase the U.S. na-
tional debt by $8.5 trillion. By the year
to 2020, our total public debt will have
surpassed $18 trillion and will make up
an astounding 77 percent of gross do-
mestic product.
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We all agree that this debt poses a
major threat to America’s future pros-
perity, and we all agree that slashing
debt should be a top national priority.
How can we do it? There are four prin-
cipal ways to reduce government debt:
No. 1, inflate the dollar; No. 2, raise
taxes; No. 3, cut spending; and No. 4,
increase economic growth. Let me
briefly discuss each.

First, inflation. Inflation is tempting
for governments looking to mitigate
their debt problem, but its economic
consequences are catastrophic. As
President Ronald Reagan famously
said, inflation is ‘‘as violent as a mug-
ger, as frightening as an armed robber,
and as deadly as a hit man.”” Although
America has not experienced painfully
high consumer price inflation since the
late 1970s and early 1980s, we all re-
member what it took to kill that infla-
tion: soaring interest rates and a deep
recession, the worst since the Second
World War. As former Wall Street
Journal editor George Melloan notes in
his new book, ‘“The Great Money
Binge,” inflation is ‘‘a tax no one can
escape.” And it is one that dispropor-
tionately hurts lower and middle-in-
come Americans and older Americans
with savings.

Taxes, a second option for trimming
our debt burden, would have to be
raised significantly. But, of course,
raising taxes is the last thing we
should do amid a tentative economic
recovery. For evidence of what taxes do
to a shaky economy, look at what hap-
pened during Japan’s lost decade. In
the early 1990s, the Japanese experi-
enced a stock market crash, a financial
crisis, and a recession. The government
took several steps to address the down-
turn. Among other things, it reduced
income taxes. Then, just as the Japa-
nese economy was recovering—thanks
partly to these tax cuts—the govern-
ment raised taxes. The result: Japan
fell back into recession. I hope the ad-
ministration keeps this history in
mind before raising taxes at the end of
the year, as President Obama has
pledged to do.

A third way to lower the national
debt would be to cut Federal spending,
which is always painful for Congress
but particularly in a situation such as
this one is absolutely necessary. The
administration has been touting a tem-
porary spending freeze that would
begin next year, but this freeze would
apply only to discretionary nondefense
spending which comprises a small frac-
tion of the total budget, about 13 per-
cent. Moreover, this freeze doesn’t go
into effect until the next fiscal year,
and it would not apply to the new stim-
ulus bill the Senate will soon take up.
There is a lot of waste in government,
and we have to look even harder for ad-
ditional ways to save and be more re-
sponsible with Americans’ money.
Spending less is the only real way to
work off the debt in the long term.

The fourth way to get out of this
debt is through economic growth, but
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this debt explosion could have a sig-
nificantly negative impact on our abil-
ity to grow by leading to higher inter-
est rates and squelching investment.
Economists Carmen Reinhart and Ken-
neth Rogoff lay hard numbers to this
claim in a new paper entitled ‘“‘Growth
in a Time of Debt.”” They write:

When gross external debt reaches 60 per-
cent of GDP, annual growth declines by
about 2 percent; for levels of external debt in
excess of 90 percent of GDP, growth rates are
roughly cut in half.

Remember, the President’s budget
projects debt to reach 77 percent of
GDP by 2020. So even though growth
could eventually enable us to manage
and, over time, reduce and perhaps
even eliminate our debt, there is a
point at which the amount of debt
itself inhibits growth, our ability to
grow, and obviously we have to tackle
the problem of increasing debt, in-
creasing spending, even if we are to
hope to grow our way out of the debt
problem we have.

Over the long term then, the only
way to permanently lower our debt is
to hold Federal spending in check and
promote strong economic growth such
as through lower taxes. This has prov-
en to work time and time again.

Whether we look to the 1920s, the
1960s, or the 1980s, history shows us
that reducing marginal income tax
rates is a highly effective way to stim-
ulate an economic expansion. To that
end, I hope the administration decides
to make the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts per-
manent.

I also hope it reconsiders its plan to
raise taxes on U.S. multinational cor-
porations. The administration argues
that many U.S. corporations are keep-
ing their profits overseas. But as the
Cato Institute economist Chris Ed-
wards pointed out, the reason that U.S.
multinationals are moving their profits
abroad is that America has the second
highest corporate tax rate in the devel-
oped world. Only Japan has a higher
rate.

Lowering corporate income taxes
would spur investment and job creation
at home and make us more competitive
abroad. Keeping marginal tax rates
where they are would enable small
business entrepreneurs to begin hiring
and expanding. That is the key to re-
covery and to debt reduction.

So, again, strong growth and spend-
ing discipline is the only sustainable
solution to the debt problem. I urge my
colleagues to keep this in mind as we
continue to debate this matter.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the nomination of Mr.
Craig Becker to be a member of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. Mr.
Craig Becker is the first person—I re-
peat, the first person—mominated for a
term on the National Labor Relations
Board who comes directly from a labor
organization.

Mr. Becker is an officer and associate
general counsel of two of our Nation’s
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largest unions, the AFL-CIO and the
SEIU. These unions clearly have a sub-
stantial interest in the most important
decisions presently pending before the
Board.

Now, it is one thing to come from
private law practice representing em-
ployers or unions as clients under the
circumstances. It is quite another to
come to the Board directly from being
an officer and associate general coun-
sel of a labor organization with, as
mentioned, substantial interests in
multiple matters pending or that will
be pending before the Board.

Last week’s hearing was clearly nec-
essary, as it revealed that while Mr.
Becker will recuse himself for a period
of 2 years, and only for 2 years, from
those instances when his former em-
ployers, the international unions, are a
party in a Board proceeding, he did not
commit to recuse himself from cases
raising issues in which the inter-
nationals are involved or impacted, and
he did not commit to recuse himself
from cases involving the locals of those
two international unions.

Parties before the Board, whether
union or employer, have a right to a
fair and impartial tribunal. The con-
firmation of an officer and associate
general counsel of two of our Nation’s
largest unions for a term on the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board will
make the appearance of justice and
many of the decisions in which he par-
ticipates impossible to achieve.

