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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WOMACK). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 27, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVE 
WOMACK to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

Compassionate and merciful God, we 
give You thanks for giving us another 
day. 

As this House comes together at the 
end of the week, bless the work of its 
Members. 

Give them strength, fortitude, and 
patience. Fill their hearts with char-
ity, their minds with understanding, 
their wills with courage to do the right 
thing for all of America. 

In the work to be done before the end 
of this session, may they rise together 
to accomplish what is best for our 
great Nation and, indeed, for all the 
world, for You have blessed us with 
many graces and given us the responsi-
bility of being a light shining on a hill. 

May all that is done this day be for 
Your greater honor and glory. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas 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. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

JOBS 
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this week the President 
adopted a new campaign slogan, ‘‘We 
Can’t Wait,’’ in efforts to get his $447 
billion jobs bill passed by Congress 
even after the Senate has rejected it al-
ready, two or three times. 

The President continues to promote 
his more-of-the-same failed policies 
like higher taxes and increased spend-
ing, and we can’t wait for the President 
to get behind policies that will help the 
American people. 

Families and small business across 
the country continue to struggle in 
this economy, and that’s why Repub-
licans have passed bill after bill to get 
our economy moving in the right direc-
tion. 

Today, the House will vote on repeal-
ing the IRS’ 3 percent withholding rule 
in order to reduce uncertainty for our 
businesses and allow job creators to do 
what they do best, create jobs. 

I urge the President and my col-
leagues in the Senate to follow our 

lead, get our economy moving forward. 
Americans want, need, and deserve no 
less. 

f 

STUDENT LOANS 
(Mr. COURTNEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, for 
Americans who are disgusted with the 
obstructionism of the Republican-con-
trolled House, yesterday President 
Obama cut through the morass, issuing 
new rules for student loan assistance, 
implementing a law that was passed by 
the last Congress, the Democratic-con-
trolled Congress, the Student Aid and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act. 

This program will allow millions of 
Americans to consolidate their student 
loans, lower their interest rates, and 
will also cap loan payments again for 
millions of Americans. Anyone listen-
ing can go to studentaid.ed.gov/ibr to 
find out the new rules of eligibility 
which, again, will save thousands of 
dollars for people who are drowning in 
student loan costs. 

Rather than trying to build on that 
accomplishment, this Congress passed 
a Ryan budget which would butcher 
the Pell Grant program and do nothing 
for people who are racking up huge 
amounts of student loans. 

As a Member of Congress from the 
University of Connecticut’s district— 
go Huskies—thank you, Mr. President. 
Congratulations on moving forward to 
address the real needs of America’s 
middle class. 

f 

JOB CREATION 
(Ms. HAYWORTH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, last 
month Paul Manahan from Mahopac, 
New York, sent the following letter to 
me: 
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‘‘We don’t need or want more govern-

ment spending. Cut regulation, cut 
taxes, repeal the 2010 health care law, 
and let business do what it does best: 
Create jobs based upon demand, not 
government dictates, spending, and at-
tempts at market manipulation.’’ 

Well, Mr. Manahan, you’re absolutely 
right and, in fact, our House majority 
has passed at least 15 bills that now lie 
dormant in our Senate because the 
Senate refuses to take action on what 
would actually create American jobs, 
lift regulations, create new environ-
ments and new opportunities. 

We are working nonstop in the House 
majority for all of our American citi-
zens and you, Mr. Manahan, to make 
sure that you have the opportunity 
that you deserve and the prosperity 
that you need. 

Please urge your Senator and all sen-
ators across the country to free those 
15 bills and get this economy going. 

f 

WHITE HOUSE SIGNING OF THE 
FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS 

(Mr. MICHAUD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call to the attention of the 
American people the fact that last Fri-
day the President signed the imple-
menting legislation for Colombia, Pan-
ama, and Korea free trade agreements. 

My colleagues and the American peo-
ple might have missed it, because 
that’s what the President wanted. The 
American people don’t support more 
flawed trade agreements, so the Presi-
dent signed them into law quietly. 

The White House issued no press re-
leases or statements. No photos were 
taken, no signing pens were publicly 
handed out. 

If these jobs are the job creators the 
President promised us that they would 
be, then why wouldn’t we have a public 
ceremony highlighting the signing of 
the FTAs? It’s because these FTAs 
aren’t going to create American jobs. 
They might create jobs in Korea and 
China, but they won’t create them here 
at home. 

If I were the President, I’d want to 
keep these agreements quiet too. 

f 

THE IMPORTANCE OF FAITH 

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the Congressional 
Prayer Caucus to note the importance 
of faith in our Nation’s history. In his 
first inaugural address in 1789, George 
Washington said in part: 

‘‘It would be peculiarly improper to 
omit in this first official act my fer-
vent supplications to that Almighty 
Being who rules over the universe, who 
presides in the councils of nations, and 
whose providential aids can supply 
every human defect. No people can be 
bound to acknowledge and adore the 

Invisible Hand which conducts the af-
fairs of men more than those of the 
United States. Every step by which 
they have advanced to the character of 
an independent nation seems to have 
been distinguished by some token of 
providential agency.’’ 

f 

OVERSIGHT OF EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH SPENDING 

(Mr. BARROW asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BARROW. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to ask my colleagues to join me in im-
proving congressional oversight of Fed-
eral spending by cosponsoring H.R. 
3121, the Reclaiming Oversight of the 
Executive Branch Spending Act. 

Too often Congress appropriates vast 
amounts of money within broad fund-
ing categories and gives the executive 
branch the freedom to spend it with lit-
tle oversight. The constitutional obli-
gation to ensure that taxpayer dollars 
are spent wisely lies with Congress. My 
legislation would require that all Fed-
eral spending and loan guarantees over 
$100 million be explicitly approved by 
Congress. 

Had my bill been law a year ago, Con-
gress would have had to approve the 
$500 million loan guarantee to the now 
bankrupt Solyndra and perhaps we 
could have stopped that from hap-
pening. Today, however, the only real 
vetting of programs like the Solyndra 
loan happens after things have gone 
wrong and the money has been lost. 

Congress needs to reassert itself and 
ensure that all programs are properly 
vetted. The old carpenter’s rule still 
applies: measure twice, cut once. 

I ask all of my colleagues to help me 
end wasteful spending by cosponsoring 
the Reclaiming Oversight of the Execu-
tive Branch Act. 

f 

b 0910 

TRIBUTE TO HARRY H. BASORE 

(Mr. WOMACK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to remember the service of Ar-
kansas native and Navy Captain Harry 
Harrison Basore, Jr., of Leawood, Kan-
sas, who died August 2, 2011, at the age 
of 95, and who will be buried tomorrow 
in Arlington National Cemetery. 

A distinguished naval aviator, Cap-
tain Basore commanded Fighter Squad-
ron 74 off the ‘‘jeep’’ carrier USS 
Kasaan Bay, in support of Allied forces 
during their fight against Germany in 
southern France in August 1944. He was 
awarded the Navy Cross for extraor-
dinary heroism during low-level recon-
naissance missions over enemy con-
centrations. 

Like most of America’s Greatest 
Generation, Captain Basore returned 
home following the war, became presi-
dent of a prominent sheet metal firm, 

was an active volunteer of the Leawood 
Fire Department, and chairman of the 
board of trustees of his alma mater, 
College of the Ozarks in Point Look-
out, Missouri. 

Preceded in death by his wife, Shir-
ley, to whom he was married 70 years, 
Captain Basore will always be remem-
bered by his family and friends for his 
courage, leadership, and selfless service 
to his country—and his fellow man. 

f 

JOBS 

(Mr. TONKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, far too 
many Americans hurt today. They hurt 
because of unfair tax policy. They’ve 
witnessed, as more and more reports 
are issued, that the top income stra-
tum has seen its income grow by 275 
percent, while those of more modest 
means have seen a growth of perhaps 15 
to 20 percent, and far too many have 
seen no growth with a flat outcome. 
They also witnessed no meaningful jobs 
agenda coming from this House over 
the last 10 months. Throughout the 
course of the first session of the 112th 
Congress, they are waiting for a jobs 
agenda. 

So, Madam Speaker, as the House 
drags its feet, America struggles. Many 
struggle to find a job. Many struggle to 
keep a job. Many struggle to make 
ends meet. Many struggle to make stu-
dent loan payments. Many struggle to 
pay those mortgages. We need to go 
forward with a progressive agenda that 
responds to strengthening the middle 
class, strengthening the purchasing 
power of the middle class. Without a 
strong middle class, there’s not a 
strong America. 

f 

‘‘COME AND TAKE IT’’ 

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the Texas War of Independence, the 
enemy tried to remove a cannon from 
the town of Gonzales. The defiant Tex-
ans flew a flag which stated ‘‘Come and 
Take It.’’ 

Now, in Montana, an intolerant rad-
ical anti-religious group wants a statue 
of Jesus taken down from a mountain. 
The Forest Service is under pressure 
not to renew a lease for the 58-year-old 
statue. The statue is more than a reli-
gious symbol. It was erected as a me-
morial and a tribute to Montana free-
dom fighters during World War II for 
their bravery, dedication, and patriot-
ism. 

What’s next? Is the anti-religious 
crowd going to demand the government 
chisel off the crosses, the Stars of 
David, and other religious symbols on 
the tombstones of our war dead at Ar-
lington Cemetery? The Constitution 
protects free speech and freedom of re-
ligion. As those early Texas settlers 
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were successful in preventing the 
enemy from taking that cannon and 
the right to bear arms, I hope the peo-
ple of Montana are successful in keep-
ing the anti-religious bunch from tak-
ing the Jesus statue. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

3 PERCENT WITHHOLDING REPEAL 
AND JOB CREATION ACT 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 448, I call up the bill 
(H.R. 674) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the imposi-
tion of 3 percent withholding on cer-
tain payments made to vendors by gov-
ernment entities, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

WOMACK). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 448, the amendment printed in 
House Report 112–261 is adopted and the 
bill, as amended, is considered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 674 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘3% With-
holding Repeal and Job Creation Act’’. 
SEC. 2. REPEAL OF IMPOSITION OF 3 PERCENT 

WITHHOLDING ON CERTAIN PAY-
MENTS MADE TO VENDORS BY GOV-
ERNMENT ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3402 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking subsection (t). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2011. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 674. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
I come to the floor today in strong 

support of H.R. 674 to repeal the oner-
ous, job-killing 3 percent withholding 
law. While this legislation has 269 co-
sponsors, I’d like to acknowledge the 
leaders on the bill, Ways and Means 
Health Committee Chairman WALLY 
HERGER and our Democrat Ways and 
Means colleague Congressman EARL 
BLUMENAUER. In addition to these ad-
vocates, we also have 25 other members 
of the Ways and Means Committee sup-
porting this legislation—a clear signal 
of the strong bipartisan support for re-
peal of this 3 percent withholding rule. 

Job creators know all too well that 
this provision, like many efforts to in-

crease Federal revenue and tax compli-
ance, is lined with paperwork, com-
plexity and costs—all of the things 
that hinder, rather than help, promote 
a climate for job creation. 

By considering and passing this bi-
partisan bill, we will unlock new oppor-
tunities for hiring. Job creators have 
told us just that, and it’s why this leg-
islation has the support of a diverse co-
alition of more than 170 groups, includ-
ing the Government Withholding Relief 
Coalition. 

Like those job creators, others recog-
nize the need for repeal, including 
President Obama. In the statement of 
administration policy in support of 
H.R. 674, the administration noted that 
‘‘the effect of the repeal of the with-
holding requirement would be to avoid 
a decrease in cash flow to these con-
tractors which would allow them to re-
tain these funds and use them to create 
jobs and pay suppliers.’’ Mr. Speaker, I 
couldn’t agree more. 

Supporting the repeal of the 3 per-
cent withholding law is a demonstra-
tion that Washington can work to-
gether. With a strong bipartisan vote, 
we can reduce the uncertainty facing 
America’s job creators, and we can free 
up valuable resources businesses can 
use for hiring. 

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
H.R. 674 and urge the Senate to swiftly 
take up and pass this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. HER-
GER) be designated to control the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of this bill. It should 
have happened earlier. I think most of 
us, if not all of us, agree that this pro-
vision should be repealed. It is not nar-
rowly targeted, and it would indeed im-
pose significant and costly burdens on 
Federal, State, and local governments. 
I think we should all remind ourselves 
it was passed some years ago; and it 
was, I think, misguided when it was en-
acted in 2006 when we in the minority 
here did not control the Congress. In-
deed, the Ways and Means Committee 
when we were in the majority approved 
a repeal of the provision in 2009, and 
the Congress ultimately delayed its ef-
fective date. 

I do want to comment on the title of 
this bill that refers to job creation, and 
it should be noted that this is really 
not going to address the need for cre-
ation of jobs in our country. We have 
been here now 10 months. There is still 
no effort by the majority here in the 
House to bring up any meaningful jobs 
legislation; and when the President 
brings up proposals to create jobs, they 
are thwarted by the majority here and 
by the Republicans in the Senate. 

So let’s support this bill but not pre-
tend that it will create jobs; and in this 
respect I refer to a recent statement by 
Mark Zandi, the chief economist for 
Moody’s Analytics who said this about 
this bill: ‘‘I don’t think it’s meaningful 
in terms of jobs. It’s more trying to 
clean up something that needs cleaning 
up.’’ Indeed, this needs to be cleaned 
up. Therefore, we need to pass it. 

b 0920 

Let me also comment on—and we’ll 
talk about this later on the second 
bill—the pay-for. I went before the 
Rules Committee to ask that there be 
consideration of a different pay-for, 
what we’ll be considering later. I just 
want everybody to understand the 
facts, and each can judge on his or her 
own how they’ll vote. The impact of 
the pay-for that came through the 
Ways and Means Committee could 
cause up to 500,000 individuals to lose 
health care coverage. 

I offered an amendment in the Rules 
Committee that would have offset the 
cost of a business tax provision by clos-
ing a loophole on the business side 
that’s improperly enjoyed by oil and 
gas industry giants. Unfortunately, my 
amendment was ruled out of order. 
We’ll talk about that later. 

We’re now on this bill. I urge its sup-
port. Let’s not pretend it’s a job cre-
ation bill. Let’s get busy here on bills 
that will indeed help to promote jobs in 
the private sector of the United States 
of America, as our President has pro-
posed and he has pleaded that there be 
consideration by the House and the 
Senate, only to be responded to with 
deaf ears. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise in strong support of H.R. 674, 

the 3% Withholding Repeal and Job 
Creation Act. The American people 
have repeatedly called on Congress to 
work together in a bipartisan way to 
encourage job creation. That’s exactly 
what we’re doing here today. 

H.R. 674 repeals a tax that requires 
government agencies at all levels— 
Federal, State, and local—to withhold 
3 percent of all payments for goods and 
services beginning at the end of next 
year. This tax will affect everyone, 
from manufacturers to road builders to 
physicians who treat seniors on Medi-
care. Many of these businesses operate 
on margins of less than 3 percent, 
meaning that this provision will harm 
their cash flow and effectively force 
them to give the Federal Government a 
no-interest loan. 

Even though it doesn’t go into effect 
for another year, the 3 percent with-
holding tax is holding back job cre-
ation right now. Coming from a small 
business background, I can attest that 
businesses look several years ahead 
when they’re deciding how to invest. 

This week the Associated General 
Contractors of America released a sur-
vey finding that nearly half of all con-
struction firms will be forced to hire 
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fewer workers if the 3 percent with-
holding tax takes effect. As one AGC 
member put it, ‘‘The way the economy 
is now, we are very lucky to make 3 
percent profit. This could put us out of 
business, along with our 300-plus em-
ployees.’’ 

Now is the time to eliminate the bar-
riers that are standing in the way of 
jobs for American workers. H.R. 674 has 
the support of businesses, State and 
local governments, and 269 bipartisan 
cosponsors in the House of Representa-
tives, as well as the Obama administra-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter 
into the RECORD a letter from the Gov-
ernment Holding Relief Coalition, 
signed by more than 150 businesses, 
health care, education, and local gov-
ernment groups supporting passage of 
this legislation. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

GOVERNMENT WITHHOLDING 
RELIEF COALITION, 

October 26, 2011. 
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES: The Government With-
holding Relief Coalition and its member or-
ganizations strongly urge you to vote for 
H.R. 674, a bipartisan bill to repeal the bur-
densome 3% Withholding Tax mandate en-
acted in Section 511 of the Tax Increase Pre-
vention and Reconciliation Act of 2005 (P.L. 
109–222), when it is considered on the House 
floor later this week. 

Unless repealed before it takes effect on 
January 1, 2013, the 3% Withholding Tax will 
have a dramatic, negative impact on mil-
lions of honest taxpaying businesses as well 
as state and local governments, health care 
providers, farmers and colleges and univer-
sities. 

For many businesses the profit margin for 
projects they complete is often less than 3% 
meaning that the withholding tax will create 
significant cash flow problems for day-to-day 
operations as well as draining capital that 
could be used for job creation and business 
expansion. This mandate is also anti-stim-
ulus in the sense that it removes money 
from local economies and sends it to the 
IRS. 

The mandate is already proving costly and 
will increase exponentially as the implemen-
tation deadline moves closer. If this mandate 
is not repealed, it will cost companies and 
governments at all levels substantial 
amounts of money just to prepare to comply 
with this unnecessary and unfortunate tax 
provision. These exorbitant expenditures 
will be at the expense of hiring new employ-
ees, expanding businesses, and providing gov-
ernment services at a time that neither the 
public nor private sector can handle such un-
necessary costs. 

In addition, we strongly support the view 
that those receiving payments from the gov-
ernment should meet their federal, state and 
local tax obligations. However, imposing an 
onerous 3% Withholding Tax on transactions 
between government and honest taxpaying 
businesses is not the answer. 

The Government Withholding Relief Coali-
tion, which represents all sectors of the 
economy, believes it is imperative that the 
3% Withholding Tax be repealed as soon as 
possible to limit the damaging impacts to 
our economy. We appreciate the bicameral, 
bipartisan support of efforts to repeal it and 
strongly encourage you to vote for H.R. 674. 

Sincerely, 
Government Withholding Relief Coalition: 

Aeronautical Repair Station Association; 
Aerospace Industries Association; Air Condi-
tioning Contractors of America; Air Trans-
port Association; Airports Council Inter-
national-North America; America’s Health 
Insurance Plans; American Ambulance Asso-
ciation; American Bankers Association; 
American Bus Association; American Clin-
ical Laboratory Association; American Con-
crete Pressure Pipe Association; American 
Congress on Surveying and Mapping; Amer-
ican Council of Engineering Companies; 
American Dental Association; American 
Farm Bureau Federation; American Gas As-
sociation; American Heath Care Association; 
American Institute of Architects; American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants; 
American Logistics Association. 

