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items to other countries, aside from Iran,
that may be seeking nuclear and other weap-
ons of mass destruction, other defense tech-
nologies, or other capabilities for terrorist
support.

Section 305 clarifies and reinforces the stat-
utory law enforcement authority for agents
of the enforcement division of the Commerce
Department’s Bureau of Industry and Secu-
rity, so that they can fully carry out the ex-
panded duties required by enactment of this
legislation.

TITLE IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sunset. The House-passed bill contained a
‘“‘sunset’ provision specifying the conditions
for termination of petroleum-specific sanc-
tions. The Senate contained no such provi-
sion. Adopting the House approach, section
105(a) provides that—except for several pro-
visions—the provisions of the Act shall ter-
minate if the President determines and cer-
tifies to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees that Iran: (1) has ceased providing
support for acts of international terrorism
and is no longer a state sponsor of terrorism;
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and (2) has ceased the pursuit, acquisition,
and development of nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons and ballistic missiles and
ballistic missile launch technology.

Waiver. Subsection (b) provides that the
President may waive the application of sanc-
tions under section 103(b), the requirement
to impose or maintain sanctions with respect
to a person under section 105(a), the require-
ment to include a person on the list required
by section 105(b), the application of the pro-
hibition under section 106(a), or the imposi-
tion of the licensing requirement under sec-
tion 303(c) with respect to a country des-
ignated as a Destination of Diversion Con-
cern under section 303(a) if the President de-
termines that such a waiver is in the na-
tional interest of the United States. If the
President does elect to use the waiver of
303(c) rather than delay imposition of export
restrictions, he must provide an assessment
to Congress of the steps being taken by the
country to institute or strengthen an export
control system; to interdict the diversion of
goods, services, or technologies described in
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section 302(b) through the country to Iranian
end-users or Iranian intermediaries; and to
comply with and enforce appropriate U.N.
Security Council Resolutions. The Conferees
intend that the waiver authority in this sec-
tion shall be case by case and shall not be
used as a general waiver.

Authorization of Appropriations. Subsection
(c) provides that there are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of the Treasury such sums as
may be necessary to carry out Titles I and
III of this Act. Further, the Act authorizes
to be appropriated to the Secretary of Com-
merce such sums as may be necessary to
carry out Title III.

COMPLIANCE WITH CLAUSE 9 OF RULE XXI

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XXI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, nei-
ther this conference report nor the accom-
panying joint statement of managers con-
tains any congressional earmarks, limited
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de-
fined in clause 9 of rule XXI.

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR THE CONFERENCE REPORT TO ACCOMPANY H.R. 2194, THE COMPREHENSIVE IRAN SANCTIONS, ACCOUNTABILITY,
AND DIVESTMENT ACT OF 2010, AS PROVIDED TO CBO ON JUNE 23, 2010 (FILENAME MAR10519)

By fiscal year in millions of dollars—

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

2015

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2015 2010-2020

Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact

NET INCREASE OR DECREASE (—) IN THE DEFICIT
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: H.R. 2194 would ban certain imports from Iran and impose sanctions on certain entities that conduct business with Iran. The act would reduce customs duties and impose civil and criminal penalties, but CBO estimates those ef-

fects would not be significant in any year.
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BROKEN PROMISES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARKEY of Colorado). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6,
2009, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
KING) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker,
it’s an honor to have the opportunity
to address you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives, and picking
up where my colleagues left off, they
have given, I think, a good presen-
tation over the last 60 minutes that
covered a lot of important territory
with regard to the budget and the
spending. I think they’ve made the
point that since the rules of the House
required a budget resolution, this
House has never before failed to pass a
budget. There are political reasons for
that.

I happen to see a quote over on the
wall that I hadn’t picked up before, and
it didn’t attribute it to anyone, but I
am pretty sure it wasn’t a Republican,
Madam Speaker. It was a quote that,
generally speaking, was this, that,
well, until the deficit reduction com-
mission would meet and produce a de-
cision, we couldn’t possibly pass a
budget here in the House. And that
would be—oh, let me see, a week or two
or so after the election in November.
Imagine, Congress can’t do its work
unless the President appoints a deficit
commission, and that deficit commis-
sion couldn’t possibly return a rec-
ommendation to this Congress until
after the people have spoken.

It’s amazing to me, Madam Speaker.
The people have spoken. The people in
this country have elected their Rep-
resentatives that serve on this side of
the aisle over here in the majority, on
this side of the aisle over here in the
minority. We have a responsibility to
step forward and bring a budget, and
that budget needs to be the reflection
of spending discipline and the spending
priorities of the House of Representa-
tives.

According to the Constitution, all
spending starts here—not in the Sen-
ate. It starts here. And traditionally,
the House has received the President’s
budget, his budget recommendation.
We’ve evaluated that budget in the
process of moving a budget resolution
here in the House—in a responsible
fashion when Republicans were in
charge at least. I think in a less re-
sponsible fashion, but at least it got
done before when Democrats were in
charge, until now.
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But the spending has been so irre-
sponsible that even the irresponsible
overspending Democrats don’t have
enough will to bring a budget to the
floor and allow it to be debated and
voted upon here on the floor of the
House, where the rules require us to do
so. Because why? Because the Presi-
dent has appointed a Deficit Reduction
Commission, after spending trillions of
dollars irresponsibly, and now he has
put these brains to work to figure out
how to solve an unsolvable problem.

I know what that feels like, Madam
Speaker. I remember going through the
farm crisis in the eighties. I remember
when asset values were going in a
downward spiral and opportunities for
increasing revenue were also going in a
downward spiral, and the customer
base that I had was doing what was
happening to me. My bank was closed
down by the FDIC. All accounts were
frozen. Commerce came to a halt. I had
two pennies in my pocket, a payroll to
meet, kids to feed, a business to run,
bank loans to pay even though the
bank was closed by the FDIC, opened
up next Monday by new owners. I know
how that thing works.
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You set your priorities. You step up
to your responsibilities. But I have sat
there at my desk during those years
with my legal pad and my calculator
trying to figure out how to make it
work. And I know what it feels like
when you think that there is some-
thing wrong with your brain because
you can’t solve a problem.

