United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 12 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 157

WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26, 2011

No. 162

Senate

The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Thursday, October 27, 2011, at 11 a.m.

House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CRAVAACK).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 26, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHIP
CRAVAACK to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

———

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary b, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———

“GROWING OPPORTUNITIES: FAM-
ILY FARM VALUES FOR RE-
FORMING THE FARM BILL”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. This is a special
moment for American agriculture as
well as an opportunity to address the
major challenges America faces: our
long-term government spending, our
budget deficit, environmental protec-
tion, and the health problems of our
families. It is also key to improving
the economy, which should be our
number one priority. Helping more peo-
ple at less cost by reducing subsidies to
large agribusiness also speaks directly
to the frustrations of protesters from
coast to coast, whether they are occu-
pying Wall Street or they are Tea
Party protesters.

Now, there is no doubt that Amer-
ica’s massive investment in farm sup-
port—hundreds of billions of dollars of
taxpayer money—the special rules and
regulations, and tariff protections have
all contributed to the success of Amer-
ican agriculture. It has boosted produc-
tivity and made a difference in pro-
viding plentiful low-cost food. Left
unaddressed is whether this expensive
patchwork of complicated and exces-
sive programs is the best we can do.

The answer from independent ana-
lysts is overwhelming. We can do far
better for less money and help more
farmers and ranchers and especially
those Americans in need of food.
Today, I am releasing a report entitled
“Growing Opportunities: Family Farm
Values for Reforming the Farm Bill,”
which brings together that big picture
and illustrates a better way.

The core principles are to reduce the
flow of money to the largest agri-
business interests, which shortchanges
the majority of farmers and ranchers

who receive virtually no assistance
from direct commodity payments, an
expensive web of programs to shield
farmers from market forces and, of
course, the unusual program of crop in-
surance, which pays more to insurance
agents than to farmers.

It would, instead, concentrate assist-
ance for people who need help the
most, make healthy food more afford-
able and give assistance to new farm-
ers, which is so necessary to deal with
the turnover in American agriculture,
where the average farmer today is 55
years of age.

It would stop the inappropriate and
expensive subsidization, which com-
promises our international trade re-
sponsibilities, which not only gives
these large agribusinesses a leg up but
helps them get bigger at the expense of
small- and medium-sized farmers and
ranchers.

It would stop the insanity of giving a
billion and a half dollars to Brazilian
cotton farmers over the next 10 years
because we don’t have the courage and
the political will to stop giving support
to American cotton farmers, which has
been deemed illegal.

We must make the production of
food, not commodities, more affordable
and more nutritious for all Americans
but particularly for our students, our
young families, and the elderly.

Redirecting money away from incen-
tives to pollute and paying more to
farmers and ranchers to protect water
quality and wildlife habitat will give
real benefit to American communities,
which are the neighbors of our farmers.
It fits our economic and recreational
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opportunities and reduces the cost of
the cleanup of our waterways from ani-
mal waste, pesticides, and fertilizers.
Help with research, marketing, and en-
vironmental protection will allow our
farmers to be more productive and bet-
ter stewards of the land while putting
money in their pockets—in turn, in-
creasing benefits and reducing costs for
everybody else.

Now, I don’t pretend this report con-
tains any silver bullet. It’s a collection
of what I've learned in dealing with
these issues in my 15 years in Congress
but, more importantly, by spending a
lot of time with Oregon farmers and
ranchers, people in the nursery indus-
try, the vintners, who are all short-
changed by the current system and de-
serve better.

Joining me in the release of this re-
port are Representatives who advocate
on behalf of the taxpayers, who deal
with deficit spending, who are environ-
mental advocates, and people who care
deeply about America’s farmers and
ranchers. There is across this country
a grand coalition that is forming and
coalescing behind a unified vision for
American agriculture at exactly the
time when the taxpayers need it, when
most farmers and ranchers deserve it
and when advocates on behalf of better
health and nutrition for all Americans
demand it.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Americans deserve a better Farm Bill. Cur-
rent agricultural policy spends too much
money supporting large corporations,
doesn’t adequately help the majority of
small and midsize farmers, and subsidizes
manufactured food at the expense of fruits
and vegetables. This report outlines a series
of reforms to make the Farm Bill more ac-
countable, more affordable, and fairer to tax-
payers, farmers, ranchers and consumers
alike.

Commodity Programs: The report advo-
cates for eliminating direct payments and
storage payments, and placing limits on
counter cyclical, market assistance and
ACRE payments to save taxpayer dollars and
create a more level playing field for Amer-
ica’s farmers.

Conservation Programs: While recognizing
the important role that conservation plays
for farmers, ranchers and the public, the re-
port supports a shift to performance-oriented
conservation programs, giving farmers and
ranchers flexibility while ensuring that tax-
payers get cleaner air and water, and
healthier soil.

Research and Development: The report ac-
knowledges the important role that research
and development dollars have played in
boosting America’s farm and ranch produc-
tivity, and supports increasing or at a min-
imum keeping level research funding.

Beginning Farmer and Rancher Programs:
Recognizing the importance of engaging
younger Americans in farming and ranching,
the report advocates for small changes to
current programs to support beginning farm-
ers and ranchers.

Crop Insurance: While the last negotiation
of the Standard Reinsurance Agreement
made some improvements to the crop insur-
ance program, most economists agree that it
is still in need of reform. This report advo-
cates for several principles that should be
used to guide the creation of any new crop
insurance agreement.

Nutrition: The report recognizes the oppor-
tunity to improve the outcomes of nutrition
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programs and local farm economies by co-
ordinating the two. It also advocates for in-
creased local flexibility so that communities
can take steps on their own to increase ac-
cess to fresh, local food.

———

H.R. 674, REPEALING THE 3 PER-
CENT WITHHOLDING ON PAY-
MENTS MADE TO VENDORS BY
GOVERNMENT ENTITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DoLD) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOLD. I came to this body as a
small business owner, as someone who
employs just under 100 people. For me,
that’s 100 families. I decided to run for
Congress because it felt to me as if the
Federal Government was making it
harder and harder for me to put the
key in the door and to open up my
business each and every day. Frankly,
they should be doing quite the oppo-
site. We here in this body should be
making it easier for American busi-
nesses to grow their businesses—to be
able to hire more people, to invest back
in their businesses and to grow.

I am pleased to say that we have an
opportunity this week to vote on a bi-
partisan piece of legislation to end
some of the barriers that are pre-
venting businesses from investing back
in their businesses. We’re going to have
an opportunity to vote on H.R. 674,
which would repeal a provision that
would force government entities to
withhold 3 percent from the vendors
that they do business with.

Earlier this year, we took care of
some legislation that was some over-
burdensome regulation on 1099s for
small businesses. This was going to be
paperwork that was going to, in es-
sence, cost small businesses hundreds
of thousands of dollars and, in some
cases, millions of dollars just to com-
ply, just to cross the T’s and dot the
I's. Not a single bit would be added to
their bottom line or would be helping
provide services to consumers.

There is no question that this bill
would help small businesses. It would
also help governments and municipali-
ties that would be forced to withhold.
This withholding requirement is par-
ticularly harmful to small businesses,
to contractors; and it would undermine
our efforts to spur job creation. This
requirement needlessly ties up the cash
flow of small businesses, and that’s ex-
actly what we don’t need to do at this
particular time.

This is a commonsense piece of legis-
lation, and I am confident that we will
be able to pass it. We’ve got over 269
cosponsors today. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman who was just up here is, in
fact, the 1lead cosponsor, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, along with my colleague
WALLY HERGER from California. It en-
joys broad bipartisan support. It’s com-
monsense legislation.

We do not need to be taking dollars
out of the economy at this point in
time. It increases costs for goods and
services. It increases the burdens on
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administrative requirements. It in-
creases the costs for recordkeeping.
This is another instance of unintended
consequences of legislation and ones
that, I think, we cannot afford.

We must focus on how we can help
small businesses across this land. We in
this body need to create an environ-
ment where small businesses can have
more certainty because, when I talk to
businesses all across the 10th District
of Illinois, the one thing I hear over
and over and over again is that the un-
certainty out there is preventing peo-
ple from investing in their businesses,
from moving forward. This would be
yet one more burden. We don’t need to
do that.

O 1010

So I'm pleased to see that Members
on both sides of the aisle are coming
together to try to solve some of these
issues. It’s certainly what the Amer-
ican public is looking for us to do, to
be able to find some common ground,
to move forward, so that we can elimi-
nate some of these barriers. The num-
ber one issue we face, without excep-
tion, is jobs and the economy, so it
seemed like common sense to me that
we try to enable small business to be
able to have the tools necessary to
forecast, invest in their businesses and
to grow.

With 29 million small businesses in
our Nation, if we can create an envi-
ronment where half of those businesses
can create a single job, think about
where we’d be then. We’ve got 9.1 per-
cent unemployment in our country. In
Illinois it’s at 10, and certain areas
even in the 10th District we’ve got un-
employment of 20 to 22 percent.

We’ve just been recognized as the
number one manufacturing district in
the country. We’ve lost 750,000 manu-
facturing jobs in Illinois. We have to
step up and allow small business to be
able to invest back in their businesses
and to grow.

I'm delighted to see that we were
able to come together 2 weeks ago on
trade legislation to be able to help
those manufacturers, to help farmers,
to be able to increase exports and grow
jobs right here in America. Those are
exactly the efforts that we need to do.

So I want to encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
come together on H.R. 674 to help small
businesses move forward and get Amer-
ica back to work.

————

HONORING MAYOR STEPHEN L.
LUEKE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. DONNELLY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, today I pay tribute to an out-
standing citizen of South Bend, Indi-
ana, Mayor Steve Lueke, who devoted
his life to the service of our commu-
nity. Raised in Freeport, Illinois,
Mayor Lueke made South Bend his
home over 30 years ago after grad-
uating from Fordham University. He
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and his beloved wife, Peg, the mar-
keting director for the South Bend Mu-
seum of Art, have four children they
are so proud of.

Steve has been South Bend’s 31st and
longest-serving mayor in the city’s his-
tory. He took office in 1977, succeeding
Joe Kernan, who became the lieutenant
governor. Now in his fourth term,
Mayor Lueke has championed the de-
velopment of a city in which all resi-
dents can be proud to live and work.

Previously Steve served 9 years as a
member of the South Bend Common
Council, including two terms as presi-
dent, representing the First District on
South Bend’s northwest side.

South Bend under his leadership has
become a hub of technological diver-
sity. Mayor Lueke spearheaded the
demolition of nearly 4 million square
feet of obsolete buildings in the former
Studebaker Corridor and strengthened
partnerships with leading community
institutions, including the University
of Notre Dame.

These efforts have come together as
South Bend created Indiana’s first
dual-site, State-certified technology
park, consisting of Innovation Park at
Notre Dame and Ignition Park on the
grounds of the former Studebaker Cor-
poration. In addition, South Bend be-
came the first U.S. city to create a
broadband network, the Metronet,
using its own traffic conduit.

As the owner of a small construction
company, Steve took interest in neigh-
borhood restoration, infrastructure im-
provements, and the revitalization of
our city. Among other projects, he fos-
tered the public-private restoration of
the Morris Performing Arts Center, the
Palais Royale ballroom, the Northeast
Neighborhood revitalization, and the
renovation of the former Engman Na-
tatorium into the Indiana University
South Bend Civil Rights Heritage Cen-
ter. Under his leadership, South Bend
received a White House designation in
2008 as a Preserve America Commu-
nity. He also directed the completion
of the riverwalk along the St. Joseph
River and added 50 miles of bicycle
lanes and routes throughout our city.

He has served on the advisory board
for Indiana University South Bend dur-
ing a period of expansion and growth
that positioned it as an active partici-
pant in the economic development of
our region. Enrollment growth at Ivy
Tech Community College has exploded
and has led to a partnership between
the city’s Redevelopment Commission
and the college as the commission ac-
quires and relocates businesses to help
expand the campus of Ivy Tech even
more.

With concern for the future, Mayor
Lueke’s vision has helped provide the
spark for several environmental efforts
that led to South Bend’s designation as
Indiana’s Green Community of the
Year in 2009.

Our city has developed into an inno-
vative, dynamic and progressive place,
and in 2011 it was named an All-Amer-
ica City. Mayor Steve’s progressive vi-
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sion, collaborative leadership, and pas-
sionate advocacy for good government
earned him the 2011 Association of Cit-
ies and Towns Russell G. Lloyd Distin-
guished Service Award. He is also the
2011-2012 TACT president.

So today, on behalf of all the citizens
of South Bend, Indiana, I want to
thank Mayor Steve for his unselfish
years of dedication to the city and to
its people. You will never be forgotten.

Thank you for everything. Thank
you, Mayor, and God bless you, Peg and
your family.

———

YUCCA MOUNTAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, this is
my third time on the floor to talk
about high-level nuclear waste in
Yucca Mountain. I started talking
about Hanford, which is in Washington
State, comparing it to the Yucca facil-
ity. In Hanford, 53 million gallons of
nuclear waste; zero at Yucca. Nuclear
waste is stored 10 feet underground in
Hanford; waste will be stored 1,000 feet
underground in Yucca. Waste 1,000 feet
from the water table at Yucca; 250 feet
from the water table in Hanford.

At Yucca the nuclear waste will be
100 miles from the nearest river. At
Hanford, it’s 1 mile from the nearest
river. So what are the Senators’ posi-
tions on Yucca Mountain in Wash-
ington State and Oregon, knowing that
we have 53 million gallons of high-level
nuclear waste 1 mile from the Colum-
bia River?

Senator CANTWELL is not supportive
of Yucca Mountain. Senator MURRAY is
supportive, at least in her public state-
ments. Senator WYDEN is not sup-
portive. And Senator MERKLEY is si-
lent. They should not be silent.

A couple of weeks ago I then moved
to my home State of Illinois and the
decommissioned Zion nuclear power
plant that still has high-level nuclear
waste on site. Again, the same statis-
tics for Yucca are there in a desert
away from a river.

Zion is on Lake Michigan. Zion has
65 casks containing 1,135 metric tons of
nuclear waste, waste stored above
ground 5 feet above the water table,
1,300 feet from Lake Michigan. And
Wisconsin has two nuclear power
plants also on Lake Michigan. So what
do the senators from the two States
say?

Well, Senator DURBIN is supportive of
Yucca Mountain. Senator KIRK is sup-
portive of Yucca Mountain. Senator
KOHL is supportive of Yucca Mountain.
Senator JOHNSON is still silent on
Yucca Mountain. I imagine we’ll know
soon.

Now we move to Georgia and South
Carolina. Look at the difference here.
Savannah River has 6,300 canisters of
nuclear waste on-site. The waste is
stored right below the ground. It is 0 to
160 feet above the water table, and it’s
right next to the Savannah River.
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Again, compare that to Yucca Moun-
tain—no nuclear waste. Waste would be
stored 1,000 feet underground, 1,000 feet
above the water table, and 100 miles
from the Colorado River.

So where are these senators from
Georgia and South Carolina? Well, Sen-
ator ISAKSON says ‘“We need to retain
Yucca Mountain as our Nation’s high-
level waste repository.” So he sup-
ports.

Senator CHAMBLISS says, ‘‘We have
long advocated that the Department of
Energy immediately halt all actions to
dismantle operations at Yucca Moun-
tain.”” He supports.

Senator GRAHAM: ‘‘No one should be
required to pay for an empty hole in
the Nevada desert.”

““The decision by the Obama adminis-
tration to close Yucca Mountain was
ill-advised and leaves our Nation with-
out a disposal plan for spent nuclear
fuel or Cold War waste.”” That’s what
Hanford is, Cold War nuclear waste
from our weapons sector.

What does Senator DEMINT say?
“Without Yucca Mountain, America
will not have a safe and secure place to
permanently store nuclear waste and
instead waste will pile up at existing
reactors.”

We will continue, and I will continue
to come down on the floor and go
through the Nation highlighting high-
level nuclear waste all over this coun-
try when the Federal law under the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982 says we
should have one site, and the law says
that site is Yucca Mountain.

And so as we continue to go through
the States, hopefully some Senators
will get off the dime and state their po-
sitions, culminating with 60 Senators
in support as we move this forward,
this Nation forward, to a more secure
location for high-level nuclear waste
away from lakes, away from rivers,
away from the groundwater tables.

There’s no safer place on the planet
than underneath the mountain in a
desert, and that place is Yucca Moun-
tain.

———
O 1020
INCOME DISPARITY IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) for 5 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it ap-
peared sometime yesterday that the
Congressional Budget Office looked at
statistically where the wealth of this
country is being held and came to the
conclusion that 1 percent of America’s
high earners have 42 percent of the Na-
tion’s wealth. It also pointed out that
one out of every five kids, American
kids, is born into poverty.

Well, certainly one might look at the
income tax system to see whether or
not this disparity is being dealt with.
But if you do, you will find out that we
have aggressively protected income for
people who are wealthy enough to in-
vest it at lower rates than lower in-
come people who work hard every day
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and yet have a higher rate of their in-
come that they have paid taxes on.

What does this unfairness mean?
Well, one thing I can tell you is that
you’re not going to have too much
noise from the spiritual community be-
cause somehow they’re silent as we
deal with the question of budget defi-
cits and budget cuts. They haven’t re-
sponded to the fact that many of these
cuts have to deal with income after re-
tirement, with Social Security. Others
deal with the ability to pay for health
care. Others just deal with the plight of
not being able to put food on the table,
to get health care. In other words, it’s
all biblical as to what is wrong about
the disparities in income. But there are
other things that we don’t talk about.
You can rest assured that this includes
some of the benefits that the 1 percent
have.

Why is it that we know or that we
can suspect that in this war where we
lost so many lives, where so many peo-
ple have been wounded, that our brave
men and women coming home will sub-
ject themselves to a lack of funds to
deal with their physical and mental
problems, and yet we somehow know
that that 1 percent was not involved in
defending our great Nation? Oh, we
take it for granted that those people
who can’t get jobs would volunteer, but
we can almost know without any inves-
tigation that the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans never found themselves protecting
our flag.

What else can we tell? Well, we can
tell there’s a limited amount of money
that billionaires can spend. And we
don’t expect them to be at the local su-
permarket or buying a pair of socks or
going to the drugstore looking for pre-
scriptions. No, they hold on to their
money. They invest their money. They
don’t even lend their money.

But having said that, one thing is
clear, that if we have the other 99 per-
cent of the people that are not
wealthy, and if it was possible for them
to get a fairer shake and have more ex-
pendable income, you wouldn’t have to
put out ads for them to buy, that they
have the needs and they would be pur-
chasing. And small businesses depend
on these people—not the barons, not
the tycoons, but they depend on the
people in the neighborhood. That’s why
the stores are located there. So it’s not
a question of having consumer con-
fidence. It’s a question of consumers
not having the money to buy what they
need.

But I really think the worst thing of
all when we just overlook and don’t
pay attention to that is the American
Dream that is being shattered, because
we do know that poverty means you’re
not going to have good health; you’re
not going to get the kind of education
to get out of poverty. Poverty means
that you lose the hope and the dreams
of this great Nation. And more than
poverty and wealth, what really is the
engine that makes our Nation so great
is people from all over the world be-
lieve you can make it in the United
States of America.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

But when you are now going through
decades of poverty, kids not able to go
to college, those that graduate not able
to find jobs, our young people and older
alike running to the streets and pro-
testing, explosion of this type occur-
ring all over the great United States,
then the hopes and dreams that are the
engine that makes our country so
great are limited in their ability to
bring the scientists and the doctors
and the people we need for this coun-
try.

One percent of our wage earners, 42
percent of the Nation’s wealth, there is
something wrong with that formula.

———

MOVING THE AMERICAN DREAM
FORWARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WOODALL) for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, you
probably get the same questions I get
when I go back home. Those questions
are from folks who came, they sat here
in the gallery and they looked down on
the House floor, and they thought:
Golly, where is everybody? Where’s ev-
erybody? I thought it was going to be
full of 435 Members of Congress. But, of
course, as you know, Mr. Speaker, in
today’s modern technology world,
everybody’s back in their office watch-
ing things on television. But I confess
that sometimes during this morning-
hour, I turn the volume down a little
bit. I turn it down a little bit because
sometimes we get into those divisive
issues down here on the House floor. It
gets my blood pressure up so much I
think my head is going to explode first
thing in the morning. I sometimes turn
the volume down.

But today I wanted to come down
here and find those things that bring us
together as opposed to divide us, be-
cause I really do believe that as we face
the kind of economic challenges that
we’re facing in America today, there is
more that unites this body than divides
it. There’s more that we can do to-
gether than we must fight about in
order to move the American Dream for-
ward.

I have in my pocket a card. It’s ti-
tled, ‘““The House Republican Jobs
Plan,” but I'd tell you it’s an American
jobs plan. I look down the items that
we have brought forward in this Repub-
lican House, America’s House, the
things that they’ve been able to pass in
the United States Senate, those things
that have gone to the President’s desk,
and we are making progress, Mr.
Speaker, on those things that unite us.

Of course, we started the year off re-
pealing the 1099 provision from the
President’s health care bill, that oner-
ous provision that required new paper-
work mandates on all of our small
businesses, completely unworkable. We
came together, the House and Senate,
and the President repealed that.

Last week, we came and we passed
three new free trade agreements—three
new free trade agreements—for this

October 26, 2011

Nation. Mr. Speaker, as you Kknow,
with every nation that America has a
free trade agreement, we have a manu-
facturing surplus. Hear that, Mr.
Speaker. With every nation with which
we have a free trade agreement, we
have a manufacturing trade surplus.
We ship more American-made goods to
those countries than we import. We
have a trade deficit as a Nation, but a
manufactured goods surplus with the
nations with which we signed free
trade agreements. Free trade agree-
ments, good for America, good for jobs,
good for trade, and we were able to
move those across the President’s desk
with his signature last week—2 weeks
ago Now.

And this week, we’re going to bring
two more bills to the floor, things that
bring us together. You heard my col-
league from Illinois talk about, earlier
this morning, the 3 percent with-
holding, a bill that we passed to say we
think there are lots of tax cheats going
on out there among folks who contract
with the government, so we’re going to
just withhold those taxes up front and
make you get them back later on. Well,
it turns out 3 percent withholding, our
small businesses owners didn’t even
have a 3 percent margin.
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If we had held all that money, they
couldn’t even pay the bills. They’d ac-
tually have to operate at a loss for the
year and ask the government in April
for their refund.

The President’s onboard with that re-
peal. I believe the House is going to be
onboard with that repeal. The Senate
is going to be onboard with that repeal.
We’re going to move that across the
floor this week as well.

Things that are bringing us together,
Mr. Speaker, are common ground that
we can cover to make it easier to cre-
ate jobs in this country. Because I
agree with my colleague, Mr. RANGEL,
the American Dream is that you can
come here and do better tomorrow
than you did today, that you can pro-
vide your kids with more opportunity
than what you had. That is the Amer-
ican Dream.

I don’t worry that folks want to come
to America. I worry about the one day
that that dream has disappeared and
folks don’t want to come to America
anymore. They’d rather take their big
brain and their hard work ethic to
China or to India or Brazil or Argen-
tina. We must preserve America as the
magnet of success, the magnet that at-
tracts those that want to improve their
lives and believe those opportunities
exist here.

Mr. Speaker, there’s a commonality
in all of those bills that we’ve passed
and sent to the President’s desk this
year, and it’s that these were things
the government did to try to encourage
compliance, to try to regulate, to try
to require that small businesses oper-
ate differently, and what we found out
is they didn’t work. The 1099 provision,
free trade, those tariffs and duties that
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prevented that free trade, this 3 per-
cent holding provision, what is the
common ground, Mr. Speaker? Con-
gress is doing too much in regulating.
America is doing too much in regu-
lating this country.

I ran on that premise, Mr. Speaker.
The challenge is we are not doing too
little. The problem is that we are doing
too much and burdening those small
businesses.

The former soviet bloc countries, Mr.
Speaker, have learned from that exam-
ple. They have flat tax rates, no ex-
emptions, no exceptions, and their tax
collections went up.

Mr. Speaker, folks can’t pay taxes if
they don’t have a job. You can’t pay in-
come taxes if you don’t have a job. And
you can’t have a job if you don’t have
opportunity in your society.

The Fair Tax, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 25,
goes right to the heart of these jobs
issues. Repealing those burdensome
taxes, repealing those regulations, and
making sure everybody gets a fair
shake, because that is what America is
all about.

REPEALING THE 3 PERCENT
WITHHOLDING TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, there are 14 million Ameri-
cans out of work. They need jobs. This
economy needs jobs. Unfortunately,
jobs have not been a focus for the
House Republican leadership thus far.
While private sector job growth has
dwindled, House Republicans have re-
peatedly placed partisanship above pol-
icy. It’s long past time we vote on a
jobs bill.

The President’s American Jobs Act
contains a number of important jobs
initiatives which have traditionally en-
joyed bipartisan support: tax cuts for
businesses, tax cuts for workers, tax
cuts to employ veterans, and invest-
ments in critically needed infrastruc-
ture in this country. Unfortunately,
the Senate Republicans voted to Kkill
this job creator and the House Repub-
lican leadership hasn’t even brought it
up for debate.

Today, however, we have a small op-
portunity to help small businesses and
provide them with greater predict-
ability by repealing the burdensome 3
percent withholding requirement on
government contractors, vendors,
farmers, and Medicare providers. The
President has called for its repeal, and
this is a bipartisan bill supported by
many of us on both sides of the aisle.

The 3 percent withholding regulation
became law under President Bush in
2005 in a Republican Congress. The
original intent may have been to en-
sure tax compliance among a very
small number of bad actors, yet the
sledgehammer approach that was
adopted is creating far more challenges
than the problems we’re trying to
solve. Since then, a number of bipar-
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tisan efforts have delayed its imple-
mentation, but temporary measures, at
best, leave businesses uncertain and
wary about future investment.

My district here in the National Cap-
ital region is probably home to more
Federal contractors than any other in
Congress, and I routinely hear from
them about this issue everywhere I go.
They report that the 3 percent with-
holding will unduly restrict their cash
flows, increase project bond costs, and
imperil their ability to expand and cre-
ate jobs.

In addition, this burdensome regula-
tion won’t just harm the private sec-
tor. It actually hurts State and local
governments that contract with pri-
vate companies subject to the with-
holding requirement. I know from my
experience as chairman of the Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors that this
regulation would create an accounting
nightmare for our local and State part-
ners. An estimated 20 percent of coun-
ties throughout the country have more
than $100 million in annual expendi-
tures that would be subject to this
withholding. As county chairman of
such a jurisdiction, I worked diligently
with an open RFP process to ensure the
lowest cost and value for our tax-
payers.

This will be an administrative night-
mare for State and local governments,
which would be forced to undergo the
collection and forwarding of the unnec-
essary withholding to the IRS. The
cost to the Department of Defense to
be compliant with this regulation is
they would have to withhold more than
$17 billion from private companies
every year.

Furthermore, many businesses sub-
ject to the requirement would either
have to increase their business or stop
bidding on projects with local govern-
ments. Either way, whether competi-
tion is limited or prices are increased,
counties would be forced to pay higher
costs to vendors, further burdening
local taxpayers at a time they can’t af-
ford it. We need to partner with the
private sector to spur economic growth
and recovery from this recession. This
regulation would serve only as a road-
block to that effort.

The Government Withholding Relief
Coalition represents more than 140
trade associations, State and local gov-
ernments, and stated that the total
cost of the 3 percent regulation would
be $75 billion over the next 5 years. Re-
pealing it today will provide businesses
with greater predictability and remove
undue government intrusion into their
operations. With greater predict-
ability, America’s businesses will be
better able to invest in job creation.
We can provide that predictability
today.

I urge my colleagues to vote to sup-
port small businesses and vote for H.R.
674.
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HONORING THE 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE MOTHER BACH-
MANN MATERNITY CENTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5
minutes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. There’s much de-
bate on the floor of this House about
the plight of the uninsured. We need
more discussion about health care solu-
tions, and we need more praise for
those health care professionals in our
communities who do the hard work of
providing health care for the poor and
the uninsured without government
mandate and without government in-
volvement.

I rise today to honor the 20th anni-
versary of the Mother Bachmann Ma-
ternity Center, part of St. Mary Med-
ical Center in Langhorne, Bucks Coun-
ty.

For over two decades, the Mother
Bachmann Center has been providing
women of Bucks County with the
health care they need, regardless of
their ability to pay. Certified nurse
midwives provide obstetrical care to
women who are uninsured and are
underinsured. Women who would other-
wise go without quality medical care
during their pregnancy have access to
a wide range of services, including nu-
trition education, financial counseling,
and prenatal and delivery care.

The Mother Bachmann Center is also
able to partner with Catholic Social
Services in order to identify patients
at risk for postpartum depression and
to offer them social support and impor-
tant counseling services.

This Center aims to provide a con-
tinuum of care to new mothers and
their families who are in need. St.
Mary and its partners offer emergency
housing in 10 local apartments, where
families receive financial counseling,
parenting skills instruction, and com-
puter education to help them in their
search for employment. The Mother
Bachmann Center also offers confiden-
tial domestic violence evaluations and
resource referrals in partnership with a
local nonprofit agency that helps
women and helps families in crisis.

This Center is just one part of a larg-
er group of community programs, in-
cluding the Children’s Health Center
and the Family Resource Center, that
serve expecting and new mothers of
Bucks County through St. Mary Med-
ical Center.

The Mother Bachmann Center is a
prime example of charitable organiza-
tions and community groups coming
together to address an important issue
with effective local solutions. St. Mary
Medical Center, with this center, has
provided the community of Bucks
County with an alternative to hand-
outs from the State, local, or Federal
Government. These types of programs
not only provide quality health care
services, but they also empower women
to take charge of their pregnancies and
navigate their first trials as a new
mother.
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As this Congress continues to debate
issues of health care and the proper
role of the government in the industry,
I urge my colleagues to look at this
center as a model for efficient commu-
nity-based solutions.

Thomas Jefferson once said that
‘““Health is worth more than learning.”
It is true. But we can all learn from
projects like the Mother Bachmann
Maternity Center about what it takes
and how to provide health and health
care for our most at-risk constituents.

Mr. Speaker, I'm proud to rise today
to honor the Mother Bachmann Mater-
nity Center as it celebrates 20 years of
providing families in need with impor-
tant health and human services.