Further, to the extent he interprets
the act to adopt the policy imperatives
of the SEIU or the AFL-CIO and not
those expressed by Congress in the act,
he will further undermine the Board
and sow cynicism in the labor/manage-
ment community as well as amongst
workers whose rights to engage in pro-
tected concerted activity or refrain
from doing so are protected under the
act.

Mr. Becker’s writings suggest that he
believes the Board can implement pro-
visions of the Employee Free Choice
Act into labor law through decisions of
the Board. This view suggesting the
Board can do what Congress has not
authorized should raise concerns with
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle.

Let me read a quote from Mr. Beck-
er’s colleague, Mr. Stewart Acuff, the
AFL-CIO’s director of organizing from
a February 3, 2010, posting on the Huff-
ington Post. This is just last week.

We are very close to the 60 votes we need.
If we are not able to pass the Employee Free
Choice Act, we will work with President
Obama and Vice President Biden and their
appointees to the National Labor Relations
Board to change the rules governing forming
a union through administrative action to
once again allow workers in America access
to one of the most basic freedoms in a de-
mocracy.

This is clear. This is clear. Mr. Beck-
er’s colleague, Mr. Acuff, clearly indi-
cates what Mr. Becker’s agenda would
be, which would be to violate what is
absolutely only a prerogative of the
Congress of the United States. This
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type of bias is why the most respected
business groups in America are oppos-
ing Mr. Becker’s nomination. A state-
ment opposing Mr. Becker’s nomina-
tion from the National Association of
Manufacturers, the Nation’s largest in-
dustrial trade association, states:

The NAM firmly believes that NLRB mem-
bers charged with administering our nation’s
labors laws should protect the principles of
fairness and balance that characterize our
labor law system. Employees should have the
right to information from both employers
and union officials and the time to review
that information in order to better make im-
portant decisions that impact their jobs and
families.

Unfortunately, Mr. Becker’s interpretation
of our labor laws does not reflect these prin-
ciples and casts serious doubt on his ability
to administer our nation’s laws in an unbi-
ased manner. We are particularly concerned
with Mr. Becker’s writings in academic jour-
nals that argue that the NLRB should limit
the ability of employers to communicate
with their employees during union orga-
nizing campaigns. Specifically, Mr. Becker
has claimed in a 1993 Minnesota Law Review
article that ‘‘the core defect in union elec-
tion law . . . is the employer’s status as a
party to labor representation proceedings.”

Mr. Becker has asserted views that the
NLRB should rewrite union election rules in
favor of union organizers. Such policy deci-
sions should only be determined by Congress.
The NAM is particularly concerned that if
confirmed, Mr. Becker would seek to ad-
vance aspects of the jobs-killing Employee
Free Choice Act through actions of the
NLRB.

From the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, that has only opposed three
nominees in the last 30 years, I quote
from the U.S. Chamber’s statement:

This is only the third time in more than 30
years that the Chamber has opposed a nomi-
nee to the Board, most recently the 1993
nomination of William B. Gould. Mr. Becker
has written prolifically about the National
Labor Relations Act, the law he would be
charged with interpreting and enforcing
should he be confirmed. Many of the posi-
tions taken in his writings are well outside
the mainstream and would disrupt years of
established precedent and the delicate bal-
ance in current labor law. These positions
have raised significant concerns in the em-
ployer community. Among those concerns
are the extent to which Mr. Becker would re-
strictively interpret employers’ free speech
rights and the extent to which he would seek
to expand the use of intermittent strikes and
other forms of work stoppages that disrupt
the right of employers to maintain oper-
ations during labor disputes.

There may be no one ever nominated
to the NLRB more opposed by the busi-
ness community in the entire history
of the NLRB. Are we to believe that
the President could not find a single
person in America who would not elicit
this kind of response due to their bias?
Last week, over 500 employers signed a
letter opposing Mr. Becker’s nomina-
tion; 23 major business associations op-
pose Mr. Becker’s nomination.

Mr. Becker’s views speak for them-
selves. But his supporters on the left
have explained in full view why they
are attempting to seat Mr. Becker.
From the authors in the left-leaning
publication, The Nation, ‘Obama’s
Pro-Union Nominations to the Labor
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Relations Board Stalled,” January 20,
2010:

The battle over nominations to the NLRB,
even more than EFCA, may be what really
determine the extent of labor’s gains under
Obama. Should Obama persevere and see his
nominations confirmed, there is reason to
believe that much of what organized labor
hopes to accomplish via EFCA will be real-
ized through the rule-making power of the
NLRB.

If there was any doubt about the euphoria
on the left, look no further than what Wade
Rathke, the chief organizer of Community
Organizations International, formally Acorn
International, founder and chief organizer of
Acorn, and founder and chief organizer of
Local 100, Service Employees International
Union, recently wrote:

For my money Craig [Becker’s] signal con-
tribution has been his work in crafting and
executing the legal strategies which have al-
lowed the . . . effective organization of infor-
mal workers—home health and home day
care—has been the great, exceptional success
story within the American labor movement
for our generation, leading us to the [forced
dues] of perhaps a half-million such workers
in unions such as SEIU, AFSCME, CWA, and
the AFT.

Becker is ‘‘the key lawyer from the begin-
ning in the early 1980s who was able to piece
together the arguments and representation
that allowed those of us involved in trying to
organize home health care workers in Illi-
nois, Massachusetts, and elsewhere.
[Becker’s] role was often behind the scenes
devising the strategy with the organizer and
lawyers, writing the briefs for others to file,
and putting all of the pieces together, but he
was the go-to-guy on all of this.”

Rathke concludes:

I can remember Keith Kelleher negotiating
the subsidy for the SEIU Local 880 in Chi-
cago and always making sure there was the
money for the organizers, but that SEIU was
also willing to allow access to Craig. . . .

I just received this, from Alison
Reardon of the Service Employees
International Union, who came out
with an e-mail today that reads:

Senator, your attendance is crucial to ap-
pointing Craig Becker to the National Labor
Relations Board. Please attend Thursday’s
HELP [executive] Session to report out
President Obama’s nomination of Craig
Becker for Senate confirmation. This is the
highest priority for organized labor, and Ma-
jority Leader Reid will file Cloture on Friday
2/6, and has assured us [the] Senate will vote
to end debate at 5 p.m. Monday 2/8.