Well, there is something wrong with
the people’s brains that spent all this
money all right. And now the problem
they can’t solve is how to present a
budget to the Congress because they
have created an intractable, unsolvable
budget problem not by being caught in
an economic downward spiral exclu-
sively, but by going into a downward
spiral where Federal revenues are being
reduced in proportion to the downward
economic spiral while they are increas-
ing the spending like they are in an up-
ward economic spiral. These two things
are going opposite directions. Federal
revenues are going down; Federal
spending is going up.

The divergence of these two lines, the
income and the outgo, have gotten so
far apart that even the people without
a conscience towards balancing a budg-
et, and I mean the Democrats in this
Congress, they are having a little trou-
ble selling the idea to the Blue Dogs.
Yes, Blue Dogs have gone underground.
They have been quiet. They haven’t
been as active as they were in the past.
They are certainly not as bold as they
have been when I used to stand here
and take lectures from the Blue Dogs
that said, We want to balance the
budget. What’s wrong with Republicans
that they can’t balance the budget?

Well, nothing wrong with me, be-
cause I voted for every balanced budget
that’s been offered on the floor of this
House since I came here. And I don’t
know why I wouldn’t continue to do
that. And we are looking for a chance
to bring a balanced budget to the floor
again, and we will. We will if we can
break the mold here.

But this House, led by the Speaker,
NANCY PELOSI, has so kowtowed to the
President’s spending priorities and
spent trillions unnecessarily. The num-
ber that I had added up in my head
standing on the floor here a week or
two ago was $2.34 trillion of unneces-
sary spending, $2.34 trillion.

And the President’s budget as he pre-
sented it, it’s the only budget we’ve got
to go with. No conscience to try to bal-
ance it. No conscience to try to limit
it. Today a baby born in America, their
share of the national debt—you just
might say that here’s the IOU that
that little old baby, when their foot-
print goes down on the birth certificate
is an acknowledgement that their
share of the national debt that they
owe Uncle Sam is $44,000. And we worry
about that little child, all the money
that it takes to provide health care and
education and clothing and housing
and nurture and love to bring that
child up into responsible adulthood.
That little old child that grows into re-
sponsible adulthood, we worry about
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them carrying a student loan debt that
might be, oh, let’s say—pick a number
in the ballpark. It’s not a statistical
number. It’s a ballpark number. Maybe
$40,000 worth of student loans when
they finish college.

That burden of servicing the interest
and the principal on a $40,000 student
loan, we worry about that. Well, I
would be happy to take that $40,000
loan and a guarantee of a college de-
gree and think that child could pay
that off.

But for nothing. They don’t get a col-
lege degree. They don’t get an edu-
cation. They just get access to citizen-
ship of the United States of America
for their $44,000 that’s their share of
the national debt, a little baby with
ink on their foot stamped right there
on the birth certificate. There is one in
this country we haven’t seen, but the
footprint on those we have seen, those
little babies owe Uncle Sam $44,000.

And, Madam Speaker, when that lit-
tle child enters into fifth grade, and I
picked fifth grade because that’s the
budget cycle. We do 10-year budget cy-
cles, and we -calculate our revenue
stream. We calculate our outgo over a
10-year period of time. We put a num-
ber figure on something like, oh, let’s
say ObamaCare, what does that cost?
That’s over a 10-year period of time. So
when that little child, from 10 years to
the time they are born, they will be
starting fifth grade. When they start
fifth grade, that little child that owes
Uncle Sam $44,000 that was born today
owes Uncle Sam at that point, starting
in the fifth grade, $88,000 under Presi-
dent Obama’s budget. Doubles the indi-
vidual national debt share just pro-
jecting the President’s budget. And
that, Madam Speaker, is with the
President’s own numbers. It’s that bad.

There isn’t going to be a solution
coming out of the deficit commission
because there is an intractable problem
that’s been created by irresponsible
overspending and a myopic, wrong-
headed view that John Maynard
Keynes had the right idea when he
came up with this cooked-up theory
back before the Great Depression began
that if you wanted to recover from an
economic downward trend you would
just take a lot of government money
and borrow it from somewhere and
dump it into the economy, give it to
people, and get them to spend it.
That’s the Keynesian economic theory.

Government would put money into
the hands of people; people would go
spend the money, and spending that
money would stimulate the economy.
That was his plan coming into the thir-
ties. When FDR was elected, that’s
what they did. They overspent. They
spent the country into more deficit
than they had seen before, and bor-
rowed money and put it into the econ-
omy in all kinds of programs. The
WPA, the CCC come to mind as some of
those programs.

Now, that was nice for the people
there that got the government jobs,
and it was nice to have the soup lines.
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But here’s what I know. When govern-
ment is putting out borrowed money to
pay people to do something else that’s
in competition with the private sector
or pay people not to work, it’s awfully
hard to recover economically, because
it takes the private sector to bring us
out of this economy.

So this White House now has taken a
look at the model of the thirties, and
the President of the United States, his
lesson, his takeaway from the whole
lesson of the Great Depression was
this: FDR lost his nerve. That’s what
the President said, February 10, 2009,
before our conference, ten feet away
from me, said FDR lost his nerve. He
should have spent a lot more money. If
he had spent more money, the Presi-
dent’s opinion, this country would have
come out of the Great Depression al-
most before it—he didn’t say this
word—but you know, before we got into
the depths of it. And he argued that
FDR lost his nerve, should have spent
more money. If he had done that, we
would not have had the depression that
lasted a full decade and more.

And he argued that because FDR lost
his nerve and failed to spend enough
government money, what we had was—
and this is according to the President’s
words—a recession within a depression,
and unemployment numbers that went
up during that period of time instead of
down. And then he said along came
World War II, which was the greatest
economic stimulus plan ever.

I would even take issue with that
statement. But I am going to concede
his point there and not make an argu-
ment about it, Madam Speaker, be-
cause there is some basis for that
statement. It’s not completely off base
at all. There is just a different perspec-
tive that I would emphasize.

But I would argue that sending this
Nation into debt and borrowing money
and putting it into the hands of people
not in exchange for production, but
just in exchange sometimes for make-
work or doing something was not the
right way to come out of a depression
or a recession. What we need to do is
increase productivity. We need to get
the private sector more competitive.
And he has done everything but let the
private sector get more competitive.