—
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GLASS-STEAGALL AND THE ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE STOCK MAR-
KET CRASH OF 1929

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this week
marks the 82nd anniversary of Black
Thursday, the start of the great stock
market crash of 1929. On that day,
rampant Wall Street speculation that
had characterized the Roaring
Twenties came to an abrupt end. Our
country learned many valuable lessons
about the banking system and took ac-
tion to contain the severe risks of an
unregulated banking system. This body
passed the Banking Act of 1933, com-
monly called Glass-Steagall, named
after the lead sponsors of the bill. Well,
from the shape of our economy today,
it appears the U.S. forgot important
lessons of economic behavior.

The banking system we have today
again is too risky, too concentrated,
and with too much absentee ownership.
As a result, our system of credit is
seized up and also less competitive.
This results in lower capital formation
in our local communities, which trans-
lates into fewer jobs.

Our system also has become one that
does not financially empower or reward
the average depositor. Consumers know
that their interests on certificates of
deposit have fallen to all-time lows;
yet we see banking fees increasing on
all kinds of transactions. Yes, it al-
most seems like you have to pay the
banks to take your money. Money cen-
ter banks, meanwhile, are earning huge
profits while tightly restricting loans
and hindering our economic recovery.

The U.S. has far fewer banks and sav-
ings and loan institutions today than
we did a decade and a half ago. In fact,
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion’s figures show our vast Nation has
only 6,414 commercial banks today,
half the number that existed in 1990. In
addition, 856 banks are on the FDIC’s
watch list, a very high figure. More-
over, 60 percent of the savings institu-
tions have disappeared over the same
period of time.

We see enormous accumulation of
banking assets and vast financial
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power moved to a handful of powerful
institutions that are making enormous
profits, indeed, the highest profits in
our Nation in addition to the oil com-
panies. Fifteen years ago, the assets of
the six largest banks were approxi-
mately 17 percent of gross domestic
product. Today, after the recent finan-
cial panic, estimates for assets of those
same banks are over half of our gross
domestic product. So six financial in-
stitutions control an enormous per-
centage, not just of our banking sys-
tem but, indeed, our economy and, in
turn, our Nation’s future. This is too
much power in too few hands. The
American people are feeling it in the
restriction of credit, the lack of jobs
with sluggish growth, and the lack of
competitive capital opportunities.

Over a decade ago, Congress’ ulti-
mate response to the stock market
crash of 1929 was abolished. Yes, the
law that had separated risky Wall
Street speculations from prudent com-
munity banking—the Glass-Steagall
Act—was obliterated by the conference
committee on the Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Act. That legislation became law and
created an economic time bomb that
started ticking and contributed in a
major way to the economic explosion
in September 2008.

Financial abandon replaced pru-
dence. Wall Street and its supporters in
Congress became obsessed with strip-
ping away all the prudent banking
rules that were once the cornerstone of
what had been a stable financial sys-
tem. That system formed capital, pro-
tected consumer accounts, paid them a
decent return on their money, and cre-
ated the greatest period of growth in
American history. That system built
confidence, dependability, and wealth
across our economy.

Wall Street lobbyists were eager to
walk back the hands of time, falsely
claiming the Banking Act of 1933—that
had formed the basis of stable credit
for half a century—was quaint and out-
dated. But when Graham-Leach-Bliley
was signed into law, the protections
that had separated prudent banking
from risks were swept into the dust bin
and financial calamity followed.

The Glass-Steagall protections are
not outdated. Wall Street opposed
them in the 1930s just as much as they
do today. In the 1930s, it was the
Pecora Commission—and we need an-
other one—that was an instrument of
this Congress that was charged with in-
vestigating Wall Street abuses in the
banking system following the Great
Depression. Their work is often cred-
ited with creating the momentum for
passage of the Glass-Steagall Banking
Act of 1933. And Pecora himself wrote
that ‘“‘bitterly hostile was Wall Street
to the enactment of the regulatory leg-
islation.”

What is different today is how tame-
ly Congress and the executive branch
reacted to Wall Street abuse. Fol-
lowing the 2008 economic collapse,
there was not an immediate recogni-
tion that what was needed was restora-
tion of that sound financial framework.
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Mr. Speaker, I have a bill, H.R. 1489,
the Return to Prudent Banking Act. I
ask my colleagues to cosponsor this bi-
partisan legislation. America surely
needs to restore a secure, dependable,
and prudent banking system so we can
get on with the job of job creation.

——

INJUSTICE AT THE LAKE

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

Mrs. HARTZLER. Every day we hear
of some new government overreach
coming from Washington. Well, today I
want to tell you about perhaps the big-
gest overreach of all—centered around
a pristine, beautiful place in my dis-
trict, the Lake of the Ozarks.

The Lake of the Ozarks was built in
the 1930s and includes over 1,100 miles
of shoreline and is home to thousands
of homes and residents and tens of
thousands of Americans who enjoy the
beauty and the lifestyle of living on
the lake. Every day you’ll find families
and people of all ages enjoying the
waters and being with each other sur-
rounded by God’s beauty of the Ozark
hills.

In the spring, we enjoy the Dogwood
Festival there, when the hillsides are
dotted with the whites and pinks of the
dogwood amidst the lime green back-
ground of budding trees. In the fall, the
hills are ablaze with the colors of au-
tumn. There’s something special about
seeing it all from a boat on the lake,
pulling up to one of the many marinas
and restaurants to grab a bite to eat on
the water, and then head back home as
the sun sets over the water and the sky
changes from orange to blue to star
studded. The lake is a special place,
and it is under attack. It is under at-
tack from the Federal Government.

This summer, the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission issued an
order requiring the removal of over
4,000 what they call ‘‘encroachments’
from around the shoreline of the lake,
including over 1,200 homes. Think
about that. The Federal Government
has ordered the removal and destruc-
tion of over 1,200 homes—all that have
free and clear title to their property
and have been paying property taxes on
them for decades. It’s shocking. It’s
outrageous. It’s infuriating. And it’s
got to be stopped.

You ask, how did this happen? The
Lake of the Ozarks is a privately
owned lake owned by Ameren UE.
Power is generated from a hydro-
electric plant at the lake’s dam. FERC
regulates the power plant and required
Ameren to submit a shoreline manage-
ment plan as part of a 40-year lease ap-
plication for the continued operation of
Bagnell Dam and the Osage Renewable
Energy Center.

Ameren submitted the paperwork
over 2 years ago; and after sitting on
the application for over 2 years, this
July FERC rejected their plan and sub-
stituted their own plan, which includes
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an order requiring Ameren to remove
as many as 4,000 out-of-compliance
structures near the shoreline and with-
in the boundary of the Bagnell Dam
project.

Here’s an example of some of the
structures they say need to go. FERC
stated the structures ‘‘should be re-
moved in a timely manner and the site
restored to preexisting conditions.”
This ludicrous order could result in the
unnecessary removal of thousands of
homes and other structures along over
1,100 miles of shoreline.

What makes this action so onerous is
that the property owners have clear
title to this land with an easement giv-
ing them a right to do with their prop-
erty as they wish. The deeds issued in
the 1930s when the lake was built also
reserved a right for the landowners to
utilize the lakeshore and adjoining un-
derwater land for ‘‘any and all pur-
poses,” including ‘‘the erection and
maintenance of improvements there-
on.”

FERC’s order is nothing more than a
public taking and it needs to be
stopped. If it’s not, it will be dev-
astating to our area’s economy, home
values, businesses and, most impor-
tantly, devastating to the wonderful,
hardworking people who have invested
their life savings to live, raise a fam-
ily, and retire at Missouri’s beautiful
Lake of the Ozarks.
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The Lake of the Ozarks is one of the
most popular tourist destinations, not
only in Missouri, but across the Na-
tion. It has homeowners from all 50
States of the union.

FERC’s action could cause irrep-
arable harm to the homeowners, boat-
ing, to fishing, water sports, and other
business interests. It will cause uncer-
tainty and fear that property values
will plummet, and has already locked
up the real estate market at the lake.

FERC’s actions are causing the whole
lake community to suffer economi-
cally. Economic downturn will lead to
delays in much-needed infrastructure
repairs and will hurt schools, which de-
pend on property taxes to provide our
children with the quality education
they deserve.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission is a prime example of an out-
of-control government agency. It must
be stopped. That’s why on Monday, I
introduced H.R. 3244. This bill will re-
move FERC’s power to tell landowners
that they must remove structures from
around the lake.

I was joined by all of the other Mis-
souri Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, five other Republicans,
and three Democrats. Our two TU.S.
Senators, one Republican and one Dem-
ocrat, introduced an identical bill in
the other Chamber. This is a rare show
of bipartisanship these days, which just
shows how indefensible FERC’s actions
are.

We may disagree on other issues, but
on this one we are united. Washing-
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ton’s overreach must be stopped. It’s
time to put the genie back in the bot-
tle and ensure it doesn’t wreak havoc
on our lives, our lake, and our rights.

———

BREAST CANCER AWARENESS
MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) for 5
minutes.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
as National Breast Cancer Awareness
Month comes to a close, I rise to honor
our breast cancer warriors who are
bravely battling this deadly disease.

According to the American Cancer
Society, approximately 2.6 million
women and men are living with breast
cancer in this country. It is estimated
that this year alone there will be
290,000 new cases of breast cancer, and
almost 40,000 patients will lose their
battle with this disease.

Until 5 years ago I would hear these
statistics, sympathize with personal
stories of suffering from this tragic dis-
ease, and reaffirm my commitment to
support finding a cure. But I never
fully understood what it meant to have
a family diagnosed with breast cancer
until the day my sister, Lillian, called
to tell me she had breast cancer. At
that moment, I fully understood the
personal sense of helplessness, anguish,
and disbelief that had been described to
me so many times before. Now I, too,
found myself hoping and praying that I
would wake up from the nightmare
that was my sister’s reality.

Like so many other breast cancer
warriors, Lillian bravely confronted
her cancer, determined to overcome
her devastating illness and the in-
tensely physical and deeply emotional
challenge it presented. As my sister
moves towards her fifth year free of
cancer, there is much to be hopeful for.

From 1998 to 2007, breast cancer inci-
dence rates in the U.S. decreased by
about 2 percent a year, due in part, it
is thought, to the reduced use of hor-
mone replacement therapy. Since
about 1990, death rates from best can-
cer have also been declining, with larg-
er decreases in women younger than 50.

While breast cancer is still the sec-
ond leading cause of death in women,
exceeded only by lung cancer, the
chance that breast cancer will be re-
sponsible for a woman’s death has been
reduced to 1 in 36. These dramatic im-
provements in life expectancy are be-
lieved to be the result of earlier detec-
tion through screening and increased
awareness, as well as improved treat-
ment.

These improvements also stand as a
testament to the investments Congress
has made in prevention, screening, and
researching new treatments for the dis-
ease. But they must not be the final
frontier in our efforts to make breast
cancer a disease of the past.

I was recently and personally re-
minded of this fact because once again,
breast cancer has attacked someone
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who is close to my heart. Earlier this
summer, Monica, my longtime district
office manager, was diagnosed with
invasive breast cancer. She faced this
unbelievable challenge with char-
acteristic grace and strength.

With family, friends, and colleagues,
she has been upfront and upbeat about
her illness. And always a stylish dress-
er, she has donned a number of very
fashionable head scarves.

After first undergoing several
months of chemotherapy, last Friday
Monica had successful surgery and is
home recovering. I want her to know
we are praying for her continued
strength and speedy recovery.

Like so many other breast cancer
warriors, Monica’s extraordinary cour-
age as she fights against her disease is
an example of the power of the human
spirit to survive, and it gives renewed
fervor to my personal commitment to
fight this disease.

As long as women in our country face
a 1 in 8 chance of developing breast
cancer, we must continue to invest in
improved and earlier detection of the
disease, better treatments, and edu-
cational outreach.

For Lillian, for Monica, and for my

colleague who is  here, DEBBIE
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and for all our
mothers, sisters, daughters, and

friends, let us never abandon our fight
to find a cure and finally eradicate
breast cancer in our country and ulti-
mately in the world.

———————

PUTTING FREEDOM BACK TO
WORK

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

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, the
government’s continuing failure to ad-
dress our Nation’s gut-wrenching un-
employment stems from a fundamental
disagreement over how jobs are created
in the first place.

We’re now in the third year of poli-
cies predicated on the assumption that
government spending creates jobs.
We’ve squandered 3 years and trillions
of dollars of the Nation’s wealth on
such policies, and they have not
worked because they cannot work.
Government cannot inject a single dol-
lar into the economy until it’s first
taken that same dollar out of the econ-
omy.

True, we see the job that’s saved or
created when the government puts that
dollar back into the economy. What we
can’t see as clearly is the jobs that are
destroyed or prevented from forming
because government has first taken
that dollar out of the economy. We see
those millions of lost jobs in a chronic
unemployment rate and a stagnating
economy.

Government can transfer jobs from
the productive sector to the govern-
ment sector by taking money from one
and giving it to the other. That’s at the
heart of the President’s plan to spend
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billions of dollars to hire more teach-
ers and firefighters and police officers.
But these temporary government jobs
come at a steep price. Every dollar
spent sustaining one of these jobs is a
dollar taken from the same capital
pool that would otherwise have been
available to productive businesses to
invest in creating permanent jobs.

Government can also transfer jobs
from one business to another by taking
capital from one and giving it to the
other. That’s how we got Solyndra. We
put a half-billion dollars at risk to cre-
ate 1,100 jobs. That’s $450,000 per job.
Now that half-billion dollars is gone
and so are the jobs. And who pays for
these losses? Other businesses and
their employees, meaning fewer jobs
created.

What government can do very effec-
tively is to create the conditions in
which jobs either flourish and expand
or wither and disappear. When we place
additional taxes on productivity, jobs
disappear.

The President says he only wants to
tax millionaires and billionaires, but
the tax increases in his so-called jobs
plan actually hammer more than 75
percent of net small business income,
at a time when we’re counting on those
small businesses to produce two-thirds
of the new jobs that our people des-
perately need. That is insane.

When we place additional regulations
on productivity, jobs disappear. That’s
what we’re watching in real time—
thousands of pages of new regulations
from Obamacare, from Dodd-Frank,
from the EPA stifling American job
creation.

It’s no secret why business isn’t ex-
panding. Just ask a Dbusinessman.
They’re scared to death of the addi-
tional taxes and regulations they may
be facing in the next few years, and
they’re pulling back to see what hap-
pens. Ask bankers why they’re not
lending; you’ll hear the same answer.
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House Republicans have laid out a
comprehensive plan to revive the econ-
omy through the same policies that
worked under Ronald Reagan in the
early 1980s, under John F. Kennedy in
the early sixties, under Harry Truman
in the mid-forties and under Warren
Harding in the early twenties. For ex-
ample, the Congressional Budget Office
estimates that ObamaCare by itself
will cost our economy a net loss of
800,000 jobs. A few weeks ago, the Nat-
ural Resources Committee received
testimony that, just by getting govern-
ment out of the way and opening up
American energy resources to develop-
ment, the economy could create 700,000
jobs and $660 billion of direct revenues
to the national and State treasuries.
So repeal ObamaCare and open up
American energy resources; there’s 1%
million jobs right there at no cost to
taxpayers.

Now, imagine doing that across all
sectors of the economy. That’s what
Republicans are proposing to do. The
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fact that the President doesn’t even
recognize this as a jobs plan leaves me
to conclude that he simply doesn’t un-
derstand how jobs are created in the
first place.

When Ronald Reagan inherited an
even worse economy from Jimmy Car-
ter, he reduced the tax and regulatory
burdens that were crushing the econ-
omy , just as Republicans proposed to
do today. According to a recent article
in The Wall Street Journal, if the econ-
omy today under Obama had tracked
the same as it did under Reagan, 15.7
million more Americans would be
working today and per capita income
would be $4,000 higher than it is today,
$16,000 higher for a family of four.

Mr. Speaker, freedom works. It is
time we put it back to work.

——————

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL WORK
AND FAMILY MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) for 5
minutes.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in recognition of
National Work and Family Month. As a
mother of young kids in a household
with two working parents, I know all
too well the daily struggle facing to-
day’s American families. How can we
be great parents and also be great at
our jobs?

This summer, when I was home in my
congressional district, a constituent
raised a question that particularly
struck me: Can you imagine what a
typical workweek would look like if
suddenly, without warning, every sin-
gle child care provider failed to show
up to work and left parents with no al-
ternative child care options? From
Wall Street to Main Street, America’s
businesses would come to a grinding
halt; and the carefully spun web of end-
less schedules, systems, and to-do lists
that we’ve created to make it all work
would unravel.

With the number of parents working
full-time on the rise, more and more
families are fully engaged in the daily
juggling act that comes with trying to
do it all. Particularly in today’s econ-
omy when secure employment has be-
come more tenuous, parents have be-
come increasingly hesitant to ask their
employers for greater flexibility in
their work schedule, to encourage their
company to open a day care center, or
to ask for the option to work remotely.

If anything, the current economic
climate has led to an even greater need
for increased flexibility. Thousands of
parents are at home not by choice but
because they lost their jobs and have
not yet had the opportunity to reenter
the workplace. These parents may be
at home, but looking for employment
is a full-time job.

With thousands of American families
experiencing the situation as we speak,
we are hearing too many stories about
parents who couldn’t get to an inter-
view, a networking opportunity, or a
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job training session because their part-
ners didn’t have the flexibility in their
work arrangements to make it work.

Studies show that employees and
their families are not the only ones to
benefit from greater workplace flexi-
bility. From improved productivity and
efficiency to higher employee morale,
flexible work arrangements can help
employees and help businesses reach
their fullest potential.

In the last decade, we have seen sig-
nificant strides made toward improving
the great juggling act that is work-life
balance. We cannot let this progress
slip away during these challenging eco-
nomic times. In the spirit of National
Work and Family Month, I urge my fel-
low policymakers, employers, and em-
ployees to pause this month to think
about how we can better work together
to make it just a little bit easier for to-
day’s families.

Attending the school play, tending to
a sick child, or just being able to meet
your family’s needs makes a huge dif-
ference in the morale and work ethic of
an employee. Achieving work-life bal-
ance makes a more productive em-
ployee and a more loyal one. I encour-
age all employers to assist their em-
ployees in achieving this balance. It
will reap immeasurable benefits for
both the workplace and for our fami-
lies.

RECOGNIZING CHIP SMITH AND
BLUE RIDGE LOG CABINS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GOowDY) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Speaker, Milt and
Suzy Smith from Spartanburg, South
Carolina, are parents to three wonder-
ful sons. Doug Smith is a former speak-
er pro tem of the South Carolina House
of Representatives. Stuart Smith has a
brilliant real estate mind and is a
world-class Sunday school teacher.
But, Mr. Speaker, I rise today in praise
of their third son, Chip.

Chip Smith is from Spartanburg,
South Carolina, and his company, Blue
Ridge Log Cabins, employs nearly 100
people in the Fourth Congressional
District. Blue Ridge Log Cabins is an
innovator and a national leader in the
modular log cabin industry and one of
the fastest growing, privately held
companies in the Nation.

But, Mr. Speaker, I am not here to
talk about that today. I'm here to talk
about something even more significant
and special than that.

On Sunday, September 25 of this
year, ‘“‘Extreme Makeover Home Edi-
tion” spotlighted the efforts of Blue
Ridge Log Cabins in their season open-
ing episode on ABC. Over 10 million
viewers witnessed the donation made
by Blue Ridge Log Cabins to Barbara
Marshall of Fayetteville, North Caro-
lina. Chip Smith decided to build Steps
N Stages Jubilee House to serve as a
shelter for homeless female military
veterans. Chip’s generosity and Bar-
bara Marshall’s vision are providing an
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invaluable service to those who have
sacrificed their safety for ours.

This 8,000-square-foot facility will
provide the most basic necessity to
those who cannot provide it for them-
selves, which is shelter. And when it
comes to our veterans, Mr. Speaker, it
is imperative that we encourage efforts
like this and help those in need.

So, Chip, thank you and your com-
pany for putting your time and treas-
ure to use to help others.

Mr. Speaker, times are tough and
people are hurting. The greatness of
the American spirit is that, even in
those times, we still reach out to oth-
ers who are in need.

So I am proud to call Chip Smith a
constituent. I’'m even prouder to call
him my friend.

——
AMERICA IS NOT BROKE

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

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker and colleagues, America is not
broke; so Republicans should stop say-
ing it. Comnservative pundits should
stop spreading it, because this country
isn’t broke.

Now, our government temporarily is
and millions of American families are,
but our Nation is not. And my hypoth-
esis is this: If we don’t wake up to this
fact soon, if we don’t start investing
our Nation’s riches in spreading wealth
out across this economy, then our
whole economy is sunk whether you
are rich or you are poor.

So, let’s try to debunk this myth
once and for all that America is broke,
that we can’t afford these investments.

And let’s start here. It’s pretty sim-
ple. The United States is still a global
leader. We are still the richest country
in the world on a per capita basis. For
all the talk about the rise of India,
China, and Bragzil, if you take their
population’s adjusted wealth and com-
bine it together, they are still 50 per-
cent of U.S. wealth.

So if our country is still wealthy, we
need to understand that we’ve made a
choice to keep our government poor.
Now, why is that? Contrary to popular
belief, it’s not because discretionary
spending has run amok. Take a look at
this chart. Discretionary spending has
essentially remained stable over time.
We’ve had a brief uptick with a couple
of extraordinary pieces of legislation,
but discretionary spending has re-
mained stable.

Don’t believe this chart? Take a look
at this. If government is growing at ex-
traordinary rates, you would expect for
government employees to be growing
at extraordinary rates as well. That’s
not true either. In fact, we have 16,000
less Federal employees than we did in
1970. And as you can see, the trendline
just from 1990 continues to go down as
well.

Now, this isn’t all to say that govern-
ment can’t get leaner and meaner. It’s
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just a suggestion that there’s another
culprit at work, and that other culprit
is revenue. Despite what you hear on
TV, despite what you hear on Fox News
today, taxes as a percentage of GDP
today are at a 60-year low. Right now,
we are collecting about 15 percent of
our GDP in taxes. The problem isn’t
just that the government is broke; it’s
that we’ve made a decision, effectively,
to keep it broke.

Now, if the government isn’t broke
and this country is still the richest in
the world, why is it that so many fami-
lies feel broke? Why is it so many fami-
lies are broke?
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Let’s explore that for a second. Here
is the problem right here:

Over the last 60 years, incomes for
the bottom 99 percent of Americans
have basically remained flat. What
that has meant is that all of the addi-
tional wealth that we’ve accumulated
in this Nation has gone to the richest 1
percent as their incomes during that
same time have increased by almost 300
percent.

Do you want to see it in even starker
terms? Take a look at this chart.

The 400 wealthiest Americans have a
net worth that is greater than the net
worth of the 100 million poorest Ameri-
cans. Let me say that again: the 400
richest of us have more money than
the 100 million poorest of us.

Now, having said all of this, getting
rich is good. It’s great. The richest 400
people didn’t steal this money. They
made it legally. We just have to start
having policies in this country that
make more people rich, that make
more people feel rich. So we need to be
having a debate in this country right
now about how we do that, about how
we put policies in place to lift more
people into the ranks of those who
have enough to succeed because an
economy with this kind of wealth dis-
parity, combined with an unwillingness
to make the investments to shrink it,
is destined to collapse. This isn’t about
pitting one group against another. This
is just about economics.

It’s not class warfare to suggest that,
as an economy, we’d be stronger if in-
comes were rising for a few more peo-
ple than the top 1 percent—the people
who tend to spend domestically, the
middle class, rather than invest inter-
nationally.

It’s not class warfare to suggest that
our economy would be stronger if more
of our Nation’s wealth went to local
innovators and small businesses rather
than to big multinational companies
that tend to take income from the
United States and use it to create em-
ployment overseas.

It’s not class warfare to suggest that
our economy would be stronger if more
kids had access to the ultimate wealth
creator—higher education—if we were
investing our Nation’s riches in mak-
ing college cheaper.

Do you know what? If we have this
discussion, everybody, not just the bot-
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tom 99 percent, benefits from the dis-
cussion.

My friends, the government is tempo-
rarily broke. Millions of American
families are broke, but our Nation is
not broke. We’re just pretending that
we are.

Here’s the thing: If we don’t wake up
from this dream soon, what is fiction
today will be fact before we know it.

———

IN HONOR OF AMERICA’S BRAVEST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in
having survived Hurricanes Rita and
Ike, my district and the people of
southeast Texas know and understand
hurricanes and the devastation they
can bring to our communities.

This past September, we dealt with a
very different type of disaster in the
form of major wildfires in the Counties
of Jasper, Tyler, Trinity, Walker, and
in my home county of Montgomery.
Luckily for us, we were also granted
our September miracle on Labor Day
weekend as fire crews from across
Texas—and, in fact, from the entire
country—came to Magnolia to battle a
three-county blaze that threatened to
consume well over 10,000 homes and
businesses in Magnolia, as well as
thousands more in neighboring Grimes
and Waller Counties.

In fact, if you look at this map, you
can see the structures lost in Mont-
gomery County were a fraction of the
percentage of those saved by the brave
fire crews. The fire was in this area
outlined here, but you can see from the
red, the yellow, the green, and the blue
going out all the thousands of homes
and small businesses which were saved
because of the actions of our local fire-
fighters.

I had the privilege to go up twice to
those fire areas to see for myself how
the fire lines came right up to these
homes—within 5 feet of their front
doors. Somehow our firefighters saved
them, and then they did it to the
homes next to them and to the homes
next to those. It is impossible for me
and for anyone who could see that not
to be in awe of these heroes. Their skill
and dedication saved the town of Mag-
nolia, and I can’t wait to join them
this Saturday in Unity Park to honor
their success and their hard work.

Chief Gary Vincent led the Magnolia
Volunteer Firefighters and exemplified
their motto: a community of unity.
Gary united over 100 different fire-
fighting agencies by his side. The chief
also had help from our dedicated sher-
iff, Tommy Gage, and his deputies; our
constables; our police departments; our
terrific fire marshal, Jimmy Williams,
who you need to meet; our school dis-
tricts; and the Texas Forest Service—
just to name a few of the people and
agencies that stepped up like you can’t
believe.

California sent from the Federal Gov-
ernment the Interagency Incident Man-
agement Team, and I think they had
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their eyes open. They got to see what
happens when a community rallies to-
gether as volunteers. It was a sight to
behold. Everyday Texans and everyday
citizens in the Montgomery/Magnolia
County area joined with our charity
agencies from the United Way, to the
Red Cross, to our local food banks, to
our churches, to our YMCASs, to cham-
bers of commerce in order to provide a
response to the firefighters across this
Nation, a response that we will be talk-
ing about for years to come.

We saw the best of our communities
and the massive volunteer effort to
feed, clothe, and take care of our brav-
est. At the Magnolia West High School
staging area, I got a tour. If a fire-
fighter were thirsty, three volunteers
would rush over with a bottle of water,
and there were likely two more behind
them, carrying a hot meal, just in case
that firefighter might be hungry.

In speaking about the firefighters
who came from across the country, all
they could talk about was how well
they were treated by the community of
Magnolia. They came in looking for
water and a FEMA bar, and what they
got was home-cooked meals, fresh
clothes and necessities. If they asked
for it, a volunteer found it and brought
it right over. When these volunteers
ran low, they simply sent out a mes-
sage on Facebook to the community;
and within 3 hours, that staging area in
the ag barn was filled to the brim
again. It was amazing.

The outpouring of love and support
was truly a sight to behold. It’s no
wonder, back home we consider this
God’s country.

Today, it’s an honor for me to be
here on the House floor to honor our
heroes. Without all of you, thousands
of families wouldn’t have homes to go
to tonight or businesses in which to
work. The proof is right here on this
map.

This Saturday afternoon, Unity Park
in Magnolia, our community, will come
together to honor the men and women
who beat back the fire, held the line
and saved our community. We’ll also
honor them by heeding their warnings
if the fire danger remains extraor-
dinarily high. We must remain vigilant
in our prevention efforts. That’s an-
other way we can honor our bravest,
who spent the month of September
away from their families, saving homes
and businesses in our community.

God bless our firefighters. God bless
our volunteers and all who supported
them, and God bless our community.

————

RECOGNIZING THE SERVICE AND
SACRIFICE OF AMERICA’S VET-
ERANS AND MILITARY SERVICE-
MEMBERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. YODER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. YODER. Today, I rise to recog-
nize the service and sacrifice of our Na-
tion’s veterans and military service-
members who have answered our coun-
try’s call to serve.
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Last month, we commemorated the
10th anniversary of the attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, in remembrance of the
victims and their families, while at the
same time recognizing the need for
continued vigilance as the United
States seeks to rid the world of ter-
rorism.

This month, we commemorate the
10th anniversary of the Afghanistan
war. Ten years later, our Nation is
safer as a direct result of the voluntary
service of men and women who are
willing to place themselves in harm’s
way, often under circumstances many
Americans cannot fathom.

This willingness to serve and dedica-
tion to duty remains consistent with
previous generations of veterans who
chose to serve their country during our
greatest time of need. Unfortunately,
we have lost some of our greatest
treasure in our fight against terrorism.
Since October 2001, 4,914 servicemem-
bers have been killed and another 46,376
injured as a result of military action in
Iraq and Afghanistan. Recently, we
again faced a tragic loss of life.

On August 6, a CH-46 Chinook twin-
engine helicopter, carrying U.S. Army
soldiers, U.S. Navy SEALS, and Afghan
soldiers, was shot down in the Wardak
province of Afghanistan, resulting in
the greatest loss of life in any combat
incident of the entire conflict thus far.
The unit involved, B Company 7th/
158th Aviation, is headquartered in
New Century, Kansas, in the southern-
most part of my district.
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Last March I had the privilege to at-
tend the deployment ceremony for the
unit as they departed for training at
Fort Bliss, ultimately deploying to Af-
ghanistan as part of Operation Endur-
ing Freedom. As my colleagues are
well aware, deployment ceremonies are
often somber affairs with family mem-
bers wanting to spend every last second
with their loved ones before they de-
part for duty and soldiers assuring
family members that they will be okay
and not to worry.

This past August, I was saddened to
learn about the tragic events of August
6, 2011, hearing the news that three
members of the unit had been killed
during the combat operation. These
soldiers, Army Specialist Spencer Dun-
can, Chief Warrant Officer Bryan Nich-
ols and Army Specialist Alexander
Bennett, are remembered as out-
standing soldiers, dedicated to duty,
their unit, and to each other.