American Medical Association; American 
Moving and Storage Association; American 
Nursery and Landscape Association; Amer-
ican Road & Transportation Builders Asso-
ciation; American Society of Civil Engi-
neers; American Society of Landscape Archi-
tects; American Subcontractors Association; 
American Supply Association; American 
Traffic Safety Services Association; Amer-
ican Trucking Associations; Armed Forces 
Marketing Council; Associated Builders and 
Contractors; Associated Equipment Distribu-
tors; Associated General Contractors of 
America; Association of Management Con-
sulting Firms; Association of National Ac-
count Executives; Association of School 
Business Officials International; Baltimore 
Washington Corridor Chamber; Bio-
technology Industry Association; Business 
and Institutional Furniture Manufacturers 
Association. 

CTIA-The Wireless AssociationTM; Cali-
fornia Association of Public Purchasing Offi-
cers; Coalition for Government Procurement; 
Colorado Motor Carriers Association; Com-
puting Technology Industry Association; 
Construction CPAs/Consultants Association 
(CICPAC); Construction Contractors Associa-
tion; Construction Employers’ Association of 
California; Construction Financial Manage-
ment Association; Construction Industry 
Round Table; Construction Management As-
sociation of America; Design Professionals 
Coalition; Edison Electric Institute; Elec-
tronic Security Association; Engineering & 
Utility Contractors Association; Federation 
of American Hospitals; Financial Executives 
International; Financial Services Institute; 
Finishing Contractors Association; Gold 
Coast Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. 

Government Finance Officers Association; 
Hawaii Transportation Association; Heating, 
Airconditioning & Refrigeration Distributors 
International; IPC—Association Connecting 
Electronics Industries; Independent Elec-
trical Contractors, Inc; International City/ 
County Management Association; Inter-
national Council of Employers of Brick-
layers and Allied Craftworkers; Inter-
national Foodservice Distributors Associa-
tion; International Municipal Lawyers Asso-
ciation; Large Public Power Council; Man-
agement Association for Private Photo-
grammetric Surveyors; Mason Contractors 
Association of America; Mechanical Contrac-
tors Association of America; Medical Group 
Management Association; Messenger Courier 
Association of the Americas; Miami Dade 
County; Mississippi Trucking Association; 
Modular Building Institute; Motor Transport 
Association of Connecticut; Munitions Indus-
trial Base Task Force. 

National Asphalt Pavement Association; 
National Association for Self-Employed; Na-
tional Association of College & University 
Business Officers; National Association of 
Counties; National Association of Credit 
Management; National Association of Edu-
cational Procurement; National Association 
of Energy Services Companies; National As-

sociation of Government Contractors; Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers; Na-
tional Association of Minority Contractors; 
National Association of State Auditors, 
Comptrollers and Treasurers; National Asso-
ciation of State Chief Information Officers; 
National Association of State Procurement 
Officials; National Association of Surety 
Bond Producers; National Association of 
Water Companies; National Association of 
Wholesaler-Distributors; National Beer 
Wholesalers Association; National Corn 
Growers Association; National Council for 
Public Procurement and Contracting; Na-
tional Defense Industrial Association. 

National Electrical Contractors Associa-
tion; National Electrical Manufacturers As-
sociation; National Emergency Equipment 
Dealers Association; National Federation of 
Independent Business; National Institute of 
Governmental Purchasing; National Italian- 
American Business Association; National 
League of Cities; National Mining Associa-
tion; National Office Products Alliance; Na-
tional Precast Concrete Association; Na-
tional Propane Gas Association; National Of-
fice Products Alliance; National Railroad 
Construction & Maintenance Association; 
National Ready Mixed Concrete Association; 
National Roofing Contractors Association; 
National School Transportation Association; 
National Small Business Association; Na-
tional Society of Professional Engineers; Na-
tional Society of Professional Surveyors; Na-
tional Utility Contractors Association. 

National Wooden Pallet and Container As-
sociation; New Jersey Chamber of Com-
merce; North-American Association of Uni-
form Manufacturers & Distributors; North 
Coast Builders Exchange; Office Furniture 
Dealers Alliance; Oregon Trucking Associa-
tion; Owner Operator Independent Drivers 
Association; Petroleum Marketers Associa-
tion of America; Plumbing-Heating-Cooling 
Contractors—National Association; Printing 
Industries of America; Professional Services 
Council; Regional Legislative Alliance of 
Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties; Retail 
Energy Supply Association; Santa Rosa 
Chamber of Commerce; Security Industry 
Association; Service Disabled Veteran 
Owned Small Business Council; Sheet Metal 
and Air Conditioning Contractors National 
Association, Inc.; Shipbuilders Council of 
America; Small Business & Entrepreneurship 
Council. 

Small Business Legislative Council; South 
Carolina Trucking Association 
TechAmerica; Textile Rental Services Asso-
ciation of America; The Association of Union 
Constructors; The Distilled Spirits Council 
of the U.S.; The Financial Services Round-
table; U.S. Chamber of Commerce; U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors; United States Telecom 
Association; Veterans Business Institute; 
Veterans Entrepreneurship Task Force; 
Water and Wastewater Equipment Manufac-
turers Association; Women Construction 
Owners & Executives; Women Impacting 
Public Policy. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER), who is a lead sponsor of this 
bill. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate 
your courtesy, Mr. LEVIN, as I appre-
ciate the opportunity to work with my 
friend, Mr. HERGER, on moving this bill 
forward. 

It was only a couple of months ago 
that we were having a press conference 
in the Triangle with a bipartisan group 
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of Members of Congress, representa-
tives from some of the coalition mem-
bers that my friend Mr. HERGER ref-
erenced, to be able to focus on the need 
to repeal this provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to mark this critical step today. It will 
pass on the floor of the House in a 
strong bipartisan vote, reaffirming the 
bipartisan cooperation that got us to 
this point. I think that this is an exam-
ple of what potentially we could do be-
cause a number of the members of the 
coalition that Mr. HERGER referenced 
and that he is entering into the RECORD 
are likewise people that have a vision 
about how Congress and the Federal 
Government could help rebuild and 
renew America. 

The contractors, the engineers, and 
the architects that we have heard from 
would also like us to step up in a bipar-
tisan manner to deal with that. There 
were references to people who are deal-
ing with health care. We still face sort 
of a health care crisis in this country. 
We may be able to deal with much of it 
with the health care reform bill. But 
many of the provisions that are embed-
ded in law now have their core as bi-
partisan ideas. And I hope the same bi-
partisan spirit could help us accelerate 
bipartisan reforms so that the Amer-
ican public benefits in the health arena 
as well. 

You’re going to hear a little spirited 
exchange on the floor of the House 
about how we pay for this legislation 
because it has a CBO score that’s at-
tached to it that suggests that this will 
raise revenue. Well, I have two observa-
tions that I think are important to 
note dealing with the pay-for. First 
and foremost, the sad fact is that this 
bill actually would cost more to imple-
ment than it would ever raise for the 
Federal Government. But we have a 
quirk in our scoring rules where they 
credit revenue. They don’t deal with 
the cost of compliance. And this com-
plicated piece of legislation, were it 
ever enacted, would require the Depart-
ment of Defense, the General Services 
Administration, and up and down the 
Federal Government to develop mecha-
nisms to try to implement it. It 
wouldn’t just cost contractors, hos-
pitals, State, and local government. It 
would actually cost the Federal Gov-
ernment far more than we would col-
lect. I think one estimate was for the 
Department of Defense it would be $17 
billion, which would dwarf what would 
be collected. 

We need, Mr. Speaker, as we move 
forward, to do a better job of thinking 
about the scoring rules. It’s not CBO’s 
fault, but that’s how we play the game. 
And I find it troubling. 

It also, I think, speaks volumes 
about how we operate in the legislative 
process. This was passed in 2005. It was 
kind of dropped in in sort of backroom 
negotiations. It was never part of reg-
ular order. There was no hearing before 
our Ways and Means Committee to 
talk about this because the elements 
that have been documented in our com-

mittee and on the floor about the un-
workability of this would never have 
survived a regular legislative process. 

Well, I’m pleased that the Demo-
cratic side has at least tried first to 
delay and then to fix this. I’m pleased 
we have worked with Mr. HERGER in a 
bipartisan fashion to bring this legisla-
tion forward. I think Mr. CAMP and Mr. 
LEVIN are committed to regular order. 
We’ve been having, I think, some very 
productive discussions on major issues. 
I hope we can keep this commitment to 
regular order to be able to make sure 
we don’t have something like this in 
the future that has massive unintended 
consequences. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an idea that 
never should have been advanced in 
this form. It’s been a long road to try 
and correct it. Today, we’re making an 
important step towards that correc-
tion, but I would add a note of caution. 
The same spirit of cooperation and 
focus that has gotten us to this point 
with what will be an overwhelming 
vote—I hope it’s unanimous—we need 
to keep going so this isn’t a casualty of 
the back-and-forth process between the 
House and the Senate. The Senate 
played a large role in giving us this in 
the first place. We need to make sure 
that it is not caught up in the larger 
dramas that occur around here, that we 
can keep our eye on the ball, and that 
we can fix it. 

b 0930 

I do want to say just one brief word 
about the pay-for. As I say, it’s illu-
sory, because it would cost far more 
than we would ever collect, but we 
have to deal with the scoring rules as 
they are. 

There are two proposals: One would 
tighten some eligibility for the health 
care reform; the other would take away 
some unnecessary tax benefits to large 
oil companies that long ago ceased to 
have any impact on oil exploration or 
reducing price. But while I actually 
think that the pay-for from our side of 
the aisle dealing with the oil tax ad-
justment is superior, I think as a prac-
tical matter we are going to have to do 
both of these in the months ahead if 
we’re going to deal with our budget 
problems, reducing expenditures. 

I am hopeful that we don’t allow the 
debate over the pay-for to obscure the 
need to move forward. And as a prac-
tical matter, we have big challenges 
ahead to get our deficit under control. 
I think, frankly, that both of these are 
items that should be enacted into law, 
I think will be enacted into law. And 
while there will be a spirited discus-
sion—and I respect the people on both 
sides, and I think that they will be 
making good points—I hope it doesn’t 
get in the way of the big picture. 

In closing, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Michigan permitting me 
to speak on this, his leadership on this. 
I salute my friend, Mr. HERGER. I hope 
we can mark this step today for what 
it is but keep our eye focused on how 
we deal with these larger issues going 

forward so we’re not back in this situa-
tion in the future. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to thank my good friend from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for his sup-
port as the lead cosponsor on the other 
side of the aisle. 

I would like to take a moment to 
read a few of the comments that the 
Ways and Means Committee received 
from businesses and organizations 
across the country demonstrating why 
repealing the 3 percent withholding tax 
is critical to laying a stable foundation 
for job creation. 

Buffalo Supply, Incorporated, in 
Boulder, Colorado, writes, ‘‘We are a 
28-year-old small business that sells 
high-value medical equipment at a low 
margin, with a very significant part of 
our sales going to the Federal, State, 
and local governments. The 3 percent 
withholding tax will exceed our com-
pany’s tax liability, which will destroy 
cash flow and ultimately hinder our 
ability to grow the business and add 
new employees.’’ 

Ian Frost, principal and founder of 
EEE Consulting in Virginia, says, ‘‘If 
enacted, the rule would mean the with-
holding of approximately $130,000 of 
revenue, using our projected 2011 rev-
enue. This 3 percent withholding would 
essentially be a loan to the government 
for the year until our taxes are filed. 
Worse still, it might require our com-
pany to secure a loan to help us cover 
operating expenses at a time when cash 
in the bank is limited. The withholding 
could limit our ability to make payroll 
each month and limit our use of profits 
to give bonuses to our employees, ex-
pand our business, and hire new em-
ployees. A $130,000 withholding each 
year would deplete our cash reserves by 
about 30 percent.’’ 

The University of Illinois notes, 
‘‘This will add expenses at a time when 
our university, like many others 
around the country, is facing reduced 
State support. We would have no 
choice but to pass these expenses on to 
our students, many of whom are also 
struggling to make ends meet.’’ 

The American Medical Association 
states, ‘‘In repealing the 3 percent 
withholding provision altogether, H.R. 
674 will help Medicare beneficiaries 
maintain access to care, while assist-
ing government agencies, physicians, 
and other health care providers avoid 
substantial implementation costs that 
will outweigh the benefits.’’ 

And I’d like to add that, at a time 
when many of us are concerned about 
fixing the SGR that threatens massive 
cuts to physicians participating in 
Medicare and a loss of access to physi-
cian services for many seniors, the last 
thing we want to do is add yet another 
potential cut to physicians’ payments. 

Again, these are just a few of the doz-
ens—or hundreds—of letters and 
testimonials the committee received 
from businesses across the country. We 
need to pass H.R. 674 and repeal this 
harmful tax today. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 

time as he may consume to a most ac-
tive member of our committee, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAS-
CRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Good morning. 
I come to the floor today in support 

of H.R. 674, which will repeal a burden 
on government contractors, particu-
larly small businesses. 

I opposed the enactment of the 3 per-
cent withholding when a Republican 
Congress and a Republican administra-
tion enacted it because I knew that it 
would hurt the economic engines of our 
economy. 

The repeal of this requirement will 
free up small businesses’ cash flow, in-
creasing their ability to add jobs and 
bid on new projects. This is only a very 
small part of a jobs plan that could 
help to reduce unemployment and wage 
stagnation. 

The majority has not allowed a vote 
on known job-creating measures such 
as the infrastructure bank or funding 
for our first responders and teachers, 
so I would imagine that that’s not very 
important, those items. Rather, the 
majority has decided to promote their 
‘‘False Fifteen’’ bills that attack clean 
air, safe water, and consumer safety. 
Be prepared, America, to eat poison. 

Not only do independent economists 
state that these bills do not create 
jobs, a recent report found that the so- 
called ‘‘economically stifling’’ regu-
latory atmosphere is not as bad as they 
say. The report says this: ‘‘Obama’s 
White House has approved fewer regu-
lations than George W. Bush at this 
same point in their tenures, and the 
costs of those rules haven’t reached the 
annual peak set in fiscal 1992 under 
President Bush’s father,’’ President 
Bush I. You would never think that by 
listening to the propaganda on the 
other side of the aisle. We’ve overregu-
lated—supposedly—and we’ve caused 
businesses to spend so much money on 
these regulations. But again, when we 
look at the facts, this is not true. 

Eat your words. Even former Reagan 
Treasury official Bruce Bartlett quoted 
the Wall Street Journal saying, ‘‘The 
main reason U.S. companies are reluc-
tant to step up hiring is scant demand, 
rather than uncertainty over govern-
ment policies.’’ So you can grow as 
many horns as you want onto the 
President. Once again, look at the facts 
and the statistics: more regulations at 
this point when former President Bush 
was the President, Bush II. 

It is ironic that the majority is ad-
justing health reform to pay for this 
legislation. You condemn the health 
act, and then you take the money from 
the health act to pay for this legisla-
tion. That is a Ponzi scheme if I’ve 
ever heard one. The majority already 
voted to repeal health reform, yet to 
pay for this legislation—which is a sep-
arate piece of legislation—health re-
form must be in place for 10 years. How 
do you do that? They get rid of the 
health care act—well, they’re trying to 

anyway—and yet they use every dime 
for the first 10 years to pay for the bill. 

b 0940 

How do you do that? I’m anxious to 
see how you do this. 

Just as their 2012 budget was paid for 
by health reform savings, and we’ve 
discussed this in the budget com-
mittee, this bill is again paid for by the 
health reform which they want to anni-
hilate. If the majority is against the 
health reform bill, perhaps they should 
stop making their agenda so dependent 
upon it. 

While I support H.R. 674, we cannot 
pat ourselves on the back and claim 
victory that this is a victory for jobs. 
Congress must do much more. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PAULSEN), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. PAULSEN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I also rise in favor of 
H.R. 674, a bill that will repeal this ill- 
conceived 3 percent withholding rule 
for all government contractors, includ-
ing private hospitals that accept Medi-
care or Medicaid payments and those 
who provide even lunches for schools. 

This is one area in which Republicans 
and Democrats are working together, 
as even President Obama singled out 
this provision as burdensome to our 
Nation’s job creators. The President, in 
his jobs plan, he proposed delaying this 
rule. The very fact that this rule con-
tinues to be delayed and has not been 
implemented since being first created 
in 2005 just tells you how bad of an idea 
it truly is. But we shouldn’t just delay 
it; we should eliminate it and repeal it 
immediately. 

I’ve spoken with many small busi-
nesses in my district that will be nega-
tively impacted by this law because the 
profit margin for many of these compa-
nies that have government contracts is 
right around 3 percent. 

One Minnesota company, Valley Pav-
ing, says that withholding 3 percent, 
the new 3 percent withholding law 
would be catastrophic on their balance 
sheet, meaning that covering costs, 
paying bills, and just covering oper-
ating costs would be a challenge. And 
as they point out, during these hard 
economic times, withholding more 
money from our small businesses like 
themselves would be that they most 
likely would not be able to update 
their equipment, not grow as fast, and 
not be able to hire more people. 

Mr. Speaker, this goes against every-
thing that Washington should be doing, 
giving our employers certainty to cre-
ate more jobs. This law needs to be re-
pealed. 

Another contractor in my district, 
Hardrives, Incorporated, pointed out 
the Federal Government does not need 
to be playing banker with our earned 
income. 

This law may have sounded like a 
good idea on paper but, in practice, it 

will be disastrous. This is made evident 
by the cost of the program itself. Im-
plementing it for the Department of 
Defense alone is estimated to cost 
about $17 billion over 5 years. 

And here’s the irony, Mr. Speaker. 
The program is forecast to bring in a 
little over $11 billion across the whole 
spectrum of government. So the pro-
gram is going to cost more to imple-
ment than it will take in. 

I strongly urge support of this com-
monsense approach and bipartisan ap-
proach on adopting this bill. The Presi-
dent supports the pay-for. 

I thank the member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. HERGER, and I 
ask for its support. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I advise 
the gentleman from Michigan that I 
am prepared to close. 

Mr. LEVIN. In closing, I support this 
legislation. It should not have been 
passed in the first place. It was not vet-
ted effectively by the then majority. 
It’s time. We tried before. It’s time to 
now support this bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I would like to reference the State-

ment of Administration Policy on this 
bill. In this letter from the President, 
just to quote from it, ‘‘The Administra-
tion supports passage of H.R. 674, which 
would repeal a 3 percent withholding 
on certain payments made to private 
contractors by Federal, State, and 
local government entities.’’ 

‘‘The effect of the repeal of the with-
holding requirement would be to avoid 
a decrease in cash flow to these con-
tractors, which would allow them to 
retain these funds and use them to cre-
ate jobs and pay suppliers.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, jobs are the number one 
priority of the American people, and 
jobs should be the number one priority 
of this Congress. Many initiatives that 
are billed as ‘‘creating jobs’’ are con-
troversial. This is not. We’re repealing 
a tax that hurts small businesses and 
that will cost the government more to 
implement than it collects. This is a 
win-win-win for businesses, workers, 
local public services, and taxpayers. 