But this Keynesian economist on
steroids, which is our President, has
not made what he considered to be the
same mistake that Franklin Delano
Roosevelt made. Remember, Roosevelt
lost his nerve. He didn’t spend enough
money. The President hasn’t lost his
nerve. He spent a 1ot more money than
FDR would have thought of spending.
He spent a lot more money than John
Maynard Keynes would have thought of
spending.

Keynes’s argument was this. He said,
I will solve all the unemployment in
America for you, and here is how I will
do it. We will go get a whole bunch of
American cash—mow, I am para-
phrasing here; there is an exact quote
that does take this message out—a
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whole bunch of American cash, Amer-
ican dollars, and I will find an aban-
doned coal mine. And we will go out
and we will drill holes with a drill rig
all over into that abandoned coal mine,
and we will stuff these holes full of
cash. And then we will haul garbage in
there and fill that abandoned coal mine
up with garbage—this is before the
EPA, you might remember—and then
we will just turn the entrepreneurs
loose to go in and dig up the money.
We will solve all the unemployment
problem.

People will go in and dig up the
money. There will be a whole industry
involved, almost like mining it for
gold. I am adding an embellishment
here, because I have included Keynes’s
image of this and I am adding the em-
bellishment beyond. So his idea was,
though, that people would go in, dig
through the garbage, dig up the money
out of the holes in the abandoned coal
mine, and it would become an industry.
And they would probably need some
equipment. They would need shovels at
least, and there would be people indus-
triously digging through garbage and
pulling the cash out and taking it to
town. It wouldn’t even be like gold
where they had to go to the assay of-
fice. Cash was just as good.

It reminds me of the movie that was
produced that had the Beatles in it
years and years ago called ‘“‘The Magic
Christian.” And in ‘““The Magic Chris-
tian” movie, they wanted to emphasize
that there were a lot of greedy people
in the world. And they filled this swim-
ming pool full of all kinds of sewage
and garbage and junk and things that
would be revolting to jump into. And
then there is a scene in the movie
where doctors and lawyers and profes-
sionals and probably gangsters and
every character that you can think of
that they wanted to denigrate—they
filled it full of garbage and junk and
sewage and then dumped a bunch of
cash in there. They had people diving
into that, fighting over the cash. That
image in ‘““The Magic Christian” is the
same image, a similar image that’s cre-
ated by John Maynard Keynes. But
those things don’t produce an econ-
omy. They don’t produce wealth.

We have to be an economy that pro-
duces goods and services that are es-
sential first for the survival of human-
ity and then essential to improve the
productivity of humanity. And the
next level is so that there is a savings
or disposable income component to this
so that we can go do the things we
enjoy doing. But if an economy com-
presses down to the essentials, it will
be a survivalist economy where our ef-
fort and our industry goes towards
staying alive.

The next level is the level of produc-
tivity where our endeavor increases
our productivity so that we can be
competitive and we can compile wealth
and use that wealth to increase our
productivity that then increases our
standard of living and our quality of
life. And if the survival component of
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the economy and the increased produc-
tivity component of the economy gets
high enough, then there is disposable
wealth for us to spend to enjoy life,
like go to the ball game, go on a vaca-
tion, take the kids fishing, go to Dis-
ney World, take the family out to
Washington, D.C., see the monuments,
go to the National Archives and to Ar-
lington Cemetery. Those things, that’s
from disposable income that comes
out, the recreational travel, the non-
essential things that we spend money
on, and that creates another industry.

But as you chase those industries
down, you will chase them down to
those components that are essential for
the survival of Homo sapiens on this
planet. That’s the real economy. That’s
the economy we’ve got to stimulate.
That’s the one we have to let grow. It’s
stimulated by low taxes; it’s stimu-
lated by low regulation, and it’s stimu-
lated by entrepreneurs that understand
the idea that they can invest some
money or create an endeavor that will
produce a profit for them that feeds
their family and builds up some capital
that can be used to increase their pro-
ductivity so that the business can grow
and they can hire employees and people
have jobs. That’s the economy we are
supposed to support.

I think it’s completely outside the
understanding of the White House. I
look around and I wonder who in the
White House has actually signed the
front side of the paycheck. Who’s had
employees? Who’s started a business?
Who’s bought a business? Who’s main-
tained and expanded an existing busi-
ness that’s in the White House circle?
Who thinks like a free enterprise capi-
talist or like an entrepreneur? Is there
anybody there that has an instinctive
understanding of what it’s like to start
with something or maybe even start
with nothing and create jobs and
wealth? That’s what America has done.

We have had the scenario that lets us
do that. We have had the entre-
preneurs. We have had the people with
the dream that came to the United
States because they knew this was a
place where they could be allowed to
succeed, and no one could come and
take away the fruit of their labor and
their endeavor. That’s been the Amer-
ican Dream and it’s been the American
guarantee.

And now, now the White House can
go in and order the terms of a bank-
ruptcey for Chrysler or General Motors
and direct that 17.5 percent of the
shares of General Motors be handed
over to the labor unions, the United
Auto Workers who didn’t have skin in
the game except the potential for a fu-
ture job. And yes, they had a benefits
package out there, but their skin in
the game wasn’t conceded. They didn’t
concede a single point. Maybe some
outside claims on insurance that could
come in later years that all of them at
the table believed was going to be re-
placed by ObamaCare anyway. There
was no risk on UAW. They got handed
17.5 percent of the ownership of Gen-
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eral Motors at what, the expense of the
secured creditors, the stockholders, the
bondholders that had the first mort-
gage on the asset values of General Mo-
tors taken out by the White House.

0 1945

Never before in America have we seen
a scenario like that where it was testi-
fied under oath by the Treasurer of the
State of Indiana that in the case of
Chrysler, the Obama White House went
into the bankruptcy court and dictated
terms going in, and the terms that
came out after chapter 11 were exactly
the terms dictated by the White House.
Of the testimony that took place in the
chapter 11 bankruptcy hearings, there
wasn’t one jot or tittle that was
changed as a result of the testimony
because the White House dictated the
terms.

The Obama administration were the
only ones that were evaluating the as-
sets of Chrysler going into chapter 11.
And who is the only buyer on the other
side? Well, the White House. Never be-
fore in a bankruptcy court. That is un-
just. You can’t get justice out of a sce-
nario of a chapter 11 bankruptcy court
that allows the same entity that is set-
ting the terms to be the entity that is
buying.