So when this President was elected,
he said he would govern from the cen-
ter. If Craig Becker’s nomination is ap-
proved, we will see the undermining of
a longstanding practice in labor law
that should be the prerogative of the
United States Congress.

If the Congress of the United States,
in its wisdom, or ignorance, decides to
pass EFCA, then that is an act of Con-
gress. It should not happen. Card check
should not happen because of an
unelected bureaucracy, and the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board is the one
to do it. Mr. Becker would have that,
obviously my conclusion, on his agen-
da.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
the cloture motion on Mr. Becker’s
nomination.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if you
take a look at the history of this great
Nation, at least in my lifetime, you
cannot miss what happened to America
immediately after World War II. Vet-
erans came back from that war, thou-
sands of them, and they were greeted
with the GI bill, which opened the door
for them to buy homes, start busi-
nesses, start an education, and find
good jobs.

It may have been one of the most
amazing, progressive, positive things
we have ever done in our Nation’s his-
tory: to take a war effort and bring it
home to create an economic effort in
America. Businesses were springing up
in every direction. Workers were find-
ing jobs and building homes. It was a
wonderful time in our Nation’s history.

Parallel to that GI bill and economic
development was the rise of unionism
in America. More and more workers
were able to go into their workplace
and bargain collectively for the basics
that people need: safety in the work-
place, a living wage. So if you work 40
hours a week, you can make enough
money to take care of yourself and
raise a family, retirement benefits,
health care benefits. These all came
about at that same period of time after
World War II. The rise of the American
economy, with the returning veterans,
and the rise in the number of people
who were belonging to labor unions, in
parallel, brought the middle class into
reality in America.

It was a positive force across our Na-
tion. I know a little bit about it with
my own personal family experience.
My mother, my father, my two broth-
ers, and I worked for a railroad in east
St. Louis, IL. Dad was a labor orga-
nizer. He was not a high-ranking offi-
cial, but he was a proud member of the
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks; mom
the same. I worked various times in
summer jobs at that same railroad. I
knew I was going to get not a lavish
salary but a decent salary for my work
and have good conditions because that
union had sat down and bargained so I
would be recognized as an employee
and protected in terms of the work I
did. It made sure I was fairly paid.

The same thing was true of many
other families, union families, all
across America. My mom and dad made
it to the 8th grade. They sent their
boys on to high school and to college
and I managed to finish law school. It
was the American dream, and Amer-
ican unions played a big role in real-
izing that dream.

Now what has happened? Fewer and
fewer Americans belong to labor
unions. Fewer and fewer Americans are
able to bargain collectively for decent
wages and working conditions and the
basic benefits we would expect. What
did we see happening across America as
a result of that trend? A growing dis-
parity in terms of the wages earned by
working people and the amount of
money being paid to those who were
the officers of corporations. That dis-
parity has reached shocking, if not dis-
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graceful, levels, where people who are
at the highest rungs of corporate
America are drawing salaries and bo-
nuses dramatically higher than the
people who work for them, who actu-
ally are productive and doing a good
day’s work.

Many of us believe there is an imbal-
ance here. It is an imbalance that has
been created deliberately over the
years. As business interests have had
more power in Washington, they have
made it increasingly difficult for work-
ers to exercise their rights in their
workplaces to organize and speak for
themselves. The agency that is sup-
posed to be the referee in this battle is
the National Labor Relations Board.
They look for unfair practices by ei-
ther the workers attempting to orga-
nize or the business which is being or-
ganized. They basically stand by a
principle which we all respect; that is,
if a majority of the workers want to
bargain collectively, they should have
the right to do that, to organize in a
union, if they wish it.

But we know what happens. When or-
ganizers come to many businesses—not
all of them but many of them—and try
to speak to the employees and tell
them: Here is what we can offer for you
if you will join our union, if you will
join with your other coworkers in bar-
gaining together, many times they are
not only shunned, they are sent away.
If they are fortunate enough to come
up with a majority of workers who
want to move toward unionizing, they
find themselves facing legal battles,
one after the other, going on for lit-
erally years, until you literally wear
out the people who are trying to orga-
nize that plant.

Complicit in that many times has
been the National Labor Relations
Board. Without effective and forceful
enforcement of the laws that exist,
without a sense of urgency in decision-
making, this agency has allowed so
many workers in America to fall by the
wayside and not have a chance to stand
for themselves. Occasionally, it
reaches outrageous levels. We saw that
in the case of Lilly Ledbetter, a person
who was in a management position, in-
cidentally, at a tire manufacturer
down in Alabama. She was being dis-
criminated against in the workplace.
The laws could not protect her—at
least they did not protect her—and she
took her case to court. The Supreme
Court of the United States threw her
case out, even though she clearly had
been discriminated against. We had to
change the law in America because dis-
crimination does take place in the
workplace and because we say in this
country people should be treated fairly.

Now the unions come to us and say:
We want to change the way we orga-
nize the workplace. They put together
the Employee Free Choice Act. That is
their term for the legislation that has
been offered. It offers a new alternative
to gauging whether a majority truly
wants to organize a workplace. That
bill has been considered in the other
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body. It has not been called in this
body, and it is unlikely it will ever be
called or passed in its original form.
But many of us realize it is only fair to
make some changes in the way these
workplaces are organized, so if a ma-
jority of workers truly do want to or-
ganize, they have that right, they are
not harassed and intimidated, threat-
ened and fired because they are exer-
cising their right under the law to con-
sider belonging to a union or voting in
favor of belonging to a union.

Part of this whole discussion relates
to the National Labor Relations Board.
Before the Senate today is the nomina-
tion of Craig Becker from the State of
Illinois to be a member of the National
Labor Relations Board. You have just
heard Senator MCCAIN come and talk
about Mr. Becker’s activities. Senator
McCAIN is my friend. He and I see
America and perhaps the world in
slightly different perspectives from
time to time, and we certainly do in
this case.