I urge all Members to vote to repeal 
the 3 percent withholding tax and cre-
ate new jobs now. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, October 25, 2011. 
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 674—REPEAL OF THE THREE PERCENT WITH-
HOLDING ON GOVERNMENT VENDORS (REP. 
HERGER, R–CA, AND 269 COSPONSORS) 
The Administration supports passage of 

H.R. 674, which would repeal a three percent 
withholding on certain payments made to 
private contractors by Federal, State, and 
local government entities. 

The repeal of the withholding requirement 
in H.R. 674 would reduce a burden on govern-
ment contractors who otherwise comply 
with their tax obligations, particularly small 
businesses. As evidenced in the President’s 
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proposed American Jobs Act, released Sep-
tember 12, 2011, the Administration has sup-
ported alleviating this burden, which was 
originally enacted into law on May 17, 2006. 
The Administration also believes it is impor-
tant to ensure that Federal contractors are 
compliant with tax laws and supports more 
targeted efforts that prevent persons with 
outstanding tax debts from receiving Federal 
contracts. The effect of the repeal of the 
withholding requirement would be to avoid a 
decrease in cash flow to these contractors, 
which would allow them to retain these 
funds and use them to create jobs and pay 
suppliers. This would complement the Ad-
ministration’s other efforts to help small 
businesses. Repeal of the withholding re-
quirement would also reduce implementa-
tion costs borne by Federal and other gov-
ernmental agencies. The Administration 
would be willing to work with the Congress 
to identify acceptable offsets for the budg-
etary costs associated with the repeal, which 
could include but are not limited to ones 
that are in the President’s detailed blueprint 
outlined to the Congress on September 19, 
2011. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
674 is an extremely crucial piece of legislation 
that will permanently repeal the 3 percent 
withholding requirement on all government 
contracts. Once before, the tax’s implementa-
tion date had been extended. H.R. 674 will re-
move any uncertainty from contractors that 
this tax would eventually be placed upon 
them. 

During these difficult economic times, this 
extra tax would limit access to capital, in-
crease operating expenses, and take money 
out of local economies fortunate enough to 
have contracts to build infrastructure. That 
means, not only would businesses be bur-
dened, but whole communities as well, be-
cause these local contractors would not be 
able to hire more local workers. As a result, 
infrastructure projects would slow, further bur-
dening businesses, communities, and citizens 
that rely on infrastructure for transportation to 
work, running water for their families, and 
interstates to move goods and services. 

To further exemplify my support for H.R. 
674, of which I am a cosponsor, prior to final 
passage, I will vote against the Motion to Re-
commit. This vote will drastically alter the bill 
and negate any positive affect this bill will 
have on the American economy. 

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, to my con-
stituents in Texas, two things lay at the heart 
of this bill. The first is that the repeal of the 3 
percent withholding requirement removes un-
reasonable burdens on contractors doing busi-
ness with federal, state, and local govern-
ments; the second is that it creates a more 
stable economic environment to conduct busi-
ness, create jobs and get America moving in 
the right direction. 

The legislation before us repeals a require-
ment that may have been well-meaning but 
was ultimately misconceived. Whatever the 
original purposes of three percent require-
ment, the outcome would be disastrous. 

Much-needed capital would be kept out of 
the hands of cash-strapped businesses across 
the country. And local and state govern-
ments—facing historic budget pressures— 
would be saddled with even more additional 
administrative and compliance costs on basic 
goods and services. 

At a time when business investment is es-
sential to revitalizing our economy, repealing 
the 3 percent withholding rule is the kind of 

federal action that aids economic growth and 
makes possible an increase in private con-
sumption and demand. H.R. 674 is a thought-
ful, commonsense, bipartisan bill that strength-
ens our economy, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
am proud to be an original sponsor of this im-
portant bipartisan legislation, which will re-
move a sizable impediment to job creation in 
the private sector. 

Repealing this burdensome 3-percent with-
holding regulation will offer predictability and 
free up capital that employers have been hold-
ing in abeyance. Those dollars now can be 
used to create jobs, increase wages, or fund 
business investments that will benefit our local 
economies. That is why a diverse coalition of 
industry and government—including retailers, 
telecom, and local and state government as-
sociations—strongly support this repeal. 

The federal government has a historic part-
nership with the private sector supporting re-
search and innovation, which has led to job 
creation and economic growth. Allowing this 
ill-conceived regulation to go into effect would 
damage that partnership at the very time we 
need to be collaborating more with the private 
sector. 

This is one repeal that enjoys bipartisan 
support from the House and Senate, the 
President and the business community. I urge 
my colleagues to support it and to keep this 
private capital where it belongs—in the hands 
of our job creators. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 448, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further 
consideration of the bill is postponed. 

f 

MODIFYING INCOME CALCULATION 
FOR HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 448, I call up the bill 
(H.R. 2576) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the cal-
culation of modified adjusted gross in-
come for purposes of determining eligi-
bility for certain healthcare-related 
programs, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 2576 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MODIFICATION OF CALCULATION OF 

MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS IN-
COME FOR DETERMINING CERTAIN 
HEALTHCARE PROGRAM ELIGI-
BILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 36B(d)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end of clause (i), by striking the period at 
the end of clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) any amount of social security bene-
fits of the taxpayer excluded from gross in-
come under section 86.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 448, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 2576. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
I am pleased to come to the floor 

today and share my time with one of 
our committee’s newest members, the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee, Rep-
resentative DIANE BLACK. In taking the 
lead on this legislation, Mrs. BLACK has 
identified an area of poor stewardship 
of taxpayer dollars, and she’s taken 
steps to save the taxpayers $13 billion. 
I’m happy to support her and this legis-
lation. 

H.R. 2576 modifies the income defini-
tion for determining eligibility for ex-
change subsidies, Medicaid, and the 
Children’s Health Insurance Program. 
The legislation conforms the definition 
of income in the Democrats’ health 
care law to the standards used by other 
Federal low-income programs such as 
food stamps and public housing. 

By aligning this definition with other 
Federal subsidy programs, the legisla-
tion ensures that taxpayer funds will 
not be used to enroll middle class indi-
viduals into Medicaid, which is an 
abuse of the program’s mission, to pro-
vide targeted assistance to those who 
are in most need of help. 

One of the most encouraging out-
comes of Representative BLACK’s legis-
lation is that it has garnered bipar-
tisan support, including the support of 
President Obama. In its Statement of 
Administration Policy, the Obama ad-
ministration affirms its support for 
passage and goes so far as to say that, 
and I quote, ‘‘The Administration 
looks forward to working with the 
House to ensure the bill achieves the 
intended result.’’ 

Today, I urge my colleagues in the 
House to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 2576. I en-
courage our colleagues in the Senate to 
quickly follow suit. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mrs. 
BLACK be designated to control the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 

time as he may consume to a very dis-
tinguished member of our committee, 
Mr. CROWLEY, from the State of New 
York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank my friend 
from Michigan and the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this bill. As we look at this redefini-
tion of terms under the Affordable Care 
Act, let me take a minute or 2 or 3 and 
go to the facts on the health care law 
as it exists today. 

Some people on the other side of the 
aisle and in the media continue to refer 
to this provision that we’re talking 
about today as a glitch. As we learned 
from the nonpartisan Joint Committee 
on Tax at the markup of this bill in the 
Ways and Means Committee, this pro-
vision was not a glitch. 

Again, the other side will report that 
this was a glitch in the law. It was not 
a glitch. It was written into the law de-
liberately, and anyone who actually 
read the bill would have known that. 
This language was deliberately put 
into the health care law to expand af-
fordable health insurance and will par-
ticularly help early retirees between 
the ages of 62 and 64, as well as Ameri-
cans on disability. 

b 0950 

But, again, for those of us who sup-
port this law and supported the passage 
of this law, we have heard a lot of dis-
tortions and a lot of falsehoods and 
outright lies about what is in this bill. 
That is why I encourage all my col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans, 
especially those of you who are new to 
Congress who were not here when the 
bill was passed, to read the bill. I bet 
that if you did so, you’d like a lot 
about what is in the bill. 

There are no death panels in this bill, 
no government takeover of health care 
in this bill, and bureaucrats will not be 
in the operating room with your sur-
geon. These are all falsehoods spread 
about the law, and again, people who 
read the law know that these claims 
simply are not true. 

But here is what is in the law. I think 
we need to be reminded. No longer will 
insurance companies be able to decide 
whether or not you or your family de-
serve care based on cost or profit-mak-
ing; no, these decisions will be made by 
doctors and patients. That’s no glitch. 
Children can no longer be denied cov-
erage on their parents’ private health 
insurance because of a preexisting con-
dition like asthma, which is very prev-
alent in my district in the Bronx. This 
was no glitch. Children can stay on 
their parents’ private health insurance 
until the age of 26, which has led to 
over 1 million more young adults being 
covered this year. It’s no glitch. 

No mandates on any employer with 
under 50 employees—none, zero. No 
mandating to any employers with 
under 50 employees, also deliberate by 
the writers of this bill. Prescription 

drugs for seniors are being made more 
affordable, and this year, seniors get 
deep discounts on their brand-name 
drugs if they fall into the prescription 
drug coverage gap, a black hole that 
seniors fall into if they need more than 
a few thousand dollars’ worth of medi-
cations annually, which millions of our 
seniors do. It was no glitch—no glitch. 

And, finally, something else in the 
bill—people will know if they read it: 
Young families with private health in-
surance can no longer be denied cov-
erage or care under the disgusting term 
known as ‘‘lifetime limits.’’ If a young 
mother gives birth to a severely ill 
child, there are no lifetime limits. Yes, 
the practice of telling young parents 
that not only is their newborn severely 
ill but that their private insurance 
company won’t pay for any more hos-
pitalization care because it’s too costly 
is over. That’s no glitch. Those parents 
will be able to get their sick child the 
care that he or she needs without sell-
ing their home, without declaring 
bankruptcy, and without having to 
fight their health insurance company 
tooth and nail to provide for their 
child. Rather, they can focus on their 
child’s well-being. It’s no glitch. It’s in 
the law. Democrats put it there delib-
erately. 

What I can’t understand is why my 
Republican colleagues will continue to 
work to rip away health care, from pri-
vate insurance to Medicare and Med-
icaid. But they refuse to even acknowl-
edge that they, themselves, benefit 
from taxpayer-funded health care in 
this Congress. I have a bill that will re-
quire every Member of Congress to pub-
licly disclose if they are receiving the 
taxpayer-subsidized health care bene-
fits that are provided to all Federal 
Government employees, including 
Members of Congress. My bill has not 
been brought up for a debate or a vote 
yet, even though it’s a simple bill to 
make more information available to 
the American people about the benefits 
that we in Congress enjoy. 

Finally, I want to address another se-
rious issue about this bill and how it 
could affect tens of millions of middle 
class Americans. During the committee 
debate on this bill, it was certified by 
the nonpartisan Joint Committee on 
Taxation that Social Security benefits 
generally are not added back in deter-
mining one’s modified adjusted gross 
income for other benefits that they re-
ceive, such as IRA contributions, stu-
dent loan interest, and adoption tax 
benefits. But we are changing that defi-
nition today for consideration of who 
can obtain tax credits to purchase pri-
vate health insurance. I argued, and no 
one corrected me during that debate, 
that this bill could be the Republicans’ 
first step on a slippery slope to limit 
middle class Americans’ ability to 
claim certain deductions for retire-
ment security, college tuition ex-
penses, and even adoptive assistance— 
yes, the first step on the Republican 
plan to raise taxes on working class 
families. And this morning, my fears 

are being proven correct. Right now, 
the Oversight Committee is discussing 
a report they wrote questioning the tax 
cuts provided to working families to 
afford health insurance in the Afford-
able Care Act. 

They don’t argue that the tax cuts 
are too limited or too weak; they actu-
ally argue that the tax cuts are too 
generous to working families and that 
too many Americans will benefit from 
tax cuts that will make obtaining pri-
vate health insurance cheaper. The 
Oversight Committee report states 
that the health care law will ‘‘take 
millions of people off the tax rolls.’’ 
And let me continue from the report 
that says Americans receiving these 
tax cuts in the health care law will 
have their taxes reduced and ‘‘will no 
longer pay the cost of government by 
contributing federal income taxes.’’ 

What that means is because the tax 
cuts in the law will lower taxes for peo-
ple so they can afford health insurance. 
It’s amazing how tax cuts for million-
aires are sacrosanct, but tax cuts for 
working people so they can get afford-
able health care coverage so their kids 
can see a doctor are somehow evil. 
Let’s end the hypocrisy with respect to 
health care and Medicare for our con-
stituents and end the lies about the Af-
fordable Health Care Act, and let’s not 
pass this bill. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
customary 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Virginia, Majority Leader CAN-
TOR. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady. 
Mr. Speaker, it is clear that many 

businesses across this country are feel-
ing the ill effects of the regulatory and 
tax burdens placed upon them by con-
tinued policies coming out of Wash-
ington and this administration. Small 
businesses in particular, the backbone 
of our economy, face a cloud of uncer-
tainty. This uncertainty prevents en-
trepreneurs from taking a risk, from 
starting a business and from creating 
jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans 
want to work with our colleagues 
across the aisle, and we want to help 
empower these small businessmen and 
women to, once again, be the engine 
that drives our economy. This is the 
focus of the House Republican plan for 
America’s job creators, Mr. Speaker. 
This is about jobs. 

There are some who repeatedly claim 
that they want to vote on a jobs bill. 
Well, we passed one yesterday on a bi-
partisan basis. And today, we’ll have 
another chance, and we will pass an-
other. Currently, the House has passed 
16 bills focused on job creation that are 
sitting idly in the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has trav-
eled the country telling Americans, 
‘‘we can’t wait’’ to pass some jobs bills. 
Well, we aren’t waiting. We continue to 
pass jobs bills. Perhaps it’s time for the 
President to deliver the ‘‘we can’t 
wait’’ message to the other body in the 
Capitol. 
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Today, the House will take another 

step in solving our jobs crisis by re-
pealing the 3 percent withholding rule. 
Under this rule, Federal, State, and 
many local governments will be re-
quired to withhold 3 percent of all gov-
ernment payments made to contractors 
and suppliers. The impact of this rule 
will be huge accounting burdens on 
governments and potentially harmful 
cash flow disruptions for suppliers, 
contractors, and subcontractors. Those 
are dollars, Mr. Speaker, that could 
otherwise be used to grow a business or 
hire more workers. 
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The cost of this law would then be 
felt by State and local governments 
and by universities like Virginia Com-
monwealth University, which told me 
it is an ‘‘unreasonable burden on an in-
stitution of higher education,’’ that it 
is an unreasonable burden on heavy 
equipment dealers and on other busi-
nesses across the country. Compliance 
costs would move capital that other-
wise would be used to hire additional 
workers to the government. 

Many of my fellow Virginians in the 
county in which I live will be severely 
impacted. For example, if this law had 
been in effect in 2009 and 2010 in the 
county of Henrico, Virginia, an esti-
mated $15 million would not have 
reached small businesses that are al-
ready operating within small margins 
of profit. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the time to 
be adding additional costs to our job 
creators. In May of this year, my coun-
ty manager stated, ‘‘The effect of this 
law may also be harmful to the econ-
omy with a significant amount of 
money being directed to the Federal 
Government instead of to businesses 
that will potentially use those funds to 
create jobs and grow their business.’’ 

By passing another jobs bill, House 
Republicans are helping companies 
cope with this era of uncertainty. This 
is another bipartisan and commonsense 
solution to support the small business 
men and women so that they can sup-
port and begin to regenerate our ailing 
economy. 

In this past week, Mr. Speaker, we 
passed the long-awaited free trade 
agreements and the Veterans Oppor-
tunity to Work Act. Next week, we will 
further help entrepreneurs access cap-
ital with the Access to Capital for Job 
Creators Act. 

The President says, We can’t wait. 
We agree. It’s time to get America 

working again. We call upon the Sen-
ate, not only to act on this jobs bill, 
but on the other 16 jobs bills that cur-
rently sit idly in the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank my colleague 
from Michigan for yielding. 

I just want to note for the record 
that the majority leader did not chal-
lenge my point that, if this bill passes, 
it will, in fact, increase taxes on the 
middle class. 

Mr. LEVIN. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am here today to speak on my bill, 
H.R. 2576, which would save $13 billion 
by ensuring that Medicaid dollars go to 
those who are most in need. 

When the Affordable Care Act was 
passed, it created a new income for-
mula that determines the eligibility 
for government-subsidized health in-
surance. The Modified Adjusted Gross 
Income, more commonly known as 
MAGI, deviated from other Federal as-
sistance programs in failing to include 
Social Security benefits as income. Let 
me repeat that: the new income for-
mula for Medicaid, CHIP, and exchange 
subsidies deviated from the eligibility 
requirements for other Federal assist-
ance programs. Supplemental security 
income, Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Programs, also known as food 
stamps, Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families, and public housing all 
include—all include—the Social Secu-
rity benefit as income. 

Congress didn’t know that then, but 
we know now that the Affordable Care 
Act had the unintended consequence of 
allowing a couple with close to $60,000 
in income to qualify to receive Med-
icaid benefits. Let me put it in more 
stark terms. Changing the income for-
mula could result in individuals whose 
incomes are up to 400 percent of the 
Federal poverty level receiving Med-
icaid. This is unacceptable, and I very 
strongly believe that it is our duty to 
ensure that the very scarce Medicaid 
resources will be there for the most in 
need. 

It is incorrect to assert that this leg-
islation unfairly targets widows, sur-
vivors, or the disabled. This is the 
equivalent of asserting that public 
housing or the SNAP unfairly target 
widows, survivors or the disabled sim-
ply because, when accounting for re-
sources, these programs consider the 
source of income. 

The health care law’s deviation from 
the typical method of counting income 
results in taxpayer dollars being di-
rected to individuals who do not meet 
the standard definition of ‘‘low in-
come.’’ According to the current law, a 
couple that is on Social Security bene-
fits and has a total income of $22,000 a 
year would have a higher income than 
a couple earning $58,000 a year for the 
purpose of determining their eligibility 
for Federal subsidies in the exchange. I 
am not the only one who thinks so. 

At the July 14 Budget Committee 
hearing, I asked Richard Foster, the 
CMS chief actuary, about the income 
eligibility issue. He said, ‘‘I don’t gen-
erally comment on the pros or cons of 
policy, but that just doesn’t make 
sense.’’ Foster had previously com-
pared the MAGI glitch to allowing mid-

dle-income Americans to qualify for 
food stamps. Additionally, Richard 
Sorian, who is the HHS Assistant Sec-
retary for Public Affairs, conceded, ‘‘As 
a matter of law, some middle-income 
Americans may be receiving coverage 
through Medicaid, which is meant to 
serve only the neediest Americans.’’ 