Spencer Duncan was just 21, a 2008
graduate of Olathe South High School.
He enlisted in the Army Reserve short-
ly after graduation; and before deploy-
ment to Afghanistan, he served at New
Century AirCenter Aviation Support
Facility in Olathe, Kansas. First he
was an aircraft mechanic, and later he
trained to become a Chinook door gun-
ner. I had the honor of attending a me-
morial service for Specialist Duncan
and witnessed the outpouring of friends
and loving family.
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Bryan Nichols was 31 and a pilot
from Kansas City, Missouri, who, when
hearing of the need to train people for
mobilization, followed and sacrificed
for our country, leaving behind a wife
and son.

Alexander Bennett was 23 and was
trained as a Chinook helicopter flight
mechanic. Originally from Tacoma,
Washington, he had already served one
tour of duty in Iraq in 2009 before being
deployed again, this time to Afghani-
stan.

Mr. Speaker, our hearts go out to the
families and friends of these three pa-
triotic servicemen who gave the ulti-
mate sacrifice that we all in this coun-
try might continue to live in a Nation
of freedom and liberty. For their serv-
ice and sacrifice to our Nation, a griev-
ing country says thank you.

Mr. Speaker, next month we will cel-
ebrate Veterans Day and once again re-
member the service and sacrifice of all
those who have faithfully and dutifully

served, in peacetime and in war,
throughout.

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 22
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

———
PRAYER

Reverend Scott Eynon, Community
Christian Church, Tamarac, Florida,
offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, it is our prayer
that You will grant us wisdom today
and that You will bless the Members of
Congress as they lead our Nation dur-
ing these challenging times.

Father, we are amazed by Your
grace, awed by Your resplendent cre-
ation, captivated by Your love, and de-
pendent upon Your guidance for every
day. We do not take these blessings for
granted. We thank You for them.

We also thank You for the problems
that come our way, for they make us
even more dependent upon You for
Your guidance and for Your strength.

Father, Your Word tells us that
righteousness exalts a nation. So help
us to be great by striving to be good.
May our Representatives exemplify
principle-centered leadership.

Father, we ask that You would bless
the men and women who serve in our
military. We ask that You would bless
those who serve here in Congress. We
ask that You bless this great land that
we call home. In Jesus’ name I pray.

Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

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

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

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOCHUL)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. HOCHUL led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

————

WELCOMING REVEREND SCOTT
EYNON

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. WEST)
is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

(Mr. WEST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WEST. Mr. Speaker, former Sec-
retary of State William Henry Seward
said this: *“‘I do not believe human soci-
ety, including not merely a few persons
in any State, but whole masses of men,
ever have attained or ever can attain a
high state of intelligence, virtue, secu-
rity, liberty, or happiness without the
Holy Scriptures; even the whole hope
of human progress is suspended on the
ever-growing influence of the Bible.”

Today I'd like to recognize my pas-
tor, Pastor Scott Eynon, and Commu-
nity Christian Church for the service
that they give to the community of
south Florida and for their missionary
work in Haiti as well as in Africa.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MURPHY of Pennsylvania). The Chair
will entertain up to 15 further requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

RECKLESS REGULATIONS

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, right
now, there’s probably a group of folks
at a large oak table in a marble palace
down the street nibbling on their $16
muffins, drinking their lattes, and
dreaming up new expensive, ineffective
regulations to impose on the rest of us.
They are the regulators. The very term
brings fear and trepidation to the
hearts and souls of people who work for
a living. Meanwhile, 14 million Ameri-
cans are sitting at their old kitchen
table drinking coffee from their Mr.
Coffee pot with no job on the horizon.
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In a Gallup poll this week, small
business owners said that complying
with government regulations was the
biggest economic problem they face.
Some businesses pack up their bags
and even move to places like China.
Meanwhile, the TU.S. reckless regu-
lators are putting businesses out of
business.

The REINS Act will finally bring
some accountability to the regulatory
bureaucrats by requiring a vote on any
regulation costing $100 million or
more. Congress must pass this bill now.
Cut redtape, clamp down on the rene-
gade regulators, and create jobs. Amer-
ica can’t wait.

And that’s just the way it is.

—————
LEON MATHIEU SENIOR CENTER

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Leon Mathieu
Senior Center. This nationally accred-
ited and certified senior center re-
cently celebrated 30 years of service to
seniors in Pawtucket, Rhode Island.

The Leon Mathieu Senior Center is a
great success, due in part to the work
of its wonderful staff, including the di-
rector of the Pawtucket Senior Serv-
ices Division, Mary Lou Moran, and in-
formation specialist and caseworker
Joan Newton. Joan and Mary Lou, like
the rest of the staff of the center, have
committed themselves to improving
the lives of seniors in Pawtucket by
providing them with a safe, supportive,
and nurturing environment where sen-
iors can access information about re-
sources, programs, and services avail-
able on the local, State, and Federal
levels.

The center acts as an advocate for
the rights and well-being of older
Americans on a wide variety of issues.
The center has worked through 1,200 in-
dividual cases and annually serves 3,000
individuals.

The Leon Mathieu Senior Center does
not work to be recognized, but today
I'm proud to salute their great work
and congratulate them on 30 years of
service.

OAK RIDGE OFFICE SUPPLY

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

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to talk about a successful
business in Tennessee’s Third District,
Oak Ridge Office Supply. For almost 15
years, they have grown their business,
weathered through tough times, and
brought jobs to Anderson County. With
17 employees now, they are a great ex-
ample of what hard work and the
American free enterprise system can
do. I ran a business with my wife for 24
years, and I know how tough it is.

The free enterprise system has helped
make this country the greatest Nation
the world has ever known. It is those
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people who risk everything to start
their own businesses and pursue their
dreams that drive our economy.

I was glad to give Oak Ridge Office
Supply my very first Economic Excel-
lence Award last week, and I will con-
tinue to hand out these awards as I rec-
ognize businesses in east Tennessee
that embody the idea of hard work and
success.

———

FILIPINO AMERICAN HISTORY
MONTH

(Ms. CHU asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. CHU. This month is Filipino
American History Month. It is time for
us to take pride in our country’s diver-
sity and to celebrate the ways in which
Filipino Americans have contributed to
the vibrancy of our Nation.

Filipino Americans are civic leaders,
health care providers, educators, and
hardworking Americans. They’ve won
Pulitzer prizes, been elected to Con-
gress, served as ambassadors, and
pitched in the World Series. Filipinos
volunteered by the thousands to help
us win World War II and have served
our Nation’s military in every war
since.

Filipinos first came to the U.S. in
California over 400 years ago. Today,
Filipino Americans have grown to be
the third-largest Asian American group
in the Nation, and they reside in every
corner of the United States.

So as we celebrate Filipino American
History Month, I hope you will join me
and remember the many contributions
that Filipino Americans have made to
our great country.

——
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COLORADO MISSION OF MERCY

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

Mr. GARDNER. This past weekend, 1
volunteered at the fifth annual Colo-
rado Mission of Mercy, a 2-day free
dental clinic held in a different Colo-
rado community each year. This year
it was in Brush, Colorado, an appro-
priate name for a dental clinic.

The Colorado Mission of Mercy
brings more than 100 portable dental
chairs into a Colorado community and
provides dental services to children,
adults, and elderly who cannot afford
them on their own. The group has near-
ly 200 volunteer dentists from across
the State and hundreds of dental hy-
gienists, assistants, and lab techni-
cians.

This year there were approximately
175 dentists, 947 volunteers, and nearly
1,500 patients who were served over the
2-day period. Helping people avoid den-
tal discomfort that can interfere with
school and work was a life-changing ex-
perience for many at the clinic. One
person commented that now he doesn’t
have to be embarrassed because he
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doesn’t have any lower teeth. This per-
son now felt confident to go out and
look for a job.

Rural communities, in particular,
face tougher challenges when it comes
to getting proper dental care because
there are so few dentists, and people
often have to drive long distances to
see them.

Proper care is vital to our overall
health, and I commend the Colorado
Mission of Mercy for sponsoring this
event.

————
JOBS FOR VETERANS

(Ms. HOCHUL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. HOCHUL. Mr. Speaker, 1 wel-
come President Obama’s announce-
ment that our brave men and women in
our Armed Forces serving in Iraq will
soon be coming home in time for the
holidays. This holiday season, we can
expect to see 40,000 people returning to
this country, particularly some who
are coming back to my Niagara Falls
Air Force base, where I look forward to
welcoming them warmly.

But as we approach Veterans Day and
embrace this group of America’s new-
est veterans, I'm troubled that, in a
time of 9.1 percent unemployment and
an even higher rate of unemployment
for our returning veterans, which ap-
proaches 12 percent, we have to ensure
that these individuals will have jobs;
otherwise, it is a national disgrace.

That is why it’s critical that we pass
the American Jobs Act. This would cre-
ate a $5,600 ‘‘Returning Heroes’”’ tax
credit for employers who hire veterans,
and a $9,600 tax credit for ‘‘Wounded
Warriors,” again, for employers who
hire our veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities. In a country as
grateful as ours for their service, we
owe them no less. We owe them better.
That is why I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting the American
Jobs Act.

———
BURDENSOME REGULATIONS

(Mrs. LUMMIS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Speaker, as 1
traveled my district of Wyoming and
visited another district, Nevada, over
the last work period, I heard repeat-
edly from small business people about
the burdensome regulations that have
been placed on their businesses and
ability to hire people and put people
back to work by the current adminis-
tration here in Washington.

So when I returned to Washington, I
asked for a copy of all of the Federal
Registers. Those are all the new regula-
tions that have been printed just in
this year alone and implemented by
this administration. I now have in my
office boxes of regulations that are
taller than I am, and we’re not even
finished with this year. And going back
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to the year before and the year before,
those regulations have been growing at
exponential paces.

If we’re going to put Americans back
to work, Mr. Speaker, we need to make
sure that these rules that are taller
than I am, thousands of pages, tens of
thousands of pages, are repealed.

——
MAKE IT IN AMERICA

(Ms. TSONGAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, last
week I hosted a town hall meeting in
Lawrence, Massachusetts, to discuss
ways to grow our domestic manufac-
turing base and promote policies that
keep jobs in the United States, not
overseas. Participating in this town
hall were several major employers who
have made the often challenging deci-
sion to keep their labor force here in
the United States.

Among these employers was New Bal-
ance, the last athletic shoemaker to
make sneakers from first stitch to
final product in the United States, and
an employer of more than 800 Massa-
chusetts workers. The success of these
types of companies demonstrates that
manufacturing jobs can still thrive in
the United States, but we need to pur-
sue policies at the Federal level that
support their efforts.

House Democrats’ Make It In Amer-
ica agenda provides the tax incentives,
workforce training, and investment in
21st century education that will help
keep the production of goods and serv-
ices here in the United States.

We can’t sit back and allow our man-
ufacturing base to be continually erod-
ed. We must pass the Make It In Amer-
ica agenda.

———
INVESTING IN SMALL BUSINESS

(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, like the last speaker, I had the op-
portunity last week to visit an Amer-
ican manufacturer, Blue Star Power
Systems, a small business in southern
Minnesota employing 35 people that
manufactures backup generators for
schools, hospitals, and businesses.

Doug Fahrforth, the CFO of Blue
Star, told me something that made me
pause. He said that nowadays his bank
will tell him this: We believe in you;
we believe in your product; but unless
there is no risk, we don’t want any-
thing to do with you.

Our economic system relies upon
risks that small businesses take, like
Blue Star Power, to create innovative
products and services which boost our
economy and grow our middle class.

Yesterday there was a New York
Times story that said banks said they
were turning depositors away at the
door because the banks have more
money than they know what to do
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with. I have a couple of ideas what
they can do with that money. Invest in
Main Street. Invest in businesses like
Blue Star Power Systems who create
first class products right here in the
United States.

Blue Star also told me there are
things that we can do in Congress that
will streamline the Small Business Ad-
ministration and make it more effi-
cient and effective. I look forward to
working with them on that.

There are actions that we can take
right now so that Blue Star Power and
other businesses just like them can
continue to innovate and create jobs in
America.

————

NAVAL RESERVIST LEE REINHART

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, 2 years
ago, I stood on this floor and spoke out
against the injustice of our Nation’s
Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell policy. I told the
story of Lee Reinhart, a patriotic con-
stituent of mine who wanted to serve
his country in time of war.

Lee had already retired from a 4-year
Navy career when our Nation was at-
tacked on September 11. Like many
Americans after September 11, Lee
wanted to serve his country and again
enlisted in the Coast Guard. But 4
months later, he was discharged under
Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.

Last December my colleagues and I
repealed that policy; and Monday, I
had the honor of administering the
oath to Lee Reinhart as he reenlisted
in the Navy.

Dr. Martin Luther King once said,
“The arc of the moral universe is long,
but it bends towards justice.” Mr.
Speaker, I was proud of my country
and proud of Lee Reinhart when justice
finally arrived for both.

———

JOB CREATION

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, our top
priority must be creating jobs.

Yesterday I hosted a job creation
conference for my constituents right
here in Washington, D.C. Central Coast
business owners, development experts,
job trainers, and educators shared their
experiences about job creation and dis-
cussed actions the Federal Government
can take to support them. I'm grateful
to these dedicated job creators for tak-
ing the time and effort to come all the
way from California for this important
event.

We had a packed day, hearing from
policy experts and top White House
economic officials about the steps we
need to take now to create jobs today
and strengthen our economy for tomor-
row. Opinions were diverse and spir-
ited, but there was clear consensus on:
making it easier for businesses to suc-
ceed by lowering taxes and increasing
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access to credit; and making smart in-
vestments in education, in innovation,
and in infrastructure. These are bipar-
tisan, commonsense solutions.

Mr. Speaker, we simply can’t wait
any longer. The message from my con-
stituents is clear: Put aside our par-
tisan differences. Take action now for
the American people.

———————

STENNIS SPACE CENTER

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

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, there is
a saying that the path to space goes
through Hancock County, Mississippi.
That statement has been true for five
decades due to the unequaled excel-
lence and dedication of the men and
women of the John C. Stennis Space
Center, which commemorates the 50th
anniversary of its founding this week.

The work done at Stennis is varied,
but it is known worldwide as the home
of rocket engine testing. Before we
have sent men and women into space,
the engines they ascended on were test-
ed on the ground at Stennis. Every
mission to the Moon and every flight of
the space shuttle roared with Stennis-
tested engines. The Space Center is the
beacon of innovation for private indus-
try, educational institutions, and stu-
dents of all ages.

I am honored to serve as chairman of
the Space and Aeronautics Sub-
committee. In my role, I hope to see all
my colleagues visit the Stennis Space
Center, especially to see an engine test.
You will be awed by the technological
ingenuity and complexity of the oper-
ation and of the passion and skill of
the workforce.

It is so easy to herald the past
achievements of NASA and the Stennis
Space Center, but it is the future that
should drive us toward even greater
ones, for the path back to the Moon, to
Mars and beyond goes through Han-
cock County, Mississippi.

——
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SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to support one of
our Nation’s crowning achievements,
the Social Security program, and the
55 million Americans who benefit from
this critical program. Since 1935, So-
cial Security has kept its promise to
America’s seniors that after a lifetime
of working and playing by the rules,
you should not have to live in poverty
when you retire.

I was happy to see last week that
after 2 years, our Nation’s seniors will
receive a well-deserved cost-of-living-
adjustment increase of 3.6 percent. The
American people should be concerned,
however, that the recently announced
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COLA increase would effectively dis-
appear if this Congress decides to adopt
a chained CPI formula for Social Secu-
rity. The chained Consumer Price
Index would lower benefits by $112 bil-
lion for current and future bene-
ficiaries over the next 10 years.

I support efforts to reduce our Fed-
eral deficit, but we should not balance
the Nation’s budget on the backs of
seniors, the disabled, and children. I
call on our colleagues to stand with
America’s seniors and support Social
Security. It’s not a Ponzi scheme, as
some candidates for President allege;
and let’s celebrate the 3.6 percent for
our seniors.

——————

STUDENT LOAN DEBT

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend President Obama for an-
nouncing a plan this morning to lower
student loan payments. The New York
Times recently reported that student
loan debt outpaced credit card debt for
the first time last year and that the
growth in student loan debt threatens
to undermine the future life prospects
of the current generation of students.

It was this realization that led me, as
a State senator, to pass the Tennessee
Education Lottery program that gives
scholarships to our Tennessee students.

Too many young people have an un-
believable amount of debt that burdens
them for the rest of their lives. The
students that participate in Occupy
Wall Street are very aware of this
threat.

Earlier this year, I reintroduced H.R.
2028, the Private Student Loan Bank-
ruptcy Fairness Act, which will restore
fair treatment to Americans in severe
financial distress whose debts include
private student loans.

Before 2005 private student loans
issued by for-profit lenders were appro-
priately treated in bankruptcy like
credit card debt and other similar
types of unsecured consumer liabil-
ities. The bill I've introduced with Sen-
ator DURBIN in the Senate would en-
sure that privately issued students
loans will once again be treated like
other debt and be dischargeable in
bankruptcy.

We need to give our students a fair
chance.

———

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS
MONTH

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize October as Domestic Violence
Awareness Month. As you know, vio-
lence against women in the United
States is as insidious as it is destruc-
tive. And according to a study by the
U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of
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Justice Statistics, there are as many
as 3 million cases of domestic violence
across the United States every year.

Due to the nature of the crime, the
mental and physical cost of domestic
violence are difficult to quantify, but
they are far too obvious to ignore.
Women suffering from domestic abuse
average more emergency room visits, a
significantly higher rate of unemploy-
ment, are more likely to lose the jobs
they have, and are also more likely to
rely on welfare.

Various studies find the monetary
costs to the Federal Government of
only the reported cases of domestic vi-
olence to be estimated in billions of
dollars.

Regrettably, hard economic times
make even more crimes of this sort
likely to occur, which is why the Con-
gress must ensure not only to address
this growing epidemic but to protect
the necessary funds to protect the
women of this country from domestic
abuse.

——————

LOUISVILLE’S FAIRNESS
CAMPAIGN

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

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Louisville’s Fairness
Campaign—Kentucky’s oldest lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and transgender civil
rights organization. This month the
Fairness Campaign is celebrating 20
years of fighting against discrimina-
tion, inspiring hope, and protecting our
citizens.

Thanks to Fairness, in 1999 Louisville
became one of the first cities to pro-
hibit housing and employment dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation and gender identity. Now
Fairness is working tirelessly to secure
these protections for all Kentuckians.
Because of Fairness, more Kentuckians
are seeing that the lines once drawn
between us because of sexual orienta-
tion and gender identity are only imag-
inary, and they’re realizing that hate
has no place in our Commonwealth.

That’s a message that needs to be
heard not just from Pikeville to Padu-
cah, but from coast to coast. I urge my
colleagues to join me in congratulating
the Fairness Campaign on two decades
of service. It’s truly thrilling how
much progress they have made.

I would also like to individually
honor the 10 brave Louisvillians who
co-founded the Fairness Campaign in
1991 to seek equal protections for all
citizens under the law: Jim Adams,
Eric Graninger, Lisa Gunterman, Ken
Herndon, Jane Hope, Pam McMichael,
Susan Remmers, Jeff Rodgers, Thom
Snyder, and Carla Wallace.

——
THE SUPERCOMMITTEE

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, the super-
committee is at a standstill. The
Democrats won’t consider cuts to enti-
tlement programs if the money is pri-
marily to pay for cutting taxes on the
wealthy. Republicans won’t consider
raising taxes on the wealthy from their
currently historically low levels be-
cause these are the job creators. But
where are the jobs?

The fact is that corporate profits are
at historic highs, as are CEO and inves-
tor compensation. But the reason for
that corporate profit being historically
high is that over the last several years,
75 percent of corporate profit has come
from reduction in personnel costs.
Then the top 1 percent reward them-
selves for cutting those costs and rais-
ing profits by increasing their own in-
come and bonuses to record high levels.

In fact, the CBO report that came out
today confirms this. The wealthiest 1
percent, whose income the Republican
majority wants so much to protect,
went up by 275 percent since 1980. You
don’t get upward mobility, you don’t
realize our full potential as a Nation
when we have such a concentration of
wealth at the top.

——————

FAIRNESS AND TRANSPARENCY IN
CONTRACTING ACT

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I recently introduced the Fairness
and Transparency in Contracting Act,
which will help level the playing field
for small businesses and ensure that
publicly traded companies no longer
masquerade and then receive contracts
meant for small businesses. Small busi-
ness contracts should go to small busi-
nesses.

Unfortunately, loopholes in the sys-
tem have resulted in subsidiaries of
large corporations receiving Federal
small business contracts. The GAO has
found that small businesses across the
Nation are the real losers when the
Federal contracts are awarded to large
firms that should not be eligible.

Mr. Speaker, Congress should no
longer turn a blind eye when large pub-
licly traded and foreign-owned compa-
nies obtain Federal small business con-
tracts. The Fairness and Transparency
in Contracting Act will ensure that
America’s small businesses can com-
pete.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

————
REDUCING PERSONAL DEBT

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

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, several months ago, I intro-
duced House Resolution 365, which asks
this Congress to cut student loan debt
and home mortgage debt.

As a result, several hundreds of thou-
sands of people all around this country
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signed an online petition to support
this resolution. I'm happy to say that
our voices are now being heard. The
White House is moving in the right di-
rection on helping to cut student loan
debt. But I'm urging the American pub-
lic to keep speaking out, sign on to
this petition to support House Resolu-
tion 365, and help free the American
people from excessive home mortgage
and student loan debt.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2576, MODIFYING INCOME
CALCULATION FOR HEALTH
CARE PROGRAMS, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
HR. 674, 3% WITHHOLDING RE-
PEAL AND JOB CREATION ACT

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 448 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 448

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2576) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the
calculation of modified adjusted gross in-
come for purposes of determining eligibility
for certain healthcare-related programs. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. The bill shall be considered
as read. All points of order against provi-
sions of the bill are waived. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 674) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the imposition of
3 percent withholding on certain payments
made to vendors by government entities. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. The amendment printed in
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution shall be considered
as adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions of the bill, as amended,
are waived. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill, as amend-
ed, to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except: (1) one hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means; and (2) one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

SEC. 3. (a) In the engrossment of H.R. 674,
the Clerk shall—

(1) add the text of H.R. 2576, as passed by
the House, as new matter at the end of H.R.
674;

(2) conform the title of H.R. 674 to reflect
the addition of the text of H.R. 2576, as
passed by the House, to the engrossment;

(3) assign appropriate designations to pro-
visions within the engrossment; and

(4) conform provisions for short titles with-
in the engrossment.

(b) Upon the addition of the text of H.R.
25676, as passed by the House, to the engross-
ment of H.R. 674, H.R. 2576 shall be laid on
the table.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. For
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members have 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. House
Resolution 448 provides for a closed
rule for the consideration of H.R. 674, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to repeal the imposition of
3 percent withholding on certain pay-
ments made to vendors by government
entities, and H.R. 2576, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to mod-
ify the calculation of modified adjusted
gross income for purposes of deter-
mining the eligibility for certain
health care-related programs.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and the underlying bills.
What we have here is something very
simple: a bill to save jobs in America
and a way to pay for it through a sim-
ple technical fix in the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act, which is
supported by the President and many
Democrats in this Chamber.

H.R. 674, or what I call the Saving
American Jobs Act, would repeal the 3
percent withholding requirement on
government payments to businesses,
both large and small. This is truly a bi-
partisan bill with more than 60 Demo-
crats among the 269 cosponsors. Even
the President supports changing the
withholding tax. The tax is a job Kkiller,
plain and simple.

Beginning January 1, 2013, govern-
ment agencies at all levels—Federal,
State and local—will have to withhold
3 percent of their payments to busi-
nesses for goods and services. For
many small businesses, this has the po-
tential to completely wipe out their
profit margins. At a time when we have
a desperate need to create jobs and to
create the environment for job cre-
ation, the withholding tax does the
exact opposite. For many State and
local governments, the implementation
costs will be huge at a time when their
budgets are already stretched thin.

For example, in my home State of
South Carolina, the State Comptroller
estimates the implementation costs as-
sociated with this tax will take up 11.5
percent of its budget. This tax punishes
all businesses for the sins of a few,
automatically and wrongly assuming
all job creators who do business with
the Federal Government are somehow
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evading full taxation. The last I
checked, we should be encouraging peo-
ple to follow the law, not penalizing
them for doing so.

The tax also treats all businesses the
same regardless of their taxable in-
comes. In the construction industry,
for example, where unemployment is
currently at 13.5 percent, companies
rarely have a pretax profit margin of
more than 3 percent. Therefore, a 3 per-
cent withholding tax would completely
wipe out their profit margins. As a
former small business owner myself, 1
can assure you this is not the kind of
math that leads to job creation.

This tax will also harm local govern-
ments that are already hurting for dol-
lars by placing on them an unfunded
mandate to collect a Federal tax.
Again, as former chairman of the
Charleston County Council, this is
more math that just doesn’t add up.

With unemployment still at 9 per-
cent, our job creators need capital to
invest and long-term certainty in the
Tax Code. Taking hard-earned dollars
away from our job creators will only
lead to higher prices, lower wages, and
lost jobs.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule and the underlying
legislation. I encourage my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule and ‘‘yes’ on
the underlying bills, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend for
yielding the time, and I rise today in
opposition to the combined rule for
H.R. 674 and H.R. 2576.

The underlying bill, H.R. 674, repeals
the 3 percent withholding for taxes on
payments to government contractors,
and H.R. 2576 will make health care
unaffordable for 500,000 Americans—
that’s not according to me but accord-
ing to CBO—leaving them with no
choice but to drop their coverage. This
bill will also increase the costs or re-
duce the coverage for many more
Americans, including individuals with
severe disabilities.

The pairing of these two bills is not,
in my considered opinion, an appro-
priate use of our Nation’s Tax Code,
and in my opinion, does nothing to cre-
ate jobs. It is part of the same old ‘‘all
or nothing’”” majority strategy that led
to the debt ceiling standoff earlier this
year.

The Republicans have taken a bipar-
tisan idea—and it is bipartisan, as my
good friend from South Carolina said—
that would actually put money directly
in the pockets of hardworking Ameri-
cans and make its passage contingent
on a bill that rehashes the health care
reform debate from the last Congress.
Once again, my colleagues have chosen
to play politics with the lives of middle
class and working poor Americans.

The withholding requirement, itself,
was passed in 2005 when President
George W. Bush was in the White
House and when Republicans had ma-
jorities in both the House and the Sen-
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ate, but it was never implemented, and
it has been put off a number of times.

Today, there is broad support for re-
pealing this Republican-created provi-
sion. H.R. 674 has, as my friend said, 269
bipartisan cosponsors. Since Repub-
licans have now brought a bill to the
floor that would repeal this require-
ment, it is clear that this measure
should not be combined, as in this rule,
with H.R. 2576.

Getting rid of this provision will
keep administrative costs down and as-
sist American businesses during these
challenging economic times. However,
Republicans want to pay for the 3 per-
cent bill by making it harder for retir-
ees, the disabled, and poor to get access
to health insurance. This is, yet again,
an inappropriate use of our Tax Code.

This bill is known as the MAGI bill,
“modified adjusted gross income.” It
repeals the provision in the Affordable
Care Act that allows individuals and
families to exclude nontaxable Social
Security benefits from their incomes
when determining their eligibility for
health care benefits. This definition
would also apply when qualifying for
Medicaid and Federal subsidies to buy
private insurance in the State-run ex-
changes. According to the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the exclusion of
nontaxable Social Security benefits is
typical when applying income limita-
tions to tax benefits.

Regardless of the facts, my friends in
the majority have decided to throw re-
tirees and disabled individuals under
the bus in order to offset a completely
unrelated bill.
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My friends on the other side of the
aisle claim that this is about equity
and fairness, but is it equitable for as
many as 500,000 Americans to lose all
their health care coverage as a result
of this measure? What are we saying to
these individuals; sorry, 500,000 of you
are out of luck? Is it fair to make
health care less accessible to low- and
middle-income individuals rather than
close loopholes and cancel special tax
deals for wealthy, wealthy oil compa-
nies?

In contrast, the Democrats’ sub-
stitute offered by Mr. LEVIN, the rank-
ing member of the Ways and Means
Committee, will make o0il companies
pay their fair share of taxes, thereby
reducing the deficit by $5.3 billion over
5 years and $12.8 billion over 10 years.

It is clear that H.R. 2576 is not about
equity at all. It’s about forcing indi-
vidual taxpayers to shoulder the bur-
den of business tax provisions. H.R.
2576 will impose higher costs on retir-
ees and persons with severe disabil-
ities, shifting them out of Medicaid
coverage or requiring that they con-
tribute significantly more of their in-
come for health insurance coverage
through reduced tax credits.

How do Republicans intend to offset
the cost, such as increased trips to the
emergency room? How do you offset
that association with half a million

H7085

Americans suddenly losing their health
insurance coverage? The Tax Code
should not be used to effectively reduce
health care coverage and increase costs
for those least able to afford it.

Make no mistake, H.R. 2576 is yet an-
other attempt by Republicans to un-
dermine comprehensive health care re-
form. Last week, the Senate Repub-
licans forced a vote on the 3 percent
withholding repeal bill, but it too
failed over unreasonable Republican
demands.

Where are the jobs? Instead of pass-
ing a jobs bill, Republicans are rede-
fining the rules to make health care
less accessible for a considerable num-
ber of Americans. These bills together
are a new approach to cutting the def-
icit for Republicans. Until recently,
they said that the only way to fix the
deficit was to starve the beast, that is,
spending cuts only. But with a bill like
H.R. 2576 that takes away health care
from hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans, Republicans have decided that
rather than starving the beast, it’s bet-
ter to feed the beast to our society’s
most vulnerable members.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, it’s odd that as the American
people continue to watch Congress ask-
ing for a bipartisan approach to what
we do here, it’s very odd for us to find
ourselves in that position today saying
to the American people, we are finally
on the right page of a bipartisan ap-
proach. And as it relates to the whole
undermining of the health care act, the
President himself has released a state-
ment, an administration policy state-
ment, that simply says that he sup-
ports H.R. 2576.

