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other. They don’t need to be incompat-
ible. We can, and must, achieve both.
But we also must have some flexibility
and transparency from this administra-
tion and its rulemaking agencies if we
are going to accomplish that goal.

I applaud my colleague from Lou-
isiana, Senator VITTER, for his persist-
ence in seeking responses from the
EPA. So often this Agency researches
benefits and secondary benefits but
does not reveal a detailed economic
analysis of the true costs associated
with their rules. Senator VITTER’S
work in getting a commitment from
the Agency to convene independent
economic experts to examine the Agen-
cy’s economic model is something that
I believe needs to be done.

I think the administration should
welcome this, because we are trying to
find that balance between putting peo-
ple back to work, getting our economy
moving again, and imposing, yes, nec-
essary health and safety regulations
but not one at the cost of the other.
These can be compatible.

Senator MANCHIN and I, on a bipar-
tisan basis, have sought not to give the
electricity coal-fired plants across our
country—and many of which are in our
respective States—an excuse not to
comply with the clean air laws, but
simply to extend the time in which
they are mandated to bring new pollu-
tion control measures onboard. Some
of these industries are halfway through
the production process of doing this.
They have made the commitment. All
we asked for was a temporary waiver—
nothing to do with achieving the goal,
but a temporary waiver to give them a
little more extra time to comply and
finish what they were doing.

Some of these coal plants were in the
middle of installing extremely expen-
sive air pollution control measures.
Yet the hard and fast rule imposed
upon them by the EPA—with no ability
to give them a waiver for demonstrated
good-faith effort to comply—and be-
cause they couldn’t get all the con-
struction and implementation made by
a certain date, they now have to switch
to another source of fuel or shut down.
Many had to shut down, at significant
economic impact not just to my State
but to many States, particularly those
States that have heavy manufacturing
that needs a lot of electricity.

So while I don’t want to go into great
detail in terms of which specific regu-
lations and rules ought to be looked at
and given some flexibility, I want to
make the larger point that if we are
sincere about dealing with issues and
policies that will allow us to achieve
economic growth and put more people
back to work, we need to have respon-
sible rules and regulations—not this
onslaught of rules and regulations that
continues to come out of EPA, some of
which seem driven by ideology rather
than by effective cost-benefit anal-
ysis—with the understanding that we
are in a precarious economic time. We
have a lot of people out of work, and
that delay or an advancement of time
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in which to achieve certain regulations
and a sincere evaluation on the basis of
what is the real cost-benefit of going
forward with this ought to be imposed.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

PANCREATIC CANCER

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the need to invest
in research to fight pancreatic cancer.

Just six percent of Americans diag-
nosed with pancreatic cancer live more
than 5 years—6 percent.

Sixty-five percent of folks with colon
cancer survive that long; 90 percent
live 5 years with breast cancer and
nearly every man diagnosed with pros-
tate cancer is still living after half a
decade.

Why is pancreatic cancer a different
story? It is because we do not have a
reliable way to detect this deadly dis-
ease in its earliest stages.

As a result, nearly 40,000 Americans
will die from pancreatic cancer in 2013.
But despite being a leading cause of
cancer death, pancreatic cancer re-
ceives far less support—and far fewer
research dollars—than other forms of
cancer.

This must change because support for
cancer research saves lives.

Supporting pancreatic cancer re-
search will lead to breakthroughs in
treatment. It will lead to needed ad-
vances in early detection. And it will
show the American people that we are
serious about saving the lives of their
closest family and friends.

For Leigh Enselman, it will make it
clear that we are standing with her and
her mother.

Leigh lives in Bozeman, MT while her
mother, who suffers with pancreatic
cancer, lives in Seattle.

Leigh works hard to support her
mom during chemotherapy and radi-
ation treatments. She also volunteers
her time to support pancreatic cancer
patients and raise awareness about the
disease.

But Leigh worries what is in store for
her and her mom. She prays every day
that her mom will be among the 6 per-
cent of pancreatic cancer patients who
survive.

Myra and Ed Pottratz from Great
Falls, MT know what Leigh and her
mom are going through. Together, they
are fighting HEd’s cancer. Ed recently
had surgery, but the tumor spread to
his liver. He now faces painful chemo-
therapy treatments, something far too
many cancer patients experience.

Supporting pancreatic cancer re-
search will also honor the life of Lanny
Duffy of Darby, MT.
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Lanny and his wife Deborah were not
born and raised in Montana. They came
west from Chicago so in retirement
Lanny could be closer to his beloved fly
fishing. But Lanny was diagnosed with
pancreatic cancer, and he only got to
enjoy the State he loved for a year be-
fore the disease took his life.

Congress took a big step forward last
year to support folks such as Leigh, Ed
and Lanny. We passed the Recalcitrant
Cancer Research Act. This bill—sup-
ported by a bipartisan majority—in-
creased research into pancreatic can-
cer. It gave the National Cancer Insti-
tute the tools it needs to tackle this le-
thal disease.

But the sequester is taking back our
promise. The sequester cut funding to
the National Institutes of Health—
which does most of our country’s re-
search into this form of cancer—by 5
percent.

That b5 percent cut eliminated 250
million dollars-worth of funding for
cancer research.

Talk about sending mixed messages.
One moment, we are telling Leigh and
her mom that we’re fighting cancer
with them. The next moment, we are
telling them they are on their own.

Just last week, the Senate Appro-
priations Committee restored the fund-
ing that was cut by sequestration so
NIH could beat pancreatic cancer. This
is my first year as a member of the
subcommittee that funds the NIH. It
has been an honor to work with Chair-
man HARKIN to ensure that the NIH
and medical research all over the coun-
try is well funded by this bill.

But this measure—which I whole-
heartedly support—has a long way to
g0 before becoming law.

We need to rein in our spending. We
need to get our budget in order. But we
cannot hurt our neighbors in the proc-
ess. We owe that to people like Leigh,
and Ed and Deborah. For their sake, we
need to find a responsible solution to
our budget problems.

Folks around the country are skep-
tical right now in Congress’ ability to
make smart, responsible decisions.

And cutting funding to fight deadly
diseases like pancreatic cancer only
adds to their frustration. That is be-
cause they know it will slow down the
progress we have made toward detect-
ing pancreatic cancer early on and sav-
ing lives.

This disease touches me and my of-
fice personally. Two members of my of-
fice have lost relatives to pancreatic
cancer. Chances are I am not alone in
this regard. Chances are each of my
Senate colleagues knows a Leigh, an
Ed, or a Deborah.

In support of those we know, those
we’ve met, and those we love, I urge
my colleagues to support increased re-
search into pancreatic cancer, to sup-
port the Appropriations Committee’s
recent NIH budget plan, and to stand
for smart and responsible measures to
balance our budget.
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