Primarily, my bill is about fairness. 
We must accurately account for pov-
erty in Federal assistance programs. 
My commonsense, bipartisan solution 
has a companion bill in the Senate, 
which is sponsored by HELP Com-
mittee Ranking Member MIKE ENZI; 
and H.R. 2576 passed out of Ways and 
Means with bipartisan support. 

As has already been reported, Presi-
dent Obama, himself, recognizes the 
problem on page 41 of his recent debt 
reduction plan where he explicitly pro-
poses the entire amount of Social Se-
curity benefits be included in the defi-
nition of ‘‘income.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, we must bring Medicaid 
back into line with other Federal as-
sistance programs and limit improper 
payments to those who should not re-
ceive Medicare benefits. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield such time as he 

may consume to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to engage in a colloquy with the 
gentlelady. 

You suggested this change of MAGI 
as it pertains to tax credits that are el-
igible to the middle class under the Af-
fordable Care Act; is that correct? 

Mrs. BLACK. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CROWLEY. I yield to the gentle-
lady from Tennessee. 

Mrs. BLACK. That is correct. 
Mr. CROWLEY. Are you also going to 

make that same suggestion that we 
change the adjusted gross income for 
eligibility for the purposes of IRA con-
tributions? 

Mrs. BLACK. Sir, we’re talking about 
social benefit programs. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I understand that. 
We’re talking about tax credits for 
health care. 

You don’t want to make certain indi-
viduals eligible for those tax credits; 
isn’t that correct? Your attempt here 
is to not make certain people who 
under the Affordable Care Act today 
would be eligible for certain tax credits 
ineligible; is that correct? 

Mrs. BLACK. As the bill proposes, 
this would put it into alignment with 
other Federal assistance programs. 
That’s the intent of the bill. 

Mr. CROWLEY. My question is either 
‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no.’’ You can answer your 
way, but it’s a simple question. 

Under the Affordable Care Act, would 
the people who can receive tax credits 
today be denied those tax credits if 
your bill were to pass today? 

Mrs. BLACK. I have answered your 
question. 

Mr. CROWLEY. If you will continue 
with me under my time, would you 
then suggest that we now do that for 
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other areas of the Code not pertaining 
to the lower class or the poor in this 
country? I’m not suggesting we do 
that. I’m talking specifically of the 
middle class. 

Should we extend that logic or 
maybe enhance your bill to include 
IRA contributions, student loan inter-
est and adoption tax credits, which are 
focused on the middle class? 

Again, we’re not talking about the 
poor. They’re covered. We’re talking 
about individuals who are struggling to 
survive right now in this economy, who 
are struggling to put food on their ta-
bles, to pay for their student loans or 
their children’s student loans, to put 
away money for retirement, who 
maybe have the opportunity for the 
first time in their lives to afford health 
insurance. Under your bill, you would 
take those credits away. Are you sug-
gesting that we take them away? 

It’s a slippery slope. You start here. 
Let’s just look at the overall Tax Code. 
We’ll change major portions then. 

b 1010 
What about the IRA contributions 

that that person would be making? 
What about the student loan interest, 
the adoption tax credits? Should we 
also limit their ability to take advan-
tage of those provisions of the law? 

The silence is deafening. The silence 
is deafening because the reality is, Mr. 
Speaker, this is a slippery slope. You 
take away opportunities for the middle 
class to afford health insurance under 
the Affordable Care Act by whittling 
away at it. It’s the middle class who 
are hurt here. 

We’re not talking about the poor; 
we’re not talking about the least 
amongst us. We’re talking about the 
middle class that under the Affordable 
Care Act would have the opportunity 
to afford insurance for the first time, 
and this legislation, this legislation, I 
can’t even say as well intentioned as it 
may be, it is not well intentioned. 

There is nothing about this bill that 
is well intentioned. It is simply to take 
away a provision that this Congress 
and our President made available for 
the first time in people’s lives. They 
want to take it away for the middle 
class. 

Let’s put everything aside—that’s 
what we’re doing today—and I’m sug-
gesting maybe this is just the first 
step, that maybe the next step will be 
limiting the ability of individuals to 
put away money for retirement in their 
IRA, limiting the availability for stu-
dents or the parents to pay for a col-
lege education, and lastly, and prob-
ably most egregious, the adoption tax 
credits, taking them away. I mean, 
that’s where this is going. 

I thank my colleague from Michigan 
once again for yielding me the time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is difficult to recognize the argu-
ment on this when we have bipartisan 
support. And once again, I want to read 
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy that came out on October 25 from 
the executive office of the President, 
and it reads: 

‘‘The administration supports pas-
sage of H.R. 2576, which would change 
the calculation of modified adjusted 
gross income, as defined in section 1401 
of the Affordable Care Act, to include 
both taxable and nontaxable Social Se-
curity benefits. Beginning in 2014, this 
income definition will be used to deter-
mine financial eligibility for Medicaid 
and the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, and for premium tax 
credits and cost-sharing reductions 
available through Affordable Insurance 
Exchanges. The administration looks 
forward to working with the House to 
ensure the bill achieves the intended 
result.’’ 

I think that speaks for itself. 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-

DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, October 25, 2011. 
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 2576—MODIFY INCOME CALCULATION FOR 
ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN HEALTH PROGRAMS 
(REP. BLACK, R–TN, AND 3 COSPONSORS) 
The Administration supports passage of 

H.R. 2576, which would change the calcula-
tion of modified adjusted gross income, as 
defined in section 1401 of the Affordable Care 
Act, to include both taxable and non-taxable 
Social Security benefits. Beginning in 2014, 
this income definition will be used to deter-
mine financial eligibility for Medicaid and 
the State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, and for premium tax credits and cost- 
sharing reductions available through Afford-
able Insurance Exchanges. The Administra-
tion looks forward to working with the 
House to ensure the bill achieves the in-
tended result. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Does the majority have 

additional speakers? If so, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. HER-
GER). 

Mr. HERGER. I applaud my good 
friend from Tennessee for her leader-
ship. This should not be a difficult 
question. Even the President supports 
this. 

I believe the Medicaid expansion and 
premium subsidies in last year’s health 
care overall are wasteful and should be 
repealed, but even for those who sup-
port these policies, there’s no reason to 
ignore an entire category of income. 
Under current law, a person with 
$30,000 in Social Security benefits and 
$20,000 in other income would get a 
much larger health insurance subsidy 
than a person who earns $50,000 in 
wages. 

That makes no sense, and it’s a dis-
incentive to work. Let’s treat everyone 
fairly and vote for this bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I want to 
thank Congresswoman BLACK for her 
leadership on this very commonsense 
issue, so commonsense at a time where 
it seems like Democrats and Repub-
licans and the President in Washington 

rarely agree on anything, we all agree 
on this, on closing this loophole in the 
President’s health care plan that really 
should have never been there in the 
first place. 

We got good news last week when the 
President rescinded another big flaw in 
the President’s health care plan, when 
he gave up on the CLASS Act. It was a 
plan for nursing home care and later 
care for elderly that was financed in a 
way that even Senate Democrats la-
beled it a Ponzi scheme. Thankfully, 
that’s been repealed. 

Today we’re here to repeal another 
loophole in a really nonsensical part in 
the President’s health care plan for 
couples who make more than the na-
tional average in income, $64,000 per 
year. Today, under the law, they can 
qualify for Medicaid. That’s a program 
for the very poor in America. That’s a 
program we don’t have enough money 
for as it is. 

And at a time when 25 million people 
are either out of work or can’t find a 
full-time job, shouldn’t our hard- 
earned tax dollars go to those who 
can’t afford anything rather than those 
who are blessed with $5,000 or more a 
month to make ends meet; at a time, 
again, it seems to me, that a couple 
making four times the Federal poverty 
level shouldn’t be able to draw down 
the dollars that you and I pay to help 
those who are truly needy in America, 
who, by the way, are growing by the 
day? 

I will say my good friend from New 
York is very passionate about this 
issue, and I appreciate his passion, but 
this isn’t about young kids paying off 
college student loans. This is not about 
couples struggling to make ends meet. 
This is about making sure couples 
making as much as $64,000 a year don’t 
use the money that we reserve for our 
poorest in America. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Not at this 
time. 

And I appreciate the gentleman from 
New York’s effort on this. This is not 
about taxing millionaires and billion-
aires. 

In fact, let me yield for just a mo-
ment. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate it. And 
in friendship, while the gentleman is a 
fair Member of the other side of the 
aisle, we work very well together on a 
number of issues. 

You make out the point about $64,000 
a year as being—I won’t say wealthy. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Oh, no. 

Mr. CROWLEY. But you are sug-
gesting maybe on $64,000 a year that 
people are living a little bit of the high 
life. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Actually, I was 
making the point that the very poor 
need our resources. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Will the gentleman 
continue to yield? 
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Mr. BRADY of Texas. I tell you what, 

maybe we can continue this conversa-
tion off the floor. I know you feel 
strongly. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I was just suggesting, 
in my district in Queens, New York, or 
in the Bronx, $64,000 doesn’t get you 
very far. It just doesn’t. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. For those who 
are making $20,000 a year, it goes even 
less far. 

Reclaiming my time, we’ve had great 
discussions about this, but, again, Med-
icaid should be for those who are very 
poor. 

This loophole is being closed, and 
thankfully the President agrees with 
us. The Senate Democrats and Repub-
licans join with us to close this loop-
hole. That has to tell you that this is 
a loophole that Republicans and Demo-
crats, the White House all agree needs 
to be closed. 

Again, I thank Congresswoman 
BLACK for her leadership on this com-
monsense issue, and I urge support. 

Mr. LEVIN. Is the majority ready to 
close? 

Mrs. BLACK. We are ready to close. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman 

from New York, and then I will close. 
Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen-

tleman from Michigan once again. 
It’s been said on the floor, once 

again, this bill has bipartisan support. 
I don’t doubt that it probably will at 
the end of the day, but somehow that’s 
the magic formula for doing the right 
thing. I would suggest there are many 
things that were done on this floor that 
enjoy bipartisan support. The Iraq war, 
unfortunately, had bipartisan support. 
I was one of those who supported it. I 
think many today would suggest that 
maybe that wasn’t the right thing to 
do. 

b 1020 

Just as an example, the point I was 
making with my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas, this magic number of 
$63,000 or $64,000 as being a wonderful 
income, not if you live in Queens or the 
Bronx; you’re barely making it. I’m 
not talking about people who are des-
titute. I’m not talking about people 
who are suffering. We know they exist. 
Many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle would like to do away 
with the Medicaid system. Many of my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
would like to do away with the Medi-
care system. I’m not suggesting that 
you’re talking about this in the bill. 

But what I am suggesting, though, is 
that you think that people making 
$63,000 or $64,000 are living high on the 
hog. They’re not. Not in my district 
they’re not. They can barely afford 
their home. They can barely afford to 
send their children to school. They can 
barely afford to put food on the table, 
and many of them cannot even afford 
ownership of a health insurance policy 
to take care of their children let alone 
themselves. And that’s what I’m talk-
ing about, giving people that oppor-
tunity. 

I don’t care if the President is going 
to sign this bill. It doesn’t make it 
right. It doesn’t make it right. We 
should not be degrading. We should not 
be degrading hardworking Americans, 
middle class Americans who are trying 
to do the best for their families. 

This bill should have never gotten 
out of committee, and it shouldn’t be 
on the floor in the manner it is. 

I thank the gentleman from Michi-
gan for again yielding. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan is recognized for 
141⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. First of all, I’m glad that 
the majority leader came to the floor 
to talk about jobs. This set of bills is 
not a jobs bill. To call it that is a pure 
smoke screen. I quoted Mark Zandi be-
fore: ‘‘I don’t think it’s meaningful in 
terms of jobs. It’s more trying to clean 
up something that needs cleaning up.’’ 
That’s the 3 percent withholding bill. 

The Majority Leader called upon the 
Senate to act, to act on bills that es-
sentially would allow mercury to con-
tinue to be accessible. And other bills 
that are called jobs bills, deregulation 
where it’s necessary to regulate, that’s 
a jobs bill? And the Majority Leader 
called again on the Senate to act. 

We haven’t had a single hearing here 
in the House on the President’s jobs 
bill. Not a single hearing. 

The President has proposed to cut 
the payroll tax in half for 98 percent of 
the businesses. A complete payroll tax 
holiday for adding workers; extending 
100 percent expensing, not a single 
hearing on that. 

Preventing up to 280,000 teacher lay-
offs, not a single hearing on that. Don’t 
call on the Senate. The majority leader 
should call on the House himself and 
the committees to hold hearings on 
these bills. 

The infrastructure bill, a bipartisan 
national infrastructure bank, not a sin-
gle hearing. 

And then unemployment insurance, 
at the end of this year, in next month, 
a million people will lose their unem-
ployment benefits if we don’t act and 
extend the Federal program; and a mil-
lion and a half by mid-February. So I 
call upon the House to act. 

A $4,000 tax credit to employers for 
hiring the long-term unemployed, not a 
single hearing. No action. I suggest to 
the majority they not look to the other 
body, but to look to themselves. 

So I’m glad the Majority Leader 
came here. Now, I want to say just a 
word about the bill right before us. Mr. 
CROWLEY has suggested that we look at 
the facts, and I think we should. Before 
we vote, I think all of us want to know 
what we’re voting on. And essentially 
this revision of the modified adjusted 
gross income provision in terms of po-
tential impact on health care, accord-
ing to the Joint Tax Committee and 
the CBO, will likely have this effect, 
and I want everybody to understand it: 
between 500,000 and a million individ-

uals will no longer be eligible for Med-
icaid. That’s their estimate. Of those 
who no longer are eligible for Medicaid, 
about 500,000 will be eligible for tax 
credits unless the Republicans ever 
succeeded in eliminating them. But of 
that additional number, between 
500,000 and a million, about 500,000 peo-
ple as a result, if this bill becomes law, 
will likely lose their health coverage 
altogether unless they had available to 
them insurance through their em-
ployer. That’s the estimate of the 
Joint Tax Committee. 

We’re talking about vulnerable popu-
lations here. We’re talking about early 
retirees, and we’re talking about the 
disabled. And we need to understand 
those facts as presented by the Joint 
Tax Committee and by CBO. 

A second problem here is that essen-
tially we’re using a provision relating 
to health to address a business tax 
problem. It is a problem for the govern-
ment and for the business community 
in the 3 percent withholding provision 
which we should repeal. 

But we should understand the impli-
cations. The Ways and Means Com-
mittee has traditionally said don’t do 
it that way. Let’s also remember that 
we’re going to have before us a provi-
sion relating to physician reimburse-
ment rates in Medicare, and we’re 
going to have to find the funds to pay 
for it. And essentially what would be 
doing now is to use up a provision that 
impacts health and lose the possibility 
of using it in terms of improving 
health programs, such as reimburse-
ment. 

The last point I want to make is we 
tried to present an alternative, an al-
ternative within business taxation. It 
relates to the taxation of the oil and 
gas industry. Mr. BLUMENAUER earlier 
talked about things that were kind of 
done in the dark of night and this pro-
vision, the 3 percent, if it wasn’t the 
dark of night, it wasn’t fully in the 
daylight. 

But the oil and gas provision in sec-
tion 199 was added, indeed, in the dark 
of night. It provided some tax benefits 
to the oil and gas industry in a bill 
that related to manufacturing when oil 
and gas did not fall within that pur-
view. And it was essentially put in in 
the dark of night, and it would be 
much preferable to address that issue 
and pay for the bill that needs to pass 
rather than essentially starting on a 
path that Mr. CROWLEY has described 
that, according to CBO and the Joint 
Tax Committee, is likely to lead up to 
half a million people having no health 
coverage at all. 

Everybody should understand that 
price, and then everybody can make up 
their own mind, but they should under-
stand what’s involved here. This is not 
a technical change. It isn’t a glitch. It 
is a tax definition, by the way, as Mr. 
CROWLEY has pointed out; and it also 
applies to other areas where I think we 
need to be very careful in terms of its 
application. 

So those are the facts and everybody 
can make up their own mind. But let’s 
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not pretend this is a jobs bill when the 
majority here has essentially had a 
deaf ear to bringing up the jobs bill 
presented by the President. And let’s 
not pretend that this will have no im-
pact on health insurance and health 
coverage for lots of people who are the 
early retirees and the disabled. 
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These, by and large, are not wealthy 
people. And there are examples given 
that are true in the extreme. But for 
the mainstream in this country, the 
early retirees and the disabled, they’re 
not on the fringes in terms of income, 
in terms of wealth. 

These are the facts. I hope as every-
body comes to vote on this bill—this 
second bill—they will look at the facts 
and make up their own mind. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tlewoman from Tennessee is recognized 
for 17 minutes. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. 

This bipartisan solution would bring 
Medicaid back into line with other 
Federal assistance programs and en-
sure that the program is there for 
those who most need it. Furthermore, 
according to the CBO and the Joint 
Tax Committee estimates, this bill 
would save taxpayers approximately 
$13 billion over 10 years. And consid-
ering our $14 trillion in national debt, 
closing this loophole as soon as pos-
sible is a good policy on a number of 
levels. I am delighted that both the 
President and other Members across 
the aisle support this bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to sup-

port H.R. 2576. This bill would count the entire 
Social Security benefit, rather than just the 
portion that is taxable for income tax pur-
poses, as income for determining eligibility for 
Exchange subsidies, Medicaid, and CHIP. 

This bill is both good policy and good eco-
nomics. The 2010 health care law uses a uni-
form definition of modified adjustment gross 
income—or ‘‘MAGI’’—to determine eligibility 
for Exchange subsidies, Medicaid, and Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, CHIP. By 
using a uniform basis of eligibility, the current 
health law doesn’t properly take account of the 
entire Social Security benefit. This understates 
the resources available to some households; 
which thus allows some individuals to game 
the system. 

To illustrate, allow me to cite a report by the 
Associated Press, dated June 21, 2011. In the 
report, the Chief Actuary for federal health 
programs, Richard Foster, determined that ‘‘a 
married couple could have an actual income 
of about $64,000 and still get Medicaid’’ under 
the current definition. There is no sound logic 
to this. In the same article, Foster adds, ‘‘I 
don’t generally comment on the pros and cons 
of policy, but that just doesn’t make sense.’’ 

In addition, CB0 and JCT have estimated 
the bill would reduce the deficit by $13 billion 
over ten years. 

H.R. 2576 is good policy and good econom-
ics. I urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 2576, legislation brought forth by 
House Republicans today. It is being consid-
ered in order to pay for the previous bill that 
eliminates a Republican-written provision in 
law requiring a 3 percent withholding tax on 
payments to government contractors. 