The fact of the matter is if we are
going to find ways to save Medicaid
and keep it available for the next gen-
eration, we must do things in a bipar-
tisan approach that actually solve the
problems without increasing the sys-
tem necessarily.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlelady from Tennessee, Mrs. DIANE
BLACK.

Mrs. BLACK. I thank my colleague
from South Carolina for yielding.

I'd like to begin by stating that this
legislation, H.R. 2576, is about fairness.

When the news broke this summer
that the Affordable Care Act contained
a loophole that would allow middle-
class Americans to receive Medicaid
benefits, I, like many of my colleagues,
was very concerned. The new income
formula that determines eligibility for
government subsidies health insurance,
the modified adjusted gross income, or
also known MAGI, deviated from all of
the other Federal assistance programs,
failing to include Social Security bene-
fits as income.

Under the health care law, a married
couple with an annual income of over
$60,000 could 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
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poverty level, receiving Medicaid. This
is unacceptable. I very strongly believe
that it is our duty to ensure that the
very scarce Medicaid dollars and re-
sources are there for those who are in
the most need.

Again, let me State that the Afford-
able Care Act’s income formula for
Medicaid, CHIP, and exchange sub-
sidies deviated from the eligibility re-
quirements for all other Federal assist-
ance programs. Supplemental Security
Income, Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Program, also known as food
stamps, Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families, and public housing
all—all—include the entire Social Se-
curity benefit as income. My bill, H.R.
2576, would add Social Security bene-
fits back into the equation, realigning
Medicaid with all the other programs
and stopping these improper payments
before they occur.

It is incorrect to assert that this leg-
islation unfairly targets widows, sur-
vivors, and the disabled. This is equiva-
lent to asserting that the public hous-
ing or the SNAP are unfairly targeted
to widows, survivors, disabled simply
because, when accounting for the re-
source programs, they 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 income.
According to the current law, a couple
who both earned Social Security bene-
fits and have a total income of $22,065
would have a higher income than a
couple earning $58,840 for the purpose
of determining eligibility for the Fed-
eral subsidies in the exchange. This is
totally unfair.

When asked about the MAGI glitch,
CMS actuary Richard Foster said, ‘I
don’t generally comment on the pros
and cons of policy, but that just
doesn’t make sense.” Foster said the
situation keeps him up at night and
has previously compared the MAGI for-
mula to allowing middle-class Ameri-
cans to receive food stamps.

Additionally, Richard Sorian, the
HHS assistant secretary for Public Af-
fairs, conceded that ‘“‘as a matter of
law, some middle-income Americans
may be receiving coverage through
Medicaid, which is meant to serve only
the neediest Americans.”

Now, it is important to note that my
legislation does not take away a ben-
efit from anyone on the Medicaid rolls
today. MAGI would not be in effect
until 2014, so it’s important that we
bring Medicaid back into line with all
of the other Federal assistance pro-
grams as soon as possible.

Additionally, my legislation enjoys
bipartisan support. In the Senate,
HELP Committee Ranking Member
MIKE ENZI has a companion bill, and
President Obama himself, as has al-
ready been noted, recognizes the prob-
lem. In his recent debt reduction plan,
the President explicitly—explicitly—
proposes that the entire amount of So-
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cial Security benefits be included in
the definition of income. And, as has
already been stated, there was a state-
ment of administration policy put out
yesterday, and I want to read that to
you:

The administration supports H.R.
2576, which could change the calcula-
tion of modified adjusted gross income,
as defined in section 1401 of the Afford-
able Care Act, to include both taxable
and nontaxable Social Security bene-
fits.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I yield
the gentlelady an additional 30 sec-
onds.

O 1250

Mrs. BLACK. This commonsense bi-
partisan solution would bring Medicaid
into line with all of the other Federal
assistance programs and ensure that
the program is there for those who are
in the most need. That is very impor-
tant. Furthermore, and I believe this
cannot be emphasized enough, accord-
ing to CBO and the Joint Tax Com-
mittee estimates, this bill could save
taxpayers approximately $13 billion
over 10 years. Considering our $14 tril-
lion in national debt, closing this loop-
hole as soon as possible is good policy
on a number of levels.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. ALT-
MIRE).

Mr. ALTMIRE. I rise in support of
this legislation, which is bipartisan
and cosponsored by almost two-thirds
of our colleagues in this Chamber. Ear-
lier this year, Congress passed another
bill with almost equal support when we
repealed the burdensome 1099 require-
ment. Today, we are again working in
a bipartisan way to make this com-
monsense change to the Tax Code that
will provide much needed certainty to
businesses around the country.

I’ve heard from numerous small busi-
nesses in my district that if the 3 per-
cent withholding provision goes into
effect as scheduled, firms that do busi-
ness with the Federal, State, and local
governments will face what amounts to
a tax increase at this time when they
can least afford it. Congress has pre-
viously voted to delay implementation
of this provision, but we can do more
to show businesses in western Pennsyl-
vania and across the country that we
are serious about helping them suc-
ceed.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
permanently repealing the 3 percent
withholding tax provision.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. MIKE
FITZPATRICK.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. I thank the gen-
tleman for the time and also for his
leadership in bringing both parties to-
gether around this idea that will create
jobs in the United States. I rise in sup-
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port of the rule today and in support of
the underlying legislation.

Throughout the past year, I have
heard over and over again from small
businesses, from women-owned busi-
nesses, from contracting businesses,
hospitals and the like that this rule,
which essentially amounts to a tax,
will hinder business’ ability to com-
pete, grow, and thereby create jobs.
This bill that’s before the House today
would right a wrong that unnecessarily
punishes good actors, small businesses,
and local governments who do business
with the Federal Government in good
faith. Small businesses, who often op-
erate with the thinnest of margins, will
be unnecessarily targeted in the Fed-
eral Government’s zeal to capture more
money. Small and medium-sized busi-
nesses are being looked to for our eco-
nomic recovery. We cannot simulta-
neously ask American companies to
begin hiring again while we withhold
the capital that they require to grow.

Additionally, while the 3 percent
withholding bill was originally well-in-
tentioned, implementation of this rule
has been continuously delayed, most
recently in the 2009 stimulus bill and
again by the IRS in May of 2011. This is
a clear indication of the widespread
recognition that this provision is cost-
ly and harmful to our economy.

So, Mr. Speaker, I cosponsored this
underlying bill because it is bipartisan
legislation that will be good for the
economy and will help create certainty
for job creators. The President has ex-
pressed support for this repeal. I urge
swift action on the legislation in the
Senate. I ask my colleagues to support
the rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3
minutes to my good friend, the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. ANDREWS).

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend
from Florida for yielding.

As we meet this afternoon, 15 million
Americans are unemployed. The Presi-
dent has a proposal to put people to
work modernizing 35,000 schools in
America, but we’re not voting on that
bill.

The President has a proposal that
would avoid a $1,500 a year tax increase
on middle class Americans January 1 if
we don’t act, but we’re not voting on
that bill.

The President has ideas to help the
real job creators, the small businesses
of this country, get bank loans from
the people they bailed out with their
tax dollars in the TARP bill a couple of
years ago, but we’re not voting on that
bill.

Now, we are voting on a bill that we
should support that says that busi-
nesses should not have to make an in-
terest-free loan to the government
when they do business with the govern-
ment. I'm for that. But you do need to
understand the way this bill is paid for.
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This bill does have an offset, meaning
it will not add to the deficit. I think
we’re all for that. But it’s important to
understand the way we make that deci-
sion. There were two options as to how
we might take care of that offset. We
said let’s go to the industry that’s had
the most successful year in its history,
the oil industry, and stop giving our
tax dollars to the oil industry when
they’re making record profits. That
idea is not up for a vote.

What is up for a vote is a provision
that may make some sense. It may
make some sense. It essentially deals
with the adjustment formula for bene-
fits under the new health care law. But
we’re not really sure exactly how the
proposal will operate. There is a risk
that some deserving middle class peo-
ple will pay higher health insurance
premiums if this is not done in the
right way.

So understand this: The first way we
could have paid for this bill would be to
g0 to the oil industry and say you've
had enough time at the public trough,
you’re making record profits, no. Or we
could say let’s roll the dice and let’s
try this experiment with the health
premiums of middle class people. Guess
who won?

Now we thought it would be a good
idea to at least put the two ideas up for
a vote, but this rule doesn’t do that. So
the House will have to work its will
today on the underlying bill. I'm going
to vote for the underlying bill, but I'd
really look forward to voting next
week—and let me say one other thing.
The plan for the House the rest of the
year is to be here another 14 days be-
tween now and New Year’s Day, and
take the rest of the year off. A lot of
Americans are going to have the rest of
the year off, too—involuntarily, be-
cause they’re out of work. Let’s get to
the business of creating an environ-
ment where small businesses create
jobs for the people of this country.
Let’s put Americans back to work after
we do this good business of today.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, one of the things that is so
important for us to recognize is the im-
portance of living within our means
and allowing our ability to control our
spending to dictate what we are able to
use, as opposed to having more tax in-
creases as a way to fund the resource
priorities of this Nation.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Oklahoma, Mr. JAMES LANKFORD.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule and the under-
lying bill, H.R. 674, which repeals the 3
percent withholding requirements on
State and local governments for goods
and services. The 3 percent withholding
requirement is just another layer of
burden and unfunded mandates on our
States, cities, counties, and private en-
tities.

Withholding 3 percent of a contract
at the start just in case sets a horrible
precedent. When we find a bad actor in
the contracting community, we should
have aggressive prosecution, suspen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

sion, and debarment. But, we should
not have a national policy that as-
sumes every contractor in America is a
tax cheat. It’s a dreadful policy, and
it’s horrible economics.

Let me break this down to what it
will mean for communities in my State
of Oklahoma. In Oklahoma City, it will
cost between $75,000 and $250,000 to im-
plement the initial financial system
and all of the modifications to comply
with these rules. After that, it’s ex-
pected to cost at least $15,000 a year to
maintain those modifications in the fi-
nancial system.

To ensure that Oklahoma City fully
complies with these mandates to main-
tain the financial system, Oklahoma
City estimates that they’re going to
have to hire two additional full-time
employees. Now I understand that
we’re all about job creation here, but
our job creation should focus on goods
and services and taking care of people,
not filling out even more Federal
forms.

In Edmond, Oklahoma, they’re con-
cerned as to how the 3 percent with-
holding requirement would eventually
be passed along to the buyer, increas-
ing the overall cost. Edmond’s annual
contractual services expenditures line
is over $130 million this year. If the
cost of these products and services are
increased by 3 percent to cover the
withholding costs, Edmond’s expendi-
tures could be raised by $4 million.
Worse yet, that could mean contrac-
tors choosing not to bid on city and
local projects, ultimately decreasing
competition and increasing the cost.

A contractor in the small town of Te-
cumseh, Oklahoma, told me that with
a down economy, he only had a 2 per-
cent profit margin last year. The 3 per-
cent requirement would stifle his cash
flow and would force him to increase
his bids, which of course would be
passed along to the taxpayer.

Mr. Speaker, as we continue to find
ways to Kkick-start our economy and
encourage job growth in the private
sector, I'm hopeful we can come to a
bipartisan agreement to reduce the
regulatory burden on State and local
governments and encourage private
sector growth. I’'m sure it was well in-
tentioned at the start, but it is time to
eliminate this burdensome regulation.

O 1300

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3
minutes to my friend and classmate
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy.

I am pleased that the House will deal
with the repeal this week. I was hon-
ored to be the principal cosponsor with
my good friend, WALLY HERGER, of the
Ways and Means Committee and to
have a bipartisan effort to move this
legislation forward.

I didn’t vote for this bill in 2005, in
the first place. And I have been work-
ing to fix it ever since the impact was
revealed to us. Tax compliance is an
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important goal. We have somewhere in
the neighborhood of $200 billion to $300
billion a year that is owed to the Fed-
eral Government to meet our obliga-
tions and reduce burdens on others
that is not paid. But this bill is decid-
edly not the approach to take.

My good friend, Congressman HANNA,
a freshman Republican from upstate
New York, has an excellent op-ed in to-
day’s Roll Call that outlines how oner-
ous it is from his perspective of having
been a small contractor.

There are three points that I think
ought to be made as we go forward.
First of all, we got this bill because we
didn’t follow regular order in 2005. I
don’t think there was ever a hearing
before our Ways and Means Committee
that talked about this bill that allowed
contractors and small businesses to be
able to explain the impact. I am very
pleased that I think Chairman CAMP is
committed to trying to follow regular
order in this Congress, unlike what
happened in 2005.

The second point is that this reveals
a flaw in the CBO calculation. I'm not
faulting CBO. They’re following their
rules. But they assume that the Fed-
eral Government has the capacity to
implement it. And they only count the
revenues. Well, you don’t have to go
very far to understand that this
wouldn’t just be a burden on small
business and it wouldn’t just be a bur-
den on State and local government.
The cost of compliance for the Federal
Government itself will, I guarantee
you, be more than the amount of
money that would be collected.

Finally, I felt that we could do better
in paying for it; but, frankly, I think
the situation that we are in in the
months ahead is that we’re going to
need to do both. We will be making the
adjustment that is advanced by my
friends from the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and we will be approving the
elements that are in the motion that
the Democrats would do in terms of
fixing an egregious tax loophole for oil
companies that only serves to improve
their bottom line and does nothing to
increase o0il supply, does nothing to
lower prices. But I will try and move
both of those forward.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I very much ap-
preciate it. I get a little wound up on
this. But we’ve been working on it for
a long time.

I want to conclude by saying that I
hope we don’t allow some strategic dif-
ferences on the floor of the House be-
tween the two parties in terms of prior-
ities. As I say, we will end up approv-
ing both these approaches because the
scale of our deficit is such that we need
to do it. The administration will sup-
port it, and both parties will ulti-
mately get there. And I think the
American public will support it.

But we need to come together to
make sure that this legislation that

The
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we’re working on this week does not
fall victim to crossed signals on the
other side of the Capitol. We need to
work with the other body. We need to
send a strong signal here to make sure
that this mistake from 2005 is cor-
rected now and spares unnecessary
hardship for our business community
and also for State and local govern-
ment and, indeed, for the Federal Gov-
ernment itself.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, Mr. RANDY
HULTGREN.

Mr. HULTGREN. I want to thank my
colleague from South Carolina.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of both the bills under this rule and, in
particular, H.R. 674, repealing the 3
percent withholding tax on government
contracts.

It may have seemed like a good idea
at the time, but now we clearly see
that it is a mandate that drains pre-
cious resources from America’s job cre-
ators—small businesses. The profit
margin for many businesses affected by
the proposal is often less than the 3
percent mandate. The withholding tax
will create substantial cash flow prob-
lems and drain capital from many busi-
nesses that could otherwise be used to
invest and grow or hire more workers.

Mr. Speaker, I join with many busi-
ness owners, State and local govern-
ments, and educational institutions in
supporting H.R. 674, to repeal this tax,
and provide a meaningful step towards
instilling certainty in job creators in
getting this economy moving on the
right track.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
KEATING).

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I hope
the previous question is defeated so I
can offer an amendment, along with
my colleagues Mr. LEVIN and Mr.
BisHOP, to really correct something
that, frankly, is outrageous. It’s not
only outrageous, but it is exhibit A of
what’s wrong with this Congress.

The underlying bill to do away with
the 3 percent withholding, I've met
with my local business people, had dis-
cussions, and this is a great oppor-
tunity for bipartisan efforts to help
create some jobs and help small busi-
nesses go forward. We’re actually in
agreement with something that’s going
to do all those things; and I'm proud to
support that, and I'm proud to reach
across the aisle and support that.

But I have got to tell you, you just
can’t mess things up more than you’re
messing things up here, because the
offset that was taken by the majority
party is a tax on people that have So-
cial Security and Medicaid. Why are
you doing that when you’re trying to
get people some economic benefits
through businesses, and really an effort
that we both should be applauded for
working together on.

The amendment that I'm going to
offer is going to correct that. It’s going
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to correct it in a way that makes per-
fect sense and is exhibit A about what
can be right about this Congress. We’'re
going to take away that oil subsidy
that in the next several years is going
to amount to $43.6 billion in a windfall
to our richest, most profitable compa-
nies that don’t need it. Incidentally, 93
percent of that windfall goes to pre-
ferred stock buy-backs and CEO remu-
neration that is not necessary.

So we have something we agree on.
We have something that’s going to be a
benefit and that’s going to create jobs
and help small businesses. Now, we can
go one of two ways in terms of paying
for that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. KEATING. We can have an addi-
tional tax on the Medicaid and Social
Security recipients, or we can continue
to reward the CEOs and Big Oil. That’s
not a tough choice.

So I hope that the previous question
is defeated so we can offer something
that makes sense. It’s time for this
Congress to get it right. We have a
chance to do it, and I hope we will.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I
would just encourage my friends on the
left who want to raise taxes, raise
taxes if you can, but the bottom line is
that raising revenues does not make
you more responsible, does not make
you use the revenues that you cur-
rently have more responsibly. So the
notion of raising taxes to use that as a
fix to this situation is inconsistent
with the reality and is part of the al-
ternate universe that we ought not be
a part of.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. DONALD
MANZULLO.

Mr. MANZULLO. I rise in support of
the rule and the underlying bill.

Instead of going after tax
delinquents, the law punishes everyone
for the failings of a few. When I chaired
the Small Business Committee several
years ago, I saw a lot of harm and inju-
ries taking place to small business peo-
ple. This is a tough one. H.R. 674 would
repeal that.

The 3 percent withholding rule dis-
proportionately hurts small businesses.
I met with several electrical contrac-
tors in my office recently, and the first
thing on their minds and their hearts
was the fact that this should be re-
pealed because it simply does not make
sense.

The bill would repeal the onerous law
to the benefit of farmers and others
who sell goods and services to the gov-
ernment at all levels, but also it re-
peals an unfunded mandate imposed
upon State and local governments that
requires them to be the tax collectors
for the IRS. This bill would free up pre-
cious financial resources so businesses
have the flexibility to hire more work-
ers to complete the task at hand. I
urge my colleagues to support this bi-
partisan bill.

The
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I would advise my good friend
from South Carolina that I am the last
speaker. If he has other speakers, then
I will reserve my time.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. We
have one more speaker.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. DENNIS ROSS.

Mr. ROSS of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule and the underlying bill.

Now more than ever, regulatory and
tax reform are needed. The 3 percent
contractor withholding requirement is
yet another onerous regulatory tax
policy that will hinder small business’
ability to survive and hire new employ-
ees. The 10.6 percent unemployment in
my home State of Florida cannot han-
dle another government job-Killing
regulation.

Repealing this legislation will ensure
America’s small businesses are not as-
sessed another regulatory cost that
will either be passed on to consumers
in cost or will force another small busi-
ness to shut its doors.

The 3 percent withholding require-
ment was originally intended to make
sure contractors paid taxes. In reality,
it is simply a one-size-fits-all govern-
ment approach to a problem filled with
unintended consequences.

One of the most tragic consequences
could be the cost to our seniors. Nine-
ty-five percent of Medicare physicians
will be affected by this withholding
tax. Our seniors should not suffer be-
cause our Tax Code is too confusing,
too burdensome, and too big.

Mr. Speaker, this regulation shows
why we need a Tax Code that is flatter
and smaller and why we need Medicare
reform with fewer scare tactics and
more choices.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, President Obama, as
has been cited, along with many of our
colleagues, supports changing the defi-
nition of ‘“‘modified adjusted gross in-
come.” But like on other occasions, I
have disagreed with this President on
matters, and in this instance I do.
There are many in the institution who
have a different view. But there is no
reason why a bill reducing access to
health care for millions of Americans
has to be tied to a bill that will put
money back into the pockets of middle
class and working poor Americans.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle made a conscious decision to
make it harder for Americans to pay
their medical bills. Now, they could
have just as easily tied this bill to one
that reduces oil and gas subsidies. But
listen, I just spoke to a group of stu-
dents, about 15 or 20 of them from
American University, and I put the
question to them regarding this rule,
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explaining to them some of the dynam-
ics of the institution. I put the ques-
tion to them: What would seem more
sensible to you. Would it be that 500,000
people should and may lose their cov-
erage under a measure, or that the oil
companies and gas companies—and I
added GE—that those kinds of compa-
nies that cause these kinds of matters
not to have to come into play at this
time in our institution?

Now Democrats—SANDER LEVIN, my
good friend from Michigan, the ranking
member—introduced a substitute that
would eliminate oil and gas subsidies
in order to repeal the withholding re-
quirement while still allowing Ameri-
cans to keep their health care cov-
erage. Yet they wouldn’t waive the
rules for that, as they’ve done a num-
ber of times, my Republican friends,
for their own amendments, proving
once again that the rules are only sa-
cred when oil and gas and big business
profits are at stake.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, an amendment will be
offered to the rule to let Mr. LEVIN of
Michigan or Mr. BisHOP of New York or
Mr. KEATING of Massachusetts offer the
amendment we tried to have made in
order in the Rules Committee yester-
day. As we’ve said, the amendment will
roll back special tax loopholes for im-
mensely profitable big oil companies.
Is there anybody that doubts that?

And I’'d like to hear from these oil
company representatives. They’'re enti-
tled. They’re not a person, as some
have said; they’re a corporation. And
they don’t have, I guess, a conscience
because their bottom line is to make a
profit. Well, they’ve made a lot of it,
and all we’re asking them to do in this
case and others—and I'll be back down
here another time asking them—to
share some of it with the American
people and not cause the pressing down
to our States, the pressing down to our
counties and municipalities, and caus-
ing people who are disabled—and, in-
deed, some will lose their insurance be-
cause of this.

And maybe some of these persons
have never had a disabled person. But I
had a mother that was disabled for the
last 2 years of her life, 30 years pre-
vious to that being almost bedridden,
and I know what disability is, as I'm
sure some of my friends do here. Had I
not been alive, she would have died
many years earlier because she had no
ability to provide for herself, yet Shell
0il and Exxon and GE and all these
people do. And they’re right about
their profitmaking, but they’re wrong
about not being able to share it with
the people.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD along with extra-
neous material immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote
“no”” and defeat the previous question,
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I urge a ‘“‘no’ vote on the rule, and I

yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, we find ourselves at a place
where we should have been at for
many, many months, and that is work-
ing in a bipartisan way to save Amer-
ican jobs.

Mr. Speaker, it is amazing that we
have this opportunity to have the
President’s support with those of us on
the right, to have the Democrat leader-
ship joining us, 269 cosponsors on this
legislation that simply says to the job
creators: We believe in you.

Mr. Speaker, today we have a very
simple vote. We can remove an impedi-
ment to job creation from the backs of
small businesses with no overall in-
crease in government spending. That
should be our vote today.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
support the rule and the underlying

bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, here we go
again. Another day in the House of Represent-
atives, another day without a jobs bill. As a
Red Sox fan, I'm not prone to quoting Yogi
Berra—but this is déja vu all over again.

This Tea Party-run Republican House is not
only breaking House rules to move a bipar-
tisan bill—something they said they would
never do—but they are breaking these rules to
protect big oil while taking healthcare away
from low-income Americans.

Talk about hitting the trifecta.

Let's start with the rule. We have one rule
for two bills, one bill repealing the 3% with-
holding requirement and another bill offsetting
the costs of the first bill. Why have two bills
come up under one rule? The only reason is
because the Republicans want to shut down
debate and limit the motion to recommit.
That's why the rule combines these two bills
into one bill after they are approved on their
own.

This is just one more example of this Re-
publican leadership’s continual streak of bro-
ken promises.

If this weren’t bad enough, this rule waives
all points of order—including the Budget Act.
Why is this necessary? Well, that's because
the 3% withholding bill violates the Budget Act
twice.

The sad truth is that the Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health, the gentleman from
California Mr. HERGER, didn’t even know that
his bill violated the Budget Act when he testi-
fied before the Rules Committee yesterday.

Chairman DREIER, of course, tried to explain
these violations but he was misinformed when
he said the only reason for these violations
was because the Senate did not pass a budg-
et resolution. To correct the record, that’s only
one of the violations. The other violation is be-
cause this bill violates the House-passed
budget resolution. 'm not one to defend the
Ryan budget, but I'd like to think that the Re-
publicans wouldn’t use one bill to contradict
legislation they passed earlier this year.

And the Republican offset for the 3% with-
holding bill is a bad one—it tightens Medicaid
and health insurance exchange subsidy eligi-
bility requirements. In other words, it prevents
low-income individuals and families from being
eligible for Medicaid, an egregious act during
normal times but especially heartless in this
difficult economy.

Talk about turning a deaf ear to people who

are struggling to make ends meet.
Now, Democrats offered an amendment to
replace the bad Republican offset by elimi-
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nating subsidies to big oil and gas companies.
BP, for example, reported profits of $4.9 billion
in the third quarter of this year even though
their production decreased by 12 percent over
that period. They made more money with less
oil and we—the American people—still provide
lucrative subsidies to them.

Time after time, the Rules Committee has
blocked my amendment ending the subsidy—
siding with big oil and defending their sub-
sidy—using procedural excuses.

It's funny how the Republicans waive the
rules when it's convenient for their agenda but
they refuse to apply that same standard to all
bills. In this case, Republicans waive all points
of order against the underlying bills but cite
germaneness and cut-go as reasons why
they’re not making the Democratic substitute
in order.

The truth is Republicans are hiding behind
this flimsy excuse to protect big oil.

To my Republican friends, let me set the
record straight. You’re making in order a non-
germane bill to pay for the repeal of the 3 per-
cent withholding bill—a bill that violates the
Budget Act—but you’re saying an amendment
ending subsidies for oil companies making bil-
lions of dollars each month can’t be made in
order because it's not germane?

You’re making in order a bill that violates
the rules of the House—and you're protecting
this bill from these points of order—but you
won’t do the same for our proposal?

It's truly outrageous that you’re making two
bills in order and using the rule to combine
these two bills into one; that you’re going out
of your way to make in order your non-ger-
mane bill and you’re not doing the same for
our bill.

It's truly outrageous that you’re more inter-
ested in rationing healthcare for those who
need it instead of ending subsidies for oil com-
panies who continue to rake in billions of dol-
lars of profits each quarter; and that you're
hiding behind procedural excuses in order to
get your way.

Mr. Speaker, this is a process even Tom
DelLay would marvel at.

The following is a list of the instances when
the Republicans have waived germaneness
(Clause 7 of Rule XVI) and both cut-go and
germaneness (Clause 10 of Rule XXI).

REPUBLICANS’ WAIVERS OF CUTGO AND
GERMANENESS THIS YEAR SO FAR:
CUTGO WAIVERS—CLAUSE 10 OF RULE XXI (3
TIMES):

H.R. 3079 (H. Res. 425)—Panama trade bill

S. 627 (H. Res. 375)—Budget Control Act of
2011

S. 365 (H. Res. 384)—Budget Control Act of
2011
GERMANENESS WAIVERS—CLAUSE 7 OF RULE XVI

(9 TIMES):

H.R. 839 (H. Res. 170)—HAMP Termination
Act of 2011 (canceled a program to help
homeowners modify their loans)

H.R. 861 (H. Res. 170)—NSP Termination
Act (canceled a program to redevelop aban-
doned and foreclosed homes and residential
properties)

H.R. 910 (H. Res. 203)—Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act of 2011 (taking away EPA’s au-
thority to regulate greenhouse gases)

H.R. 1315 (H. Res. 358)—Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Safety and Soundness Im-
provement Act of 2011 (weakened the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau)



H7090

Senate amendment to H.R. 2608 (H. Res.
405)—CR I11Senate amendment to H.R. 2608
(H. Res. 412)—CR

H.R. 658 (H. Res. 189)—FAA reauthoriza-
tion

H.R. 754 (H. Res. 264)—Intel Authorization

H.R. 1892 (H. Res. 392)—Intel Authorization

Vote no on the previous question, reject this
rule, and reject the pay-for that violates the
Budget Act and cuts healthcare for low-income
families.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. HASTINGS of Florida is as fol-
lows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 448 OFFERED BY
MR. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA

(1) In the first section of the resolution,
strike ‘‘the previous question’ and all that
follows and insert the following:

The previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and on any amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means; (2) the amendment printed
in section 4, if offered by Representative
Levin of Michigan, or Representative Bishop
of New York, or Representative Keating of
Massachusetts, which shall be in order with-
out intervention of any point of order, shall
be considered as read, and shall be separately
debatable for 30 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

(2) At the end of the resolution, add the
following:

SEC. 4. The amendment referred to in the
first section of this resolution is as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. REPEAL OF IMPOSITION OF 3 PER-
CENT WITHHOLDING ON CERTAIN
PAYMENTS MADE TO VENDORS BY
GOVERNMENT 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.

SEC. 2. DEDUCTION FOR INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE
TO DOMESTIC PRODUCTION ACTIVI-
TIES NOT ALLOWED WITH RESPECT
TO OIL AND GAS ACTIVITIES OF
MAJOR INTEGRATED OIL COMPA-
NIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 199(d)(9) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 is amended by inserting ‘‘(9 percent in
the case of any major integrated oil com-
pany (as defined in section 167(h)(5)))”’ after
‘3 percent’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(The information contained herein was
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and
111th Congresses.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
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scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
““The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”’

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”’

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘““‘Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
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ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

SOUTHEAST ARIZONA LAND EX-
CHANGE AND CONSERVATION
ACT OF 2011

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 1904.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ScoTT of South Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 444 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1904.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1904) to
facilitate the efficient extraction of
mineral resources in southeast Arizona
by authorizing and directing an ex-
change of Federal and non-Federal
land, and for other purposes, with Mr.
MURPHY of Pennsylvania in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) and the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GRIJALVA) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation has suf-
fered through 32 consecutive months of
over 8 percent unemployment, and peo-
ple everywhere across our great Nation
continue to ask, where are the jobs?
Congress’ top priority right now is job
creation, and today we have an oppor-
tunity to act on that commitment by
passing a bill that would put thousands
of Americans to work.

The Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act, spon-
sored by our colleague from Arizona
(Mr. GOSAR), is a commonsense meas-
ure that will create new American jobs
and strengthen our economy through
increased U.S. mineral production.

The bill authorizes an equal-value
land exchange between Resolution Cop-
per, the Federal Government, the State
of Arizona and the town of Superior,
Arizona, that will open up the third-
largest undeveloped copper resource in
the world. The bill requires the cost of
the land exchange to be fully paid for
by the mine developer, ensuring fair
treatment for taxpayers and for the
government.