The Senator from Arizona was crit-
ical of Mr. Becker, saying, well, he was
an active organizer for the Service Em-
ployees International Union. That is a
fact. The fact is, he worked for them in
an effort to try to organize workplaces,
and in many respects he was success-
ful. That was his job. It was nothing il-
legal. It was an honorable, legal effort
on his part to give voice to employees
who otherwise did not have one. Some
of the service employee unions, inci-
dentally, represent people with very
modest jobs, people who may be doing
custodial work or basic maintenance
work or who are overlooked in many
organizing efforts. So Mr. Becker was
fighting for them. He was fighting to
give folks who otherwise would not
have a chance at least a voice, if not a
fighting chance, to be treated with
some dignity in the workplace.

Right now, we know what the facts
are when it comes to the National
Labor Relations Board. If you are in
the process of organizing a workplace,
and there is a violation of the law, the
National Labor Relations Board will
take 2 years before they make a deci-
sion on a violation of the labor laws—
2 years. Well, things change in 2 years,
and the owners of businesses know
that. So making a violation and wait-
ing 2 years buys them the time to try
to change the sentiment in the work-
place. It takes 1 year from actually
having an organizing petition that is
signed before the National Labor Rela-
tions Board makes its decision.

Craig Becker knows that. He comes
before us because we believe and the
President believes he would be a good
person on the National Labor Relations
Board. It is hard to look at his back-
ground and say he is not qualified. He
clearly is qualified.

We know the National Labor Rela-
tions Board administers the primary
law governing labor relations in the
private sector. It normally has five
Members. It currently has only two sit-
ting members, and it is often dead-
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locked on issues. It has led to many
legal questions being raised about the
validity of the Board’s decisions.

Craig Becker is an accomplished law-
yer and academic. As associate general
counsel for the Service Employees
International Union, Craig Becker
worked to protect the rights of workers
to organize. He has argued labor and
employment law cases at most levels of
the Federal court system, including in
the Supreme Court of the United
States. Is there anyone who questions
this man is qualified for this job? He
taught labor law at UCLA, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and Georgetown Uni-
versity. His research and academic
work is well respected and cited by
many others in the field.

He was first nominated to fill one of
the three openings at the NLRB in July
2009. He was renominated by President
Obama just last month. Both last year
and last month, the HELP Com-
mittee—which is chaired by my friend,
Senator ToM HARKIN of Iowa, who will
be on the floor with the ranking minor-
ity member, Senator ENzI—approved
his nomination. Since he was nomi-
nated, Mr. Becker has responded to
over 300 written questions from Repub-
lican Senators—more than nearly any
other nominee. I do not know how
many questions are asked of Supreme
Court nominees, but when you ask 300
questions, it is pretty clear it goes be-
yond needing some information. The
idea is to try to trip up the nominee or
ask so many questions you will wear
them out. He has met personally with
every interested Senator who has
wanted to ask him his own personal
views. He has addressed the concerns of
Senators in congressional hearings—
only the second time an NLRB nomi-
nee, incidentally, had a second hearing
in the last 25 years.

Throughout this process, Mr. Becker
has stated his belief that Congress cre-
ates labor laws, not the NLRB. I guess
there is a parallel to this whole argu-
ment about judicial activism, where
the argument is being made on the Re-
publican side that if Mr. Becker is
brought to the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, he is going to make the
law. He said, clearly, he will not, his
job is to basically interpret the law as
written and to implement the law as
Congress has passed it. He said, repeat-
edly, if confirmed, he will apply the
law fairly and impartially.

Confirming Craig Becker will allow
the NLRB to move forward with its
congressionally mandated duties, and I
am certainly going to support his con-
firmation.

I struggle when I hear my Republican
colleagues say: Well, it is not fair.
When a Democrat is elected President,
he might appoint someone to the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board who is
more friendly to the labor unions than
a Republican appointee. Is that a stun-
ning revelation to anyone? What we
are looking for are honest people who
have no prejudice against either side
and who will try to make the system
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work and make the National Labor Re-
lations Board work.

When I look at some of the statistics
about what is going on—the number of
contested decisions issued by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, on a 4-
year average, is 426; and the time it
takes them, the processing time from
charge to Board decision is 782 days,
more than 2 years—it tells me they
have broken down in terms of their
basic responsibility under the law.

If we keep it at two members, and
people can question the validity of any
of their decisions, then those who want
to make sure the National Labor Rela-
tions Board is not an effective working
force in our government may have
their way. I hope they do not. I cer-
tainly hope we will reach a point where
we will approve this man who has stood
before the HELP Committee and this
Senate on two separate occasions, an-
swering all the questions that have
been offered. He comes with solid cre-
dentials, in terms of his legal knowl-
edge as well as his life experience. He is
a person who I know has worked hard
to help those less fortunate who are
looking for a chance for a living wage
and decent working conditions.

Are we going to say anyone who
comes to the National Labor Relations
Board who has worked for a labor
union is disqualified? Is that the posi-
tion being taken by some? I hope not.
That is fundamentally unfair. It is
akin to saying anyone who owned a
business could not be a member of the
National Labor Relations Board. I
would not agree with that.

I think we need fairness and balance
and impartiality. I think Craig Becker
will bring that. So I hope my col-
leagues will join me in supporting his
nomination.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, first of
all, just to amplify the record on the
Lilly Ledbetter case, the Supreme
Court did mnot rule against Ms.
Ledbetter. They upheld the statute of
limitations of 180 days for claims filed
under civil rights laws. She had come
to the court, not a few months after
the alleged incident, but years and
years later. Only then did she try to
make a case. The Court was upholding
the law which this Congress passed.

Secondly, I rise, reluctantly, to op-
pose the nomination of Craig Becker,
and I do so based on experience, not
based on a whim, not based on politics
but based on what I have experienced
in the past 6 months in terms of con-
firmation in labor-related positions.

As you may know, I am from At-
lanta, GA. That is the home of Delta
Air Lines that has recently merged
with Northwest Airlines to form the
largest airlines in the United States of
America. The National Mediation
Board oversees labor issues with regard
to the industry.