H.R. 2576 changes a provision of the new 
health reform law that defines income for pur-
poses of qualifying for financial help obtaining 
health insurance. The effect of the bill is to re-
duce the number of Americans eligible for fi-
nancial assistance with their health insurance 
costs. In fact, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates that, if enacted, it will cause up to 
a half a million people to lose access to af-
fordable health coverage. 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
will gleefully point to support by the Adminis-
tration as a compelling reason to support this 
legislation. I respectfully disagree and believe 
the Administration is dead wrong on this one. 

First, the Administration decided on its 
own—without consultation with Congress who 
wrote the Affordable Care Act—that this defini-
tion of income was a ‘‘glitch’’ in the law. They 
are wrong. 

This definition excludes non-taxable Social 
Security income from the definition of income. 
As a result, it helps to assure that more peo-
ple who obtain Social Security between ages 
62 through 64 and people who qualify for So-
cial Security because of severe disabilities 
have access to affordable health coverage. 
That wasn’t a glitch. It was intentional. Making 
the change proposed in this bill saves money 
by kicking these very vulnerable people out of 
eligibility for financial help with their health in-
surance costs. 

It’s also important to note that we inten-
tionally picked up this exclusion from the defi-
nition of income because this exclusion is typi-
cally applied for purposes of qualifying for 
other tax credits and benefits. 

While I oppose this bill on its own merits, I 
also take issue with its pairing with the 3 per-
cent withholding legislation. Yesterday, Ways 
and Means Ranking Member LEVIN went to 
the Rules Committee with an alternative way 
to finance the 3 percent withholding bill. His 
alternative would have offset the cost of this 
business tax cut by closing a tax loophole im-
properly enjoyed by oil and gas industry gi-
ants. Yet, Republicans prohibited his amend-
ment from being brought to the floor for our 
consideration today. 

Clearly, Republicans believe the needs of 
the highly profitable oil and gas industry out-
weigh the need for early retirees and people 
with disabilities to afford health insurance. 

With H.R. 2576, Republicans are forcing 
these vulnerable people to pay for yet another 
tax break for business. It’s the wrong thing to 
do and I urge my colleagues to join me in vot-
ing no. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 448, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 262, nays 
157, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 813] 

YEAS—262 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 

Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Himes 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran 
Mulvaney 

Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 
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NAYS—157 

Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—14 

Ackerman 
Bachmann 
Clay 
Giffords 
Grimm 

Hinchey 
Miller, Gary 
Polis 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryan (OH) 

Turner (NY) 
Visclosky 
Wilson (FL) 
Young (AK) 

b 1058 
Messrs. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, 

GARAMENDI, ELLISON, and LARSON 
of Connecticut changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. WELCH changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. GRIMM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

813, I had district work that required my pres-
ence. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

3% WITHHOLDING REPEAL AND 
JOB CREATION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 674) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to repeal the imposition of 3 per-
cent withholding on certain payments 
made to vendors by government enti-
ties, will now resume. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes, I am, in its 
present form. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of order is reserved. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Andrews moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 674 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. DENIAL OF RELIEF TO COMPANIES 

FOUND DELINQUENT IN PAYING 
THEIR FEDERAL TAXES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
3402(t) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking ‘‘any person providing’’ 
and inserting ‘‘any Federal tax delinquent 
which provides’’. 

(b) FEDERAL TAX DELINQUENT.—Subsection 
(t) of section 3402 of such Code is amended by 
redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) 
and by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) FEDERAL TAX DELINQUENT.—The term 
‘Federal tax delinquent’ means any person 
who owes a delinquent tax debt (as defined in 
section 6103(l)(22)(C)).’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(t) of section 3402 of such Code is amended by 
inserting ‘‘TO FEDERAL TAX DELINQUENTS’’ 
after ‘‘PAYMENTS MADE BY GOVERNMENT EN-
TITIES’’ in the heading thereof. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2011. 

Mr. CAMP (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the motion be dis-
pensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his motion. 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, this 
ends yet another week for the House of 
Representatives without consideration 
of a meaningful jobs bill. More mean-
ingfully, though, this concludes an-
other week where a nightmare is about 
to come true for our constituents. This 
is another week without a paycheck for 
a lot of Americans. It might be the 
week that their unemployment bene-
fits expire. This might be the day that 
someone shuts down their small busi-
ness and closes the doors for the last 
time. This might be the week that the 
foreclosure notice is executed and 
someone loses their home. This has 
been a bad week for a lot of Americans. 
It’s been a bad time for a lot of Ameri-
cans. But what they have lost is not 

simply their job, not simply their busi-
ness, not simply their health insurance 
or their pension. Many of our neighbors 
have lost their basic faith that Amer-
ica is fair. 

Mr. Speaker, 50 percent—50 percent— 
of the American people recently sur-
veyed said the American Dream was ei-
ther dead or on life support. They see 
in the halls of big institutions, they see 
on Wall Street and they see in the 
Halls of Congress a basic sense that 
America is not fair anymore, that the 
basic deal that if you work as hard as 
you can, give as much as you can and 
do as much as you can that you can go 
as far as your abilities will take you, 
too many of our constituents no longer 
believe that. 

My motion makes what I believe is 
an improvement to a good bill. I’m 
going to support this bill that says 
that no small business person should 
have to make an interest-free loan to 
the Federal Government to do business 
with the government. I think that’s ex-
actly right. But here’s the improve-
ment it makes. It recognizes that some 
who would take advantage of that pro-
vision are taking advantage of our tax 
system and not paying their fair share. 

When I say ‘‘not paying their fair 
share,’’ I’m not talking about policy or 
arguing about tax rates. I’m talking 
about someone who is delinquent on 
their taxes and cheating the rest of us. 
So when someone looks at their pay 
envelope this afternoon and sees what’s 
taken out in FICA and Federal with-
holding tax, they’re paying their fair 
share. Some like it, many do not, but 
they’re paying their fair share. Why 
should it be that someone who is not 
paying their fair share to support this 
country should take advantage of this 
very good bill? I say they shouldn’t. 

So my improvement to this bill is 
very simple. If you run a barber shop or 
a software company or a delicatessen 
or a manufacturing plant, you no 
longer have to make an interest-free 
loan to the government to do business 
with the government. I agree with 
that, and I salute the authors of the 
bill. But if you are delinquent on your 
taxes, if you haven’t paid your fair 
share, if you are cheating the rest of 
the community, then you may not take 
advantage of this opportunity. 

This amendment is not just about 
improving the revenue flow to the Fed-
eral Government. It’s about making 
the country a little more fair again. 
It’s about saying that those who follow 
the rules, our small businesses, our 
middle class citizens, those who follow 
the rules can take advantage of the 
law, but those who do not follow the 
rules may not take advantage of the 
law. I think the American people want 
to see that in big hospitals and insur-
ance companies; I think they want to 
see that on Wall Street; and I think 
they want to see it right here on the 
floor of this Chamber. 

So let’s cast a vote today not just for 
an improvement to this bill, but let’s 
make America a little more fair. Let’s 
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make the American Dream a little 
more alive. Let’s stand for the propo-
sition that those who play by the rules 
benefit from the rules, but those who 
break the rules do not. 

The question raised, colleagues, by 
this amendment is this: Where do you 
stand? Do you stand with small busi-
nesses and middle class people who fol-
low the rules, or do you follow with 
those who would violate the rules and 
pillage the American system? 

The American people have had 
enough of this. We need to do far more 
than this to restore fairness to our 
country, but this is a good start. I 
would urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this mo-
tion. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my point of order and seek time in op-
position to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DENHAM). The gentleman’s reservation 
is withdrawn. 

The gentleman from Michigan is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, the under-
lying bill that we’re talking about here 
today which repeals the 3 percent 
across-the-board rule is cosponsored by 
two-thirds of this House. This bill has 
been endorsed by the President of the 
United States as is. And when the cur-
rent minority was in the majority, in 
the stimulus bill they offered this 
exact legislation, full repeal, without 
any complications. And then when the 
final version came over, it was full re-
peal for 1 year without any changes or 
complications. I obviously am in 
strong opposition to this motion to re-
commit. 

Then we get the analysis from the 
Joint Committee on Taxation which 
says, in typical understatement from 
the joint committee: Your proposal 
poses some administrative difficulties. 
Some? 

The burden is going to be on State 
and local governments to figure out 
which contractors are or are not delin-
quent. And either there’s a violation of 
taxpayer privacy, which I don’t think 
anybody in this House would support, a 
violation of rule 6103, or very complex 
procedures are going to have to be put 
in place for government to figure out 
which contractors are in compliance 
and which aren’t. 

As the Joint Committee on Taxation 
goes on to say: The IRS would need to 
build the infrastructure to handle the 
volume of requests from State and 
local government entities. Implemen-
tation difficulties limit somewhat the 
revenue gain from withholding on 
State and local governments. 

b 1110 
This is more complication in the Tax 

Code. It goes against what a majority 
of this House wants to do. It goes 
against what the President of the 
United States wants to do. Vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this motion to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 235, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 814] 

AYES—183 

Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—235 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Amodei 
Austria 
Bachus 

Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 

Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 

Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Ackerman 
Bachmann 
Cicilline 
Giffords 
Grimm 

Hinchey 
Miller, Gary 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Turner (NY) 
Visclosky 
Wilson (FL) 
Young (AK) 

b 1128 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 
Mr. GRIMM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

814, I had district work that required my pres-
ence. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 16, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 815] 

YEAS—405 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Amodei 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 

Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hahn 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 

Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hochul 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 

Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 

Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 

Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner (NY) 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—16 

Clarke (NY) 
Edwards 
Fudge 
Gutierrez 
Jackson Lee 

(TX) 

Kucinich 
Lee (CA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Olver 
Payne 
Richmond 

Schakowsky 
Stark 
Thompson (MS) 
Waters 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—12 

Ackerman 
Bachmann 
Giffords 
Grimm 

Hinchey 
Johnson (IL) 
Miller, Gary 
Polis 

Visclosky 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Young (AK) 

b 1145 

Ms. BASS of California and Mr. 
RUSH changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ 
to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. GRIMM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

815, I had district work that required my pres-
ence. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday October 27, 2011 I inadvertently 
missed the vote on final passage of H.R. 674. 
I would have cast a ‘‘yea’’ vote. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, on October 
27, 2011, I was absent from the House and 
missed rollcall votes 813 through 815. 

Had I been present for rollcall No. 813, on 
passage of H.R. 2576, to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the calcula-
tion of modified adjusted gross income for pur-
poses for determining eligibility for certain 
healthcare-related programs, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Had I been present for rollcall No. 814, on 
a motion to recommit with instructions on H.R. 
674, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to repeal the imposition of 3 percent 
withholding on certain payments made to ven-
dors by government entities, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Had I been present for rollcall No. 815, on 
passage of H.R. 674, to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the imposi-
tion of 3 percent withholding on certain pay-
ments made to vendors by government enti-
ties, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 3(b) of House Resolution 
448, H.R. 2576 is laid upon the table. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
OCTOBER 31, 2011 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns today, it 
adjourn to meet at 1 p.m. on Monday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AMASH). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania? 

There was no objection. 
f 

FORMER MEMBER HOWARD WOLPE 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
sad news for the House today. I rise to 
inform the House that we lost a former 
Member of this great institution. He 
was our friend, Howard Wolpe, who 
served in this body for 14 years. He was 
particularly known for his concern for 
the poor and unfortunate and about 
peace in the world. 

He was a true patriot, a devoted 
teacher, and a fine statesman. He was a 
dear friend of mine and many others 
with whom he served. He shared our 
collective love for this great Nation 
and for our State of Michigan. He had 
an enormous impact upon public policy 
in Michigan and our country, as well as 
across the world, which was a positive 
one. He contributed most of his life to 
bringing civility to government rela-
tions and to making this world a better 
place—a passion that I was able to wit-
ness during his long and distinguished 
service here. 

He served Michigan ably and honor-
ably and went on to serve as the Presi-
dential Special Envoy to Africa’s Great 
Lakes Region, where he initiated peace 
talks and helped to end civil wars in 
Burundi and the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo. 

f 

ROY ROOD 

(Mr. ROONEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to honor the life of Roy Rood, 
who passed away on October 8. Roy was 
a longtime resident and the founding 
father of my hometown of Tequesta, 
Florida. 

Mr. Rood was born in 1918 on a farm 
in Jupiter, Florida, one of 11 children. 
He spent his early years on the family 
dairy farm, where he learned the value 
of a hard day’s work and love for work-
ing outside. The first Tequesta post of-
fice was located on his family’s prop-
erty and was placed on maps of that 
era as a settlement called ‘‘Rood.’’ 

Following the attack on Pearl Har-
bor, Roy joined the Navy, where he 
served with honor in World War II as 
an aviation mechanic on an aircraft 
carrier that was part of the fleet that 
participated in the Battle of Guam. 
Following the war, Roy returned home 
to Florida, where he started a land-
scaping business that continues today. 

Over the past 60 years, Roy Rood 
helped found American Legion Post 
271, the local Kiwanis Club, the First 
Bank of Jupiter, and the Jupiter Chris-
tian School. 

The residents of Tequesta are lucky 
to call Roy Rood our founding father. 
He will be missed. 

f 

THE MEMPHIS TIGERS 
(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Tonight is going to be 
the sixth game of the World Series. 
Sports means money, business, and 
jobs. The St. Louis economy has been 
spurred on by the World Series to 
where they’re not cutting employees 
because they have had increased sales 
tax. It’s the same way with college 
sports. 

I want to encourage all the Big East 
presidents to consider the University of 
Memphis for membership. Memphis is a 
major city. It is the home of Federal 
Express, International Paper, and 
other major companies. We don’t have 
a professional football team in Mem-
phis. So if we get in the Big East, in es-
sence, you are our professional football 
team and the city would rally around 
it, unlike in Dallas and Houston, where 
they have professional teams. The Big 
East is known for basketball. 

Rick Pitino, the coach of our rival, 
the University of Louisville, has sug-
gested Memphis should be in the con-
ference to keep the Big East as a pri-
mary basketball conference. What a 
great thing to see Memphis and Louis-
ville again in a conference game. 

We ought to be beyond just dollars— 
although Memphis can bring them—but 
also competitive rivalries that make 
the sport what it has been in the Amer-
ican appetite. I encourage the Big East 
to include the University of Memphis 
in its expansion plans. 

f 

SERGEANT ROBERT B. COWDREY 
(Mr. TIPTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great privilege to rise in commenda-
tion of Sergeant Robert B. Cowdrey, 
who served our country with great 
honor and pride. Sergeant Cowdrey 
gave his life for our country on October 
13 while attempting a helicopter rescue 
of his fellow soldiers under fire. 

Sergeant Cowdrey was raised in La 
Junta, Colorado. He graduated from La 
Junta High School in 1990. He was a de-
voted outdoorsman and family man 
who enjoyed bow hunting. Cowdrey en-
listed in the Army in 2003 and was serv-
ing his third tour of duty in Afghani-
stan at the time of his death. Sergeant 
Cowdrey’s duties included flying into 
active combat zones to deliver medical 
assistance and rescue troops while 
under fire. He was highly decorated for 
his heroic service, earning the Bronze 
Star and two Army commendations for 
valor. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay trib-
ute to Sergeant Cowdrey, a selfless 
American hero whose bravery and sac-
rifice for our country are examples of 
what makes this country great. My 
thoughts and prayers are with his wife, 
Jill, and their three sons, Justin, 
Jacob, and Nathan, and the entire 
Cowdrey family. 

f 

b 1150 

JOB CREATION 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted to rise to indi-
cate that we have an opportunity to be 
good Americans and to be the kind of 
resilient, strong, patriotic Nation that 
all of us love. We love this country. 

I gathered this morning with a group 
of leaders who addressed the question 
of working issues, union leaders. Every 
last one of them said, let us create 
jobs, jobs in America. Part of it could 
be passing the jobs bill that the Presi-
dent has introduced dealing with the 
question of infrastructure. One Member 
who was coming to the meeting said, I 
was late because of our infrastructure 
problems. This would create jobs, bring 
back our law enforcement, police offi-
cers and teachers, where classrooms 
are going up and up and up in size be-
cause we don’t have enough teachers. 

And as you well know, the President 
has announced that we will be bringing 
home our valiant troops from Iraq, 
150,000 of these young people that will 
need jobs. Let’s get them in a training 
program where they have to get a sti-
pend that will help support them, legis-
lation that I have introduced. 

This last bill that I had to vote 
against, it’s sad that we would take 
Medicaid to help our small businesses 
and our vendors, whereas 2 years ago I 
voted on it because we used the stim-
ulus funds to do so. There are many 
pay-fors to help small businesses, but 
what we need to do is to focus on pay-
ing and creating—paying people, Amer-

icans, so they can eat and put food on 
their table. We need to create jobs and 
stop taking money from Medicaid, 
Medicare, and Social Security. 

Let’s all work together, pull to-
gether, balance this budget on the 
basis of the fact that the Nation is not 
broke. We can do this. 

f 

JOB CREATION 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, not only can we not wait; 
we can’t afford to wait. And here in the 
House, we haven’t waited. 

With this week’s passage of H.R. 1904, 
the Southeast Arizona Land Exchange 
and Conservation Act of 2011, and H.R. 
674, the repeal of the 3 percent with-
holding rule on certain payments made 
to vendors by government entities, the 
House Chamber now has passed more 
than 17 job-creating bills in the 112th 
Congress. 

H.R. 1904 will boost development of 
our Nation’s copper resources, gener-
ating billions in new revenue and cre-
ating new environments for economic 
growth. Much like the costly Form 1099 
requirements that we succeeded in re-
pealing earlier this year, the 3 percent 
withholding rule would impose sub-
stantial new burdens on cash-strapped 
employers, impeding cash flows and 
further undermining job creation. 

Passage of H.R. 674 will not only cre-
ate jobs; it will relieve Federal, State 
and local governments of the need to 
comply with unfunded administrative 
burdens that the rule would impose. 

Mr. Speaker, not only can we not 
wait; we cannot afford to wait. And 
here in the House, we haven’t waited. 

f 

VOW ACT 

(Mr. NUGENT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, on Octo-
ber 12, 2011, the House took an impor-
tant step in addressing the alarming 
number of unemployed veterans cur-
rently living within the United States 
by passing the Veterans Opportunity to 
Work Act. 

Known as the VOW Act, this legisla-
tion will confront the rising unemploy-
ment problems that our veterans in the 
U.S. are facing by providing veterans of 
past eras with additional training ben-
efits, ensuring all transitioning serv-
icemembers have access to a transition 
assistance program, and by strength-
ening protections under USERRA for 
our National Guard and Reserve 
troops. As a father of three sons cur-
rently serving in the United States 
Army, I have a deep appreciation for 
the service our men and women in uni-
form have given to this country. 