This project will provide substantial
benefits to the United States in the
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form of job creation, economic growth,
and increased national security. This
mining project will support nearly 3,700
jobs. These are good paying, American
wage jobs that will equate to more
than $220 million in annual wages.

At a time when our economy con-
tinues to struggle, this mining project
will provide a much-needed boost
through private investment. This min-
ing activity will have over $60 billion
in economic impact, and will generate
$20 billion in total Federal, State,
county, and local tax revenue.

So this bill, Mr. Chairman, is a per-
fect example of how safely and respon-
sibly harnessing our resources will gen-
erate revenue and get our economy
back on track. The importance of U.S.
copper production cannot be over-
stated. Our Nation has become increas-
ingly reliant on foreign countries for
our mineral resources, placing our eco-
nomic competitiveness and national se-
curity at risk.

The U.S. currently imports 30 per-
cent of the copper we need, and we will
continue to be dependent on foreign
countries if we fail to develop our own
resources and the vast resources, in-
deed, we have in this country. The cop-
per produced from this single project
will meet 25 percent of the TUnited
States’ entire copper demand. The cop-
per could be used for a variety of
projects, ranging from hybrid cars like
the Prius to medical devices, plumbing,
and computers. Without it, the micro-
phones and lights that we’re using here
right now would not be functioning.
It’s also essential for national defense
equipment and technology. It is used in
satellite, space and aviation, weapons
guidance, and communications.

The benefits and the reasons to pass
this bill, Mr. Chairman, are plentiful.
However, we are likely to hear several
inaccurate claims from those across
the aisle who are opposed to mining in
America. I would like to take a mo-
ment to set the record straight right
from the beginning.

First, the bill follows the standard
Federal land appraisal process, proce-
dures issued by the Department of Jus-
tice which have been used in this coun-
try for decades. The appraisal requires
full market value to be paid for both
the land and minerals within.

If, by chance, there is copper produc-
tion beyond the appraised value, Mr.
Chairman, the mine developer will be
required to pay the United States the
difference, which would be assessed on
an annual basis. This is an added guar-
antee to ensure that taxpayers get a
fair return on their copper resources.

Second, this bill is about creating
nearly 3,700 American jobs. It’s not
about helping foreign mining interests,
as some have charged. Opposing this
mine and not producing copper in the
U.S. is what truly benefits foreign na-
tions by sending American jobs over-
seas and making it increasingly reliant
on foreign resources of critical min-
erals.

Third, the bill requires full compli-
ance with environmental laws and trib-
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al consultation prior to constructing
the mine. This bill provides more con-
servation and protection of culturally
sensitive riparian and critical habitat
than otherwise would occur, especially
areas to be conveyed currently under
private ownership.

Fourth, the developer has already se-
cured over half the water needed for
this project, and has committed to hav-
ing 100 percent of the water it needs in
hand Dbefore construction begins.
Claims that the project will require the
same amount of water used by the City
of Tempe is, Mr. Chairman, a gross ex-
aggeration.

Finally, this bill does not trade away
sacred sites. As previously stated, the
bill requires tribal consultation. And
there is a map that will be shown later
on today that talks about the copper
triangle in this part of Arizona, and
you will see that on this map which
will be shown later, this mine is right
in the middle of that copper triangle.

H.R. 1904 is about creating new Amer-
ican jobs, strengthening our economy,
and decreasing our dependence on for-
eign minerals. The bill has broad sup-
port, both locally and nationally, in-
cluding from Arizona Governor Jan
Brewer, the Arizona Chamber of Com-
merce, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
the National Association of Manufac-
turing, and the National Mining Asso-
ciation.

They all, Mr. Chairman, recognize
the job-creating benefits of this bill. So
I urge my colleagues to strongly sup-
port H.R. 1904 to put Americans back
to work on American jobs and utilize
the vast resources in this country that
we should be using for economic and
for national security reasons.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

H.R. 1904 is a triple threat. It will rob
Native people of their heritage. It will
rob local people of their water. And it
will rob the American people of their
money.

This legislation is simply an abdica-
tion of our responsibilities as stewards
of public lands and the public trust,
and it must be rejected. The Congress
routinely considers land exchanges. It
is our responsibility to weigh the mer-
its of each proposal to determine
whether it is in the best interest of the
American people. Some proposals fa-
cilitate public recreation, some help
local communities build courthouses
and schools, and some serve important
environmental goals.

The land exchange required by H.R.
1904 serves none of those purposes.
Rather, this legislation will take thou-
sands of acres of healthy, protected, sa-
cred public land and convert it into bil-
lions of dollars in corporate profits for
two foreign mining companies.

H.R. 1904 trades away several sites
that are sacred to Native people. The
hearing record before the Natural Re-
sources Committee includes desperate
pleas from San Carlos Apache, White
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Mountain Apache, Yavapai-Apache,
Tonto Apache, Fort McDowell Yavapai,
Hualapai, Jicarilla Apache, Mescalero
Apache, and the Zuni Pueblo and oth-
ers, pleading to respect the religious
and cultural traditions.
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Instead, the bill waives compliance
with NEPA, the Native American
Graves Protection Act, the Historic
Preservation Act, and all other stat-
utes that might give the tribes a voice
and respect at the table before this de-
cision is finalized. The final insult
comes when the bill requires consulta-
tion with Native people—after the land
exchange, after that exchange has al-
ready occurred. This will not be gov-
ernment-to-government consultations
as required by the treaty trust rela-
tionship. Rather it continues a pattern
of neglect and belittles Native people
once again.

The legislation also threatens to
dewater a large and already drought-
prone area, turning it from an arid but
functioning landscape into a desert.
According to testimony received by the
committee, a mining operation like the
one planned by Resolution Copper re-
quires an estimated 40,000 acre-feet of
water per year. This is roughly the
amount of water used by the entire
city of Tempe in Arizona.

The company does not own any water
rights and has failed to indicate where
the water from the mining operation
will come from. Historically, mining
companies have simply sunk their
wells deeper than their neighbors and
taken the water that they need. A Fed-
eral mining permit process, along with
compliance with NEPA and other laws,
might mitigate or at least explore
these concerns; but the legislation al-
lows Resolution Copper to skip these
steps, leaving the people of south-
eastern Arizona in grave danger of se-
vere water shortages. NEPA happens
after that land trade is finalized, when
Rio Tinto—the parent company of Res-
olution Copper—holds all the -cards.
Compliance with NEPA becomes un-
clear and poses legal issues regarding
private property.

Finally, the legislation will allow
Rio Tinto—the parent company of Res-
olution Copper—to realize billions in
profits without guaranteeing a fair re-
turn to the current owners of the land,
the American people. The bill contains
appraisal and payment provisions; but
the language is nonstandard, and in
some cases totally unique. Why are
such provisions necessary when a sim-
ple, straightforward royalty would pro-
vide a fair and predictable return for
the taxpayers?

At a time when we are told that ev-
erybody from college students to the
elderly must accept drastic cuts to
basic Federal programs, it is uncon-
scionable that we would approve a mas-
sive transfer of wealth from the Amer-
ican people to a foreign-owned mining
company without insisting on a fair re-
turn.



H7092

Supporters of this legislation claim
it would create jobs. Job creation has
been the excuse used here on the House
floor to push legislation dismantling
the last century of environmental pro-
tection, and H.R. 1904 continues that
pattern. The job-creation claims are all
based on predictions provided by the
industry and the companies which
stand to profit from this deal without a
mining plan to verify or corroborate
any of the information. Thus, they are
all highly suspect.

When this proposal was first devel-
oped in 2005, the Arizona Republic and
Tucson Citizen reported the mine
would create 450 jobs. Without expla-
nation, these predictions have sky-
rocketed over the years to 1,200 jobs to
3,700 today; and 6,000 jobs, as well, have
been brought up as numbers of jobs
that would be created. None of these
numbers are supported by facts.

The trend in mining over the last
several decades is clear: mining compa-
nies are producing more and more and
using fewer and fewer workers. Rio
Tinto and BHP-Billiton are pioneers in
the use of automation, and the Resolu-
tion Copper project is an opportunity
to perfect these technologies even fur-
ther. The number of jobs actually cre-
ated by H.R. 1904 will pale in compari-
son to the economic and environmental
devastation that it could cause.

Mr. Chairman, this is a special inter-
est legislation that is not in the inter-
ests of the American people. This legis-
lation asks Congress to be business
agents for foreign-owned corporations
and not stewards of the public land or
represent the American taxpayer.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOSAR), the sponsor of this
bill, somebody who has been absolutely
tenacious in seeing that this legisla-
tion advances to where it is today.

Mr. GOSAR. I rise today in support of
my legislation, H.R. 1904, the South-
east Arizona Land Exchange and Con-
servation Act, legislation that will cre-
ate new American jobs, reduce our de-
pendence on foreign sources of energy
and minerals, protect high-profile con-
servation lands, and generate revenue
for Federal and State treasuries.

In this time of serious economic
hardship, Congress must engage in seri-
ous debate over serious issues. What
should not guide Congress is an endless
game of unfounded attacks that lead to
trumped-up fear-mongering to gain po-
litical advantage, particularly, in this
case, the fear of robots.

This legislation is a real job creator.
I would like to tell a story about Chris
Astor, a current employee at the mine
site and a member of the San Carlos
Apache Tribe. Chris grew up attending
public schools on the San Carlos
Apache Reservation and graduated
from high school in nearby Globe. In
2010, Chris was among those in the first
group of the Resolution Experience
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participants—a paid 3-week program
Resolution launched in the summer of
2010 to introduce potential employees
to the world of mining. Each partici-
pant receives a Mining Safety and
Health Administration-certified train-
ing and then is exposed to the various
work disciplines within Resolution
Copper. Following this 3-week pro-
gram, many of the program partici-
pants are hired by the company or its
contractors. Among the hired employ-
ees was Chris Astor.

Chris is one of seven San Carlos
Apaches who have been hired by Reso-
lution Copper or its contractor since
the program began in the summer of
2010. Chris now works as a core han-
dler—one of a seven-member crew that
retrieves drill core samples from the
rigs that do the project. I've had the
blessing of doing this in my own life for
my dad. Under the guidance of geolo-
gists, the core handlers log, process,
and archive core samples with geolo-
gists and mine engineers helping them
to rely on and understand the nature of
the ore body. ‘I would like to eventu-
ally try different jobs, get a broader
view, learn and grow into a supervisory
role,” Chris says. ‘I also want to be
trained to work underground.”’

Prior to the Resolution Experience,
Chris worked at the Pinto Valley cop-
per mine, an open-pit mine a few miles
northeast of Resolution Projects,
which is owned by BHP-Billiton. How-
ever, this mine is currently closed. Be-
fore joining Resolution Experience,
Chris had been out of work for more
than a year.

Chris is now a 3l-year-old father of
three children, ages 13, 9, and 5. With
his stable, good-paying job, including
great medical and benefits, Chris is
able to confidently support his family.
“I can take care of my kids better and
provide what they need—and some-
times even what they want,”” he says.

Life was not always good for Chris.
He grew up as an only child raised by
his mother and grandparents. He spent
most of his childhood on the reserva-
tion. “We went where my mom could
find work,”” he says. ‘I never knew my
dad.” Chris feels fortunate to have a
job and to live on the reservation,
where more than 80 percent of the resi-
dents live in poverty and seven out of
10 eligible workers are unemployed.

It is true that modern mining tech-
nology uses high-tech equipment to ac-
complish certain tasks. This is done for
efficiency’s sake and for the sake of
worker safety. Mining is a potentially
hazardous task and certainly a difficult
one that must be done with precision.

Chris is not a robot. You can still see
there is a need for people to run the
mine, to drive the trucks, to feed the
workers, to drill the holes, to engineer
the dig, to build the structures, to
process the minerals, and, yes, build,
maintain and control technology. Chris
is a real human being operating this
technology already at the site whose
life has benefited greatly from this
project. If we pass this legislation, over
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3,700 more success stories like Chris’s
will come to fruition.

I urge my colleagues to continue this
debate with serious discussions about
the facts about this bill, not scare tac-
tics.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Arizona, my col-
league, Mr. PASTOR.

(Mr. PASTOR of Arizona asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. First of all,
I want to thank the gentleman from
Arizona for the courtesy.

Mr. Chairman, this is an issue that I
have been working on for probably the
last 10 years. And one of the interests
that I have on this issue is because I
was born in and grew up in this copper
triangle that we’re talking about
today.
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It’s a beautiful area, and at one time,
copper was the industry for this Copper
Triangle. Yet, over the past 20-25
years, many of the mines have shut
down, and copper production has
stopped in Arizona. So I have to tell
you that my interest in this land ex-
change would be the possible economic
development of this area.

I travel through this area because my
mom still lives up in Miami, Arizona,
where I was born and raised. I travel
regularly, at least once a month,
through these canyons. I can tell you
that it’s the most beautiful sight,
about 85 miles east of Phoenix, where
you can still see a fine, pristine envi-
ronment with some of the most spec-
tacular rock formations you’ll ever see
in this country. It’s very beautiful, but
it’s also an area that has been hit by
some hard times.

I grew up in a mining town, so I know
what a mining town is. During the
summers, while I was attending Ari-
zona State University, I'd go to work
in the mines. I worked in the leaching
plant, the electrolytic plant, the leach-
ing tanks, the ball mills, and the moly
plant, so I have the experience of
knowing this type of life. I know the
economic boom that copper mining can
bring to a community, but I also have
experience with the adverse impact
that copper mining can have, not only
on the people who work there, but also
on the environment. I have seen both
sides.

It’s with that interest that I have
seen the evolution of this debate. At
one time, even I sponsored a bill that
would deal with the economic develop-
ment of these mining towns—Superior,
Globe-Miami, et cetera. The area that
we’re talking about being exchanged, is
an area I know well. As a kid growing
up, we used this area for a picnic site,
and in some cases, when we didn’t go to
school, that’s where we would have our
impromptu picnics. So I know this
area.

I have to tell you, with regard to the
issue of jobs, as will be discussed, I
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guess ‘‘a number of jobs’ is in the eye
of the beholder. Mining has changed,
and I know that it’s a different type of
mining now from the one I experienced.
We can debate the number of jobs, but
I will tell you that this will bring some
economic development to these areas
of the Copper Triangle. That I cannot
deny. Yet the issue for me is at what
price.

At what price do we bring this eco-
nomic development without some pro-
tection to the environment and with-
out some protection to an employee’s
rights?

There is no debate that this ore de-
posit has some of the richest ore bod-
ies. Copper, gold, silver, molybdenum,
and other rare metals will be mined
here. It’s one of the richest deposits of
ore not only in North America but
probably in this world. That’s why Res-
olution Copper has maintained 8 years,
9 years, 10 years of trying to get this
bill done, because they know how rich
this deposit is.

So at what price do we pay for this
economic boom?

Mr. Chairman, I will tell you of the
differences I have with the sponsor of
this bill. But, first, I have to thank
him because Representative GOSAR
reached out very early, and we talked
about this particular bill. He has im-
proved the bill I sponsored, but I feel
that he has not gone far enough.

This bill would be highly improved if
the amendment offered today that
gives an 8 percent royalty fee on the
extraction of the ore would be adopted,
making the bill more fair to the Amer-
ican public. If that amendment is
adopted, obviously, it will be very dif-
ficult to oppose this bill; but if the
amendment is not adopted, then, Mr.
Chairman, the American public will be
paying too high a price for the eco-
nomic development of the Copper Tri-
angle. The only enrichment will be for
those copper companies that are for-
eign based.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. QUAYLE), who also has been
very tenacious on this issue.

Mr. QUAYLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 1904, a bill authored by
my good friend and fellow Arizonan,
Congressman GOSAR, that will create
thousands of jobs in Arizona.

I want to commend Chairman HAS-
TINGS for his work on this and for
bringing it to the floor today.

What we see right now is a jobs crisis
that we have in America. We need to be
able to unleash the ingenuity of our job
creators. We also have to make sure
that we’re not putting up barriers for
people to actually start companies, ex-
pand companies and hire new workers.

H.R. 1904 will have broad economic
impacts, not only for Arizona but for
the country as a whole, because it will
create 3,700 jobs equaling nearly $220.5
million in annual wages. These are
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good, high-paying jobs right here in
America. It will also generate nearly
$20 billion in Federal, State, county,
and local tax revenue.

This is a win-win. Not only is this
legislation completely paid for, but it
also ensures that mining is done in a
responsible manner because H.R. 1904
requires full compliance with NEPA
and because it requires tribal consulta-
tion prior to mine construction.

Now, Mr. Chairman, copper is a vital
mineral that we have in the United
States and across the world. It’s going
to continue to be vital because it’s a
critical mineral that is widely used in
construction, telecommunications,
electricity, and transportation. Copper
is also extremely conductive, which
makes it very important in power gen-
eration and utility transmission.

Our actual desire and demand for
copper is just going to continue to go
up. That’s why we’ve actually started
to import close to 30 percent of our
copper from foreign countries. Now, if
we actually open up this mine and
allow this land swap to happen, this
project alone could provide us with
enough copper to meet 25 percent of
current U.S. demand. By taking advan-
tage of American sources of copper, we
can prevent supply disruptions and de-
crease our dependence on foreign im-
ports. Most importantly, Mr. Chair-
man, this bill will create thousands of
American jobs in a responsible manner
at no cost to the taxpayer.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. GRIJALVA. There is a cost to
the taxpayer, Mr. Chairman. I would
consider the fact that this very valu-
able mineral is being extracted without
any royalties and without any pay-
ment a cost to the American taxpayer.

The issue about NEPA is not seman-
tics. NEPA and other environmental
processes should occur before the land
trade, not after. After the land trade, it
will be very difficult for compliance to
happen. As a consequence, this land
will be in the hands of a foreign-owned
company, and it will be private prop-
erty.

With that, I yield such time as he
may consume to the ranking member
of the Natural Resources Committee,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the New Deal was a
jobs plan. President Obama has put for-
ward a jobs plan.

H.R. 1904 is not a jobs plan. H.R. 1904
is a massive payout to multinational
mining giants that are wearing a jobs
plan as a disguise. That disguise is slip-
ping. Real jobs are about making wise
investments in businesses and tech-
nologies that put Americans to work.
This bill just gives billions of dollars in
copper to foreign mining companies for
free.

O 1350

Let’s do the math. Estimates vary on
the value of the copper from $2 billion
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to $7 billion or $8 billion. So let’s just
split the difference down the middle
and say that the copper might be worth
$5 billion. The jobs claims for this bill
vary wildly as well from 500 to 5,000
jobs.

Now, there is a good reason to believe
the jobs numbers will be on the very
low end, but let’s be optimistic and
take the highest jobs claim possible.

So supporters of this bill are going to
give away $5 billion in hopes of cre-
ating 5,000 jobs. Well, that’s $1 million
per job, Mr. Chairman, $1 million not
paid necessarily to the workers them-
selves but to foreign mining giants.
Now, is that the kind of wise invest-
ment that we need? I do not think so.

I think that we need some new jobs,
but they should be real jobs. They
should be here.

Much of the work that’s going to be
done in this mining is going to be done
by robots. So there will be full employ-
ment for R2-D2 and for the trans-
formers; but the total number of jobs
here, very speculative and very expen-
sive per job created. That’s the real
question here because I think many
human beings are just going to remain
unemployed under this plan.

And since it’s a multinational that
gets the benefits, there will be plenty
of accountants and lawyers in London
and Melbourne, all around the world,
that will be employed, but in America,
not so many. And those that are there,
very expensive, especially since the per
capita cost is very, very high.

Now, why do we know that? Well, we
know it because Rio Tinto and BHP-
Billiton stand to pocket an enormous
amount of money, billions of dollars,
off of this deal.

So if you count the chauffeurs, if you
count the food service workers in the
executive dining rooms of these compa-
nies, well, you can see where there will
be some jobs that are created if you’re
adding it up that way.

But the truth is, this is a windfall, a
windfall, which is why I am going to
make an amendment to charge a rea-
sonable royalty for the privilege of
mining this copper on public lands in
the United States. And when the ma-
jority votes ‘“‘no”’ on that, when the Re-
publicans say, no, we don’t want a roy-
alty payment that can actually be col-
lected by the American people, we’ll
see what the real aim of this is, which
is to privatize this resource for multi-
national corporations without giving
the full benefit to the American tax-
payer for the copper which is mined.

Mr. GRIJALVA and Mr. GARAMENDI
will offer an amendment to require
local hiring and local ore processing
and Make It in America, make it here
and have Americans working here
doing this work, people from Arizona
itself. That’s the real debate that we’re
going to have.

In conclusion, Mr. LUJAN as well will
offer an amendment to protect Native
American sacred sites from being de-
stroyed by this bill. And when that is
defeated as well by the majority, it will
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be painfully clear just how far they are
willing to go to enrich these foreign
corporations.

This should not be a Filene’s Base-
ment sale. This should not be a fire
sale giving away American valuable
copper resources to multinationals. We
should be able to put a price tag on
what the American people are getting
from this bargain basement sale, this
giveaway, without proper compensa-
tion given to the American taxpayer.

That’s what this bill and the debate
is going to be all about. It’s whether or
not, in fact, there is corporate profit-
eering at taxpayer expense, plain and
simple, which is at the heart of this
bill. History will record that when the
public cried out for a jobs plan to put
Americans back to work, what was put
together was a retirement plan for ex-
ecutives at Rio Tinto and BHP-Billiton
that did not, in fact, get a return on in-
vestment for the American taxpayers.

THE NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN
INDIANS RESOLUTION #MKE-11-0XX
TITLE: OPPOSITION TO H.R. 1904, PROPOSING A

LAND EXCHANGE IN SOUTHEASTERN ARIZONA

FOR THE PURPOSE OF MINING OPERATIONS

Whereas, we, the members of the National
Congress of American Indians of the United
States, invoking the divine blessing of the
Creator upon our efforts and purposes, in
order to preserve for ourselves and our de-
scendants the inherent sovereign rights of
our Indian nations, rights secured under In-
dian treaties and agreements with the
United States, and all other rights and bene-
fits to which we are entitled under the laws
and Constitution of the United States, to en-
lighten the public toward a better under-
standing of the Indian people, to preserve In-
dian cultural values, and otherwise promote
the health, safety and welfare of the Indian
people, do hereby establish and submit the
following resolution, and

Whereas, the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians (NCAI) was established in 1944
and is the oldest and largest national organi-
zation of American Indian and Alaska Native
tribal governments; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904, entitled ‘“Southeast Ar-
izona Land Exchange and Conservation Act
of 2011, was introduced by Arizona District
1 Congressman, Paul Gosar, on May 13, 2011,
to approve a federal land exchange to trans-
fer to the ownership of Resolution Copper, a
joint venture of two foreign mining compa-
nies, Rio Tinto, PLC and BHP Billiton, Ltd.,
over 2,400 acres of federal lands located with-
in the Tonto National Forest for purposes of
an unprecedented block cave copper mine;
and

Whereas, the federal lands which are pro-
posed to be exchanged, which are generally
known as Oak Flat, are within the ancestral
lands of certain Arizona Indian tribes, and
these land’s are of unique religious, cultural,
traditional, and archeological significance to
American Indian tribes in this region; and

Whereas, H R. 1904 would require Congress
to lift the decades old ban against mining
within the 760 acres of the Oak Flat With-
drawal which was expressly set aside from
mining by President Eisenhower in 1955 due
to the land’s value for recreation and other
important purposes; and

Whereas, the mining proposed for Oak Flat
will destroy the religious, cultural and tradi-
tional integrity of Oak Flat for American In-
dian tribes affiliated with the area, and it
will cause serious and highly damaging envi-
ronmental consequences to the water, wild-
life, plants, and other natural ecosystems of
the area; and
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Whereas, the block cave mining method to
be employed at Oak Flat will also cause the
collapse of the surface of the earth and en-
danger the historic terrain at Apache Leap,
Oak Flat, and Gaan Canyon, as well as in the
surrounding countryside; and

Whereas, the mining activity would de-
plete and contaminate water resources from
nearby watersheds and aquifers leaving in its
wake long term and in some cases, perma-
nent religious, cultural and environmental
damage; and

Whereas, although we are not opposed to
mining in general, this form of mining and
mining in this location does not make sense,
is offensive to us, and would pose a danger to
many important values of this region; and

Whereas, the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians has adopted resolutions in the
past opposing this mining project at Oak
Flat and the land exchange to be facilitated
by H.R. 1904; and

Whereas, the Inter Tribal Council of Ari-
zona, Inc. has adopted resolutions in the past
opposing this mining project at Oak Flat and
land exchange, and most recently adopted
Resolution 0311 on May 20, 2011, opposing H.R
1904; and

Whereas, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the White
Mountain Apache Tribe, and other Tribes
have opposed this land exchange due to the
environmental consequences to the land in
the proposed mining area, as well as the
harm to religious, cultural, archeological,
and historic resources from the proposed
mining by the huge foreign mining compa-
nies; and now therefore, be it

Resolved, that the National Congress of
American Indians oppose H.R. 1904, providing
for a land exchange in southeastern Arizona
for the purpose of mining by Resolution Cop-
per; and be it further

Resolved, that this resolution shall be the
policy of NCAI until it is withdrawn or modi-
fied by subsequent resolution.

INTER TRIBAL COUNCIL OF ARIZONA
RESOLUTION 0311

IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 1904, PROPOSING A LAND
EXCHANGE IN SOUTHEASTERN ARIZONA FOR
THE PURPOSE OF MINING OPERATIONS

Whereas, the Inter Tribal Council of Ari-
zona (ITCA), an organization of twenty trib-
al governments in Arizona, provides a forum
for tribal governments to advocate for na-
tional, regional and specific tribal concerns
and to join in united action to address those
concerns; and

Whereas, the member Tribes of the Inter
Tribal Council of Arizona have the authority
to act to further their collective interests as
sovereign tribal governments; and

Whereas, the member Tribes of the ITCA
have the charge to support the sovereign
right of Indian nations, tribes, and commu-
nities on matters directly affecting them
upon their request; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904, entitled ‘‘Southeast Ar-
izona Land Exchange and Conservation Act
of 2011, was introduced by District 1 Con-
gressman, PAUL GOSAR, on May 13, 2011, to
approve a federal land exchange to transfer
to the ownership of Resolution Copper, a
joint venture of two foreign mining compa-
nies, Rio Tinto, PL.C and BHP Billiton, Ltd.,
over 2,400 acres of federal lands located with-
in the Tonto National Forest for purposes of
an unprecedented block cave copper mine;
and

Whereas, the federal lands which are pro-
posed to be exchanged, which are generally
known as Oak Flat, are within the ancestral
lands of certain Arizona Indian tribes, and
these lands are of unique religious, cultural,
traditional, and archeological significance to
American Indian tribes in this region; and
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Whereas, H.R. 1904 would require Congress
to lift the decades old ban against mining
within the 760 acres of the Oak Flat With-
drawal which was expressly set aside from
mining by President Eisenhower in 1955 due
to the lands value for recreation and other
important purposes; and

Whereas, the mining proposed for Oak Flat
will destroy the religious, cultural and tradi-
tional integrity of Oak Flat for American In-
dian tribes affiliated with the area, and it
will cause serious and highly damaging envi-
ronmental consequences to the water, wild-
life, plants, and other natural ecosystems of
the area; and

Whereas, the block cave mining method to
be employed at Oak Flat will also cause the
collapse of the surface of the earth and en-
danger the historic terrain at Apache Leap,
Oak Flat, and Gaan Canyon, as well as in the
surrounding country side; and

Whereas, the mining activity would de-
plete and contaminate water resources from
nearby watersheds and aquifers leaving in its
wake long term and in some cases, perma-
nent religious, cultural and environmental
damage; and

Whereas, although we are not opposed to
mining in general, this form of mining and
mining in this location does not make sense,
is offensive to us, and would pose a danger to
many important values of this region; and

Whereas, the Inter Tribal Council of Ari-
zona has adopted resolutions in the past op-
posing this mining project at Oak Flat and
the land exchange to be facilitated by H.R.
1904; and

Whereas, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the White
Mountain Apache Tribe, and other Tribes
have opposed this land exchange due to the
environmental consequences to the land in
the proposed mining area, as well as the
harm to religious, cultural, archeological,
and historic resources from the proposed
mining by the huge foreign mining compa-
nies; and now therefore be it

Resolved, that the member Tribes of ITCA
oppose H.R. 1904, providing for a land ex-
change in southeastern Arizona for the pur-
pose of mining by Resolution Copper; and be
it finally

Resolved, that the ITCA inform all appro-
priate Congressional Committees, the Ari-
zona Delegation, and all appropriate state
and federal agencies of and the reasons for
this position.

CERTIFICATION

The foregoing resolution was presented and
duly adopted at a meeting of the Inter Tribal
Council of Arizona on May 20, 2011, where a
quorum was present.

SHAN LEWIS,
Vice-Chairman, Fort Mojave Tribe
President, Inter Tribal Council of Arizona.