In the merger of Delta and North-
west, the merger of two different com-
panies with different cultures—Delta
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less organized and Northwest more—
one of the major questions about that
merger as it related to labor law was
what would the law be to govern a
unionization vote, in this case, of the
flight attendants. Northwest flight at-
tendants were organized; Delta’s were
not. For the 75-year history of the
Railway Labor Act in the TUnited
States of America, the principle of the
National Mediation Board called for a
majority vote of all members of the
company in the employee class, mean-
ing if there were 1,000 flight attendants
in the class, it would take 501 votes to
pass a motion to organize.

As we considered the nominees for
the National Mediation Board in the
HELP Committee last year, I spent ex-
tensive time questioning the two Dem-
ocrat nominees who were nominated
for the Board. I pressed them on this
very issue trying to ensure that we had
what Senator DURBIN referred to; that
is, absolutely equal treatment and not
a bias in terms of determination of
labor decisions. I listened to these ap-
pointees over and over again say they
would be fair, they would not be biased,
and they did not have a preconceived
position, and I voted for them.

Within weeks of being seated, they
issued a proposed rule at the behest of
labor unions, voting 2 to 1 to change
the 75-year-old policy. In the face of a
unionization vote getting ready to take
place at the world’s largest airline,
they are attempting change the 75-year
policy of +the National Mediation
Board. If they are successful, they will
allow a simple majority of the number
of people voting to replace the current
policy which is a majority of the total
number of employees in the class. In
the case of the example I gave before in
which if there were 1,000 people in the
class, under existing law it would take
501 to organize. That is fair. By chang-
ing to a majority of those voting if
only 100 voted, it would only take 51 to
vote to organize the entire class of
1,000 employees within a company.
That is a radical shift in the balance
between labor and management, with-
out any changes on the ground to merit
such a departure from precedent.

Secondly, many on the other side are
always talking about the Employee
Free Choice Act and how we ought to
make it easier to organize. In 2008,
which is the last year for which I have
statistics, 67 percent of all unioniza-
tion votes under existing law were in
favor of organizing. EFCA amounts to
a solution toward a problem we don’t
have.

Mr. Becker is a very gifted, talented
attorney. I sat in for Senator ENZI as
ranking member at the confirmation
hearing we had in the HELP committee
2 weeks ago, and I asked him about
these specific questions. He was very
careful and crafty in his answers. I
came away not convinced that the
statements of Mr. Acuff, the state-
ments of Mr. Iglitzin, and the state-
ments of former NLRB Member Gould
were inaccurate. Each of those pro-
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union experts has written that Mr.
Becker’s appointment offers an oppor-
tunity to do by regulatory authority
what could not be done on the floor of
the Senate in terms of card check and
government-written first contracts.
This concern, combined with the Na-
tional Mediation Board’s refusal to
obey 75 years of precedent leads me to
only one conclusion. Out of an abun-
dance of caution, I am going to vote
against the confirmation of Mr. Becker
in hopes the administration will send a
nominee to the floor who is committed
to a balanced treatment of both orga-
nized labor and management in this
country.

Mr. President, I am grateful for the
time, and I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I wish to
submit for the record a list of nearly
675 organizations that have written in
opposition to Mr. Becker’s nomination.
These groups represent the backbone of
our Nation’s economy and the cata-
lysts we will need to create new Amer-
ican jobs. They believe Mr. Becker’s
stated views represent a threat to eco-
nomic growth, and they oppose Mr.
Becker as a nominee for the National
Labor Relations Board.

I ask unanimous consent that this
list be printed in the Record imme-
diately following my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ENZI. Thank you, Mr. President.
I am going to oppose cloture of the
nomination of Craig Becker to be a
member of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board. My colleagues know it is
very unusual to have a cloture vote on
a HELP Committee nominee, but this
will be the second in as many weeks. In
fact, these two nominees are the only
HELP nominations I have opposed.
Over 40 HELP nominees have been
swiftly confirmed after appropriate
consideration in this Congress, but
these two nominees are problematic,
and instead of withdrawing the nomi-
nations as has been done in previous
administrations, the majority is at-
tempting to force them through.

Craig Becker was first nominated
last July, and controversy surrounding
his nomination has only grown since
then. A review of decades of writings
by Mr. Becker has revealed that he has
advocated for the most radical theories
of labor law, pursuing policies such as
mandatory unionization where an em-
ployee would choose which union to
join, not whether to join a union; and
questioning whether an employer has a
right to any involvement at all in the
unionization questions in his work-
place.

In addition to his writings, Mr. Beck-
er has spent the majority of his career
serving as counsel to the two largest
labor organizations in America, which
has raised questions about his ability
to fairly adjudicate cases involving
those unions.
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On these issues and others, members
of the HELP Committee raised a num-
ber of serious concerns. It has been
cited as a negative that Republicans on
the committee submitted hundreds of
written questions to Mr. Becker, and it
is certainly true that we did ask a lot
of questions. Last year, Mr. Becker an-
swered 276 questions for the record.
Following his hearing this month, he
was sent more than 100 more.

The fact that we have submitted over
400 questions and after three rounds of
questions still do not believe we have
gotten definitive answers is merely an-
other sign of the deep concerns about
this nominee. Last week, the chairman
noted Mr. Becker has faced more ques-
tions than Supreme Court Justice
Sonia Sotomayor. I am not sure I un-
derstand the relevance of this fact. I
have yet to find the constituent who is
urging us to ask fewer questions of our
nominees to positions of high public
trust.

Furthermore, if a nominee garners a
greater level of public scrutiny and
larger than usual volumes of questions,
we should ask why. This unique scru-
tiny should be a signal that the indi-
vidual has raised a great level of con-
cern and controversy. A nominee as
controversial as Craig Becker should
not go forward, and for that reason I
will oppose cloture today.

The Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee has had other
nominees who, right or wrong, became
controversial. Some of those occurred
while I was chairman. Yet not once did
I force through a nominee on a party-
line cloture vote. We faced partisan op-
position for nominees for Surgeon Gen-
eral, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and the Mine Safety and Health
Administration. Oftentimes there ap-
peared to be very little basis for that
opposition to my side of the aisle. But
because of the strong opposition, the
nominees were not confirmed.

In the final 2 years of the last admin-
istration, the majority leader held pro
forma sessions to even prevent recess
appointments, and now the majority,
in their control of the calendar, has
taken the last 2 weeks to try to jam
through partisan, controversial nomi-
nees while the public is seeking solu-
tions to the many economic problems
facing our Nation.