Additionally, one of my priorities 
when I came to Washington was to en-
sure that when our troops return home, 
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they have jobs and a strong economy 
to come to. This legislation is a great 
first step in fulfilling our responsibil-
ities to all veterans who have sac-
rificed much on behalf of this Nation. 
With that in mind, I was proud to sup-
port the passage of the VOW Act. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is prepared to recognize a Mem-
ber of the minority party for 1 hour. 

f 

YUCCA MOUNTAIN 

(Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I have prepared remarks 
today, but I want to talk about Yucca 
Mountain. 

We’ve heard a lot of talk this week 
about the Presidential candidates and 
Yucca Mountain. America needs to re-
alize that South Carolina, on the Sa-
vannah riverside, is currently holding 
all of the legacy weapons product ma-
terial that came out of the Non-
proliferation Treaty—plutonium, sit-
ting in my State, in my district, that 
is slated to go, under past agreements, 
to Yucca Mountain. It’s the right 
place. 

America needs to bring Yucca Moun-
tain back online. And let’s take the 
legacy weapons products out of South 
Carolina and put them in a long-term 
storage facility. 

f 

A TEXAN LOOKS AT CURRENT 
EVENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, for 
going on a couple months now, we’ve 
been hearing the President say we need 
to pass his jobs bill—pass his jobs bill 
right away, right now, pass his jobs 
bill. And it was so ironic to have a 
President of the United States, who 
says he wants to work with the Mem-
bers of Congress, but Members of Con-
gress won’t work with him, and in his 
purported ‘‘effort’’ to work with Mem-
bers of Congress, he doesn’t ask to sit 
down with Congress in a private meet-
ing and talk about these issues. Oh, no, 
that would really show an intent to 
work with Congress, to sit down in a 
room where we can visit about the 
issues. That would be really working 
with Congress. Instead, what we have 
from the President of the United 
States is a demand. 

Now, I’m not sure historically, Mr. 
Speaker, how many times a President 
of the United States has decided to just 
throw a little hissy fit and, I’m going 
to come talk to Congress. Well, we 
know that he was an instructor. He 
wasn’t a professor, but an instructor. 

You can be an instructor in a law 
school if you practice law on the side 
or a community organizer on the side, 
or whatever; and they’ll let you come 
teach a course or two. So anybody who 
has been involved in a law school, you 
would think, even as a low instructor, 
would know that the Constitution 
makes very clear that the President of 
the United States has no right, no 
moral authority to demand to come 
speak in the House. 

Now, the President would never give 
credit to the willingness of this Con-
gress to vote unanimously to allow the 
President, after his little hissy fit, to 
come speak in the House, but we did. 
He demanded to come speak to the 
House. He has to have an invitation to 
do that. In social circles, if somebody 
demanded to come to someone’s 
house—I demand an invitation to come 
lecture you in your house—most people 
would say forget it. But this House, 
controlled by Republican Members— 
the majority here, Republican, Demo-
crat majority down in the Senate—we 
voted unanimously. There were no ob-
jections to inviting the President to 
come lecture us rather than sit down 
and try to work with us. 

b 1200 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. GOHMERT. I certainly will yield 
to my friend from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I just want to 
thank you for taking this time to 
speak on this subject. I think it’s com-
mendable that you would do that, and 
I think you’re exactly right. I would 
encourage you to keep telling the truth 
as you know it. 

And how proud we are of you in the 
Texas delegation and certainly in east 
Texas, where you represent that part of 
the State so well. So keep up the good 
work. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, that’s so unex-
pected and unnecessary, and it actually 
means a great deal. Thank you. 

Somebody that’s been here slugging 
it out longer than I would ever be able 
to handle, Mr. BARTON from Texas 
came as a young man, and he’s been 
able to endure the slings and arrows 
through many, many years of being in 
the minority. 

And we’re back to dealing with a 
White House who wants, he says, to ne-
gotiate, to work with Congress, and 
does so by demanding to come talk to 
Congress, and comes. 

Did we have a warm, friendly meet-
ing here as the President stood here on 
the second level? 

Well, actually we got lectured. We 
were lectured that we needed to pass 
the President’s jobs bill right away, 
right away, 16, 17 times. We’ve just got 
to do it now. 

During the speech, I don’t recall the 
President ever saying, I really don’t 
have a bill. I don’t have a bill. And, in 
fact, if you want to sit down and work 
with me, you won’t be able to because 
in the morning I’m getting on Air 

Force One, funded by the taxpayers, 
and basically hit the campaign trail. 
And I’m going to be beating up on you 
guys in the House of Representatives 
for not being willing to negotiate with 
me, even though I’m not around. And, 
by the way, I’m not going to negotiate 
even if we sat down because you’ve got 
to take my bill completely, pass the 
whole thing. I’m not going to com-
promise on anything. 

That was the message for a number 
of weeks. Take it; pass it as it is. Never 
mind the fact that he didn’t have a bill 
when he hit the road and was con-
demning Congress for not passing his 
bill. That’s just strange. 

You would think if somebody really 
wants to work with Congress, really 
wants to do something for the people of 
America that are hurting—I’ve had 
four job fairs in east Texas, and I’ve 
gone to each one, and it breaks your 
heart. There are people in their fifties 
and sixties, there’s a lot of young peo-
ple, a bigger percentage of young peo-
ple, but there were older people, tre-
mendous experience, tremendous edu-
cation and training, been laid off be-
cause of the bad economy. 

And it’s heartbreaking even more so 
because this Congress and this Presi-
dent have to take responsibility for 
continuing to put more and more laws, 
regulations, burdens on business that 
keep them from being able to retain 
jobs, keep them from being able to ex-
pand and create more jobs. 

And when you hear from people 
who’ve lost their job, and they’re not 
only brokenhearted, but they’re upset 
because then they find out that this 
administration has done things like 
throw $600 million at Solyndra, has 
spent millions of dollars, hundreds of 
millions of dollars, to create jobs. One 
giveaway program, seems like I read 
we spent $8 million per job that was 
created. Different amounts resulting in 
a different number of jobs. 

One of the things I’ve seen in talking 
to people in Texas who are involved in 
the education system is that when the 
President’s so-called stimulus bill in 
January of 2009 was passed and it was 
done, rammed through like the 
ObamaCare bill was, it didn’t have, it 
didn’t seem, the full support of Amer-
ica. But it had a majority in the House, 
it had a majority in the Senate, and so 
it passed. 

I like to think I’m objective enough 
that I certainly acknowledge it didn’t 
start in January of ’09 with President 
Obama. A good man, a smart man—he’s 
not given credit for that—made a 
major mistake when President Bush 
trusted Hank Paulson. Paulson says, 
we’re about to have a catastrophe, give 
me $700 billion and I’ll keep things on 
track, get things back on track. 

We don’t give $700 billion to one man 
and say go fix things. You don’t do that 
in America. That’s not what the coun-
try was founded for. But it was done. 
And as I understand it, about $250 bil-
lion of the $700 billion is around the 
amount that Hank Paulson squandered 
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of the so-called stimulus or the bail- 
out, TARP, whatever you want to call 
it. 

Ironically, if one wishes to look at 
things from a political standpoint, it 
was pretty amazing because a Repub-
lican administration provided $700 bil-
lion to mainly bail out people on Wall 
Street who had donated to Democrats 
4–1 over Republicans. That’s what’s so 
amazing is to hear people constantly 
talk about these rotten Republicans on 
Wall Street, when the fact is they give 
to Democrats 4–1 over Republicans. 

So, not only was it absolutely, in my 
mind, an immoral thing to do, to take 
people’s hard-earned money and add it 
to money we borrowed from China and 
others to bail people out on Wall 
Street. That’s not the America that 
was founded, that so much blood and 
treasure has been spent to establish. 

Wall Street executives, I’ve got no 
problem, as long as they’re playing by 
the rules, they’re not cheating people, 
if they make $100 million a year. I have 
no problem as long as they’re playing 
fairly; but when they get greedy and 
end up being broke, I do think it’s ap-
propriate for them to do what Ameri-
cans are supposed to do and what is set 
out in the Constitution to do, called 
bankruptcy. 

And AIG, it sounds like they were 
making money in every department ex-
cept the credit default swaps. Well, gee, 
that’s what happens when you sell 
what is, in effect, insurance against a 
catastrophic event, which would be the 
failure of the mortgage-backed securi-
ties to have the value that was paid for 
them. You ensure against that. You 
take what amounts to premiums. You 
put no money in reserve to ensure 
against the event you took money to 
ensure against; and then are shocked 
some day when people want to make a 
claim under that insurance, and you’ve 
done nothing but take profit. 

What a great business that was, sell-
ing insurance to ensure against mort-
gage-backed securities not having the 
value paid for them, and not having to 
set aside a dime of that in a reserve ac-
count so that if somebody ever makes 
a claim you’ve got to pay it back. Now, 
there had to be a fun business. 

But, again, it was immoral, it was ir-
responsible, and they should have been 
under the rules of insurance. If you’re 
going to sell insurance, you’ve got to 
ensure against the event you took 
money to pay off for if it ever happens. 
It didn’t happen, so AIG should have 
been allowed to go through bank-
ruptcy. If they had enough assets, and 
thought they might, they were cer-
tainly making a lot of money, if they 
had enough assets, they could reorga-
nize, get creditors to agree and come 
up with a plan for reorganization. The 
law is very clear. At least it used to be 
before the auto bailout. But that’s 
what should have happened. 

b 1210 

Goldman Sachs, even though those 
were the dear, close friends of Hank 

Paulson, the worst Secretary of the 
Treasury this country has ever had 
until we got Tim Geithner. Now it’s a 
close call. I’m not sure who is worse. 
But he bailed out his buddies at Gold-
man Sachs. They should have been al-
lowed to go through reorganization if 
they could, and, if not, then liquidation 
and bankruptcy. That is what the Con-
stitution provides for. And it should 
have been allowed to happen. And I re-
alize that if that had happened, then 
those massive donations that the 
Democratic Party and President 
Obama got from Wall Street wouldn’t 
have come through for him. I realize 
that. But this is more than about polit-
ical parties and more than about polit-
ical donations. It’s about the life and 
the existence of this country. 

Nobody should be too big to fail. If 
you can get big enough that the failure 
of your company or your bank hurts a 
lot of people, then it’s going to hurt a 
lot of people. But that is the problem 
when the government becomes a play-
er. We start becoming the lending in-
stitution, we start becoming the player 
in insurance where we’re going to be 
selling the insurance like we do flood 
insurance, and we’re going to be guar-
anteeing all the home loans. Well, peo-
ple have to be in the good graces of the 
Federal Government if they’re going to 
be able to get what they want because 
the Federal Government becomes the 
player, selling the insurance, like flood 
insurance, or backing home mortgages, 
and then you have a catastrophe like 
we’ve witnessed for the last 3 years. It 
didn’t have to happen, but it is what 
happens when a country moves toward 
being more socialistic, where the gov-
ernment runs everything, the GRE, 
government running everything. That 
is what ObamaCare was about, the 
GRE. That’s what the President’s stim-
ulus bill in January of 2009 was about. 
We were told it was $800 billion. It 
turned out to be maybe more like $1 
trillion. It was about the GRE, the gov-
ernment running everything. 

We heard with the President’s stim-
ulus bill in 2009, January, that if we did 
not pass the President’s stimulus bill— 
the President told us, he made very 
clear, if you don’t pass this bill, I’m 
warning you, unemployment could go 
as high as 81⁄2 percent. Well, 21⁄2 years 
later, that 81⁄2 percent looks pretty 
doggone good. That would have been 
nice. But it got up to 10, and we’re back 
at 9.1 for months now. 

The numbers are bad, but what is 
worse is all those people that cannot 
find jobs, and the biggest reason is be-
cause we have a government that 
thinks it is the answer when it’s the 
problem. It’s not the answer. When the 
government becomes the player and 
tries to be the player and referee, it 
doesn’t work. When the government is 
so busy being a player as well as ref-
eree, it can’t do its referee job very 
well, and so you have people like Ber-
nie Madoff who get away for years with 
bilking people out of billions of dol-
lars—life savings. That should never 

have happened. If the Federal Govern-
ment were more interested in being the 
referee and making sure people played 
fair, Madoff couldn’t have gotten away 
with it for that long. 

When the government wants to run 
health care as we do with Medicare and 
Medicaid, it becomes the problem, not 
the solution. And now we have seniors 
who are scared to death because they 
see what’s happening. The President 
gets his bill, ObamaCare health bill, 
passed, and it has a provision for $500 
billion to be cut from Medicare. And 
then AARP, after supporting that bill 
that cut $500 billion from Medicare, has 
the unmitigated gall to encourage peo-
ple that are sending AARP money to 
notify their Congressman that we don’t 
want any cuts to Medicare. Well, I’ve 
gotten those petitions. And my re-
sponse is that if you’re part of AARP 
and you don’t want cuts to Medicare, 
then I’m so glad you’re now off the 
AARP team and you now support what 
I do. Because AARP sold the seniors 
down the road. 

Why would they do that? Well, let’s 
look. Gee, they made, I believe it was 
in 2008, one big health insurance com-
pany made around $92 million clear 
profit and another $112 million or so 
profit, and then you have AARP that 
made over $400 million in clear profit 
from the sale of their supplemental in-
surance. I had a proposal that would 
have given seniors a choice: you can 
stay on Medicare, or you can choose to 
have us buy you private insurance that 
covers everything. You won’t need any 
supplemental insurance; it will cover 
everything, but it will have a high de-
ductible. Thirty-five hundred dollars 
was the proposal, but I’m not married 
to that. If there were another figure 
that would end up being better from an 
accounting standpoint in the long run, 
you can do that. But the proposal was 
$3,500. And then for that, we will put 
the $3,500 cash in the seniors’ health 
care account for each of those 30 mil-
lion or so homes that have people on 
Medicare, Medicaid. So then you have 
a debit card coded to only pay for 
health care, and the senior for the first 
time since the sixties will finally be in 
control of their own health care, mak-
ing their own decisions, and we get the 
government out of the way of making 
decisions—oh, no, you can’t have that 
medication; oh, no, you can’t see that 
doctor; oh, no, you can’t have that 
treatment. And what we’re seeing are 
the early stages of what ultimately 
happens when the government controls 
health care. It’s lists, and lists mean 
rationing. 

I’ve heard from people that live in 
Canada and England. The father of one 
man from Canada needed a heart by-
pass operation. They put him on the 
bypass list, and 2 years later he had not 
gotten his bypass, and so he died. If he 
had been in the United States, he 
would probably still be alive today. 
One secretary in my district told me 
about her mother getting breast can-
cer. But she had to get on a list in 
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order to get the mammogram, had to 
get on a list to get the treatment, get 
on a list to have therapy, and get on a 
list for surgery, all those things that 
came with it. And as a result of all 
those lists, she said, ‘‘my mother died 
because she was in England. I was 
found to have cancer, I had immediate 
treatment.’’ She’s a secretary. She got 
treatment. She got the surgery and 
treatment. And she says, ‘‘I’m alive be-
cause I was in the United States. My 
mother died because she was in Eng-
land.’’ 

Well, unfortunately, there are people 
who love people but think that by the 
government running health care— 
which will inevitably lead to rationing 
of health care—that somehow that’s a 
better thing. Our health care system 
needs work. It needs to be fixed. But 
the thing we should be doing is not 
having the government become the ul-
timate, the biggest player and referee 
in health care. We need to get the gov-
ernment out of being the player and 
get them back into the business of 
being the referee. 

At the same time, we need to get the 
health insurance companies out of the 
business of being health managers and 
back in the business of selling insur-
ance. And you do that, if we can move 
forward, with health savings accounts. 
The young people of today in their 
twenties and thirties start putting 
away money in their own health sav-
ings account, let that build—there 
shouldn’t be any limits on how much 
you can put in, but it ought to be a re-
quirement you can never take it out. 
You can give it to your kids, give it to 
charities for a health savings account 
for those who can’t provide it them-
selves, but once it becomes health sav-
ings account cash, that’s where it stays 
until it’s spent on health care. 

b 1220 

Leave it to your children when you 
die. Leave it to other charities that 
have people who need health care, and 
it could go in their health savings ac-
counts. 

Once we do that, for the kids in their 
twenties and thirties, indications are, 
by the time they’re 65, 70 years old, not 
only will they not want Medicare, they 
won’t need it because they’ll have 
enough money in their accounts that 
they can do whatever they want to and 
have whatever health care they need. 
But it’s not the end-all solution. We 
don’t have free market forces at work 
in health care. It’s why costs keep 
going up. That’s one of the reasons. 

Another reason is the tremendous ad-
vances that have been made in medi-
cine that are now slowing down with-
out the great people who have been at-
tracted to health care—brilliant doc-
tors and nurses. People in the health 
care industry are so smart, but we’re 
already seeing the quality of people ap-
plying not at the level it once was. 
Why should it when this government 
intervenes and prevents people from 
being compensated properly? 

But until we get free market forces 
at work in health care, we’re not going 
to fix health care, and you cannot have 
competition in health care as long as 
we have our existing system in which 
nobody knows what anything costs: 

You ask, What does an MRI cost? 
Well, it all depends, you’re told. 

What does a room with a single bed 
in your hospital cost? Well, it all de-
pends. We can’t really say. 

You have Blue Cross. You have this 
and that. You have Medicaid. You have 
Medicare. Are you paying cash? 

It all depends. You can’t fix health 
care when there’s no competition. 

Growing up in Mount Pleasant, 
Texas, it was no secret that we went 
between two and, actually, eventually 
three different doctors’ offices. We 
loved the doctors. They were great doc-
tors. My mother passed away at 91, and 
my dad is still alive. I recall, growing 
up, we’d go to one doctor when I 
thought we were going to this other 
doctor: 

Well, they raised their prices, and 
they’re both great doctors. 

Well, yeah, they are. I love them 
both. 

So we would go. When one would 
raise his price, we’d go back to the 
other doctor. You can’t do that now. 
You don’t know what a doctor charges. 
I’ve talked to doctors who would love 
to tell people what they charge, but it 
all depends whether it’s Medicare, Med-
icaid, what insurance. 

Then the most unfair cut of all is, if 
you come in and if you’re too poor to 
have insurance and if you’re not eligi-
ble for Medicare or Medicaid, then 
they’re going to sit down with you and 
work out a payment plan for an 
amount that is normally many times 
more than the insurance companies 
would ever have agreed to pay. Well, 
that’s not right. If somebody comes in 
with cash, they ought to be able to get 
it cheaper than Blue Cross or cheaper 
than other methods of payment. 
They’re coming in with cash. In a good 
scenario, that’s the way it would be. 

If everyone had a health savings ac-
count that covered the high amount of 
the deductible, of their catastrophic in-
surance, that’s the way it would be be-
cause you would call up the doctor or 
the hospital and say, I need to come in. 
How much do you charge? Under a bill 
I’ve proposed, they’d have to tell you. 
You could find it online. It would have 
to be posted. ‘‘This is how much we 
charge.’’ They’d have to know before 
they’d come. Then you could get com-
petition. You’ve got your debit card 
coded to only cover health care, and so 
you then care about how much things 
cost. You can’t find a whole lot of peo-
ple who care how much health care 
costs anymore because they’re not pay-
ing it. What does it matter if the cost 
goes up 10 times? 