The White House is saying here is
what the value of Chrysler is and here
is what we are willing to pay and no-
body else gets to be a bidder. And in
the case of General Motors, take these
shares away from the shareholders,
take the assets away from the secured
bond holders, push them over there and
turn them over to the United Auto
Workers.

So what, so they can run the business
of General Motors for the benefit of the
people affected by it. Doesn’t that
sound good. Doesn’t that sound great,
Madam Speaker. Run a Fortune 500
company for the benefit of the people
affected by it. Where have I heard that
language before? Run a business for the
benefit of the people affected by it. Oh,
yes, I know where I have heard that
language before, Madam Speaker. I
read it on the Socialist Web site. You
can go read it yourself, dsausa.org.
They want to nationalize the Fortune
500 companies which would include
General Motors and Chrysler. I don’t
know if it includes BP, but I imagine
they are in their sights today.

And they say we are not Com-
munists; we are Socialists. We don’t
want to nationalize every business in
America; we just want to nationalize
the Fortune 500 companies and a few
others that catch our attention. And
we want to manage them for the ben-
efit of the people affected by them.
That is a quote: manage them for the
benefit of the people affected by them.
Dsausa.org, it is the Socialist Web site,
who, by the way, tell us they don’t run
candidates on the Socialist ticket as if
they were Democrats, Republicans,
Libertarians or Communists. They run
candidates on the Democrat ticket as
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Progressives, and they say the Progres-
sives are the legislative arm of the So-
cialists.

So I read this and I am thinking, all
right, but why would I take that seri-
ously? They are attaching themselves
to the Progressives in Congress, so I re-
search a little more. I find out that
there is a Web site for the Progressives
here in Congress. The gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA), it is a Web site
that has his name on it now. It is often
up here on a blue board with white let-
ters that is presented by KEITH ELLISON
of Minnesota. I see him constantly ad-
vertising the Progressives.

So I go back and do a little research,
and I find out that the Socialists were
the ones that managed the Progressive
Web site until 1999. Yes, they are an
offshoot. They are joined together at
the hip. They are Siamese twins. The
Progressives here in Congress are the
Siamese twin of the Socialists of
America. The Socialists ran their Web
site until they took a little heat in
1999, and then they decided the Social-
ists running the Progressive Web site
was a little too obvious a link, so the
Progressives took over their own Web
site and started to run it from there.
But the Socialists still have on their
Web site the proud bond between them
and the Progressives in the United
States Congress.

The last time I looked at the list of
the Progressives on the Progressive
Web site, there were 77 Members of
Congress that were listed. Of these 77
Members, they would be obviously
among the most liberal left wing Mem-
bers of Congress. But the people in
America don’t think of liberal left
wing Democrats as Socialists. They
think of them as people who are for a
little more social justice, but they
don’t think of them as Socialists. If
they would read the Socialist Web site,
I think that would be a pretty good de-
scription of what a Socialist is.

When you read on the Web site that
they want to nationalize the Fortune
500 companies, and then you can mini-
mize your dsausa.org Web site, and
then open up the Progressive Web site
and read on there what they want to
do. Well, let me see. They want to na-
tionalize the energy industry in Amer-
ica. They want to nationalize the oil
refinery in America. Those would be
statements written and said, stated by
MAXINE WATERS of California and MAU-
RICE HINCHEY of New York respectively.
I read those statements through the
press, and I hear them make them. I go
back and look at the Progressive Web
site, and it says on there: Proud Mem-
ber of the Progressive Caucus, MAXINE
WATERS, MAURICE HINCHEY. And then I
go over to the Socialist Web site and I
read on there, We want to nationalize
the Fortune 500 companies. We want to
nationalize the energy industry. We
want to nationalize the oil refinery in-
dustry.

You see the pattern here, Madam
Speaker. What is on the Socialist Web
site is an agenda. It is on the Progres-
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sive Members of Congress caucus Web
site as an agenda. And this agenda is
being carried out by the White House
and people are proudly advocating for
these ideas while never admitting that
they are a Siamese twin of the Social-
ists, who brought this out, and they
have done this for a couple of decades
or more and made this advocacy.

Senator BERNIE SANDERS of Vermont
is the one member of the Progressive
Caucus, at least on the list, he is not in
the House but he is in the Senate,
Madam Speaker, Senator BERNIE SAND-
ERS. He is a self-avowed Socialist. I
know of no one who has tried to rebut
his statement that he is a Socialist. He
is a proud Socialist United States Sen-
ator. He remains, I believe, a member
in good standing as a member of the
Progressive Caucus over here. BERNIE
SANDERS advocates many of the things
that are on the Progressive Web site,
and certainly they are tied together. I
have explained how that works. He is
the highest profile Socialist in the
United States of America, and no one
has challenged his position that he is a
Socialist. That would be like someone
saying STEVE KING is not a Republican,
Madam Speaker. And so I take him at
his word. Senator SANDERS from
Vermont is a Socialist. They have
elected him; that is how it goes. I don’t
like it, but that is how it goes. I don’t
dislike him; I just disagree with him
philosophically. But that is how it goes
in America.

So he is a Progressive and a Social-
ist, and we have 77 Progressives in this
Congress. Well, are they Socialists? I
think many are. I don’t know if all are.
But I know this: if you look at the vot-
ing records of President Obama when
he was in the United States Senate
serving with BERNIE SANDERS, it is
clear that President Obama voted to
the left of Socialist Senator SANDERS
of Vermont, consistently to the left.

So, Madam Speaker, the argument is
not what is the ideology of our Presi-
dent. It is what is to the left of a So-
cialist. That is the argument that is
out there and what we need to consider
and contemplate. I believe this, that if
you want to declare something not to
be Socialism, however it is Socialism,
you have to figure out how to redefine
something to the American people.
They are smart enough to know what
words mean. They know what Social-
ism is. They know what irresponsible
overspending is.