I wish to point out that there is an-
other way. There are three current va-
cancies at the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and the HELP Committee
has unanimously approved the Presi-
dent’s other two nominees. If the Sen-
ate wanted to confirm two new mem-
bers to the Board, it could have easily
done so today. In fact, it could have
done so last year. One of these nomi-
nees, Mark Pearce, is a labor-side at-
torney who has spent his career rep-
resenting labor unions. The other is a
Republican nominee with manage-
ment-side experience in addition to
tenures on the staff of the National
Labor Relations Board and in the Sen-
ate as my labor policy director, Brian
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Hayes. Yet these nominees did not in-
spire objections from HELP members
on either side of the aisle.

Both Mr. Hayes and Mr. Pearce met
with Senators, answered written ques-
tions—not nearly as many because
there weren’t the same degree or
amount of concerns—and convinced us
that they were well qualified and able
to be impartial. Clearly, being linked
to interest groups such as labor unions
and having opposing policy positions is
not disqualifying for nominees before
the HELP Committee. The problem
with Mr. Becker’s nomination is not
that he works for unions or that he
supports policies which many of us op-
pose. We have approved dozens of nomi-
nees with whom we disagree.

The problem is this nominee has
shown in his writings and in his re-
sponses to the committee that his
thinking is far outside the mainstream.
This nominee has failed to convince us
that he will not attempt to circumvent
Congress and impose card check-style
measures administratively to tilt the
playing field against employers.

For 7 months Senators have been at-
tempting to address and analyze con-
cerns raised by the employer commu-
nity and others regarding Mr. Becker’s
writings, particularly the potential for
radical changes in labor law that he
has advocated and argued can be imple-
mented without congressional author-
ization. We have also heard concerns
about the nominee’s position on
recusal, since he spent more than two
decades working with the Nation’s two
largest labor organizations.

There were additional questions
about Mr. Becker’s status as both an
employee of a labor union and as an ad-
viser to the President’s transition
team. There were questions about Mr.
Becker’s possible authorship of Execu-
tive Orders in that capacity, one of
which limited the information given to
employees about their right to refrain
from paying certain union dues.

Finally, there were concerns about
Mr. Becker’s role as SEIU associate
general counsel and the SEIU’s in-
volvement with the scandal sur-
rounding ACORN and former Illinois
Governor Rob Blagojevich. Senators
attempted to address all of these con-
cerns through interviews, written ques-
tions, and a hearing. However, not all
of the concerns were favorably re-
solved, and last Thursday, the nomina-
tion was reported out on a party-line
vote.

I have made numerous attempts to
alleviate concerns about Mr. Becker’s
stated plans to reinterpret the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act to limit the
ability of employers to participate in
the process or otherwise tilt the play-
ing field unfairly against employers.
However, his answers have been far
from reassuring.

When asked if he would ever support
imposing the main provisions of the
card check bill through regulatory fiat,
he left the door open. He answered that
while the statute might be interpreted
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to not permit the Board to uniformly
strip employees of the ability to have
secret ballot elections, impose manda-
tory binding arbitration, and raise pen-
alties on employers, if presented with
arguments that it would, he would
keep an open mind.

He also told me he believed the Board
could impose ‘‘quickie elections’’—one
of the main card check alternatives
that has been discussed. He said he was
open to requiring employers to provide
personal contact information for all of
their employees to any union that
asked. He also made it clear he would
be open to broadening the use of man-
datory bargaining orders in cases
where there is no showing that a union
has the support of a majority of em-
ployees.

Despite the hundreds of written ques-
tions he has answered, Mr. Becker has
failed to convince me he would not
enter into the job with a preconceived
agenda to unfairly tilt the playing field
against employers, altering the deli-
cate balance of current labor law.

The relative freedom from industrial
strife that has allowed America to
prosper since enactment of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act in 1935 is
dependent on a balance between the
rights of employees to collectively bar-
gain and the right of employers to con-
trol their workplace. It is essential
that we not allow the balance to be up-
ended now. In this critical time for our
economy, our Nation is dealing with a
9.7-percent unemployment rate, and
more than 11 million Americans are
drawing unemployment benefits.

Comparative studies have shown that
enactment of the card check provision
will increase unemployment, making
the situation only worse. Because of
the Board’s broad and important agen-
da, we simply cannot take the risk of
supporting this nominee.

Two recent developments have given
me additional pause in reviewing Mr.
Becker’s nomination. First, despite Mr.
Becker’s vague assertions, there have
been several recent articles and state-
ments from his own movement that
confirm all our concerns. In The Na-
tion magazine, another union lawyer
wrote that all of the card check provi-
sions and the card check alternative
provisions I discussed earlier can be
achieved without congressional author-
ity and stated this as a reason to con-
firm Becker.

Former NLRB member, William
Gould, made the same point in an arti-
cle last year, and a union official wrote
just last week that:

If we aren’t able to pass the Employee Free
Choice Act, we will work with President
Obama and Vice President Biden and their
appointees to the National Labor Relations
Board to change the rules governing forming
a union through administrative action.

There is obviously a high expectation
among organized labor constituencies
that Mr. Becker can be sent to the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board to deliver
wanted policy changes which cannot be
achieved through Congress. Because he
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has failed to unequivocally rule out
that possibility, I can’t support his
nomination.

The second reason I am demanding a
high degree of certainty in his answers
is my recent direct experience with
nominees who claim to have no opin-
ions on certain issues and no pre-
conceived agenda but who, once con-
firmed, immediately take action on
what they claim to have no pre-
conceived position on. An example of
this is the current situation at the Na-
tional Mediation Board, NMB.