EIGHT NORTHERN INDIAN PUEBLOS COUNCIL
INC. RESOLUTION No. 11-10-15

IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 1904, PROPOSING A LAND

EXCHANGE IN SOUTHEASTERN ARIZONA FOR

THE PURPOSE OF MINING OPERATIONS

Whereas, the Eight Northern Indian Pueb-
los Council Inc. (ENIPC, Inc.), believes in
supporting the sovereign rights of Indian na-
tions, tribes, and communities on matters
affecting them upon request; and

Whereas, traditional tribal life is rooted in
a deep and personal understanding of the
natural world and the forces that govern it;
the source of tribal health, happiness,
strength, and balance is the natural world,
making our relationship with the natural
world sacred; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904, entitled ‘‘Southeast Ar-
izona Land Exchange and Conservation Act
of 2011,” would approve a federal land ex-
change to transfer to the ownership of Reso-
lution Copper over 2,400 acres of federal lands
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located within the Tonto National Forest for
purposes of an unprecedented block cave cop-
per mine; and

Whereas, the federal lands which are pro-
posed to be exchanged, which arc generally
known as Oak Flat, are within the ancestral
lands of certain Indian tribes, and these
lands are of unique religious, cultural, tradi-
tional, and archeological significance to
American Indian tribes in this region; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904 would require Congress
to lift the decades old ban against mining
within the 760 acres of the Oak Flat With-
drawal which was expressly set aside from
mining by President Eisenhower in 1955 due
to the land’s value for recreation and other
important purposes; and

Whereas, the mining proposed for Oak Flat
will destroy the religious, cultural and tradi-
tional integrity of Oak Flat for American In-
dian tribes affiliated with the area, and it
will cause serious and highly damaging envi-
ronmental consequences to the water, wild-
life, plants, and other natural ecosystems of
the area; and

Whereas, the block cave mining method to
be employed at Oat Flat will also cause the
collapse of the surface of the earth and en-
danger the religious and historic terrain at
Apache Leap, Oak Flat, and Gaan Canyon, as
well as in the surrounding countryside; and

Whereas, the mining activity would de-
plete and contaminate water resources from
nearby watersheds and aquifers leaving in its
wake long term and in some cases, perma-
nent religious, cultural and environment
damage; and

Whereas, the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians, the Inter Tribal Council of Ari-
zona, the United South and Eastern Tribes,
the San Carlos Apache Tribe, and other Ari-
zona and New Mexico Tribes have opposed
this land exchange due to the harm to reli-
gious, cultural, archeological, and historic
resources, as well as the environmental con-
sequences to the land from the proposed min-
ing activities; and now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Eight Northern Indian
Pueblo Council, Inc.’s Board of Governors
firmly commit their support to oppose H.R.
1904: Southeast Arizona Land Exchange and
Conservation Act of 2011; be it further

Resolved, that the ENIPC Board of Gov-
ernors will inform all appropriate Congres-
sional Committees, the New Mexico Delega-
tion, and all appropriate federal agencies of
and the reasons for this position; be it fi-
nally

Resolved, that the Tribal Council is ex-
pressly authorized to take any and all ac-
tions necessary to accomplish the intent of
this Resolution.

CERTIFICATION

We hereby certify that Resolution No. 11-
10-15 was considered and adopted at an Eight
Northern Indian Pueblos Council, Inc., Board
of Governors meeting held on October 18,
2011, and that a quorum was present and that
the vote was 6 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 ab-
stained and 2 absent.

Signed this 18th day of October 2011

GOVERNOR PERRY
MARTINEZ,
Chairman, Pueblo de
San Ildefonso.
GOVERNOR MARK
MITCHELL,
Pueblo of Tesuque.
GOVERNOR GERALD NAILOR,
Pueblo of Picuris.
GOVERNOR NELSON J.
CORDOVA,
Pueblo of Taos.
GOVERNOR RON LOVATO,
Vice Chairman, Ohkay
Owingeh.
GOVERNOR GEORGE RIVERA,
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Pueblo of Pojoaque.
GOVERNOR ERNEST
MIRABAL,
Pueblo of Nambe.
GOVERNOR WALTER
DASHENO,
Pueblo of Santa Clara.
Attest:
ROB CORABI,
Interim Ezxecutive Di-
rector, Eight North-
ern Indian Pueblos
Council, Inc.
ALL INDIAN PUEBLO COUNCIL RESOLUTION
2011-08
IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 1904, PROPOSING A LAND
EXCHANGE IN SOUTHEASTERN ARIZONA FOR
THE PURPOSE OF MINING OPERATIONS

Whereas, the All Indian Pueblo Council
(““AIPC”) is comprised of the Pueblos of
Acoma, Cochiti, Isleta, Laguna, Jemez,
Santa Ana, Sandia, San Felipe, Santo Do-
mingo, Zia, Zuni, Nambe, Picuris, Pojoaque,
Santa Clara, San Ildefonso, Ohkay Owingeh,
Tesuque, Taos and 1 Sovereign Pueblo,
Ysleta Del Sur, located in the State of Texas
and each possessing inherent government au-
thority and sovereignty over their lands; and

Whereas, the member Tribes of ATPC have
the charge to support the sovereign right of
Indian nations, tribes, and communities on
matters affecting them upon request; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904, entitled ‘‘Southeast Ar-
izona Land Exchange and Conservation Act
of 2011, would approve a federal land ex-
change to transfer to the ownership of Reso-
lution Copper over 2,400 acres of federal lands
located within the Tonto National Forest for
purposes of an unprecedented block cave cop-
per mine; and

Whereas, the federal lands which are pro-
posed to be exchanged, which are generally
known as Oak Flat, are within the ancestral
lands of certain Arizona Indian tribes, and
these lands are of unique religious, cultural,
traditional, and archeological significance to
American Indian tribes in this region; and

Whereas, H.R. 1904 would require Congress
to lift the decades old ban against mining
within the 760 acres of the Oak Flat With-
drawal which was expressly set aside from
mining by President Eisenhower in 1955 due
to the lands value for recreation and other
important purposes; and

Whereas, the mining proposed for Oak Flat
will destroy the religious, cultural and tradi-
tional integrity of Oak Flat for American In-
dian tribes affiliated with the area, and it
will cause serious and highly damaging envi-
ronmental consequences to the water, wild-
life, plants, and other natural ecosystems of
the area; and

Whereas, the block cave mining method to
be employed at Oak Flat will also cause the
collapse of the surface of the earth and en-
danger the religious and historic terrain at
Apache Leap, Oak Flat, and Gaan Canyon, as
well as in the surrounding country side; and

Whereas, the mining activity would de-
plete and contaminate water resources from
nearby watersheds and aquifers leaving in its
wake long term and in some cases, perma-
nent religious, cultural and environmental
damage; and

Whereas, the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians, the Inter Tribal Council of Ari-
zona, the United South and Eastern Tribes,
the San Carlos Apache Tribe, and other Ari-
zona and New Mexico Tribes have opposed
this land exchange due to the harm to reli-
gious, cultural, archeological, and historic
resources, as well as the environmental con-
sequences to the land from the proposed min-
ing activities; and now therefore be it

Resolved, the All Indian Pueblo Council
Governors firmly commit their support to
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oppose H.R. 1904: Southeast Arizona Land
Exchange and Conservation Act of 2011; and
be it further

Resolved, that the AIPC will inform all ap-
propriate Congressional Committees, the
New Mexico Delegation, and all appropriate
federal agencies of and the reasons for this
position; be it finally

Resolved, that the officers of AIPC are ex-
pressly authorized to take any and all steps
necessary to effectuate the intent of this
Resolution immediately.

CERTIFICATION

I, Chairman Sanchez of the All Indian
Pueblo Council, hereby certify that the fore-
going resolution 2011-08 was considered and
adopted at a duly called council meeting
held on the 17th day of August 2011, and at
which time a quorum as present and the
same as approved by a vote of 16 in favor, 0
opposed, 0 abstained and 4 absent.

CHANDLER SANCHEZ,
Chairman.
Attest:
LEROY ARQUERO,
Secretary/Treasurer.

Pueblo of Acoma, Gov. Vicente; Pueblo
of Isleta, Gov. Lujan; Pueblo of La-
guna, Gov. Luarkie; Ohkay Owingeh,
Gov. Lovato; Pueblo of Pojoaque, Gov.
Rivera; Pueblo of San Ildefonso, Gov.
Martinez; Pueblo of Santa Ana, Gov.
Montoya; Pueblo of Santo Domingo;
Pueblo of Tesuque; Pueblo of Zia;
Pueblo of Cochiti, Gov. Pecon; Pueblo
of Jemez, Gov. Toledo Jr.; Pueblo of

Nambe, Gov. Mirabal; Pueblo of
Picuris, Gov. Nailor; Pueblo of San
Felipe, Gov. Sandoval; Pueblo of

Sandia, Gov. Montoya; Pueblo of Santa
Clara; Pueblo of Taos; Pueblo of Ysleta
del Sur; Pueblo of Zuni.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to another gentleman from Ari-
zona, somebody else who has been in-
volved in this issue for some time, Mr.
FRANKS.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I certainly
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first let me just con-
gratulate Mr. GOSAR on the introduc-
tion and passage of this legislation. He
has done an amagzing job in helping this
legislation get to where it is now, and
I have every confidence that he will see
it through to the end.

Mr. Chairman, according to a United
States Geological Survey report, the
United States currently imports over
30 percent of the country’s copper de-
mand. And in 2010 alone, domestic cop-
per production decreased by another 5
percent; it decreased by another 5 per-
cent.

And just as relying on foreign oil im-
ports threatens national security, rely-
ing on foreign copper suppliers also
threatens U.S. industry. We must use
domestic resources to meet that grow-
ing demand; and this legislation is a
major step in the right direction, pro-
ducing enough copper to meet as much
as 256 percent of America’s current de-
mand.

The Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act would
open up the third largest undeveloped
copper resource in the world, creating
new American jobs, reducing our de-
pendence on foreign sources of energy
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and minerals, and generating tens of
billions of dollars in revenue.

Now, in the midst of a prolonged re-
cession, Mr. Chairman, that has hit Ar-
izona very hard, we really cannot af-
ford not to pass this legislation be-
cause it so uniformly benefits our labor
force, our State and local governments
and conservationists who would benefit
from much of the high-value land ex-
change in opening this land to mining.

I would just encourage my colleagues
to vote in favor of this bill. It’s time
that America begins to produce our
own energy and our own minerals and
to get back on track to being the
greatest Nation in the history of the
world.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, the
claim is that this legislation is going
to boost the U.S. economy tremen-
dously, but the copper will likely ben-
efit China more than the United
States.

Nine percent of Rio Tinto is owned
by the state-controlled Aluminum Cor-
poration of China. Rio Tinto has a
long-established relationship and at
our hearings refused to disclaim what
level of exportation they were going to
make to China of this copper ore.

At a time when we should focus on
U.S. industry supporting that industry,
creating jobs here in America, we
should not be trading away billions in
copper to supply China’s needs. This
bill doesn’t even require that the ore
extracted from this mine be processed
here, much less that it will be mar-
keted or sold here.

With that, let me yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California, a mem-
ber of the Resources Committee, Mr.
GARAMENDI.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr.
GRIJALVA, and thank you very much
for our friends from Arizona.

Let me just tell you, my family has
been in mining since the 1860s, gold
mining, which isn’t working too well in
California right now. And I am not at
all opposed to mining copper in Ari-
zona, although there are issues, local,
to be dealt with; and I will let that go
to another individual. I was deputy
Secretary of the Department of the In-
terior and had the opportunity to deal
with appraisals and land transfers.

This bill, as structured, is a bad deal
for American taxpayers and for Ameri-
cans. It basically is an enormous give-
away of extraordinary value to these
two companies. As has been mentioned
by our colleagues from Arizona who are
in support of the bill, this is one of the
biggest deposits of copper and other
minerals in the United States and
quite possibly among the biggest in the
world.

What is its value? The mechanism
that’s used to determine the value of
the trade is called a capitalization ap-
praisal, which has to assume the cost,
has to make assumptions on the ex-
traction, the cost of extraction, and
the amount of ore to be obtained.

There is no way in the appraisal
process that that can be done with any
accuracy at all.
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In the language of the bill, there are
certain provisions that make it impos-
sible for the United States Government
to go back and do a reappraisal, so
we’re left with a bad financial deal.

I'm all for the copper mining. It has
to be done properly, and environmental
views and all that. That’s not the issue
for me. The issue for me is let’s make
sure the American public gets the right
value out of this, and there’s only one
way to do it. That is as the ore is ex-
tracted. It then has a known quantity
and a known value, and a royalty on
the ore extracted, that is the mate-
rial—copper, gold, and other mate-
rials—is then known. And if you simply
put a royalty on it, then the American
people will get its fair share of its prop-
erty.

This property doesn’t belong to Rio
Tinto or BHP Billiton; this property
belongs to us, Americans.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. GRIJALVA. 1 yield the gen-
tleman an additional minute.

Mr. GARAMENDI. It belongs to us,
Americans, and we ought to be getting
our full value.

This is not an obscure or new provi-
sion. This is the standard procedure.
We actually use it for oil extraction,
except in deep water. It is something
that really will give us the value.

Secondly, and I'll make this very,
very short, the equipment used ought
to be American made. There’s going to
be a lot of equipment, a lot of different
equipment and material used; let’s
make that American-made. That’s an
amendment that will come later. But
right now, deal with the royalty issues
so that us Americans, all of us, 300 mil-
lion, will get our share of the extraor-
dinary value that this mine will
produce.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BENISHEK), a member of the Nat-
ural Resources Committee whose dis-
trict has a long mining history.

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

Mr. Chairman, I came to the floor to
speak in favor of this bill because
frankly, I find it hard to believe what
I'm hearing from those arguing against
it.

Does anyone honestly believe that
passing this bill will create jobs only
for an army of robots? Are you kidding
me? Robots? According to one study,
this bill may create as many as 3,000
real jobs for humans.

Mr. Chairman, my district in north-
ern Michigan is a long way from Ari-
zona, but we, too, have a rich history of
copper mining. Today, people need cop-
per in their daily lives, and the grow-
ing demand means we need more
mines, creating more jobs in Arizona
and Michigan. My own father was a
miner.

Congress needs to demonstrate to the
American people that it supports min-
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ing jobs and developing our Nation’s
resources, as this bill does in a way
that is both environmentally respon-
sible and culturally respectful.

I urge passage of this bill.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time remains?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. LATOU-
RETTE). The gentleman from Arizona
has 8 minutes and the gentleman from
Washington has 13% minutes.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Let me, if I may,
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I'm
afraid that this bill is another example
of the majority having no real jobs
agenda. The Republicans are claiming
that this bill will create jobs in Ari-
zona. And, of course, our whole country
wants more jobs anywhere we can get
them. But the truth is no one really
knows the exact economic impact of
this mine.

The only jobs number that we have
to go on are those provided by Rio
Tinto, the foreign parent company of
Resolution Copper. When this proposal
was first developed in 2005, it was re-
ported that the mine would create
about 450 jobs. Without any expla-
nation, no data, no analysis, the esti-
mates have skyrocketed to over 1,200
jobs or even 6,000 jobs. That sounds en-
ticing, particularly to a country where
we have 10 percent, 9 percent unem-
ployment. But without any data to
support it, it just seems like specula-
tion. You could just say it’s going to
create a gazillion jobs. Why not? Any-
thing to get the deal.

There’s no way to know because the
numbers are not supported by a mining
plan of operations or impartial eco-
nomic documentation of any kind. This
bill is an affront to the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act. Under this legis-
lation, by the time any environmental
review or accurate job figures are
available, the land will already be in
private hands. In fact, there is no job
requirement in the bill. There is no job
requirement in the bill despite the
vaunted promises of 6,000 jobs. This bill
doesn’t include any local jobs require-
ment from the mining company.

At a time when the whole country is
looking to Congress to create much-
needed jobs, and we really are vulner-
able to any promises of jobs, our col-
leagues across the aisle should be fo-
cusing on creating jobs in America, not
just large, vaunted promises that real-
ly have no background or substan-
tiation. Our colleagues across the aisle
are spending time in this House to cre-
ate a special interest carve-out for a
giant, multinational corporation. It’s,
by the way, owned by people outside
the United States.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to another gentleman from Ari-
zona who has been a longtime sup-
porter of this project, Mr. FLAKE.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

You know, listening to the debate,
you wonder what bill we’re debating
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here. The opposition seems to be talk-
ing about something completely dif-
ferent. We heard under the rule debate
yesterday and some of the debate today
that this won’t create any jobs in Ari-
zona, that somehow these jobs will go
to robots. I mean, come on, this isn’t
the Jetsons doing this. I have no idea
what’s being talked about here.

Let me give you a couple of examples
of those who are employed currently.
There are 500 people currently em-
ployed by Resolution on the mine, 500,
and 90 percent of them are Arizonans.
So 90 percent of the 500 right now.
There are an estimated 1,400 jobs di-
rectly related to the mine or directly
in the mine, and some 3,700 beyond
that, ancillary jobs, would come as a
result of the mine.

Albo Guzman, he’s a local Superior
Trading contractor. He has several
local employees working for him on
this project. He is a person, not a
robot.

Jeff Domlin, a Globe-based con-
tractor whose company is doing much
of the reclamation work on the project.

Elizabeth Magallanez, she’s a long-
time resident.

Melissa Rabago, she was actually
born in the hospital that was run by
the company on the previous mine that
her father worked on, the Magma
project. That company hospital now
serves as project headquarters. Two of
her sons work for a Resolution con-
tractor.

Mike Alvarez, third generation from
Superior, works as a map technician.
These are all real people, not robots.
You didn’t here me say C3PO or any-
thing like that. So the arguments that
we hear coming out of the opposition
on this are just complete nonsense
about this not creating jobs.

And this talk about royalties; if we
want to go in and change the Mining
Act of 1872, let’s do it. I'll be there. A
lot of us have argued for that. But this
is not the place to address the Mining
Act of 1872. Let’s address that when it
should be addressed, and let’s address
the facts at hands. The facts are these:
Jobs will be created. This is a great
bill. Let’s pass it.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I thank my friend
Mr. FLAKE.

And you’re right; this isn’t the
Jetsons doing this. I probably would
feel a 1ot more comfortable if that were
the case.

Given the time we have left, I will re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I have another speaker com-
ing to the floor; so I will yield myself
such time as I may consume.

We have heard some curious argu-
ments on the other side, as my col-
leagues on this side have pointed out a
few times, but let me just talk about a
couple of them where there’s a charge
that this will cost the taxpayers.

We measure what the costs are to the
taxpayers of this country by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the CBO. And
CBO, in looking at the land exchange
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aspects of this and the other costs as-
sociated, have concluded that the cost
to the taxpayer is effectively zero. Now
that’s the official agency that we go
by, so when we hear that there’s a
whole bunch of costs associated with
that to the taxpayer, it’s simply not so.

What is even more ironic, Mr. Chair-
man, when they make that argument,
they ignore the fact that jobs that will
be created here get paid wages. Those
wages then will be subjected to tax
policies of the Federal Government to
where the Federal Government actu-
ally gets more revenue. But that is ig-
nored, it seems like all the time, when
we hear the other side argue on this
issue.
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Let me talk about the issue of NEPA
because that has been bandied around a
few times. The NEPA laws of our coun-
try are not changed at all by the pas-
sage of this bill, but what we do is we
put logic to the process.

Mr. Chairman, as you know very
well, our great government was de-
signed to have a dispersion of power.
We sit in the legislative branch and we
make the policy of this country, and
the executive branch carries out that
policy. It’s been that way since our Re-
public was founded. All we are saying
is that when Congress directs an ac-
tion—in this case, an action of a land
exchange—it shall not be subject to
NEPA because we are exercising our
authority under the Constitution to di-
rect policy. Why should a NEPA policy
be used to slow down a direction that
Congress has given? So that’s the only
part of the NEPA policy that we are af-
fecting in this bill.

Now, I want to say this very explic-
itly. Under this bill, all NEPA laws as
to the construction and the carrying
on of this mine will be subject to NEPA
laws. And nothing is changed. Nothing
is changed. So when people throw
around NEPA as one reason why we
shouldn’t adopt this, that is simply a
bogus argument.

Finally, I just want to make one
more point here about this being a
giveaway. In fact, there are some of my
persuasion that may have a bit of
heartburn with this because, as a mat-
ter of fact, we are giving the Federal
Government more land than we are ex-
changing for private development of
this copper land.

Mr. Chairman, I know you’ve heard
the arguments over this in the time
you and I have been here, and yet this
is something that I think is worthy of
support because we do want to make
sure that those lands are protected in a
way. So to suggest that there’s a give-
away here is simply not the case be-
cause the exchange is of equal value.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I am very
pleased to yield 3 minutes to a former
member of the Natural Resources Com-
mittee, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. PEARCE).

Mr. PEARCE. I thank the gentleman
from Washington for yielding.
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Every day in my district in New Mex-
ico, people ask: What’s gone wrong
with the American economy?

What’s gone wrong with the Amer-
ican economy is that the Federal Gov-
ernment spends $3.6 trillion a year and
it brings in $2.1 trillion a year.

So they ask then: Why are the reve-
nues to the government down? I said:
Well, because jobs are down.

They want to know why jobs are
down. And I can point to the resistance
to this bill and explain why jobs are
down.

This is a very commonsense bill. It
says we’re going to take almost twice
as much land and exchange it to a pri-
vate company, from a private com-
pany, would give them half as much
land and let them have a copper mine
there. The Americans are currently im-
porting about 32 percent of all the cop-
per that we use. This one mine, if the
resistance were dropped and were put
into operation, would provide 25 per-
cent of the domestic copper demand for
the next 50 years.

Why would we be contesting this?
I've heard my friend on the other side
of the aisle say it’s because there are
robots working in the mine. The mines
I go in—and I will guarantee you this
mine is going to be conducted with en-
gineers, with mechanics. It’s going to
be conducted with blue-collar labor
down the hole working in the mine.
They’ve got better machinery than
they did a hundred years ago. They’re
not there working with pick and shov-
el. But these are real jobs—1,200 to
15,000 jobs long term, and 2,000 to 3,000
construction jobs. It’s a $4 billion in-
crease in our economy and we can’t get
agreement.

This town talks so much about jobs
on both sides of the aisle, and we hear
the President moving around the coun-
try. I haven’t heard the President once
come out and say: At least free up
these 1,200 jobs. I will sign this jobs
package. Instead, he wants to raise
taxes to increase jobs. That’s his idea.

This is a private investment in a pri-
vate land where they create a lot of
long-term jobs. More than that, they
make it self-sufficient.

Now, the price of copper is almost
four times what it was 10 years ago.
The most recent report is that people
are stealing copper bells off of churches
and cutting them up and selling them.
Copper is in that great a demand and
we still find resistance from our friends
on the other side of the aisle for cre-
ating these jobs, and no one in the
American public seems to understand
why.

What is this about? It’s about agenda
politics. It’s about saying that we’re
not going to let any development of re-
sources go in the West. The West has
had its timber jobs choked off. It’s had
its mining jobs choked off. It has re-
sistance to the oil and gas jobs, and
there are people who are trying to shut
that industry down. They’re trying to
shut the coal mining jobs down. The
West is starving for jobs. In fact, we in
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the Western Caucus have recently put
out a report highlighting all of the
many ways we can create jobs now,
called the ‘‘Jobs Frontier.”” I would
recommend people go to it. This is one
of the bills in the ‘‘Jobs Frontier.”

I heartily recommend that we pass
H.R. 1904.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

As I indicated, much of the opposi-
tion to this legislation is coming from
Indian country. All the pueblos in New
Mexico have opposed this legislation.
The Inter Tribal Council of Arizona is
opposed to this legislation. Twenty-six
tribes from across the country, includ-
ing Texas, have opposed this legisla-
tion. They see an impact on sacred
sites, history, and culture that has not
been factored into this discussion, nor
have native peoples, particularly those
affected nearby in San Carlos. Apaches
have been allowed to run what is im-
portant, which is the government-to-
government consultation.

Just a point. The chairman, my
friend from the Natural Resources
Committee, mentioned the CBO score
for this bill. There are also two points
to make. The CBO says this bill could
cost the taxpayers up to $5 billion over
10 years. This cost is not offset. CBO
says the payments to government
could be significant, but the bill’s pro-
visions don’t allow CBO to score them
accurately.

A straight royalty, for sure, would
have certainty and would return what
was needed.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
would just respond that CBO also said
in their scoring that it’s so insignifi-
cant, it’s hard to measure.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT).

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman,
this is one of those moments where 1
ran out of the Financial Services Com-
mittee where we were voting because 1
thought it was important, being an Ar-
izonan, but also spending lots of time
in this part of the State, which is a
beautiful part of the State. And many
of these little communities there have
devastating unemployment, and
they’'re literally furious with Wash-
ington, D.C., for destroying their tim-
ber jobs and squeezing their mining
jobs. And then we stand here with
something that, for a little State like
Arizona, could be billions and billions
of dollars of economic growth.

When you think about this one ore
deposit could represent 20 percent of
the Nation’s copper, how can we even
be debating this when you also realize
an average single-family home uses
about 440 pounds of copper? Do you
want housing? How about a car? A car
uses 55 pounds of copper. This is where
it will come from.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield the gentleman an additional 30
seconds.
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Mr. SCHWEIKERT. The last thing I
want to say is my good friend Con-
gressman GOSAR from northern Ari-
zona, and actually from all over Ari-
zona, is deserving of a gigantic thank
you here. To be a freshman Congress-
man and to step into this body to deal
with what ultimately is sometimes a
cantankerous issue but incredibly im-
portant to the Nation and the South-
west and to those of us that live in and
love Arizona, this is important. This is
a lot of jobs, a lot of economic growth.
Congressman GOSAR gets a lot of credit
for getting it this far.
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Mr. GRIJALVA. May I inquire, Mr.
Chairman, how much time each side
has?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arizona has 3 minutes, and the
gentleman from Washington has 5 min-
utes.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 1
minute to the sponsor of this legisla-
tion, again, somebody who has been ab-
solutely tenacious on this issue, the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR).

Mr. GOSAR. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

My legislation shows you can protect
the land and the water and have a
strong economy with good jobs.

The land exchange will bring into
Federal stewardship 5,500 acres of high-
priority conservation lands in ex-
change for the third largest undevel-
oped copper deposit in the world. I'd
like to speak about one in particular.

The 7B Ranch, located in Pinal Coun-
ty, Arizona, is 3,073 acres designated by
the Nature Conservancy as one of the
last great places on Earth. And the
Forest Service testified that this prop-
erty was ‘‘priceless”—and you will get
a chance to see some of them.

This area is home to a free-flowing
artesian spring-fed wetland populated
by lowland leopard frogs, nesting birds,
and native fish. In addition, this parcel
is recognized by BirdLife International
as an ‘‘important bird area.”” These are
amazing sites. These have ‘‘priceless”
as their connotation.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Let me just talk about the opposi-
tion. It is not only with affection for
the State that I grew up in and that I
was born in, but it’s also for the future
of that State, and it’s also for the fu-
ture of important rules and laws that
have protected our environment for
many years, and to ensure that the
jobs that we’re talking about are not
just a panacea and a selling point as
opposed to a reality.

The opposition to this Rio Tinto-Res-
olution Copper land exchange is based
on many factors, but let me just point
out two. This is the fourth version of
the land exchange. It began with
former colleague Renzi, then Mr. PAS-
TOR, Ms. Kirkpatrick, and now my
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friend, Mr. GOSAR, from Arizona. They
are not the same, none of those. The
one major difference is that, with the
exception of the legislation before us,
the NEPA process, the ESI, the con-
sultation all occurred before the land
exchange, not after. Once we do that
process, if something comes up that
needs compliance and mitigation, it be-
comes subject to the private property
owner—a foreign company that will
now have this public land—to deal with
that question, serious compliance
issues, and legal issues.

The other point is the water. Twelve
years have already been banked of the
20 that the mine would need in order to
operate. The point being, and pro-
tecting oak flats and other important
areas of the water supply for the re-
gion, that seems like a significant
number. But to bank water for this
project on the outskirts of Phoenix
does nothing to mitigate the potential
usage of water, the potential drain of
water in those three aquifers in that
region, and the effect that it would
have. NEPA would tell us what that ef-
fect would be. A full study would tell
us what effect it is. But we’re not hav-
ing that done. So the consequence is
that we’re working on supposition, and
I think supposition on this major land
exchange is a huge mistake. We cannot
afford unintended consequences with
this land deal.

And a full and open process. If we
would have done that at the initiation
with the Renzi bill almost 8 years ago,
we would be through that process
many, many years ago; and we would
be perhaps talking about a differently
crafted piece of legislation. We aren’t
doing that.

And the last thing is, there is some-
thing sacred and spiritual about this as
well. Native people are not just com-
plaining because they want to com-
plain. They are legitimately saying
that we need to have consultations,
there should be full studies, and
factored into the decisionmaking must
be the historical and cultural and reli-
gious sacred areas that we need pro-
tected and ensured that they will be
protected. Those discussions have not
occurred.

H.R. 1904 is a land giveaway. And the
gentleman from New Mexico said why
our economy is in a bad place. Well,
this kind of legislation tells you why.
It is a sweetheart deal for a multi-
national corporation foreknown. It
gives them breaks.

Mr. PEARCE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GRIJALVA. I have 3 minutes,
and I will be glad to as soon as I have
finished my summation, if I have time,
sir.

But let me go over the points. This is
a job for robots. I know it’s a touchy
term for my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, but the reality is Rio
Tinto is a pioneer in automation.
They’ve done it in Australia; they’ve
done it in other parts of the world.
There is no reason to believe that that
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same pattern is not going to be applied
to the mine that they own in Resolu-
tion.

The sucking sound that we will be
hearing will be the loss of water levels
in that area and the effect it will have.
And it’s a copper caper, using unusual
appraisal procedures which does not
guarantee that the company is going to
pay any fair price for the billions of
dollars of copper they stand to receive
from the American people.

Like I said earlier, something has to
be sacred. H.R. 1904 trades away many
sites that are sacred to Native people.
We’ve received pleas from Indian Coun-
try over and over again; and we should
deal with those issues before the land
exchange, not as this legislation has it,
after.

Add insult to injury, we keep talking
about jobs. There is an agenda before
this Congress to begin to immediately
create jobs for the American people.
That is stalled—and from what I hear
from leadership, permanently derailed.
So as the American people look for real
employment and real opportunity, we
present a false hope in this legislation,
something that hasn’t been vetted.

I urge opposition to the legislation,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to make two
points in concluding debate before we
go into the amendment process.

A reference was made to NEPA, and
I responded to that just a bit earlier
where I simply said that there is a divi-
sion of powers. And we are making an
action. With passage of this legislation
signed into law by the President, we
have said that there will be a land ex-
change. That’s the policy of the coun-
try. Now, anything that happens on
that land after the exchange has hap-
pened is subject to NEPA review. I
have absolutely no problem with that
and nothing in this bill changes that
process.

The second point I would want to
make is on the issue of creation of jobs.
Honestly, when you hear the debate
here on the floor on this issue, that’s
probably emblematic of the debate
that has been going on in this Congress
since day one. Apparently, the other
side thinks that the only way you can
create jobs is raising taxes and expand-
ing the public sector. We believe that
the best ways to create jobs and grow
our economy are based on the prin-
ciples that have gotten the United
States from where we were when the
Republic was created until now, by re-
lying on the private sector. This is a
private sector investment on lands
that create a tremendous amount of
wealth. This is a job creator, and I
think that this bill deserves passage.

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chair, | rise today to voice
my strong opposition to H.R. 1904, a bill that
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would authorize a land exchange in the state
of Arizona.