Then you’ve got seniors, many of 
whom are AARP members. They’re 
paying their dues, and they’ve got 
their supplemental insurance. How 
tragic that AARP didn’t mind the $500 

billion cut to Medicare. Gee, let’s think 
about that. If there’s a massive cut to 
Medicare and if AARP sells supple-
mental insurance to cover what Medi-
care doesn’t, I wonder if maybe they 
might think they would sell more in-
surance. Maybe that’s why they would 
support a bill that cut Medicare by $500 
billion. 

The games that have been played 
around this town really need to stop. 
We’ve gotten this country in trouble, 
but they’re not going to stop with the 
President spending every day traveling 
around the country, demonizing Con-
gress for not passing his bill, his law, 
when he doesn’t even know what’s in 
his bill. I do. I read the whole thing. 
I’m told there may not be anybody else 
in the House or Senate who has read 
every page of the President’s bill like I 
did. Well, if the President would read 
it—he’s obviously a smart enough 
man—he would see that a lot of his 
claims do not have the merit he thinks 
they do—or whoever is putting those 
words in his teleprompter thinks they 
do. 

On education, we have the stimulus 
bill. We were told it was going to cre-
ate so many jobs, that it was going to 
build bridges and fix bridges. It didn’t 
do those things. So now, 21⁄2 years 
later, the President makes the same 
speeches. That’s got to be good for the 
speechwriters because they could go 
back and take the same speeches that 
the President gave in January of 2009: 

You need to pass this bill. You’ve got 
to pass this bill right now, right away. 
Then it will build bridges; it will fix 
these bridges; it will hire people, get 
school teachers back and law enforce-
ment. 

Those were all said in January of ’09. 
I’m wondering if we shouldn’t go back 
and compare those speeches and see if 
they haven’t just cut some of those 
speeches and pasted them. Hey, it 
worked. They got Congress in January 
of ’09 to pass the massive stimulus bill. 

As I’ve talked to educators around 
Texas, I found something that was 
deeply saddening and a bit maddening. 
There was some very limited amount of 
the trillion dollars in the President’s 
so-called ‘‘stimulus bill’’ in January of 
’09 that went to hire teachers. I’ve met 
young people who were hired as teach-
ers, and I’m thrilled when young people 
are able to get jobs. It’s a good thing. 
Then I’ve talked to different educators 
who have said, It’s so tragic. The stim-
ulus money ran out, so we had to let 
teachers go. If you don’t keep paying 
the stimulus money, then we don’t get 
to keep those same teachers. 

That ought to tell us something. The 
stimulus money was not stimulus. If it 
had been stimulus, it would have stim-
ulated things to the point that those 
teachers who were hired 21⁄2 years ago 
would have stimulated enough in the 
economy that they would have been 
able to keep those jobs; but the stim-
ulus bill in January of ’09 was not nor 
was the stimulus bill in January of ’08 
under President Bush. They did not 
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work. They don’t work. That’s not the 
way to stimulate. 

So then what really breaks my heart 
is when I find out people my age, who 
are in their fifties, and people in their 
forties who have been teaching for 20, 
25, 30 years—and because they do and 
because of the payment structure in 
education, they make a little more and 
a little more as they go along. Lo and 
behold, the Federal Government comes 
in and says, Here’s a bunch of stimulus 
money, not that much in the scheme of 
a trillion, but we’ll give you a little bit 
to hire some new teachers. They hire 
new, young teachers. They’re working 
for cheaper than the older, experienced, 
well-trained teachers. 

So what happens when the stimulus 
money that didn’t stimulate anything 
runs out? It’s rather tragic. People who 
have families, who have committed 
their lives to education, have lost their 
jobs. 

b 1230 
I’ve heard from those people. Good 

teachers, good educators. But when 
they look at it, jeesh, if this stimulus 
has allowed us to hire these young, new 
teachers, these experienced teachers 
that have a heart for the students, well 
trained, well educated, they’re costing 
a little more, let’s let them go. How 
tragic that this body would pass a bill 
under Speaker PELOSI intending to 
help education; and as a result of the 
misguided attempt to help education, 
we have driven out many of our best, 
most experienced, most caring teach-
ers. 

I have talked to young people who 
have gotten a job. They don’t intend to 
stay teachers all that long. They’re 
hoping they can find something else. 
So you have people who committed 
their lives to education losing their 
jobs because of a stimulus bill that 
wasn’t for young teachers who don’t 
plan to stay teachers. They don’t like 
teaching; they want to do something 
else. 

This body needs to get back to the 
original purpose of the Constitution. 
The purpose of the Constitution was to 
have a limited government, and that 
government would be a referee. It 
would make sure people and businesses 
in America played fair. It would not 
guarantee equal results, but it would 
guarantee opportunity to be fair and 
equal. It was a long way from doing 
that until the wonderful works that 
were accomplished by the efforts of 
Martin Luther King, Jr. 

So we were on track, more equality 
of opportunity; but now it’s as if some 
people think, no, Dr. King wanted 
equal results. No, he didn’t. He wanted 
people judged by the content of their 
character, not the color of their skin. 

We made great, tremendous strides, 
but when a government wants to guar-
antee equal outcomes instead of equal 
opportunity, it becomes a tyrannical 
government. It becomes the player and 
not the referee. 

The other thing we’re supposed to do 
is provide for the common defense, and 

that means not checking in our brain 
before we come to work every day. 
That means in every executive agency 
charged with providing for defense, you 
don’t suddenly declare that the only 
people who can advise us about that 
tiny percent of radical Islamists, tiny 
percentage of the overall Muslim popu-
lation, the only ones that can advise us 
about those radicals are people that 
really understand that mentality. 

We want people from the Muslim 
Brotherhood who want to take over the 
county, take over the world, have a 
united caliphate under sharia law to be 
the ones to advise us on how we deal 
with radical Islam, although this ad-
ministration has now made it ex-
tremely clear, Attorney General Holder 
has made it clear, Secretary Napoli-
tano has made clear, we really don’t 
want to offend those who want to kill 
us and destroy our way of life by refer-
ring to them as radical Islamists. 

Let’s call them violent extremists. 
But when you look at what they’ve 
said, and you look at what they’ve 
done and want to do, it’s because of 
their sick beliefs in what being a Mus-
lim means. 

An even further tragedy is the fact 
that we have allowed people with orga-
nizations who have supported ter-
rorism to be advisers to this adminis-
tration, to this Justice Department, to 
this intelligence community, to this 
Department of State. We’ve got foxes 
in the hen house. 

We don’t need to pass the President’s 
so-called jobs bill. This will do more to 
drive up the cost of oil and gas because 
this President doesn’t understand that 
the four pages of deductions that he re-
peals in here will put independent oil 
and gas producers out of business. 

He doesn’t understand that 94 percent 
of the oil and gas wells that are drilled 
on the land in the continental U.S. are 
drilled by independent oil and gas pro-
ducers. He doesn’t understand that 
when you eliminate their ability to 
raise capital, those wells will no longer 
be drilled. The major oil companies 
that the President demonizes and says 
he’s going after will not only not drill 
all of those wells and produce all of the 
oil and gas; they can produce the exact 
same amount and make massive 
amounts more in profit. 

So the one thing the President says 
he wants to do that’s page 151 through 
154 of his bill has the exact opposite ef-
fect. It will increase revenues, profits, 
for major oil companies because it will 
drive out the independent oil and gas 
producers, not to mention the millions 
of jobs that we’ll lose by doing that. 

Now, when I came to Congress 61⁄2 
years ago, I was concerned that there 
was not enough natural gas to continue 
to produce electricity with it, even 
though it is the most clean-burning 
thing that we’ve got. It would be won-
derful, I thought, if you could do that. 
We just don’t have enough because 
you’ve also got to have natural gas. 
It’s a feedstock that you have to have 
in order to produce so many of the 

plastics, so many of the goods that are 
now so important to all Americans and 
to health care and to transportation. 
So if you’re using natural gas to 
produce electricity, provide energy, 
then it’s going to drive up those costs. 

Well, then science and necessity 
being the mother of invention, we hone 
our ability to horizontally drill. Hy-
draulic fracking allows us to get gas 
that we couldn’t get otherwise. And 
now, depending on who you believe, 
we’ve got 100, 300 years of natural gas. 
Some of us have been told that possibly 
the largest deposit of natural gas just 
may be off the west coast of Florida, 
and nobody’s allowed to drill there. 

We find out that the Marcellus shale 
up in the Northeast is producing jobs 
for people, unless our friends across the 
aisle are successful in killing those ef-
forts to drill for that gas, Haynesville 
shale down in Louisiana, east Texas 
where I am; Barnett shale, north, 
northwest Texas. These other gas finds 
are so extraordinary I now fully sup-
port my Democrat friend, DAN BOREN’s, 
efforts to encourage people to convert 
cars to natural gas, to encourage man-
ufacturers to produce cars that will 
run on natural gas. It will be cheaper 
than gasoline. 

Some people identify greatly with 
the tea parties. I think they’ve been 
demonized, the people I see at those tea 
parties, all races, all ages, but they 
seem to have one thing in common: 
They’re all paying income tax. And 
we’re down to about 50 percent of the 
country that’s doing that. People that 
come out at the tea parties, that’s the 
one commonality: They pay taxes, they 
pay income tax and, as a result of that, 
they’d like to see less government. 

b 1240 

So some have been surprised that I 
would support something that’s not 
free market totally because I’m a free 
market kind of guy. But the overriding 
concern for this body, the oath that we 
take should be to make sure that we 
provide for the common defense. We 
have been sending trillions of dollars 
overseas when so much of that money 
finds its way into the hands of those 
who hate us, want to destroy our way 
of life. They don’t think that people 
should have freedom to choose because 
if you give freedom to choose they 
think, their religious beliefs are, you’ll 
slip into degradation, and then you’ll 
be part of a Nation that needs to be de-
stroyed. 

Well, it happens. When you give peo-
ple freedom of choice, just as I believe 
God did to start with, some are going 
to choose to do wrong. It’s going to 
happen. We’re all going to make mis-
takes, and some will do so inten-
tionally. That’s when you need a gov-
ernment to enforce rules of fair play to 
make sure that we provide for the com-
mon defense so that people can freely 
practice peaceful religious beliefs. 

But we’ve been sending all that 
money year after year, growing more 
and more dependent on overseas oil. 
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When President Carter created this 
new monstrosity, a couple of them, one 
called the Department of Education 
and another called the Department of 
Energy, and every year the Depart-
ment of Energy has existed, its goal 
has been to reduce the dependency on 
foreign oil. And every year they fail at 
their job more than they did the year 
before. Every year. No matter how 
many billions, hundreds of billions of 
dollars they throw at alternative en-
ergy rather than letting the free mar-
ket play, it’s not working. 

But the reason I would support en-
couraging people to convert cars to 
natural gas, I’d like to buy a car from 
a factory in the United States that 
runs off natural gas. We do need infra-
structure where you can pull up to a 
gas station and get natural gas instead 
of gasoline. But I support it because if 
we do that, I now see we could be 100 
percent energy independent. It would 
save the lives of our most treasured 
possessions in this country, the Amer-
ican people, the men and women who 
give their lives for their country, when 
we have funded terrorism, not inten-
tionally, but by paying people who 
hate our own country for their oil when 
we could get off of it. And if we get on 
natural gas for 100 years, there’s going 
to be time to develop—and I know 
some people think it’s not possible, I 
really do think we could eventually 
come up, somebody will, with a way to 
hold electricity. Some laugh at that. 
The late Ted Kennedy laughed about 
having a strategic defense shield of 
rockets, that’s Star Wars. And lo and 
behold, it’s happening. Well, until 
President Obama reneged on our agree-
ment with Poland that cost so many 
their political lives in Poland, sup-
ported the missile defense that would 
stand between us and Iranian missiles, 
and we turned our backs on them, 
stabbed them in the back. 

Well, we’re at risk, and it’s time to 
quit sending money to countries that 
hate us. As I have often said, you don’t 
have to pay people to hate you; they’ll 
do it for free. You don’t have to pay 
them. And yet we keep sending money 
to people who hate our guts, and it 
doesn’t cause them to like us. It causes 
them to not only hate us but to have 
total contempt because of how stupid 
we are—that we know that they hate 
us and we still keep giving them 
money. Bullies on a playground who 
demand lunch money from another stu-
dent don’t develop admiration, love, 
and respect for students who give them 
their lunch money. They still hate 
them. They still don’t think anything 
of them. That’s not the way to deal 
with bullies. The way to deal with bul-
lies is to make sure that if you have to 
band together as a government, as an 
educational administration, and just 
decide we’re not going to let bullies 
prevail, then you do that. You can do 
that in schools. You can do it in the 
world by having a government that is 
strong enough militarily that what it 
says, it can back up. 

You don’t do that when you make 
contractual agreements, as we did with 
Mubarak. And I’m not a President Mu-
barak fan. I was not a Qadhafi fan. But 
this administration had agreements 
with both of those people. They turned 
their backs on them, and now it ap-
pears we have radical Islamists that 
are taking over in those countries, and 
they will hate us more than Qadhafi 
did because at least Qadhafi was afraid 
of us. 

And then, we had a hearing yesterday 
in the Judiciary Committee. Secretary 
Napolitano came here. It has not made 
the mainstream media. They’ll prob-
ably never touch it, but it ought to 
rock people’s lives when they see 
what’s going on with this administra-
tion. You can’t use the word radical 
Islam—that might offend the people 
that want to kill us—when the fact is if 
we address radical Islam, we will pro-
tect the moderate, the vast majority of 
Muslims who are moderate who want 
to live in peace. If the radicals take 
over, they could be the first ones they 
go after. As well as liberal reporters, 
they’ll take them out. Gays, they’ll 
take them out. 

You would think people for gay 
rights would be on the side of those of 
us who want to go after radical Islam. 
But instead, it seems to be strange bed-
fellows in combining against those who 
want to support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

So we do some digging, a couple of 
sleepless nights doing research, and we 
find out the Homeland Security De-
partment has people in its midst who 
are advising it. We find out, there’s an 
article about it, it can be found on the 
Internet, we find out that there was a 
seminar by two of the leading experts 
on radical Islam that was going to be 
given to law enforcement. And CAIR— 
a named coconspirator supporting ter-
rorism, named as a coconspirator in 
the Holy Land Foundation trial that 
should have been prosecuted, but this 
administration says they’re friends, 
we’re not going after them—CAIR com-
plains to the White House, to this ad-
ministration, and they cancel the brief-
ing. And the word we’re reading is that, 
gee, apparently they’re rewriting the 
rules so that people in our intelligence 
of this administration, people in Home-
land Security, people in the Justice De-
partment, people in the White House, 
can only be briefed. They are rewriting 
the rules, and what we are told they’ll 
end up saying is, you can’t do the brief-
ing if you’re part of the government. 
So if you’re in the government and 
you’re not Muslim and don’t have sym-
pathies for radical Islam, then you’ll be 
prevented from briefing others despite 
the fact that you may have spent your 
whole adult life studying this ter-
rorism since 1979, when we saw it first 
come after us in Iran after President 
Carter proclaimed this ‘‘man of peace,’’ 
Ayatollah Khomeini, was coming in, 
and he has done more to create hatred, 
to create violence, than any leader I’m 
aware of in the last 50 years. 

b 1250 
President Carter thought he’d be a 

man of peace. Wrong. He wasn’t. Nor is 
the present Khamenei. Nor is 
Ahmadinejad. And then you find out 
the president of ISNA, the Islamic So-
ciety of North America, who has ready 
access to the White House, within the 
inner sanctum of the State Depart-
ment. 

When the President gave his speech 
to try to upstage Netanyahu the day 
before Netanyahu was coming from 
Israel to the United States and ulti-
mately to address this body, the presi-
dent of ISNA, a named coconspirator in 
the Holy Land Foundation trial, 105 
counts of conviction in which the 
named coconspirators should have been 
pursued after those initial convictions, 
he’s advising the President on his 
speech about Israel. He’s giving re-
marks on how the President is doing. 
He’s got the President’s ear. He’s got 
the State Department’s ear. He’s got 
National Security’s ear. In fact, we see 
from the Deputy National Security Ad-
visor’s own transcript of his own re-
marks that were on the White House 
Web site, the Deputy National Security 
Advisor commends the president of this 
named coconspirator to fund terrorism 
for leading prayers for the Iftar cele-
bration last year at the White House. 

We haven’t seen anybody in this 
mainstream media that wants to talk 
about the fact that al-Awlaki, who this 
administration killed with a drone just 
not that long ago, was leading prayers 
for Muslim staffers on Capitol Hill. 

Foxes are in the hen house. And 
they’re given more and more author-
ity. 

We found out yesterday that it was 
Homeland Security that gave a secret 
security clearance to Mohamed 
Elibiary, from all accounts, a very nice 
gentleman. But if you read his 
writings, he thinks the world of the 
Muslim philosopher on whom Osama 
bin Laden relied so heavily for being 
barbaric, for killing innocents. The 
man that is part of the inner circle and 
now has been elevated to the National 
Homeland Security Advisory Council of 
the Secretary of Homeland Security 
thinks that he was a man of peace. He 
was executed in the sixties, but his 
writings fully supported what Osama 
bin Laden was doing. They support 
what radical Islam is doing. And that’s 
why they constantly point to his 
writings from the fifties and sixties. 

We also find—and I have got a flyer 
in my materials here—that Mohamed 
Elibiary was one of the featured speak-
ers for the tribute to a man of vision, 
the Ayatollah Khomeini, just recent 
years ago. He’s been given a secret se-
curity clearance. I find out 2 days ago 
he’s also working with the ACLU to at-
tack from the outside, to demand ma-
terials that will tell them about the 
sources and methods of how we try to 
get some intelligence on the people 
that want to destroy and kill us and 
ruin our way of life and create a one- 
world caliphate for some dictator like 
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the Ayatollah Khomeini or Khamenei 
over there now in Iran. And we’re giv-
ing people like that access. 

And then I find out this week—and 
it’s written; it’s now on the Internet 
and you can read the story—that the 
same man used his security clearance 
and is allowed to access security data-
bases from his home computer; and he 
accesses a security database called the 
State and Local Intelligence Commu-
nity database, called SLIC for short, 
and he pulled off some material that 
said on it ‘‘For Official Use Only,’’ and 
then was shopping that to mainstream 
media in this country to try to con-
demn people in Texas for being con-
cerned, under Governor Perry, as being 
Islamaphobes. 