Last year, the Senate unanimously
confirmed two nominees from the Na-
tional Mediation Board. Some Mem-
bers, including myself, specifically
asked each of them about their posi-
tion on changing the way a majority in
a unionization election is measured. In
response, both these nominees testified
they had no preconceived agenda to
alter rules that had been in place for 75
years. You will recall the Senator from
Georgia, Senator ISAKSON, had the
same concern and asked them specifi-
cally, even in private meetings, what
their opinion would be. Yet practically
before the ink had dried on their con-
firmations, these two nominees began
pushing through a regulation that is a
wholesale reversal of those rules to tilt
the playing field to the benefit of labor
unions. In their haste, the Democratic
members of the Board thoroughly dis-
regarded the rights of the single minor-
ity member. The minority member was
given no notice that an effort to ini-
tiate rulemaking was underway and,
instead, was given 1% hours to review
the final rule proposal to determine if
she would support it. They even tried
to stop her from publishing a dissent to
the proposal. There are strong indica-
tions that the two recently confirmed
National Mediation Board members
were not forthright with the Senate,
and it is clear they showed no respect
for the rights of the Mediation Board
minority, the regulatory process or the
legislative process. In promising Sen-
ators to keep an open mind going into
this decision, these National Mediation
Board nominees used the very same
language Mr. Becker uses today.

Similarly, the President’s nominee
for the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration faced many concerns
from the small business community
and others about his possible agenda
going into office. Undoubtedly, the
President’s nominee for this position
would have some views I do not agree
with and I fully expect and accept that.
But I sought to form an understanding
with him on an issue that has tradi-
tionally drawn bipartisan support; that
is, compliance assistance programs at
OSHA that substitute ‘‘gotcha’ inspec-
tions with advice and guidance to coop-
eratively create safer workplaces and
save the government money. When it
became clear to me the premier com-
pliance assistance program—the Vol-
untary Protection Program or VPP—
was being downsized, I asked the OSHA
nominee if he supported compliance
programs.
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He assured me he ‘‘recognized their
great value.” I asked if he would re-
evaluate the decision to downsize it. He
assured me he would and promised to
work with the committee. He was con-
firmed unanimously. Yet when the
budget came out last week, it proposed
transferring program staff to another
function and eliminate its funding.
This does not meet anyone’s definition
of “‘support.”

Now, Mr. Becker is nominated for a
different agency and is a different
nominee. I certainly don’t want to im-
pute the actions of others onto Mr.
Becker, but my recent experiences with
what nominees say in the confirmation
process and how they act once con-
firmed has forced me to be far more
skeptical of vague assurances.

I am also concerned that Mr. Beck-
er’s ethics disclosure paperwork has
not been updated with the Office of
Government Ethics since July 2009, nor
has the ethics agreement been revised
since April 2009. The administration
has pledged support for transparency
and accountability and I, therefore,
question their decision to rush this
nominee through without a proper eth-
ics review.

Independent boards, such as the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, are en-
trusted with a great deal of autonomy.
The decisions they hand down and the
regulations they enforce have a great
deal of impact on a very significant
portion of our economy and our Na-
tion’s jobs. In the Senate, it is our re-
sponsibility to determine if these
nominees can be entrusted with this
power or if they would compromise
fairness to grant favors to special in-
terest groups or former employers.

Late last week, the Senate invoked
cloture on Patricia Smith, by a par-
tisan vote of 60 to 32, jamming through
a controversial nominee who misled
the HELP Committee. To be clear, 1
have been supportive of nearly all the
nominees who have come before the
HELP Committee, and I have worked
hard with the chairman to swiftly con-
firm qualified nominees and put them
into office. But the Senate has an im-
portant responsibility of advice and
consent. To regain the trust of the
American people, we should demand
more accountability from the people
we are putting into offices of public
trust. I urge this administration to
find qualified nominees who will enjoy
broad support in the Senate, and I have
offered my commitment and past expe-
rience to assist with the swift con-
firmation of those qualified nominees.

For all the above reasons, I will op-
pose Mr. Becker’s nomination to serve
as a member of the National Labor Re-
lations Board, and I urge my colleagues
to do the same.

I hope the other two nominees who
are well qualified, uncontroversial, and
who had bipartisan support will be
brought to the floor. I also hope this
controversial nominee will not be put
on the Board through a recess appoint-
ment if the Senate rejects the nomina-
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tion on a bipartisan basis today. As I
mentioned before, anytime there were
candidates who had that kind of oppo-
sition in the past, they were not pushed
through on a cloture vote and I hope
that will be the case and the name will
be withdrawn.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
ENTITIES THAT OPPOSE CRAIG BECKER’S NOMI-

NATION TO THE NATIONAL LLABOR RELATIONS

BOARD

American Hotel and Lodging Association
(AH&LA); American Association of Nurse
Executives; American Trucking Association;
Associated Builders and Contractors, Inc.
(ABC); Associated General Contractors of
America; College and TUniversity Profes-
sional Association for Human Resources;
Food Marking Institute; HR Policy Associa-
tion; Independent Electrical Contractors,
Inc.; International Foodservice Distributors
Association; International Franchise Asso-
ciation; National Association of Manufac-
tures (NAM); National Association of Whole-
saler-Distributors; National Federation of
Independent Business; National Pest Man-
agement Association; National Ready Mixed
Concrete Association; National Retail Fed-
eration; National Roofing Contractors Asso-
ciation; Printing Industries of America; Re-
tail Industry Leaders Association.

Society for Human Resource Management;
Steel Manufacturers Association; US Cham-
ber of Commerce; HR Policy Association; Na-
tional Retail Federation; The Coalition for a
Democratic Workplace; A.O. Smith Corpora-
tion; A. Schulman; Accurate Castings, Inc.;
Accuride International Inc.; Ace Manufac-
turing Industries; Aeries Enterprises LLC;
Ahaus Tool and Engineering, Inc.; Ahresty
Wilmington Corporation; Air Logistics Cor-
poration; All American Mfg. Co; Allegheny
Technologies Incorporated; Allied Machine &
Engineering Corp.; National Right to Work
Committee; Americans for Limited Govern-
ment; The American Conservative Union.

Allied Plastics Co., Inc.; Alloy Resources
Inc.; Altadis USA, Inc; AM Castle; AMB En-
terprises, LLC; American Circuits, Inc.;
American Coolair Corporation; American De-
hydrated Foods, Inc; American Felt & Filter
Company; American Foundry Society; Amer-
ican Hydro Corporation; American Lawn
Mower Company; American Safety Razor
Company; American Shizuki Corporation;
American Shower Door; Amsco Windows; An-
chor Fabricators, Inc.; Anthony
Timberlands, Inc.; Aries Electronics Inc.; Ar-
kansas State Chamber of Commerce/Assoc.
Ind. of Arkansas.