The lands impacted by this legislation con-
tain many sites that are sacred to our Nation’s
first peoples.

We in Congress have a responsibility to pro-
tect the rights of our tribes to conduct religious
ceremonies, and use their sacred sites. Unfor-
tunately, H.R. 1904 disregards this obligation.

Previously, Congress passed the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act, NAGPRA, to protect the sacred sites of
tribes. H.R. 1904 is a direct violation of the
rights afforded to tribes by NAGPRA.

Both Presidents Eisenhower and Nixon
worked to ensure the lands in question were
protected and available for tribes to worship.
H.R. 1904 would reverse these past efforts.

To make matters worse, the legislation does
not give the land in question to an American-
based company that would reinvest its profits
here in the United States.

Instead H.R. 1904 gives control of the land
to foreign owned mining corporations.

| urge my colleagues to ensure the religious
rights of our Nation’s first peoples are re-
spected in the Southwest, and vote no on
H.R. 1904.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chair, today | voted
against H.R. 1904, legislation to give public
lands away to a mining company without an
environmental review, without an independent
appraisal of the value of the land and the cop-
per beneath it, and which waived all the safe-
guards applied to other mining projects.

To the San Carlos Apache Tribe and other
Tribes that live nearby, these lands are sa-
cred. In addition to the environmental devasta-
tion, mining will devastate their relationship to
this land. The Apache Treaty of 1852 requires
the U.S. to act to secure the permanent pros-
perity and happiness of the Apache people.
Instead, this bill facilitates the destruction of
their sacred land. This bill requires consulta-
tion with tribes only after the exchange, which
makes that consultation a mere formality.

This bill will not create American jobs to
help us out of this recession. Any jobs will not
begin for years—and most of the mining will
be done by machines deep underground. Rio
Tinto has stated the mine will be operated
through its “Mine of the Future” program,
which is heavily automated, saving the com-
pany money by avoiding job creation.

This legislation undermines basic protec-
tions of our public lands, and arguments to the
contrary are incorrect and misleading.

For instance, the legislation does not require
any independent evaluation of the value of the
exchange at any time, taking the Rio Tinto’s
word for the value of the land, the copper be-
neath it, and the impacts mining will cause to
the land, water resources, ecosystems, and
stability of the landscape. The Act exempts
Rio Tinto from requirements for bonding and
clean-up of the mining project, leaving tax-
payers with the bill for the inevitable clean-up.

Even more misleading, the legislation does
require the appearance of compliance with
NEPA, but only after the exchange has taken
place, which is too late to be any more than
a formality. The Secretary will have to prepare
a single Environmental Impact Statement,
which will be the basis for all future decisions
under applicable Federal laws and regulations,
but only after the exchange, with no discretion
after completion of the EIS. The Act prohibits
the Secretary from considering alternatives to
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specific mining activities, including alternatives
that would preserve cultural sites, and requires
the Secretary to issue permits for mineral ex-
ploration within 30 days of enactment of the
act. The Act requires Rio Tinto to submit a
plan of operations, but does not allow the Sec-
retary to reject the plan, even if it is insufficient
to conduct even a limited review.

Lastly, there are no provisions to protect the
water supplies in the region from large-scale
depletions from mining operations or contami-
nation. There are no protections for ground-
water resources under the San Carlos Apache
Reservation, which is protected by the Apache
Treaty of 1872 and the San Carlos Apache
Tribe Water Rights Settlement Act of 1992.

The Act bypasses all normal administrative
processes that other mining companies are re-
quired to follow. This bill amounts to a land
giveaway to a company without a promise of
American jobs anytime soon.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chair, | rise today to ex-
press my outrage and disappointment about
the bill before us, H.R. 1904.

In my 36 years in Congress | have seen
many terrible bills, but this legislation stands
out as among the worst. In one fell swoop,
this legislation tramples on the rights of Indian
tribes, damages our environment and cheats
American taxpayers.

Mr. Chair, this legislation is, quite simply, a
travesty. It authorizes a land exchange giving
Resolution Copper, the subsidiary of two for-
eign companies, the right to mine potentially
billions of dollars worth of copper from Amer-
ican land. In return, the American people re-
ceive nothing, except the loss of our resources
and damage to our land.

My friends on the other side of the aisle like
to talk local and state rights, yet this legislation
completely ignores the rights and sovereignty
of local Indian tribes. Mr. Chair, a large portion
of the proposed mine is considered sacred to
local Indians. Tribes, nations, pueblos and
communities in Arizona, New Mexico, and
across the country adamantly oppose this
transfer; however, H.R. 1904 ignores these
concerns, going so far as to waive federal
statutes that require timely consultation with
affected tribes. Resolution Copper claims that
they can mine the land without disturbing
these sites, a ridiculous assertion that is at
best naive and at worst, an outright lie.

Mr. Chair, many of us have fought long and
hard to protect Indian land and constitutionally
retained rights. Over the years we have
strived to improve the government to govern-
ment relationship between the U.S. and Tribal
Nations and | am proud of the progress we
have made. For this legislation to turn over
rights to sacred Indian lands to a foreign min-
ing company, over the clear protests of Indian
people is outrageous and would be a shame-
ful step in the wrong direction for U.S.-Tribal
relations.

We have no idea how the local environment
and water resources would be affected, be-
cause no impact analysis would be done until
after the transfer. Resolution Copper is esti-
mating they will need as much water as the
entire city of Tempe on a yearly basis. It does
not take significant analysis to know that this
could have potentially devastating impacts on
local water resources.

And what does our country get in return for
all of this damage? Nothing. Resolution Cop-
per has estimated the mine to be worth sev-
eral billions of dollars, yet H.R. 1904 does not
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require any royalties to be paid to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. Once they have taken our cop-
per, it can be shipped overseas to be proc-
essed and utilized. First it was our jobs, now
it's our natural resources. And there are no
guarantees that there will be any significant
local job impacts.

There are so many things wrong with this
legislation that it is hard to even mention them
all. It is a disgrace that we are debating this
ill-conceived and destructive bill and | urge all
my colleagues to vehemently oppose it.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, the land swap
in today’s legislation would grant two of the
world’s largest, foreign-owned mining compa-
nies—Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton—mining
rights to 760 acres of the Tonto National For-
est in Southeastern Arizona in exchange for
other land the companies currently own. This
exchange is necessary for Rio Tinto and BHP
Billiton to gain access to significant copper de-
posits they believe lie underneath the land in
the Tonto National Forest.

Mr. Chair, | am not opposed to responsible
domestic energy and mineral production—but
| am strongly opposed to this majority’s com-
plete disregard for our environmental laws and
this legislation’s failure to ensure American
taxpayers get full value for the resources at
issue in this proposed transaction.

Specifically, H.R. 1904 would exempt this
land swap from the requirements of the Na-
tional Environmental Protection Act—a law
specifically designed to evaluate the impacts
of proposed actions on our natural resources
before public resources are sold to private in-
terests. The value of a thorough NEPA anal-
ysis is especially significant in this case,
where unanswered questions about the water
demands of the proposed mining operation
are especially consequential to the sur-
rounding community. Furthermore, as we work
to reduce our national debt, | believe tax-
payers have a right to fair compensation for
resources taken from public lands, something
the convoluted appraisal process called for in
H.R. 1904 will almost certainly fail to do.

Mr. Chair, if this land swap is truly in the in-
terests of the American people, it has nothing
to fear from an appropriate environmental re-
view and should be expected to fairly com-
pensate the American taxpayer for the value
of the resources taken from their land.

| urge a no vote.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chair, | rise today to
express my opposition to H.R. 1904, a bill that
would transfer 2,400 acres of federal lands in
Southeast Arizona to a private copper mining
company. There has not been a thorough geo-
logical review to assess the impact of mining
on water resources or the surrounding com-
munities and ecosystems. Furthermore, the bill
includes no protections or consideration for
native American tribes.

Since coming to Congress | have fought to
ensure that American taxpayers are properly
reimbursed for resources like oil and gas ex-
tracted from federal lands. This bill does noth-
ing to appropriately compensate American citi-
zens and would instead give a single multi-
national corporation the benefit from one of
the largest copper deposits in the world. Even
more astonishing, the corporation benefitting
from copper resources cannot guarantee that
the copper will stay in America or that the
mine will remain American owned.

This bill sets a dangerous precedent with re-
gard to environmental review and resource
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oversight. The Majority continues to fight
against preserving our nation’s natural re-
sources with legislation that destroys the envi-
ronment in favor of big corporations. | urge a
no vote.

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the b5-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in part A of
House Report 112-258. That amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 1904

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Southeast Aricona Land Exchange and
Conservation Act of 2011°°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Findings and purpose.

Sec. 3. Definitions.

Sec. 4. Land exchange.

Sec. 5. Conveyance and management of non-
Federal land.

Value adjustment payment to United
States.

Withdrawal.

Apache leap.

Conveyances to town of Superior, Ari-
zona.

Sec. 10. Miscellaneous provisions.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the land exchange furthers public objec-
tives referenced in section 206 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1716) including—

(A) promoting significant job and other eco-
nomic opportunities in a part of the State of Ar-
izona that has a long history of mining, but is
currently experiencing high unemployment rates
and economic difficulties;

(B) facilitating the development of a world-
class domestic copper deposit capable of meeting
a significant portion of the annual United
States demand for this strategic and important
mineral, in an area which has already been sub-
ject to mining operations;

(C) significantly enhancing Federal, State,
and local revenue collections in a time of severe
governmental budget shortfalls;

(D) securing Federal ownership and protec-
tion of land with significant fish and wildlife,
recreational, scenic, water, riparian, cultural,
and other public values;

(E) assisting more efficient Federal land man-
agement via Federal acquisition of land for ad-
dition to the Las Cienegas and San Pedro Na-
tional Conservation Areas, and to the Tonto
and Coconino National Forests;

(F) providing opportunity for community ex-
pansion and economic diversification adjacent
to the towns of Superior, Miami, and Globe, Ari-
zona, and

(G) protecting the cultural resources and
other values of the Apache Leap escarpment lo-
cated near Superior, Arizona; and

(2) the land exchange is, therefore, in the pub-
lic interest.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act to
authorize, direct, facilitate, and expedite the ex-

Sec. 6.

Sec. 7.
Sec. 8.
Sec. 9.
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change of land between Resolution Copper and
the United States.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) APACHE LEAP.—The term ‘“‘Apache Leap’
means the approximately 807 acres of land de-
picted on the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona
Land Exchange and Conservation Act of 2011-
Apache Leap’ and dated March 2011.

(2) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal land”
means the approrimately 2,422 acres of land lo-
cated in Pinal County, Arizona, depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Federal
Parcel-Oak Flat” and dated March 2011.

(3) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe”’
has the meaning given the term in section 4 of
the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 4500D).

(4) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘non-Fed-
eral land’ means the parcels of land owned by
Resolution Copper that are described in section
5(a) and, if necessary to equalice the land ex-
change under section 4, section 4(e)(2)(A)(i).

(5) OAK FLAT CAMPGROUND.—The term ‘“‘Oak
Flat Campground’ means the approximately 50
acres of land comprising approximately 16 devel-
oped campsites depicted on the map entitled
“Southeast Arizona Land Exchange and Con-
servation Act of 2011-Oak Flat Campground’
and dated March 2011.

(6) OAK FLAT WITHDRAWAL AREA.—The term
“Oak Flat Withdrawal Area’ means the ap-
proximately 760 acres of land depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Oak Flat
Withdrawal Area’ and dated March 2011.

(7) RESOLUTION COPPER.—The term ‘‘Resolu-
tion Copper’ means Resolution Copper Mining,
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, in-
cluding any successor, assign, affiliate, member,
or joint venturer of Resolution Copper Mining,
LLC.

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of Agriculture.

(9) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means the State
of Arizona.

(10) TOWN.—The term “Town’ means the in-
corporated town of Superior, Arizona.

SEC. 4. LAND EXCHANGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions of
this Act, if Resolution Copper offers to convey to
the United States all right, title, and interest of
Resolution Copper in and to the non-Federal
land, the Secretary is authorized and directed to
convey to Resolution Copper, all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the Fed-
eral land.

(b) CONDITIONS ON ACCEPTANCE.—Title to any
non-Federal land conveyed by Resolution Cop-
per to the United States under this Act shall be
in a form that—

(1) is acceptable to the Secretary, for land to
be administered by the Forest Service and the
Secretary of the Interior, for land to be adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management; and

(2) conforms to the title approval standards of
the Attorney General of the United States appli-
cable to land acquisitions by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

(c) CONSULTATION WITH INDIAN TRIBES.—If
not undertaken prior to enactment of this Act,
within 30 days of the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall engage in government-
to-government consultation with affected In-
dian tribes concerning issues related to the land
exchange, in accordance with applicable laws
(including regulations).

(d) APPRAISALS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs soon as practicable after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
and Resolution Copper shall select an appraiser
to conduct appraisals of the Federal land and
non-Federal land in compliance with the re-
quirements of section 254.9 of title 36, Code of
Federal Regulations.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—
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(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), an appraisal prepared under
this subsection shall be conducted in accordance
with nationally recognized appraisal standards,
including—

(i) the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Fed-
eral Land Acquisitions; and

(ii) the Uniform Standards of Professional Ap-
praisal Practice.

(B) FINAL APPRAISED VALUE.—After the final
appraised values of the Federal land and non-
Federal land are determined and approved by
the Secretary, the Secretary shall not be re-
quired to reappraise or update the final ap-
praised value—

(i) for a period of 3 years beginning on the
date of the approval by the Secretary of the
final appraised value; or

(ii) at all, in accordance with section 254.14 of
title 36, Code of Federal Regulations (or a suc-
cessor regulation), after an exchange agreement
is entered into by Resolution Copper and the
Secretary.

(C) IMPROVEMENTS.—Any improvements made
by Resolution Copper prior to entering into an
exchange agreement shall not be included in the
appraised value of the Federal land.

(D) PUBLIC REVIEW.—Before consummating
the land exchange under this Act, the Secretary
shall make the appraisals of the land to be ex-
changed (or a summary thereof) available for
public review.

(3) APPRAISAL INFORMATION.—The appraisal
prepared under this subsection shall include a
detailed income capitalication approach anal-
ysis of the market value of the Federal land
which may be utilized, as appropriate, to deter-
mine the value of the Federal land, and shall be
the basis for calculation of any payment under
section 6.

(e) EQUAL VALUE LAND EXCHANGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The value of the Federal
land and mnon-Federal land to be exchanged
under this Act shall be equal or shall be equal-
ieed in accordance with this subsection.

(2) SURPLUS OF FEDERAL LAND VALUE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the final appraised value
of the Federal land exceeds the value of the
non-Federal land, Resolution Copper shall—

(i) convey additional non-Federal land in the
State to the Secretary or the Secretary of the In-
terior, consistent with the requirements of this
Act and subject to the approval of the applica-
ble Secretary;

(ii) make a cash payment to the United States;
or

(iii) use a combination of the methods de-
scribed in clauses (i) and (ii), as agreed to by
Resolution Copper, the Secretary, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

(B) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary may
accept a payment in excess of 25 percent of the
total value of the land or interests conveyed,
notwithstanding section 206(b) of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1716(b)).

(C) DISPOSITION AND USE OF PROCEEDS.—ANyY
amounts received by the United States under
this subparagraph shall be deposited in the fund
established under Public Law 90-171 (commonly
known as the “Sisk Act’’; 16 U.S.C. 484a) and
shall be made available, in such amounts as are
provided in advance in appropriation Acts, to
the Secretary for the acquisition of land for ad-
dition to the National Forest System.

(3) SURPLUS OF NON-FEDERAL LAND.—If the
final appraised value of the nmon-Federal land
exceeds the value of the Federal land—

(A) the United States shall not make a pay-
ment to Resolution Copper to equalize the value;
and

(B) except as provided in section 9(b)(2)(B),
the surplus value of the non-Federal land shall
be considered to be a donation by Resolution
Copper to the United States.

(f) OAK FLAT WITHDRAWAL AREA.—

(1) PERMITS.—Subject to the provisions of this
subsection and notwithstanding any with-
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drawal of the Oak Flat Withdrawal Area from
the mining, mineral leasing, or public land laws,
the Secretary, upon enactment of this Act, shall
issue to Resolution Copper—

(A) if so requested by Resolution Copper,
within 30 days of such request, a special use
permit to carry out mineral exploration activi-
ties under the Oak Flat Withdrawal Area from
existing drill pads located outside the Area, if
the activities would mnot disturb the surface of
the Area; and

(B) if so requested by Resolution Copper,
within 90 days of such request, a special use
permit to carry out mineral exploration activi-
ties within the Oak Flat Withdrawal Area (but
not within the Oak Flat Campground), if the
activities are conducted from a single explor-
atory drill pad which is located to reasonably
minimize visual and noise impacts on the Camp-
ground.

(2) CONDITIONS.—Any activities undertaken in
accordance with this subsection shall be subject
to such reasonable terms and conditions as the
Secretary may require.

(3) TERMINATION.—The authorization for Res-
olution Copper to undertake mineral exploration
activities under this subsection shall remain in
effect until the Oak Flat Withdrawal Area land
is conveyed to Resolution Copper in accordance
with this Act.

(g) CoSTS.—As a condition of the land ex-
change under this Act, Resolution Copper shall
agree to pay, without compensation, all costs
that are—

(1) associated with the land exchange and
any environmental review document under sub-
section (j); and

(2) agreed to by the Secretary.

(h) USE OF FEDERAL LAND.—The Federal land
to be conveyed to Resolution Copper under this
Act shall be available to Resolution Copper for
mining and related activities subject to and in
accordance with applicable Federal, State, and
local laws pertaining to mining and related ac-
tivities on land in private ownership.

(i) INTENT OF CONGRESS.—It is the intent of
Congress that the land exchange directed by
this Act shall be consummated not later than
one year after the date of enactment of this Act.

(7) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.—Compliance
with the requirements of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
under this Act shall be as follows:

(1) Prior to commencing production in com-
mercial quantities of any valuable mineral from
the Federal land conveyed to Resolution Copper
under this Act (except for any production from
exploration and mine development shafts, adits,
and tunnels needed to determine feasibility and
pilot plant testing of commercial production or
to access the ore body and tailing deposition
areas), Resolution Copper shall submit to the
Secretary a proposed mine plan of operations.

(2) The Secretary shall, within 3 years of such
submission, complete preparation of an environ-
mental review document in accordance with sec-
tion 102(2) of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4322(2)) which shall be
used as the basis for all decisions under applica-
ble Federal laws, rules and regulations regard-
ing any Federal actions or authorizations re-
lated to the proposed mine and mine plan of op-
erations of Resolution Copper, including the
construction of associated power, water, trans-
portation, processing, tailings, waste dump, and
other ancillary facilities.

SEC. 5. CONVEYANCE AND MANAGEMENT OF NON-
FEDERAL LAND.

(a) CONVEYANCE.—On receipt of title to the
Federal land, Resolution Copper shall simulta-
neously convey—

(1) to the Secretary, all right, title, and inter-
est that the Secretary determines to be accept-
able in and to—

(4) the approximately 147 acres of land lo-
cated in Gila County, Arizona, depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizcona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
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eral Parcel-Turkey Creek’ and dated March
2011;

(B) the approximately 148 acres of land lo-
cated in Yavapai County, Aricona, depicted on
the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ezx-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-Tangle Creek’ and dated March
2011;

(C) the approximately 149 acres of land lo-
cated in Maricopa County, Aricona, depicted on
the map entitled ‘“‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-Cave Creek’ and dated March 2011;

(D) the approximately 640 acres of land lo-
cated in Coconino County, Aricona, depicted on
the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ezx-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-East Clear Creek’ and dated March
2011; and

(E) the approximately 110 acres of land lo-
cated in Pinal County, Arizona, depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-Apache Leap South End’’ and dated
March 2011; and

(2) to the Secretary of the Interior, all right,
title, and interest that the Secretary of the Inte-
rior determines to be acceptable in and to—

(A) the approximately 3,050 acres of land lo-
cated in Pinal County, Arizona, identified as
“Lands to DOI’ as generally depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-Lower San Pedro River’” and dated
July 6, 2011;

(B) the approximately 160 acres of land lo-
cated in Gila and Pinal Counties, Aricona, iden-
tified as ‘““Lands to DOI’’ as generally depicted
on the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land
Exchange and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-
Federal Parcel-Dripping Springs”’ and dated
July 6, 2011; and

(C) the approximately 940 acres of land lo-
cated in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, identified
as “‘Lands to DOI’’ as generally depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Non-Fed-
eral Parcel-Appleton Ranch’ and dated July 6,
2011.

(b) MANAGEMENT OF ACQUIRED LAND.—

(1) LAND ACQUIRED BY THE SECRETARY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Land acquired by the Sec-
retary under this Act shall—

(i) become part of the national forest in which
the land is located; and

(ii) be administered in accordance with the
laws applicable to the National Forest System.

(B) BOUNDARY REVISION.—On the acquisition
of land by the Secretary under this Act, the
boundaries of the national forest shall be modi-
fied to reflect the inclusion of the acquired land.

(C) LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND.—
For purposes of section 7 of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601
9), the boundaries of a national forest in which
land acquired by the Secretary is located shall
be deemed to be the boundaries of that forest as
in existence on January 1, 1965.

(2) LAND ACQUIRED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR.—

(A) SAN PEDRO NATIONAL CONSERVATION
AREA.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The land acquired by the
Secretary of the Interior under subsection
(a)(2)(A) shall be added to, and administered as
part of, the San Pedro National Conservation
Area in accordance with the laws (including
regulations) applicable to the Conservation
Area.

(ii) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—Not later than 2
years after the date on which the land is ac-
quired, the Secretary of the Interior shall up-
date the management plan for the San Pedro
National Conservation Area to reflect the man-
agement requirements of the acquired land.

(B) DRIPPING SPRINGS.—Land acquired by the
Secretary of the Interior under subsection
(a)(2)(B) shall be managed in accordance with
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the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and applicable
land use plans.

(C) LAS CIENEGAS NATIONAL CONSERVATION
AREA.—Land acquired by the Secretary of the
Interior under subsection (a)(2)(C) shall be
added to, and administered as part of, the Las
Cienegas National Conservation Area in accord-
ance with the laws (including regulations) ap-
plicable to the Conservation Area.

(c) SURRENDER OF RIGHTS.—In addition to the
conveyance of the mnon-Federal land to the
United States under this Act, and as a condition
of the land exchange, Resolution Copper shall
surrender to the United States, without com-
pensation, the rights held by Resolution Copper
under the mining laws and other laws of the
United States to commercially extract minerals
under Apache Leap.

SEC. 6. VALUE ADJUSTMENT PAYMENT TO
UNITED STATES.

(a) ANNUAL PRODUCTION REPORTING.—

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—As a condition of the
land exchange under this Act, Resolution Cop-
per shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior
an annual report indicating the quantity of
locatable minerals produced during the pre-
ceding calendar year in commercial quantities
from the Federal land conveyed to Resolution
Copper under section 4. The first report is re-
quired to be submitted not later than February
15 of the first calendar year beginning after the
date of commencement of production of valuable
locatable minerals in commercial quantities from
such Federal land. The reports shall be sub-
mitted February 15 of each calendar year there-
after.

(2) SHARING REPORTS WITH STATE.—The Sec-
retary shall make each report received under
paragraph (1) available to the State.

(3) REPORT CONTENTS.—The reports under
paragraph (1) shall comply with any record-
keeping and reporting requirements prescribed
by the Secretary or required by applicable Fed-
eral laws in effect at the time of production.

(b) PAYMENT ON PRODUCTION.—If the cumu-
lative production of valuable locatable minerals
produced in commercial quantities from the Fed-
eral land conveyed to Resolution Copper under
section 4 exceeds the quantity of production of
locatable minerals from the Federal land used in
the income capitalization approach analysis
prepared under section 4(d)(3), Resolution Cop-
per shall pay to the United States, by not later
than March 15 of each applicable calendar year,
a value adjustment payment for the quantity of
excess production at the same rate assumed for
the income capitalization approach analysis
prepared under section 4(d)(3).

(c) STATE LAW UNAFFECTED.—Nothing in this
section modifies, expands, diminishes, amends,
or otherwise affects any State law relating to
the imposition, application, timing, or collection
of a State excise or severance tazx.

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—

(1) SEPARATE FUND.—AIll funds paid to the
United States under this section shall be depos-
ited in a special fund established in the Treas-
ury and shall be available, in such amounts as
are provided in advance in appropriation Acts,
to the Secretary and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior only for the purposes authorized by para-
graph (2).

(2) AUTHORIZED USE.—Amounts in the special
fund established pursuant to paragraph (1)
shall be used for maintenance, repair, and reha-
bilitation projects for Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management assets.

SEC. 7. WITHDRAWAL.

Subject to valid existing rights, Apache Leap
and any land acquired by the United States
under this Act are withdrawn from all forms
of—

(1) entry, appropriation, or disposal under the
public land laws;

(2) location, entry, and patent under the min-
ing laws; and
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(3) disposition under the mineral leasing, min-
eral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.
SEC. 8. APACHE LEAP.

(a) MANAGEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall manage
Apache Leap to preserve the natural character
of Apache Leap and to protect archeological
and cultural resources located on Apache Leap.

(2) SPECIAL USE PERMITS.—The Secretary may
issue to Resolution Copper special use permits
allowing Resolution Copper to carry out under-
ground activities (other than the commercial ex-
traction of minerals) under the surface of
Apache Leap that the Secretary determines
would not disturb the surface of the land, sub-
ject to any terms and conditions that the Sec-
retary may require.

(3) FENCES; SIGNAGE.—The Secretary may
allow use of the surface of Apache Leap for in-
stallation of fences, signs, monitoring devices, or
other measures necessary to protect the health
and safety of the public, protect resources lo-
cated on Apache Leap, or to ensure that activi-
ties conducted under paragraph (2) do not affect
the surface of Apache Leap.

(b) PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
in consultation with affected Indian tribes, the
Town, Resolution Copper, and other interested
members of the public, shall prepare a manage-
ment plan for Apache Leap.

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In preparing the plan
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall con-
sider whether additional measures are necessary
to—

(A) protect the cultural, archaeological, or
historical resources of Apache Leap, including
permanent or seasonal closures of all or a por-
tion of Apache Leap; and

(B) provide access for recreation.

(c) MINING ACTIVITIES.—The provisions of this
section shall not impose additional restrictions
on mining activities carried out by Resolution
Copper adjacent to, or outside of, the Apache
Leap area beyond those otherwise applicable to
mining activities on privately owned land under
Federal, State, and local laws, rules and regula-
tions.

SEC. 9. CONVEYANCES TO TOWN OF SUPERIOR,
ARIZONA.

(a) CONVEYANCES.—On request from the Town
and subject to the provisions of this section, the
Secretary shall convey to the Town the fol-
lowing:

(1) Approximately 30 acres of land as depicted
on the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land
Ezxchange and Conservation Act of 2011-Federal
Parcel-Fairview Cemetery’” and dated March
2011.

(2) The reversionary interest and any reserved
mineral interest of the United States in the ap-
proximately 265 acres of land located in Pinal
County, Arizona, as depicted on the map enti-
tled ‘‘Southeast Arizcona Land Exchange and
Conservation Act of 2011-Federal Reversionary
Interest—-Superior Airport” and dated March
2011.

(3) The approximately 250 acres of land lo-
cated in Pinal County, Arizona, as depicted on
the map entitled ‘‘Southeast Arizona Land Ex-
change and Conservation Act of 2011-Federal
Parcel-Superior Airport Contiguous Parcels”
and dated March 2011.

(b) PAYMENT.—The Town shall pay to the
Secretary the market value for each parcel of
land or interest in land acquired under this sec-
tion, as determined by appraisals conducted in
accordance with section 4(d).

(c) SISk AcT.—Any payment received by the
Secretary from the Town under this section
shall be deposited in the fund established under
Public Law 90-171 (commonly known as the
“Sisk Act”’) (16 U.S.C. 484a) and shall be made
available, in such amounts as are provided in
advance in appropriation Acts, to the Secretary
for the acquisition of land for addition to the
National Forest System.
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(d) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The conveyances
under this section shall be subject to such terms
and conditions as the Secretary may require.
SEC. 10. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.

(a) REVOCATION OF ORDERS; WITHDRAWAL.—

(1) REVOCATION OF ORDERS.—Any public land
order that withdraws the Federal land from ap-
propriation or disposal under a public land law
shall be revoked to the extent mecessary to per-
mit disposal of the land.

(2) WITHDRAWAL.—Omn the date of enactment
of this Act, if the Federal land or any Federal
interest in the non-Federal land to be ex-
changed under section 4 is mot withdrawn or
segregated from entry and appropriation under
a public land law (including mining and min-
eral leasing laws and the Geothermal Steam Act
of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.)), the land or in-
terest shall be withdrawn, without further ac-
tion required by the Secretary concerned, from
entry and appropriation. The withdrawal shall
be terminated—

(A) on the date of consummation of the land
exchange; or

(B) if Resolution Copper notifies the Secretary
in writing that it has elected to withdraw from
the land exchange pursuant to section 206(d) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1716(d)).

(3) RIGHTS OF RESOLUTION COPPER.—Nothing
in this Act shall interfere with, limit, or other-
wise impair, the unpatented mining claims or
rights currently held by Resolution Copper on
the Federal land, mor in any way change, di-
minish, qualify, or otherwise impact Resolution
Copper’s rights and ability to conduct activities
on the Federal land under such unpatented
mining claims and the general mining laws of
the United States, including the permitting or
authorization of such activities.

(b) MAPS, ESTIMATES, AND DESCRIPTIONS.—

(1) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary concerned
and Resolution Copper may correct, by mutual
agreement, any minor errors in any map, acre-
age estimate, or description of any land con-
veyed or exchanged under this Act.

(2) CONFLICT.—If there is a conflict between a
map, an acreage estimate, or a description of
land in this Act, the map shall control unless
the Secretary concerned and Resolution Copper
mutually agree otherwise.

(3) AVAILABILITY.—On the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary shall file and make
available for public inspection in the Office of
the Supervisor, Tonto National Forest, each
map referred to in this Act.