They know when a President and a
Congress, led by Speaker PELOSI and
Majority Leader REID, disagree with
the will of the American people. They
understand that it is free enterprise
that has driven the economy of this
Nation to success, and economically
has been the component that allowed
for the United States of America to be
the unchallenged greatest Nation in
the world. They understand that the
bogged down economies, managed
economies, whether it was central
planning in the Soviet Union that fi-
nally collapsed in 1991, or whether it is
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the unstimulating economy that has
bogged down Western Europe for a long
time, that the vitality in this Amer-
ican economy that keeps chugging
along is rooted in the individual entre-
preneurs that are the invisible hands
that are making decisions every day
that turns this economy and makes it
move.

We are not about to give up on free
enterprise even though we have people
that don’t believe in it that own the
gavels today, even though we have a
President of the United States and a
White House staff and a lot of the Cabi-
net that don’t understand, nor do they
appreciate or believe in free enterprise
capitalism. I doubt if there is anybody
out there in the White House that can
say, Yes, I read ‘“Wealth of Nations.” I
understand it. I understand the divi-
sion of labor. I understand the com-
parative advantage that Adam Smith
wrote about. No, they understand Karl
Marx, but they don’t understand Adam
Smith.

This is where we are, and it is why we
have to push the reset button in No-
vember. This Nation is resilient. We
can come back from this. We have a lot
of debt and deficit that we have to pay
off. We have a lowering national image
abroad. We have a military that took a
serious reset today, and I pray that it
gets turned out for the best.

I think that some of our tasks are
very difficult, but finding our soul is
going to be the most difficult one.
America will produce and bring us to a
greater level of greatness yet if we find
our soul, if we redefine and identify the
pillars of American exceptionalism and
chart ourselves down that path that
goes beyond the shining city on the hill
that Ronald Reagan so well spoke of
and take us to the level that we can
achieve, that we can see just beyond
our horizons now.

Truthfully, I didn’t come here to
speak about any of the things I have
spent the last half hour discussing. I
wrote a number of subject matters
down on a piece of paper, and I would
like to refer over. I mentioned, Madam
Speaker, the ObamaCare issue. And
here is where we are. Whether it was 2
months or 3 months ago today that
ObamaCare passed, I think this is a
monthly anniversary of that tragic day
when this Congress refused to use its
common sense and refused to listen to
the will of the people. Somehow they
seem to be shut up here in Washington,
and the constituents couldn’t get to
them and they hammered through and
force fed an ObamaCare bill on the
American people that today is the law
of the land.

There was a cry that went out for al-
most a year from this country of the
people that said I don’t want my health
care taken over and nationalized by
the Federal Government. And bills that
came in, 1,994 pages dropped on us near
the end of October. It was a Thursday,
1,994 pages. We held a quick meeting a
couple of hours after the bill was out.
We didn’'t get a warning. Nobody is
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working with our side of the aisle. This
is all drop the ambush on them if you
can. Don’t give them time to regroup
their forces. We are going to bring this
ObamacCare bill and try to turn it into
law.

Well, a couple of hours after it was
electronically available, our very as-
tute staff put together an analysis of
ObamaCare. And after that 2 hours,
they presented us in the period of
about an hour what they thought was
in it in a quick cursory example. They
broke it apart in titles and went down
through the titles and told us what
they thought we had. I thought they
did a very good job of it, and it was
very accurate. I appreciate the work
that was done. We understood this: we
had to kill the bill. We put all kinds of
effort into that. People from every
State came to this city to lend their
voices in trying to kill ObamaCare be-
cause they wanted to keep their free-
dom.

J 2000

I want to keep my freedom, and I
joined with them.

We came very, very close in Novem-
ber, December, right down to Christ-
mas Eve when HARRY REID, the old
scrooge, put the bitter pill out there on
the floor of the Senate and America
was force-fed that bitter pill that took
away the liberty of the American peo-
ple and nationalized our skin and ev-
erything inside it. That passed the Sen-
ate on Christmas Eve, and then it still
had to face a cloture vote in the Sen-
ate. The people from Massachusetts
rose up and decided they were going to
do the improbable and the impossible,
and they elected Scott Brown to the
United States Senate, who said, I will
oppose ObamaCare, and he came here
to do just that. And in an unusual and
in an unexpected and a unique tactic,
they circumvented the vote in the Sen-
ate and shoved a vote here on the floor
of the House on a promise that there
would be another package passed
through the Senate.

So we had this scenario that hap-
pened. When ObamaCare passed—and
I'm talking about the bill, not the
recissions package that came along
afterwards—at the moment that
ObamaCare passed, it could not have
passed the Senate. When it passed the
House and went to the President’s
desk, it could not have passed the Sen-
ate. And it did not enjoy a majority
support here in the House unless there
was a promise that they would pass a
recissions bill afterwards that would
give some of the holdouts the things
that they thought they needed to
amend the bill.

So they toyed with the idea of actu-
ally amending a bill that hadn’t be-
come law. That was the effort. There
couldn’t be an honest effort to put to-
gether a bill that was debated and per-
fected and amended in committee and
on the floor so that it could become the
will of the House or the will of the Sen-
ate. Neither the will of the House nor
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the Senate was passed that day when
ObamaCare was passed. Maybe that’s
inside baseball, Madam Speaker, but
here’s where the American people are
today. Wherever I go in this country I
hear people say, ‘I want my country
back.” They have seen this administra-
tion—and, yes, some of it started in the
previous administration—but it had ev-
erything that I'm about to list, it had
100 percent support of Barack Obama
whether he was a United States Sen-
ator, whether he was the President-
elect, or whether he was the President
of the United States, had most of it
under his guidance as President of the
United States.

Here’s what happened. This Federal
Government took over, nationalized—
and when I say nationalized, I mean
ownership, management, or control
of—three large investment banks, AIG,
Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, General Mo-
tors, Chrysler—where am 1 going?
There’s more to this. All the student
loan programs in America, all of that
swallowed up by the Obama adminis-
tration. And I'm going to go through
that, that’s one-third of the private
sector activity according to Professor
Boyles at Arizona State University,
one-third.