Arm-R-Lite Door Mfg. Company, Inc.;
Arobotech Systems, Inc.; Arrow Adhesives
Company; Artwoodworking & Mfg. Co.; ASC
Profiles Inc.; Ashley Furniture Industries;
Associated Industries of Massachusetts; At-
lantic Mold & Machining Corp.; Atlas Ma-
chine and Supply Inc.; ATS Medical, Inc.;
Auburn Gear, Inc.; Auto Truck, Inc.; Avtron
Aerospace, Inc.; Bannish Lumber, Inc.;
Batesville Products, Inc.; Beacon Converters,
Inc.; Bead Industries, Inc.; Beck Steel; Bell
Laboratories, Inc.; Belton Industries, Inc.

Bergsen Inc.; Berkley Screw Machine Prod-
ucts, Inc.; Berlin Metals; Bertch Cabinet
Mfg., Inc.; Best Chairs, Inc.; BesTech Tool
Corporation; Better Baked Foods, Inc.; Betts
Industries, Inc.; BH Electronics, Inc.; Bicron
Electronics Co; Big D Metalworks; Bio-
Research Associates, Inc.; Bison Gear & En-
gineering Corp.; Blue Bell Creameries, L.P.;
BlueScope Steel North America; Bollinger
Shipyards, Inc.; Bommer Industries, Inc.;
Boston Steel & Mfg. Co.; BPI, Inc.; Braun
Northwest, Inc.

Brick Industry Association; Bridgestone
Americas, Inc.; Brigham Exploration Com-
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pany; Brinkman International Group, Inc.;
Broan-NuTone LLC; Broderson Manufac-
turing Corp.; Brush Engineered Materials;
Buckeye Fabricating Company; C and M
Manufacturing Incorporated; Calgon Carbon
Corporation; Cambridge Specialty Co.; Cam-
eron Manufacturing & Design, Inc.; Cardinal
Systems Inc; Carter Products Co., Inc.; Case
Systems, Inc.; CASHCO Inc.; CB Manufac-
turing & Sales Co., Inc.; CEMCO Inc.; Cemen
Tech, Inc.

Centennial Bolt, Inc.; Central Bindery
Company; Central States Fire App LLC; CFX
Battery, Inc.; Chaney Enterprises;
Channellock Inc.; Chatsworth Products, Inc.;
Chemstar Products; Clinch-Tite Corp.; Clow
Stamping Co. CMD Corporation; Coast Con-
trols, Inc.; Coastal Forest Resources; Coastal
Plywood Company; Coating Excellence Inter-
national; ColorMatrix Corporation; Commer-
cial Cutting and Graphics, LLC; Conestoga
Wood Specialties Corporation; Construction
Specialties, Inc.; Con-way, Inc.; Cooper Tire
& Rubber Company.

Corbett Package Company; Crafted Plas-
tics, Inc.; CrossCountry Courier; CRT, Cus-
tom Products, Inc.; Crysteel Manufacturing
Incorporated; Custom Applied Technology
Corp.; Custom Tool and Grinding, Inc.; Da-
kota Awards, Inc.; Dakota Specialty Milling,
Inc.; Dart Container Corporation; Davron
Technologies, Inc.; Dayton Industries Inc.;
Deist Industries, Inc.; Delta Power Company;
Dews Research Laboratories, LLC.; Dietz &
Watson, Inc.; Dixie Printing & Packaging
Corporation; Dixon Insurance Inc.; DLH In-
dustries, Inc.; Domain Communications LLC.

Don R Fruchey, Inc.; DORMA Architec-
tural Hardware; Dorner Mfg. Corp.; Drawn
Metals Corporation; Drenth Brothers Inc.;
DRT Mfg. Co.; DTR Industries, Inc.; Duke
Manufacturing Co.; DuPage Machine Prod-
ucts; Duraclass by TBEI; Du-Well Grinding
Enterprises, Inc.; E&E Manufacturing Co.
Inc.; E.D. Bullard Company; East Penn Man-
ufacturing Co., Inc.; East-Lind Heat Treat,
Inc.; Eclipse Inc.; Edison Price Lighting;
Elan Technology, Inc.; Electro Arc Mfg. Co.
Inc.; Electronic Systems, Inc.

Ellwood Group, Inc.; EM-CO Metal Prod-
ucts, Inc.; Emery Corporation; Energy Ex-
changer Company; Engineered Building De-
sign, L.C.; Ervin Industries; Everhard Prod-
ucts, Inc.; Exxel Outdoors, Inc.; F.C.
Brengman & Associates; F.N. Sheppard &
Co.; Falcon Plastics, Inc.; Fargo Assembly
Co.; Fiber Resources, Inc.; Fiberglass Coat-
ings Inc.; Flambeau, Inc.; Flexcon Industries
Inc.; FONA International; Food Services of
America; Forrest Machine, Inc.; Foster
Transformer Co.

Founders Insurance Group, Inc.; Fox Val-
ley Molding Inc.; Foxx Equipment Company;
Franklin International; Frasal Tool; Fredon
Corporation; Freedom Corrugated, LLC;
Freeport Welding & Fabricating, Inc.; GCR
Associates; Gemini, Inc.; General Machine
Products Co.; General Steel and Supply Com-
pany; Genest Concrete Works, Inc.; Geokon
Inc.; Glas-Col, LLC; Glasforms Inc.;
Glastender, Inc.; Glier’s Meats Inc.; Globe
Products Inc.

Gold’n Plump Poultry; Gossner Foods Inc.;
Grande Cheese Company; Granite Rock Com-
pany; Graphite Metallizing; Green Bay Pack-
aging Inc.; Grossman Iron & Steel Company;
Gruber Systems Incorporated; Guardian In-
dustries Corp.; Hamilton Caster & Mfg. Co.;
Hammond Group, Inc.; Harden Furniture
Company, Inc.; Hardwood Products Com-
pany; Harold Beck & Sons, Inc.; Henry Brick
C