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment
to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute is in order except those
printed in part B of the report. Each
such amendment may be offered only
in the order printed in the report, by a
Member designated in the report, shall
be considered read, shall be debatable
for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to a demand for division of
the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LUJAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in
part B of House Report 112-258.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 14, after line 12, insert the following
new subsection:

(k) EXCLUSION OF NATIVE AMERICAN SACRED
AND CULTURAL SITES.—The Federal land to
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be conveyed under this section may not in-
clude any Native American sacred or cul-
tural site, whether surface or subsurface, and
the Secretary shall modify the map referred
to in section 3(2) to exclude all such sacred
and cultural sites, as identified by the Sec-
retary in consultation with Resolution Cop-
per and affected Indian tribes.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 444, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is sig-
nificant, but simple. My amendment
does not Kkill this project. As offered, it
simply asks the Congress to respect the
religious and sacred sites of our tribal
brothers and sisters.

This bill does little, if anything, to
offer protection to the sacred sites in
the area and does not offer true tribal
consultation to the tribes. We all know
that consultation occurs before, not
after, decisions have already been
made.

The tribes in this area believe Reso-
lution Copper’s block cave mining
method will have negative impacts on
their sacred, cultural, and traditional
sites in the area.
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Again, this amendment will not kill
this project. It would show respect and
offer protections to both surface and
subsurface sites in the proposed land
conveyance.

More specifically, my amendment
states that ‘“The Federal land to be
conveyed may not include any Native
American sacred or cultural site,
whether surface or subsurface.”” This
amendment would merely offer a basic
level of respect for many religious and
cultural sites to the many tribes in the
region.

As our good friend, Congressman KIL-
DEE, reminds us daily, we have a trust
responsibility to our tribal brothers
and sisters, and those who oppose this
responsibility will dismantle it piece
by piece with a scalpel and not all at
once with an axe. This is what we’re
seeing today, Mr. Chairman.

In its current form, H.R. 1904 would
approve a Federal land exchange to
transfer ownership of 2,400 acres of land
in the Tonto National Forest to Reso-
lution Copper for the purposes of block
cave copper mine.

The Federal lands which are proposed
to be exchanged, generally known as
Oak Flat, are part of the ancestral
lands of the San Carlos Apache tribe
and other tribes in the region. These
lands have wunique religious, tradi-
tional, and archaeological significance
to many tribes in southern Arizona.
Behind me is a photo of one of those
areas that’s most sacred, Apache Leap.

You’ve heard from my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle that their
bill offers protection for sacred, tradi-
tional, and cultural sites in the pro-
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posed area to be exchanged, but I don’t
believe that to be true. If it were true,
then why is every major tribal organi-
zation in the country opposing this
bill?

It’s because they do not believe these
so-called protections to be real. Oppos-
ing organizations include, but are not
limited to, the National Congress of
American Indians, the United South
and Eastern Tribes, the All Indian
Pueblo Council of New Mexico, the San
Carlos Apache Tribe, the Jicarilla and
Mescalero Apache Tribes of New Mex-
ico, and many other tribes across the
country.

Mr. Chairman, all of these organiza-
tions and tribal leaders know that the
degradation of these cultural sites
means a loss of identity and culture,
not to mention utter disrespect for the
religion and history of the tribes con-
nected to this area.

Just to be clear: Supporting my
amendment will not kill the project. It
would simply mean respecting and pre-
serving the religious, cultural, and ar-
cheological and historic significance of
the lands that mean so much to the
tribes in the region.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
claim time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, when I became chairman of
the Committee on Natural Resources
this last January, I established a new
subcommittee on Indian and Alaska
Native Affairs. The purpose was to en-
sure a special forum for the issues and
concerns important to Indian tribes
and native people. I respect the views
and special concerns of Indian tribes,
and it’s important that they have a
role and are consulted in decisions that
affect the people on their reservation
lands.

This bill before the House today ex-
plicitly includes a section requiring
government-to-government consulta-
tion. Section 4c, Mr. Chairman, of the
bill is titled, and I quote, ‘‘Consulta-
tion with Indian tribes.” Consultation
must occur before the mine operations
ever begin.

To repeat, the mine cannot happen
without consultation with interested
tribes. To be clear, the mine is a site
that is not located on reservation land.
The closest Native American reserva-
tion is the San Carlos Apache, located
more than 20 miles east of the mine
site.

And it should be noted too that
where this mine is proposed to be de-
veloped is right in the heart of what we
call Arizona’s historic copper triangle
right here. These orange dots here are
where copper is mined or quarried right
now. This is the proposed site of the
mine. And the San Carlos Apache res-
ervation is up here. As you can see,
there’s activity between here and the
San Carlos reservation.
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The real effect of this amendment
would be to allow the Department Sec-
retary to veto and block the project on
the subjective grounds that a pre-
viously identified cultural site exists
on these lands. As stated previously,
this is a geographic triangle that’s his-
torically home to numerous mines.

I might add too, Mr. Chairman, the
Forest Service completed an environ-
mental assessment in 2008, 3 years ago,
in which, and I quote, ‘‘several at-
tempts were made to identify sacred
sites and effects on ceremonial use of
sacred sites.” The official conclusion
was a Finding of No Significant Im-
pact, and that finding was sustained on

appeal.
Furthermore, the terms ‘‘Native
American,” ‘‘sacred,” and ‘‘cultural”

in the amendment offered by my friend
from New Mexico are undefined, and
thus it cannot be predicted what effect
this amendment would have. It opens
the door to time-consuming litigation
and subjective or political decisions.

In the land exchange within the bill,
environmentally sensitive and cul-
turally important lands are given pro-
tection. Thousands of more acres, as I
alluded to earlier on, are added for the
protection than are made available for
the development of this mine; the ratio
is roughly 2-1. The bill specifically and
permanently, for example, protects
Apache Leap.

Because this bill ensures and requires
tribal consultation before development
of the mine and because the real effect
of the amendment would be for polit-
ical mischief, I urge my colleagues to
vote “no’’ on the Lujan amendment.

HARRISON TALGO, Sr.,
Bylas, AZ, October 21, 2011.
Hon. ERIC CANTOR,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER CANTOR: I am the
former Chairman of the San Carlos Apache
Nation and served in the Tribal Council for
16 years. Many times I have come before
Congress as an official representative of my
government to present issues affecting and
in the best interest of the San Carlos Apache
Tribal Government. But today I write to you
as a concerned private citizen of Bylas, Ari-
zona which is located within the San Carlos
Apache Tribal Reservation and want to ex-
press my support of H.R. 1904, The Southeast
Arizona Land Exchange and Conservation
Act of 2011.

The current Tribal leadership does not
share my position. I have tried very hard to
understand why they oppose this project
when we are in such desperate need of jobs
and industry. I believe that traditional
Apache values are not mutually exclusive
with economic development.

We are one of the poorest Indian tribes in
the nation. Seven in 10 eligible workers in
the Tribe are unemployed. Almost 80 percent
of our people live in poverty. Alcoholism and
drug use are rampant and suicide rates are
high. The average Apache male has a life ex-
pectancy of 54 years, about 20 years shorter
than the average American male.

The proposed Resolution Copper Mine
would bring hundreds of new, high-paying
jobs to our region. It represents progress and
hope and prosperity.

I have previously testified before Congress
in support of economic development
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projects. I have done so in the face of opposi-
tion from other leaders who have opposed
these same opportunities on and near the
reservation. Some of those projects experi-
enced costly delays as a result of the Coun-
cil’s opposition, but they all were built even-
tually. And to our benefit, they have all
hired Apaches. I am confident the Resolution
project will be no different. In fact, some
members of the San Carlos Apache Nation
are already employed by the company and
its contractors.

I respect the Council’s desire to protect
sites that have cultural or historical signifi-
cance. I want that, too. But Oak Flat is a
long way from us, and I believe strongly that
it is possible for our traditional values to co-
exist with economic progress. In fact, I don’t
believe one can survive without the other.
Economic progress and prosperity leads to a
better standard of living, better health, bet-
ter services and better education. It in-
creases our capacity to learn and expands
our cultural horizons. It gives us additional
resources to explore and study our past, to
protect what we hold sacred, to showcase
and display those things that are culturally
important, and to help the outside world bet-
ter understand and appreciate the stories
and traditions of our fathers.

For all these reasons, I respectfully urge
your support and passage of the H.R. 1904.

Sincerely,
HARRISON TALGO, Sr.,
Former Chairman, San Carlos Apache Nation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LUJAN. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, look, just to be clear
with this amendment, it does not kill
the project. The amendment simply
states that the Secretary will exclude
sacred and cultural sites as identified
by the Secretary. If we’re serious about
protecting sacred sites and respecting
tribes across the country, I don’t know
why this is so complicated.

And the only area in the legislation,
as we look at section 8 of the bill, talks
about preserving and consulting with
tribes about Apache Leap. But again,
it’s too little, too late. It’s consulting
after the fact, not before the legisla-
tion is taken into effect.

And so, Mr. Chairman, it’s as if we
were going to go into a site, say, the
cathedral in Santa Fe or the Vatican in
Rome, and they were going to go and
do something to that land, and they
said, well, don’t worry, we have some
other land that we’re going to give
you.

It’s about the religious and sacred
nature of these sites that we’re talking
about. At the very least, and of its very
essence, let’s look to see what we can
do to preserve the government-to-gov-
ernment trust responsibilities that we
have with our tribes and respect those
religious sites, respect those sacred
sites, and see what we can do to work
collectively.

Again, this isn’t going to Kkill the
project. Let’s work together to make
sure that we respect the tribes that
we’re so honored to represent here in
the Congress.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 45 sec-
onds to the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. PEARCE).
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Mr. PEARCE. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

If the gentleman from New Mexico
would answer a question, it’s my un-
derstanding that we have rock climbers
who are always out there, hikers up in
there. That would be the equivalent of
allowing people to rappel down the side
of the Washington Monument, but I've
never heard an objection from anyone
to exclude those kinds of activities.
And so it comes across just a little bit
strange that we would talk about lim-
iting one activity, while people are
crawling and rappelling down these
sites already.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I understand the other side
has yielded back their time.

How much time do I have left?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I am
more than happy to yield that 1 minute
to the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
GOSAR).

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I find it
very interesting that my opponent, or
our opponent on the other side, actu-
ally focuses a picture of Apache Leap,
which is specifically excluded from this
legislation. Therefore, when we talk
about, in regards to protecting the
sites, we have done so. As far as the
consultation is concerned, we have
done consultations.

Mr. LUJAN. Will
yield?

Mr. GOSAR. No, I will not yield.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, we know
that that’s not in here.

Mr. GOSAR. That is Apache Leap.

The Acting CHAIR. The time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Arizona,
and the Chair would ask all Members
to respect that.

Mr. GOSAR. The point of reference is
that we cite all the Native tribes. They
are far from being in unison. In fact,
during our conversation within the Re-
sources Committee, former tribal
chairman and 16-year tribal Council-
man Harrison Talgo testified that the
traditional Apache values are not mu-
tually exclusive with economic devel-
opment.

Given that the San Carlos Apache is
one of the most impoverished tribes in
the Nation, with unemployment rates
around 70 percent and poverty affecting
every facet of tribal members’ life, I
couldn’t agree more with Mr. Talgo.

Mr. Talgo also points out that Oak
Flat, the campground in question, is a
long way from the reservation. He also
pointed out the majority of tribal
members he speaks about in this
project support this project.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, as a member
of the Native American Caucus, | rise today in
strong support of the amendment to H.R.
1904, the Southeast Arizona Land Exchange
and Conservation Act of 2011, offered by Con-
gressman LpJAN of Arizona.

The Lujan Amendment exempts Native
American sacred and cultural sites from inclu-
sion in the land transfer proposed by this bill.

As it stands, H.R. 1904 is fundamentally un-
fair to the San Carlos Apache Tribe and other

the gentleman
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tribes in the region, who have inhabited this
land for thousands of years. This bill waives
compliance with federal statutes that require
timely consultation with affected tribes, who
now face the prospect of witnessing their an-
cestral lands of unique archaeological and reli-
gious significance fall victim to destructive
mining practices.

These techniques involve utilizing controlled
cave-in deep underground, which can cause
massive depressions at the surface and for-
ever scar the landscape. Archaeological sites
and religious lands would be forever ruined
and unrecognizable.

Other surveys have identified Civilian Con-
servation Corps sites and structures eligible
for inclusion in the National Register for His-
toric Places which could also be destroyed by
the proposed mining project.

Mr. Chair, H.R. 1904 has been called a
“special-interest” bill whereby a private com-
pany, Resolution Copper, which is actually a
joint subsidiary of two foreign-owned mining
companies. Resolution Copper would receive
federal land worth billions of dollars without
having to pay royalties on any mineral wealth
it extracts.

Furthermore, there are no guarantees that
the company would even hire locally, process
the ore in the United States, or purchase
equipment made in America.

H.R. 1904 excludes the one special interest
with an undeniable right in this debate—the
Native American tribes—from a decision that
affects their community at the absolute deep-
est level.

| strongly support the Lujan Amendment and
oppose the underlying bill. | urge my col-
leagues to do the same.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
part B of House Report 112-258.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk made in
order under the rule.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 19, beginning line 8, strike section 6
(value adjustment payment to United
States) and insert the following new section:
SEC. 6. ROYALTY PAYMENT TO UNITED STATES

FOR MINERALS PRODUCED FROM
CONVEYED FEDERAL LAND.

(a) ROYALTY PAYMENT REQUIRED.—AS a
condition of the land exchange under this
Act, Resolution Copper shall pay to the
United States, by not later than March 15 of
each calendar year, a royalty payment in an
amount equal to 8 percent of the value of the
quantity of locatable minerals produced dur-
ing the preceding calendar year from the
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Federal land conveyed to Resolution Copper
under section 4, as reported under subsection
D).

(b) ANNUAL PRODUCTION REPORTING TO DE-
TERMINE ROYALTY PAYMENT.—

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Resolution Copper
shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior
an annual report indicating the quantity of
locatable minerals produced in commercial
quantities from the Federal land conveyed to
Resolution Copper under section 4.

(2) SUBMISSION DEADLINE.—The first report
under paragraph (1) shall be submitted not
later than February 15 of the first calendar
year beginning after the date of commence-
ment of production of valuable locatable
minerals in commercial quantities from the
Federal land conveyed to Resolution Copper
under section 4 and cover the preceding cal-
endar year. Subsequent reports shall be sub-
mitted each February 15 thereafter and cover
the preceding calendar year.

(3) SHARING REPORTS WITH STATE.—The Sec-
retary shall make each report received under
paragraph (1) available to the State.

(4) REPORT CONTENTS.—The reports under
paragraph (1) shall comply with any record-
keeping and reporting requirements pre-
scribed by the Secretary or required by ap-
plicable Federal laws in effect at the time of
production.

(c) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS.—AIl funds paid to
the United States under this section shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treas-
ury.

(d) STATE LAW UNAFFECTED.—Nothing in
this section modifies, expands, diminishes,
amends, or otherwise affects any State law
relating to the imposition, application, tim-
ing, or collection of a State excise or sever-
ance tax.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 444, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, there
are two versions of this land bill: one
with the Markey amendment and one
without the Markey amendment. The
difference is the version with the Mar-
key amendment is a deal the American
taxpayers should take. Without my
amendment, this is a deal that takes
the taxpayers.

Without the Markey amendment,
this land deal is a shell game, all about
misdirection and surprise outcomes.
We are urged to keep our eye on the
beautiful surface acres the Federal
Government would get in this deal and
the unique payment scheme included in
the bill. This is like the guy on the
street who tells you to watch his right
hand while his left hand is picking
your pocket.

This is not about the surface. This is
about the copper and whether Rio
Tinto will have to pay its fair value.
And the fact is the payment scheme in
this bill is completely—let me say it
again—the payment scheme in this bill
is completely speculative. It will be
based on information only the com-
pany has access to and is subject to se-
rious manipulation.

In the end, Rio Tinto could end up
paying absolutely nothing for the mas-
sive windfall they stand to receive
from this legislation. With the Markey
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amendment, this bill is simple. It
would require no guesswork on the part
of the taxpayers. It would allow for no
manipulation that could shortchange
the American taxpayer.

My amendment strikes the con-
voluted payment scheme in this bill
and replaces it with a simple 8 percent
royalty on the copper produced each
yvear from this mine. This is the Amer-
ican people’s copper. It’s not their cop-
per. It’s the American people’s. What
are they going to get out of this? How
about 8 percent? Can we give the tax-
payer 8 percent?

Now, we don’t know how much cop-
per exactly is down there. The benefit
of my amendment is we don’t need to
know ahead of time. If Rio Tinto
makes $1, then they owe the taxpayer a
nickel and three pennies, and if they
make $8 billion, the Treasury gets $640
million.

Now, the company will argue a roy-
alty is unfair. Well, guess who is al-
ready paying royalties, Mr. Chairman.
0Oil and gas companies pay 12.5 percent
when they drill on the taxpayers’ land.
12.5 percent, that’s what ExxonMobil
pays. That’s what Shell pays. But do
you know who else pays the royalty?
Rio Tinto and BHP Billiton when they
mine on State land. So, if you’re in
Colorado, you’re in Wyoming and
you’re on State land, you’re paying a
royalty. But, no, let’s go to the Amer-
ican taxpayers’ land. Those same com-
panies that pay to the States don’t pay
to Uncle Sam.

And the revenue from a royalty is
money we can use. What can we use the
money for? Make sure we don’t have to
cut Medicare payments for Grandma.
Make sure we have student loans for
kids to be able to go to college. That’s
what the money should be used for.
Should it just be pocketed by Rio
Tinto, by these companies?

So I ask my colleagues, which deal do
you want to go home with and tell your
constituents you were for? The deal
where they got some nice lands in Ari-
zona while a foreign mining company
got billions in copper, or the deal
where they got the land plus hundreds
of millions of dollars in royalty pay-
ments for the U.S. taxpayer?

With the Markey amendment, we in
Congress are responsible stewards
doing our due diligence to protect the
Federal Treasury to get the taxpayer
what they’re owed. Without the Mar-
key amendment, this House looks like
the old Keystone Kops, bumbling
around in circles while billions walk
right out the door that should be in the
pockets of every taxpayer in this coun-
try.

We have a supercommittee debating
how much they’re going to cut poor
people, students, mnational defense,
what we’re going to spend on the pro-
tection of our country, and how many
policemen we can afford to have. Mean-
while, out here on the House floor,
we’re going to turn a blind eye to bil-
lions of dollars just going right out the
floor of the House here today into the
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pockets of Rio Tinto, into the pockets
of a foreign corporation. That’s not
right.

Vote for the Markey amendment.
Capture this money for the American
taxpayer.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, in deference to my
good friend from Massachusetts, there
is only one bill before us, and that’s a
bill without the Markey amendment,
and I hope it stays that way.

This amendment requires a company
to pay for the minerals twice. The
value of the copper is already included
in the appraised value of the land
under current law of the United States.
That’s the law. Section 4(e) of the bill
requires the developer to pay full mar-
ket value for the Federal land and min-
erals within. Under the requirements of
this bill, the United States is fully
compensated for the copper up front.
But, if, in fact, this vein is larger than
what is anticipated, there is a further
provision that says that should it ex-
ceed that appraised value, the devel-
oper, i.e., the copper mining company,
is required to compensate the United
States through annual assessments. As
the market moves forward, the Markey
amendment adds an 8 percent royalty
to the full, to the top payment. This
would mean that the company would
be paying a huge premium in addition
to what current law is of the value
they have already paid.

I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, this
is unprecedented in any law or any ac-
tivity regarding mining.

This amendment isn’t about ensuring
the full payment to the United States,
because that is required in the bill
under current law. What this amend-
ment really does is send a signal to
companies that want to invest in Fed-
eral lands, to utilize the resources we
have, that they are not welcome in the
United States. They are not welcome,
and they should go overseas where they
are welcome, taking American jobs
with them and making us less economi-
cally viable as a country and also cost-
ing us jobs.

With that, I would yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I would just point out, if we want to
address the royalty issue on this and
other mining ventures, let’s address
the Mining Act of 1872. There were at-
tempts to do this in the nineties, at-
tempts to increase royalties or impose
a b percent royalty, and many on the
other side of the aisle opposed that
measure. And so there have been a few
attempts. I would encourage, let’s go
back to it. But this is not the place to
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do it. We can’t do it here on this one
bill.

And make no mistake about it; this
is an attempt to kill this legislation,
nothing else. It’s not an attempt to
garner the taxpayer more revenue.
This is an attempt to kill the bill.

I would encourage rejection of the
amendment and adoption of the bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. How
much time do I have remaining, Mr.
Chairman?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
has 2 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, it is in-
teresting to listen to the arguments.
To listen to the arguments that were
given just now on why we should sup-
port the Markey amendment, you
would believe that Republicans have
set up this massive scheme for avoiding
payment for royalties.

Now, this law has been in place on
the books for a very long time. But ad-
ditionally, I remember that the Demo-
crats were in control, for 2 years, of the
House, the Senate, and the White
House, and they elected not to pass
this royalty bill because they knew it
would damage the economy.

Like the gentleman from Arizona
just said, this is a single attempt to
kill this one bill. Twenty-five percent
of the Nation’s copper needs could be
met for the next 50 years, and they’re
trying to kill the bill. That’s what de-
fies explanation.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

I just want to point out the unprece-
dented nature of this amendment. Let’s
think about it.

The gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
FLAKE) properly pointed out that we
operate under the 1872 act, and there is
some discussion about that; but to sin-
gle out one company in one area in one
State for this tax sends a terrible, ter-
rible signal to our economic system. If
this were to be passed, then what is sa-
cred about this industry compared to
any other industry that somebody
doesn’t 1like? We will sponsor an
amendment to tax one individual com-
pany. Boy, that is going to instill con-
fidence, I can really see, in our eco-
nomic system if an amendment like
this is adopted. It is a bad amendment,
and it will have a detrimental effect on
this project.

I urge the defeat of the Markey
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. GRIJALVA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
part B of House Report 112-258.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I have an amend-
ment at the desk made in order under
the rule.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 21, after line 8, insert the following:

(e) ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS RELATED TO
MINING OPERATIONS ON CONVEYED FEDERAL
LAND.—As additional conditions of the land
exchange under this Act, Resolution Copper
shall agree to the following:

(1) To locate and maintain the remote op-
eration center for mining operations on the
conveyed Federal land in the town of Supe-
rior, Arizona, for the duration of such oper-
ations.

(2) To actively recruit and provide an em-
ployment preference for qualified applicants
who reside in the State as of date of the con-
summation of the land exchange for employ-
ment positions related to mining operations
on the conveyed Federal land.

(3) To ensure that all locatable minerals
produced in commercial quantities from the
conveyed Federal land remain in the United
States for processing and use.

(4) To ensure that all equipment used to
mine or support mining activities on the
conveyed Federal Land is made in the United
States.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 444, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, just
for clarification of the record, the re-
form of the Mining Act of 1872 was
passed by this House when the Demo-
crats were in the majority, including
the 8 percent royalty requirement, and
it met almost unanimous opposition
from my Republican colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

We have been told that the creation
of jobs is the principal motivation and
justification for H.R. 1904, but when we
examine these jobs claims, they start
to fall apart. We’ve heard varying fig-
ures from 450 initially to 3,700 and
sometimes even 6,000 The numbers
aren’t supported by the facts.

The amendment before the House
right now that is offered by myself and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI) is the only way to ensure
that at least some jobs will be created
in Arizona as a result of this bill. Our
amendment adds conditions to the land
exchange to guarantee job creation in
the community of Superior, Arizona,
and the surrounding area and to
strengthen the overall benefits to the
U.S. economy.

Section 1 of this amendment guaran-
tees that the Remote Operations Cen-
ter is located in Superior. Modern
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mines, Rio Tinto in particular, use a
range of automation technology, and
most of the human labor is done off-
site at the Remote Operations Center.
Rio Tinto is presently operating its
Pilbara, Australia, mine from 800 miles
away in Perth, which is a metro area.
Our amendment will ensure that this
Remote Operations Center is in and op-
erates from Superior, Arizona.

If this legislation is truly about jobs
and lifting up the local economy, it is
important to guarantee that local resi-
dents will have access to the jobs that
are created by this mine. Section 2 of
our amendment makes sure that Arizo-
nans are considered first for employ-
ment.

Without active recruitment and a
hiring preference for area residents,
how do we know that the residents of
the region and Arizona will benefit
from the project? Our amendment
makes sure that that happens. If this
bill is really about jobs and our na-
tional interests, then we should guar-
antee that the ore produced from this
mine has a direct impact on the U.S.
economy.

Section 3 of the amendment will
make sure that all raw material ex-
tracted from the mine is processed in
the United States, not in China or in
any other foreign country.

Finally, section 4 of this amendment,
by ensuring that all equipment used in
the mine is made in the USA, puts
American manufacturers before foreign
competitors. If the promise of job cre-
ation is to have even a shred of credi-
bility, the Grijalva-Garamendi amend-
ment must be adopted to ensure that
the promises we have heard and the
guarantees that have been talked
about this afternoon are, in fact, re-
ality. This amendment would make it a
requirement.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I claim time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS of
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The fundamental purpose of H.R. 1904
is to make copper in the United States
and to create thousands of American
jobs.

This amendment is purposefully writ-
ten to make this mine impossible by
mandating conditions that can’t be
achieved. As a result of that, if this
were to pass, the 500 people currently
employed on the project would lose
their jobs, and the 3,700 total jobs that
would be created would never mate-
rialize.

The lead sponsor of this amendment
has fought this proposed mine for
years. Listen, I respect his position,
but this amendment isn’t written to
improve the bill; it’s intended to Kkill
the mine. It is simply an amendment in
wolf’s clothing. This amendment dic-
tates specific mandates on business op-
erations, Mr. Chairman, that are unre-
alistic, unprecedented, and unwork-
able. Let me give you an example.

Washington.
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It mandates the precise town in
which the mine operations center must
be located. The Federal Government
should not be dictating where and only
where a company is allowed to conduct
its private business. If you take this to
the logical extreme, what’s next? Will
House Democrats push a new law to re-
quire Apple to move from Cupertino
to—where?—Detroit? How ironic that
when a company that is investing hun-
dreds of millions of its private dollars
in Arizona to create thousands of
American jobs that Democrats in the
District of Columbia want to dictate
where to operate its business.

On the other hand, there may be
some consistency, because when Presi-
dent Obama and House Democrats
handed out over half a billion stimulus
dollars to the Fisker car company,
they allowed that to be built in Fin-
land, which, Mr. Chairman, I might
add, is not even a State.

The amendment also requires that all
copper produced from this mine be used
in the United States. Copper is a basic
component used to construct and build
items. It’s ridiculous to mandate that
if 1 ounce of copper goes into an item
it violates this law, this amendment,
to be used outside the United States.

I am sensitive to this because I'm
from Washington. If a Boeing plane is
using copper made from this mine, that
Boeing plane can therefore never fly
out of the United States. If copper pipe
is used in the plumbing of a boat that’s
built in America, it can never ship
American goods in this global econ-
omy. What about copper jewelry, Mr.
Chairman, or an American-built car
that includes copper components, or
the multitude of everyday items that
we build in America and sell abroad
that contain copper?

The fact is that this amendment
would make it impossible to use the
copper from this mine; but on the other
hand, that’s probably what the intent
is.

Finally, the amendment mandates
that all equipment used to mine or sup-
port mining activities be made in the
United States. The purpose of the bill
is to allow the third largest undevel-
oped copper resource in the world to be
developed in America to create Amer-
ican jobs and provide up to 25 percent
of America’s copper consumption. It
defies reason and logic to say that this
economic boost to America can’t hap-
pen if one piece of equipment used for
the mine isn’t made in the TUnited
States.

Let me go a little bit further, Mr.
Chairman. The word ‘‘equipment’ is
never defined. Does it include everyday
office items that will support mine ac-
tivities, such as paper or pencils? What
about cell phones for workers? iPhones
and Blackberries, I might add, are not
manufactured in America.

So I urge my colleagues, therefore, to
vote against this amendment, which
stands in the way of American copper
production and American copper cre-
ation.
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With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield the balance
of my time to the cosponsor of the
amendment, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Our worthy chair-
man has put up a dozen canards, none
of which really address the underlying
issue here. This amendment is a very
simple one that would locate in Ari-
zona the headquarters for this mine. Is
there something wrong with that? We
are not moving this off to Finland.
Come on.

This amendment would also provide
that the copper—and it’s been stated
by the proponents of the bill that 25
percent of the copper needs in the
United States would come from this
mine, so why not use this copper in the
United States? It seems to me to be
perfectly reasonable, despite all the ca-
nards that we just tossed around here a
few moments ago.

The other part of this has to do with
the equipment. Is the worthy gen-
tleman from Washington opposed to
using American-made equipment in
American mines? Is that what this is
all about?

Yes, there may be some definitional
problems. I'd be delighted to work with
you on the definitional problems, but
the underlying point is why would we
set up all of this so that we could im-
port the equipment from China or
Japan or some other place. Why not
simply require that this mine, which
under the bill itself is an enormous
giveaway of American property, of
property owned by the American peo-
ple and the enormous unparalleled
giveaway of our value, why not simply
require that at least if they’re going to
be given all of this, they be required to
buy American-made equipment for the
mine operation?

What’s wrong with that? Why not
make it in America? If this mine is in
America, why not use American-made
equipment and hire Americans and, in
this case, Arizonans? You got a prob-
lem with hiring Arizonans? You got a
problem with locating in Arizona the
headquarters of this mine, or would
you prefer London or maybe some-
where in Australia?

Come on. These are very simple
amendments so that Americans can go
to work. These are very simple amend-
ments so that this company will buy
American-made equipment to mine our
copper which, under your proposal, is
given away.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I just
want to respond to my good friend
from California about working with us
if there is a flaw in this amendment.
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I would just remind him he offered a
similar amendment in committee; we
brought up precisely the same argu-
ments, precisely the same arguments.
And here we are, we trot out an amend-
ment on the floor of the House, and it’s
precisely the same amendment. I have
a hard time thinking that somebody
wants to work with us when they trot
out the same amendment with the
same arguments that got defeated
twice.

I just want to mention this, Mr.
Chairman. It’s a worthy goal to buy
American and promote buy American,
but not when that sentiment is used to
block a project to create American jobs
and that results in America being less
dependent on foreign minerals that
gets our economy going.

With that, Mr. Cha