And then, along came ObamaCare,
which passed. The gentleman earlier
talked about that being 17 percent of
our economy. The number I see is 17.5
percent. Well, we’re close, we’re within
half a percentage point, who really
knows? But when I add it up, I added 18
to 31 percent, that takes us to 51 per-
cent. The question is, whether it’s 50.5
percent or 51 percent of the private sec-
tor activity taken over by this Federal
Government—three large investment
banks, AIG, Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac,
General Motors, Chrysler, all the stu-
dent loans in America, now the nation-
alization of our bodies, of our health
care, taking away a person’s individual
choices on how they will manage their
health care, what insurance policies
they will buy because, after all, the
Health Choices Administration czar—
they call him a commissioner, I call
him a ‘‘commizarissioner’—will write
the rules later.

There isn’t a single health care pol-
icy in America that the President of
the United States can say I guarantee
that this policy will be available to you
when ObamaCare is implemented, not
one. Remember, he promised America
that if you like your health insurance
policy, you get to keep it. He promised
that over and over again. It was no
guiding light, it was no promise, except
a broken one. And I began to wonder—
there’s a Web site out there that’s a
whole list of all of the broken Obama
promises. It goes on and on and on. I
wonder if he doesn’t have a czar that’s
charged with keeping track of all of
the Obama promises and making sure
that he can break every single one of
them in his first term. He’s got a great
start. But I know the American people
don’t see a guarantee and a promise
from the President anymore.
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If you like your health insurance pol-
icy, you get to keep it, I promise. Well,
so what? Your promise means nothing
because what we know today is there
isn’t a single policy in America that
anybody believes that they get to keep
on the other side of the implementa-
tion of ObamaCare.

And so if I'd stitch this back to-
gether, the list that I've gone
through—the banks, AIG, Fannie and
Freddie, General Motors, Chrysler, stu-
dent loans, all of that, a third of pri-
vate sector activity—ObamaCare, 17.5
percent of the private sector activity of
the health care swallowed up, taken
over by the time this is implemented in
2014. And so now we’re at 51 percent of
the former private sector activity now
nationalized, taken over, under the
ownership, management, or control of
the Federal Government.

The gentleman earlier talked about
Hugo Chavez. I remember seeing a pic-
ture of the President glad handing his
handshake with Hugo Chavez almost a
year ago. And I said at the time, when
it comes to nationalizing companies—
Hugo Chavez had just taken over a
Cargill rice plant in Venezuela, but
when it comes to nationalizing compa-
nies, Hugo Chavez is a piker; he cannot
hold a candle to the President of the
United States. And that’s just a fact,
Madam Speaker, it’s not an embel-
lished fact, it’s just a fact.

So today we’ve lost 51 percent of our
private sector activity to the national-
ization of this Federal Government.
They have nationalized, under
ObamaCare, our skin and everything
inside it. The most sovereign thing
that we have, now we can’t manage it
the way we managed it before. It will
be that we can only manage our health
care in the future under the permission
of the Federal Government. And by the
way, nationalize our skin and every-
thing inside it. And let’s just say that
if your daughter is getting ready for
the prom or a wedding and she wants to
go to the tanning salon, ObamaCare
taxes the outside of your skin too, to
the tune of 10 percent. What is that
about? Couldn’t they restrain them-
selves? Why do something that’s so bla-
tant as that that it embellishes the ar-
gument that the nanny state is going
to prevail? Are they really worried
about somebody’s health?

They wanted to tax a non-diet pop.
They want to manage behavior, they
want to control diets. They’re involved
in an effort to take 1.5 trillion calories
out of the diet of kids because one-
third of our youth are obese. And Sec-
retary Gates, I believe, has spoken
about this, our Secretary of Defense,
that there is a higher percentage of
young people that don’t qualify to go
into the military because they’ve got
too much blubber around their belt, so
they can’t qualify. I would say this
then: If they’re healthy otherwise,
bring them in. If they meet all other
standards but they’re a little too fat,
bring them into basic training, just
keep them there a while longer. By the
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time you run them around the field in
combat boots a few more times and put
them on a diet and exercise plan, you’ll
get them where you want them to be.
They’re still good shells of physical
specimens, they just need to be cracked
into shape. It doesn’t mean we have a
national security problem because too
many Kids are fat. I think we do have
a problem, though, a nanny security
program if this Federal Government is
going to try to control the diets of our
kids in this country. Taking away our
liberty, taking away our freedom, dis-
regarding the vitality of America that
comes from our individualism, from
being able to make choices, being held
responsible for choices.

So ObamaCare has got to go, Madam
Speaker. And there are those who
think, oh, we can’t get it done. It’s
hopeless now, the bill is passed, let’s
move on. We need to look ahead, not
backwards. Well, listen, if we’re going
to look ahead, we have to look back-
wards and determine that ObamaCare
is a terrible idea. It’s an unconstitu-
tional thing, it’s an unconscionable
thing to do to a free people.
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America, with its vitality, loses a
chunk of its vitality when you take
away our individualism and our lib-
erty, and if people think we can’t re-
peal ObamaCare, let me lay out this
scenario. It works like this:

Every single Republican voted ‘‘no”’
on ObamaCare. There were 34 Demo-
crats who voted ‘‘no” on ObamaCare.
There was only one thing bipartisan
about ObamaCare, and that was the op-
position to ObamaCare—in the House
and in the Senate. So ObamaCare is the
law of the land, but the implementa-
tion of it doesn’t get completed until
2014. That’s when we are really saddled
with the juggernaut of this ‘‘taking our
decisions away from us and creating
the dependency on people so that they
no longer think about the freedom and
liberty of making their own choices.”
So here is how we repeal ObamaCare.

First of all, there is MICHELE
BACHMANN, PARKER GRIFFITH, BOB ING-
LIS, I believe, JERRY MORAN—and there
may be ToDD AKIN—and I. Those people
I can think of have all introduced legis-
lation to repeal ObamaCare, a stand-
alone repeal of ObamaCare that is sim-
ply this: A 100 percent repeal of
ObamacCare. Pull it out by the roots.
Pull it out root and branch and lock,
stock and barrel so there is not one
particle of ObamaCare DNA left be-
hind. This has become a toxic stew
that we have ingested now, and it is
turning into a malignant tumor that
will start to metastasize in 2014 when
ObamaCare is fully implemented. So
here is what we do:

Of my bill and others’ bills, we have
90-some cosponsors on this legislation.
I have introduced a discharge petition.
I think it’s discharge petition No. 11.
I'm not certain of the number. I think
that’s the number. I've signed it. A lot
of others have signed it. A lot more
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need to sign it because of this: If a dis-
charge petition gets 218 signatures on
it here in the well of the House, it has
to come to the floor for a vote
unamended. That means we can force a
vote even over the will of the Speaker
of the House, who, surely, would do ev-
erything she could do to resist the re-
peal of ObamaCare. We could force a
vote, but the process of getting to 218
signatures on a discharge petition iden-
tifies—separates, let’s say—the men
from the boys and the women from the
girls.