Then we find that the OIC that has 
been so powerful—57 states—that actu-
ally in 2007 they said that the most 
fearful terrorism that exists—and these 
are their words—is Islamaphobia. They 
created the term ‘‘Islamaphobia.’’ 
They’re donating hundreds of thou-
sands and millions to some of our best 
educational institutions to go after 
people who are concerned not about 
Islam, not about the 95, 99 percent, 
whatever it is of Muslims who are 
peace-loving, but if you want to go 
after the 1 percent that wants to kill 
us and make this country into a caliph-
ate under sharia law, you’re an 
Islamaphobe. And they’re paying mil-
lions and millions to develop that ter-
minology. 

So the mainstream media will buy 
into it and come after anybody that 
says, Look, there is a common thread 

that runs through those people who 
want to destroy our way of life, that 
want to take our young men and 
women in this country, radicalize them 
and have them help them destroy the 
greatest, most free country in the his-
tory of mankind. And this administra-
tion is bringing some of those foxes 
into the hen house. 

So not only does this administration 
give a man who admires the inspiration 
for Osama bin Laden, who is a featured 
speaker for the tribute to Ayatollah 
Khomeini, he’s given secret security 
clearance and now is using that as a 
political weapon not just to go after 
people concerned about radical Islam, 
but also to go after an opponent of this 
President politically. 

It’s time to wake up. It’s time to be 
a referee, not a player. It’s time to let 
the free market system drive the econ-
omy, create jobs, while we do what 
we’re supposed to do—provide for the 
common defense. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All 
Members are reminded to refrain from 
engaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

f 

PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY 
MATERIAL 

REVISIONS TO THE AGGREGATES AND ALLOCA-
TIONS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2012 BUDGET RESO-
LUTION FOR H.R. 2576 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, pur-

suant to section 305 of H. Con. Res. 34, the 

House-passed budget resolution for fiscal 
year 2012, deemed to be in force by H. Res. 
287, I hereby submit for printing in the Con-
gressional Record revisions to the budget al-
locations and aggregates set forth pursuant 
to the concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 2012. Aggregate levels of budg-
et authority, outlays, and revenue are re-
vised and the allocation to the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is also revised, 
for fiscal year 2012 and the period of fiscal 
year 2012 through 2021. 

The revision is provided for H.R. 2576, leg-
islation amending the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 to modify the calculation of modified 
adjusted gross income for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility for certain healthcare-re-
lated programs. Corresponding tables are at-
tached. 

This revision represents an adjustment for 
the purposes of sections 302 and 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed. For the purposes of the Budget Act, these 
revised aggregates and allocations are to be 
considered as aggregates and allocations in-
cluded in the budget resolution. 

Section 305 of the budget resolution allows 
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et to revise the allocations of spending au-
thority provided to the Committee on Ways 
and Means for legislation that decreases rev-
enue. The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget may adjust the allocations and ag-
gregates of this concurrent resolution if such 
measure would not increase the deficit over 
fiscal years 2012 through 2021. 

H.R. 2576 decreases the deficit over this pe-
riod by $14.6 billion and is hence eligible for 
these adjustments are. 

The table that follows indicates what these 
adjustments are. 

BUDGET AGGREGATES 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 

2012 2012–2021 

Current Aggregates: 
Budget Authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,858,503 (1) 
Outlays ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,947,662 (1) 
Revenues ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1,890,365 30,285,754 

Changes for the United States—Colombia, Panama, Korea Free Trade Agreement Implementation Acts (H.R.3078, H.R. 3079, H.R. 3080): 
Budget Authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 (1) 
Outlays ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 (1) 
Revenues ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 0 ¥7,100 

Revised Aggregates: 
Budget Authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,858,503 (1) 
Outlays ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,947,662 (1) 
Revenues ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1,890,365 30,278,654 

1 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2013 through 2021 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES 
[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

House Committee on Ways and Means 
2012 2012–2021 Total 

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority Outlays 

Current Allocation ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,030,960 1,031,280 13,171,553 13,172,135 
Changes for a bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the calculation of adjusted gross income for purposes of determining eligibility 

for certain healthcare-related programs. (H.R.2576) .................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 ¥21,700 ¥21,770 
Revised Allocation ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,030,960 1,031,280 13,149,853 13,150,435 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 58 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Octo-
ber 31, 2011, at 1 p.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3617. A letter from the Secretary, Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule — For-
eign Futures and Options Contracts on a 
Non-Narrow-Based Security Index; Commis-
sion Certification Procedures (RIN: 3038- 

AC54) received September 27, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

3618. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Isopyrazam; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0906; FRL-8874-6] 
received October 6, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

3619. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
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Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Prothicocnazole; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0053; FRL- 
8884-2] received October 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

3620. A letter from the Senior Counsel, Fi-
nancial Stability Oversight Council, trans-
mitting the Council’s final rule — Authority 
To Designate Financial Market Utilities as 
Systemically Important (RIN: 4030-AA01) re-
ceived August 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3621. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Com-
monwealth of Virginia; Section 110(a)(2) In-
frastructure Requirements for the 1997 8- 
Hour Ozone and the 1997 and 2006 Fine Par-
ticulate Matter National Ambient Air Qual-
ity Standards [EPA-R03-OAR-2010-0160; FRL- 
9477-6] received October 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

3622. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West 
Virginia; Determination of Attainment and 
Determination of Clean Data for the Annual 
1997 Fine Particle Standard for the Charles-
ton Area [EPA-R03-OAR-2011-0454; FRL-9477- 
5] received October 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

3623. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; North Carolina: 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration; 
Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule Revision 
[EPA-R04-OAR-2010-0471-201071; FRL-9476-5] 
received October 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3624. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — California: Final Authoriza-
tion of State Hazardous Waste Management 
Program Revision [FRL-9476-2] received Oc-
tober 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3625. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of State Implementation Plans; State of Col-
orado Regulation Number 3: Revisions to the 
Air Pollutant Emission Notice Requirements 
and Exemptions [EPA-R08-OAR-2007-0649; 
FRL-9290-2] received September 29, 2011, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3626. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone: The 2011 Critical Use Exemption from 
the Phaseout of Methyl Bromide [EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2008-0321; FRL-9473-5] (RIN: 2060-AP92) 
received September 29, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

3627. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Significant New Use Rules 
on Certain Chemical Substances [EPA-HQ- 
OPPT-2010-1075; FRL-8880-2] (RIN: 2070-AB27) 
received September 29, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

3628. A letter from the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, Parliamentary As-
sembly of Bosnia and Herzegovina, transmit-
ting a letter expressing sympathy for the 
families of the victims of the September 11, 
2001 terrorist attacks; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3629. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch for 
Catcher/Processors Participating in the 
Rockfish Limited Access Fishery in the Cen-
tral Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska 
[Docket No.: 101126522-0640-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XA587) received October 5, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

3630. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Regu-
lated Navigation Area; Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, Portsmouth, NH [Docket No.: 
USCG-2011-0708] (RIN: 1625-AA11) received 
September 27, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

3631. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Security 
Zone; Potomac River, Georgetown Channel, 
Washington, DC [Docket No.: USCG-2011- 
0760] (RIN: 1625-AA87) received September 27, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

3632. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special 
Local Regulation and Safety Zones; Marine 
Events in Captain of the Port Long Island 
Sound Zone [Docket No.: USCG-2011-0553] 
(RIN: 1625-AA08; 1625-AA00) received Sep-
tember 27, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

3633. A letter from the Attorney — Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zones; August Fireworks Displays and Swim 
Events in the Captain of the Port New York 
Zone [Docket No.: USCG-2011-0688] (RIN: 
1625-AA00) September 27, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

3634. A letter from the National Adjuntant, 
Chief Executive Officer, Disabled American 
Veterans, transmitting the report of the pro-
ceedings of the organization’s National Con-
vention, including their annual audit report 
of receipts and expenditures as of December 
31, 2011, pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1332; (H. Doc. 
No. 112—68); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

3635. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report entitled, ‘‘2010 Findings on the 
Worst Forms of Child Labor’’; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

f 

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. OLSON (for himself, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. HARRIS, Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS, Mr. NUNES, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
HARPER, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
POE of Texas, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. BARROW, Mr. DAVID 

SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey, Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Mrs. BONO MACK, Ms. JEN-
KINS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. RUN-
YAN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. BON-
NER, Mr. STIVERS, and Mr. SCHOCK): 

H.R. 3269. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to ensure the continued 
access of Medicare beneficiaries to diag-
nostic imaging services; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. HUNTER, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. SPEIER, 
Mr. BACA, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of 
California, Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. 
COSTA, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. THOMPSON of California, 
Mr. DREIER, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. GALLE-
GLY, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. FARR, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. 
NUNES, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms. 
LEE of California): 

H.R. 3270. A bill to facilitate the hosting in 
the United States of the 34th America’s Cup 
by authorizing certain eligible vessels to 
participate in activities related to the com-
petition; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself 
and Mr. POE of Texas): 

H.R. 3271. A bill to promote the economic 
security and safety of victims of domestic vi-
olence, dating violence, sexual assault, or 
stalking, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committees on Financial 
Services, Ways and Means, and the Judici-
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER: 
H.R. 3272. A bill to reauthorize the Na-

tional Windstorm Impact Reduction Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology, 
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. RIGELL: 
H.R. 3273. A bill to amend title 46, United 

States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Homeland Security or of any other depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operating 
to enter into agreements with foreign gov-
ernments or international organizations for 
the performance of port security assessments 
on behalf of the Secretary, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity, and in addition to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
POSEY, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. BARROW): 

H.R. 3274. A bill to direct the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to 
establish a program allowing small volume 
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vehicle manufacturers to produce not more 
than 1,000 vehicles annually within a regu-
latory system that addresses the unique 
safety and financial issues associated with 
limited production, and to direct the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to allow low 
volume vehicle manufacturers to rely upon 
certificates of conformity issued to engines 
from certified vehicles; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BUCSHON: 
H.R. 3275. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to disallow the refundable 
portion of the child credit to taxpayers using 
individual taxpayer identification numbers 
issued by the Internal Revenue Service; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. CASTOR of Florida: 
H.R. 3276. A bill to designate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service located at 
2810 East Hillsborough Avenue in Tampa, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Reverend Abe Brown Post 
Office Building’’; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
TOWNS, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. NADLER, and Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois): 

H.R. 3277. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve and make perma-
nent the Department of Veterans Affairs 
loan guarantee for the purchase of residen-
tial cooperative housing units, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself and Mr. 
CALVERT): 

H.R. 3278. A bill to authorize the Fair 
Housing Commemorative Foundation to es-
tablish a commemorative work on Federal 
land in the District of Columbia to com-
memorate the national significance of the 
fair housing movement in America; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. REYES: 
H.R. 3279. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to clarify that caregivers for 
veterans with serious illnesses are eligible 
for assistance and support services provided 
by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 3280. A bill to amend the Federal 

Power Act to establish a regional trans-
mission planning process, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
Mr. FILNER introduced a bill (H.R. 3281) 

for the relief of Ayded Reyes Benitez; which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. OLSON: 
H.R. 3269. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3—The Con-

gress shall have Power To . . . regulate Com-
merce with foreign Nations, and among the 
several States, and with the Indian Tribes 
(Commerce Clause). 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 
H.R. 3270. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution which allows the Congress of 
the United States To make all Laws which 
shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all 
other Powers vested by this Constitution in 
the Government of the United States, or in 
any Department or Officer thereof. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD: 
H.R. 3271. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER: 
H.R. 3272. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power To . . . pro-

vide for the common Defence and general 
Welfare of the United States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 
The Congress shall have Power to make all 

Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

By Mr. RIGELL: 
H.R. 3273. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
H.R. 3274. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con-

stitution of the United States. 
By Mr. BUCSHON: 

H.R. 3275. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Ms. CASTOR of Florida: 
H.R. 3276. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 8 of Article 1 of the Constitution. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 
H.R. 3277. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power to lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 3278. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clauses 1, and 18 of section 8 of article I, 

and clause 2 of section 3 of article IV of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. REYES: 
H.R. 3279. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution. 

Text: 
Article I, Section. 8. 
Clause 1: The Congress shall have Power 

To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts 
and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for 
the common Defence and general Welfare of 

the United States; but all Duties, Imposts 
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States; 

Clause 2: To borrow Money on the credit of 
the United States; 

Clause 3: To regulate Commerce with for-
eign Nations, and among the several States, 
and with the Indian Tribes; 

Clause 4: To establish an uniform Rule of 
Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the 
subject of Bankruptcies throughout the 
United States; 

Clause 5: To coin Money, regulate the 
Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix 
the Standard of Weights and Measures; 

Clause 6: To provide for the Punishment of 
counterfeiting the Securities and current 
Coin of the United States; 

Clause 7: To establish Post Offices and post 
Roads; 

Clause 8: To promote the Progress of 
Science and useful Arts, by securing for lim-
ited Times to Authors and Inventors the ex-
clusive Right to their respective Writings 
and Discoveries; 

Clause 9: To constitute Tribunals inferior 
to the supreme Court; 

Clause 10: To define and punish Piracies 
and Felonies committed on the high Seas, 
and Offences against the Law of Nations; 

Clause 11: To declare War, grant Letters of 
Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules con-
cerning Captures on Land and Water; 

Clause 12: To raise and support Armies, but 
no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall 
be for a longer Term than two Years; 

Clause 13: To provide and maintain a Navy; 
Clause 14: To make Rules for the Govern-

ment and Regulation of the land and naval 
Forces; 

Clause 15: To provide for calling forth the 
Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, 
suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions; 

Clause 16: To provide for organizing, arm-
ing, and disciplining, the Militia, and for 
governing such Part of them as may be em-
ployed in the Service of the United States, 
reserving to the States respectively, the Ap-
pointment of the Officers, and the Authority 
of training the Militia according to the dis-
cipline prescribed by Congress; 

Clause 17: To exercise exclusive Legisla-
tion in all Cases whatsoever, over such Dis-
trict (not exceeding ten Miles square) as 
may, by Cession of particular States, and the 
Acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of 
the Government of the United States, and to 
exercise like Authority over all Places pur-
chased by the Consent of the Legislature of 
the State in which the Same shall be, for the 
Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, 
dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings;— 
And 

Clause 18: To make all Laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe-
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or in any 
Department or Officer thereof. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 3280. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 

Constitution 
Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 3281. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority of Congress 

to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution (Clause 4), which grants Congress 
the power to establish a Uniform rule of Nat-
uralization throughout the United States. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 12: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 210: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 
H.R. 234: Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 569: Mrs. MYRICK. 
H.R. 644: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 721: Mr. SCHILLING. 
H.R. 735: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. DANIEL E. 

LUNGREN of California. 
H.R. 749: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 798: Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 1084: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1103: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 1312: Mr. WEBSTER. 
H.R. 1342: Mr. POLIS and Mr. GONZALEZ. 
H.R. 1474: Mr. DESJARLAIS. 
H.R. 1477: Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 1513: Mr. LATOURETTE. 
H.R. 1609: Mr. LABRADOR. 
H.R. 1648: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 

and Mr. DOGGETT. 
H.R. 1653: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. GRIFFIN of Ar-

kansas, Mr. QUAYLE, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. 
DUFFY, and Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 1674: Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 1834: Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. KING of New 

York, Mrs. BIGGERT, and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1842: Mr. CROWLEY. 
H.R. 1865: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 
H.R. 1925: Mr. HIGGINS. 
H.R. 1965: Mr. KLINE. 
H.R. 2020: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 

PAULSEN, and Mr. DESJARLAIS. 
H.R. 2053: Mr. HEINRICH. 
H.R. 2063: Mr. RANGEL, Ms. BASS of Cali-

fornia, and Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 2070: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 
H.R. 2088: Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. 

TSONGAS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CAPU-
ANO, and Ms. SPEIER. 

H.R. 2214: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. 
GRAVES of Georgia, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. GAR-
RETT, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. LONG, Mr. WALSH of Il-
linois, and Mr. MULVANEY. 

H.R. 2245: Mr. KING of New York. 
H.R. 2264: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2299: Mr. BERG. 
H.R. 2367: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 2369: Mr. WOODALL, Mr. BROUN of 

Georgia, Mr. AMODEI, and Mr. BISHOP of 
Utah. 

H.R. 2412: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 2446: Mr. BACA, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 

and Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 2487: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 2514: Mr. HULTGREN and Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 2516: Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 2538: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 2563: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 2853: Mr. GARAMENDI. 
H.R. 2874: Mr. FLEMING. 
H.R. 2888: Mr. FLORES. 
H.R. 2910: Mr. POSEY. 
H.R. 2945: Mr. LANKFORD. 
H.R. 2967: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2969: Mr. NADLER, Mr. FRANK of Mas-

sachusetts, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 
TIERNEY, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois. 

H.R. 3029: Mr. LABRADOR, Mr. DESJARLAIS, 
Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina, Mr. MACK, Mrs. 
BONO MACK, Mr. SOUTHERLAND, Mr. 
MCHENRY, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, 
Mr. GUINTA, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. KELLY, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. STUTZMAN, 
and Mr. GOHMERT. 

H.R. 3033: Mr. ISSA, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr. 
HINOJOSA. 

H.R. 3044: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
POSEY, and Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 3046: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
OWENS, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3055: Ms. LEE of California. 
H.R. 3056: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. 
H.R. 3059: Mr. NUNNELEE and Mr. SMITH of 

Washington. 
H.R. 3074: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. CRAVAACK, Mr. 

HURT, and Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 
H.R. 3088: Mr. POLIS and Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3094: Mr. CANSECO, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. 

WALSH of Illinois, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs. 
SCHMIDT, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. PEARCE, and Mr. BARTLETT. 

H.R. 3102: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3123: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. PAULSEN, 

and Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 3151: Ms. MOORE, Ms. LEE of Cali-

fornia, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. NORTON, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, and 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 3156: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 3178: Mr. LOEBSACK and Ms. RICHARD-

SON. 
H.R. 3200: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SHERMAN, 

Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. KIND, Mr. SHIMKUS, and Mr. 
MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 3206: Mr. CULBERSON. 
H.R. 3211: Mr. CULBERSON. 
H.R. 3218: Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mr. 

ROKITA, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. POE of Texas, and 
Mr. BROOKS. 

H.R. 3236: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 3262: Mr. GOWDY, Mr. HUIZENGA of 

Michigan, Mr. MCHENRY, Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. KELLY, 
Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. FLORES, Mr. CRAWFORD, and 
Mr. CRAVAACK. 

H.R. 3268: Mr. FILNER, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, and Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BERG, Mr. 
HEINRICH, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. PERLMUTTER, and Ms. SCHWARTZ. 

H. Res. 295: Mr. RIVERA. 
H. Res. 416: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 
H. Res. 435: Mr. GERLACH. 
H. Res. 449: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII: 
27. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

Government Contractor Services, Tampa, 
Florida, relative to a letter protesting the 
the serious inequities in the procurement 
system; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 
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