Now, if you really were sincerely
against ObamaCare, it’s one thing to
vote against it, and 34 Democrats did.
NANCY PELOSI let them off the hook be-
cause they were afraid they would lose
their seats in their districts, but who
knows how many of them were serious.
When we actually had the motion to
recommit on no mandates, on no Fed-
eral mandates to buy insurance, there
were only 21 Democrats who voted with
that as opposed to the 34 who voted
“no”” on ObamaCare. So you’ve seen
the conviction drop by 13 just in that
little exchange.

How many of those 21 really have
conviction?

We’ll find out because the discharge
petition is here, and I challenge those
21. In fact, I challenge those 34—and ev-
erybody else who is opposed to
ObamaCare—to sign the discharge peti-
tion. Let’s bring that discharge peti-
tion to the floor and repeal
ObamaCare. Let’s pull it out by the
roots. Let’s send it over to the Senate.
Let’s see what JIM DEMINT and others
can get done over there. That’s what
we need to do here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Now, maybe that doesn’t get itself
accomplished and get ObamaCare re-
pealed, because people in America, Mr.
Speaker, can think in sequences, in
logical, multiple sequences. All of the
solutions are out there in America. I
trust the judgment of our voters. They
know this: If we are successful in get-
ting 218 signatures on a discharge peti-
tion and if we pass the repeal of
ObamaCare and if it goes down the
hallway and across, through the Ro-
tunda and over to HARRY REID, of
course he’ll do everything he can to
kill it.

Maybe they’ll find a way to get that
done over in the Senate. Then it would
go to the President, and we know what
would happen. He would veto the bill.
So it would come back to the House or
to the Senate for an opportunity to
override the Presidential veto.

It’s not something you would con-
sider to be politically possible today.
Maybe there is an outside chance that
it could be possible by the time we get
to November. I doubt it, too—I'm skep-
tical about that—but we’ll have put
the marker down, Mr. Speaker. We will
have separated the women from the
girls and the men from the boys with
the discharge petition. We’ll have set
the stage for the other side of Novem-
ber, the other side into the next Con-
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gress, when, I believe, the gavels will
come into different hands from our side
of the aisle, in which case we can move
a repeal of ObamaCare as a standalone,
a 100 percent repeal of ObamaCare as a
standalone. We can do that. When that
would happen, we would recognize
President Obama would veto that, and
we would have to figure out how to
come up with a two-thirds majority to
overturn the Presidential veto.

Again, that’s a very, very high bar,
but this Constitution here in my jacket
pocket tells me all spending has to
start here in the House, Mr. Speaker.
All spending has to start here in the
House. So a House controlled with a
gavel in the hands of Republicans
would simply refuse to fund any dol-
lars. Any American taxpayer dollars
would be prohibited to be used to im-
plement ObamaCare. That could work
really well in a Republican majority in
2011 and in 2012. So ObamaCare
wouldn’t be implemented. It would be
sitting there without implementation,
and Republicans would have passed a
repeal of ObamaCare at least once dur-
ing that period of time, maybe more
times. Then we elect a President in
2012 who takes, as a matter of his cam-
paign and his oath, his number one pri-
ority, which is to sign the repeal of
ObamaCare. Pull it out by the roots.

So I have this vision of a President of
the United States taking the oath of
office, Mr. Speaker, with pen in hand: I
swear to the best of my ability to pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States, so help me
God. Pen in hand.

Normally, the President will turn
and shake hands with the Chief Justice
and with the outgoing President, and
there will be a great celebration up
there on the west portico of the Cap-
itol. I would like to see him interrupt
that for one thing. I'd like to see that
pen in his hand when he takes the oath.
I'd like to see the repeal of ObamaCare
right there at the podium on the west
portico, right by the bible that he
chooses to take the oath on, and I'd
like to hear him take that oath ‘‘so
help me God” and bring his hand right
down to the document that is the re-
peal of ObamaCare and sign the repeal
of ObamaCare right there in the first
instant of the new administration that
begins on January 20, 2013.

Don’t tell me we can’t repeal
ObamaCare. Yes, we can. We have to
move a discharge petition now. We
have to separate the women from the
girls and the men from the boys on
that subject. We’ve got to identify it so
the voters know what to do when they
g0 to the polls in November. When the
time comes that the new majority is
here and is being sworn in in January,
probably on January 3 of 2011, we will
refuse to fund ObamaCare, because the
funding has to start here, and you can’t
get around that. No President can get
around that. No Senator can get
around that. The Constitution says it
starts here. We control all spending in
this House. There will be no funding to
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fund the implementation of Obama-
Care. We hold the line in 2011 and 2012,
and we elect a President who will sign
the repeal of ObamaCare on January
20, 2013, right there on the podium at
the west portico of the Capitol. It’s
right through those doors. Take a left.
It’s out on the portico where great
events takes place.

That’s what needs to happen—the
full repeal of ObamaCare. Move this
discharge petition now so we can sepa-
rate those who are for a standalone, 100
percent repeal of ObamaCare and those
who seem to lack the will to put their
markers down and to be clear with the
voters in America. That has got to hap-
pen.

Now, I didn’t leave a lot of time for
some of the other subject matters that
I felt the urge to address, but I'll go
through a list of them. A lot of them
have to do with immigration, Mr.
Speaker.

One of them is regarding the Sec-
retary of Labor, who is using our tax
dollars to run ads to tell people: Call
this number. If you’re legal or illegal,
it doesn’t matter. You deserve a rea-
sonable wage, so we’ll protect you with
our labor laws. If you’re working in the
United States illegally, we’re not going
to ask you for your Social Security
number or where you were born or
what your lawful present status is or
whether you are legal to work in Amer-
ica. If you’re illegal and if your boss
isn’t paying you a going wage or is not
treating you right under America’s
labor laws, call us. We’ll keep you con-
fidential, and we’ll go punish the em-
ployer.

They’re spending—it has to be mil-
lions of dollars—out of the Department
of Labor budget to tell people who have
broken into this country, who have un-
lawfully entered the United States or
who have unlawfully overstayed their
visas and who cannot lawfully work in
America, that they are going to use the
law to punish the employers if they
don’t treat them right.

Now, I don’t say that an employer
should be able to abuse their employ-
ees, but I do say the Secretary of Labor
gets this way wrong if she thinks that
she is going to use my tax dollars, Mr.
Speaker, or is going to use your tax
dollars to advertise to people working
in America illegally, who are taking
jobs away from Americans and from
people who can work legally in this
country, and reward them with the ob-
jective of their crimes by bringing the
force of the Department of Labor
against their employers.
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I tell you, I don’t know where they
find these people to appoint them to
the Cabinet. This is one. I want to look
at the full text of her remarks and
come on tomorrow with a decision on
what position I want to take. But this
is a marker that needs to be down. We
don’t use American tax dollars to ad-
vertise and reward illegals for coming
into this country. That is a form of
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amnesty being advertised in the tele-
vision airwaves across America, with
American tax dollars, at the direction
of the Secretary of Labor; her face up
there saying, Trust me. I will protect
you. I won’t enforce the law against

you.
Amnesty. To grant amnesty is to par-
don immigration lawbreakers and

award them with the objective of their
crimes. That’s what she’s saying. She’s
saying, We’re not going to bring the
law against you. We won’t enforce the
law. We’ll keep your name confiden-
tial. Trust us. If your objective is a
good job, we’ll make sure we come
down on your employer, not on you.
But all the while she knows that any-
body working in the United States ille-
gally had to falsify their identification
to get the job in the first place. And
they probably did an identity theft or
purchased the theft product from some-
one’s identity in order to work in
America. That is a serious crime. When
someone’s identity is stolen, they
never get it back again. It is being im-
plicitly encouraged by the Secretary of
Labor. And that’s got to stop, Mr.
Speaker.

Now, Arizona law. Let’s just say Ari-
zona. Fox News today ran a story—I
think they started it last night in some
text that I read—about the spotters
down in Arizona that occupy the moun-
taintops along the transportation
routes coming up through Arizona.
Now what is going on is drug smug-
glers, people smugglers, contraband
smugglers, occupy these locations on
top of the mountains in Arizona. A lot
of mountains in Arizona are shaped
like volcanoes. Some is volcanic, as I
notice, anyway. They come to a point.
They’re a cone.

And up on top of them—or whether
it’s a ridge—they will pick a spot
where they can see an intersection of
highways coming from two or three dif-
ferent directions or more, and the em-
ployees—these are paramilitary armed
personnel that are organized as a mili-
tary force taking position, strategic
positions on top of mountaintops in Ar-
izona, and they will take the stones
and they’ll stack them around like a
gun emplacement and hunker down
with optical equipment and they will
watch the traffic.

And they have communications
equipment with scramblers and
descramblers in it so they can talk to
their people and we can’t listen in on
them. We know the frequencies. I've
heard it on the radio. I've flown over
there in a helicopter and listened to
the excited chatter as we fly toward
some of those mountaintops to try to
pick those spotters off of there before
they come off the mountaintop and go
hide in the desert. You can hear the
chatter intensify up to a fever pitch
and then all of a sudden it goes dark.
Silent. That’s because they come off
the mountain right before you get
there and they go down and hide.

I have pictures. I have hundreds of
pictures from the top of these spotter
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locations. These are tactical positions
in America. They’re used to facilitate
the smuggling of drugs and people, all
kinds of contraband, and some of those
people may well be terrorist suspects.
They’re from nations that we should be
concerned about.

That traffic is going on through Ari-
zona and other States. And these loca-
tions aren’t just sitting along the bor-
der. These locations go all the way up
the highway. Not just to Tucson. All
the way to Phoenix. They control the
transportation routes there. They tell
them when to go, when to stop. They
run decoys with a small amount of
drugs in them. When the Border Patrol
and other law enforcement officers
converge on a vehicle, they sacrifice
one of their people for the means of
bringing a truckload through while
they’re diverted. That happens. It hap-
pens regularly.

We have a massive number of illegal
border crossings. We have backpackers
that are marching through the desert.
We have 110-pound guys with 50-pound
packs or more on their back and they
march for a hundred or more miles
sometimes. You look at some of those
guys with calves like that on them.
They’re in shape because that’s what
they do—they walk back and forth in
the desert and get paid to smuggle
drugs in and out of the United States.
And we sit here and we allow drug
smugglers to occupy tactical positions
on the tops of mountains, controlling
the transportation routes in America,
all the way up to Phoenix, and we’re
not able to go snap those people off
those mountains and lock them up or
put them through the shakedown and
find out who they’re affiliated with.

And we can listen in on the radio, but
we can’t understand it because it’s a
scrambled chatter and their equipment
is at least as good as ours—and maybe
better. And they supply them and they
bring them food and drink and other
things they need, as well as weapons.
And I’ve been there to see these loca-
tions and optical equipment.

Mr. Speaker, we’ve got to take the
spotters off the top of these lookout
mountains. We cannot have the drug
smugglers in tactical positions that
control our transportation routes, how-
ever difficult it is. And there are tac-
tical ways to do this. Our Special
Forces know how. A lot of our law en-
forcement officers know how. They just
need a mission. And last year I was
able to get an appropriations amend-
ment that directed a million dollars to
take the spotters off of the lookouts in
Arizona. And that appropriation went
over to the Senate, where it was killed
and died, Mr. Speaker.

So we’ve got to wake up. We've got
to defend this country. We’ve got to
shut off this border; build a wall; build
a fence; stop the bleeding at the border;
take the lookouts, the spotters off the
lookout mountains in Arizona; shut off
the magnet on jobs; get back to the
rule of law. Let’s reward people that
respect the law and punish the people
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that violate the law without regard to
race, creed, color, ethnicity, or na-
tional origin. Take it right out of title
7 of the Civil Rights Act. By the way,
without violating Arizona law or Arizo-
na’s Constitution or the United States
Constitution or any other State Con-
stitution, for that matter.

Those are a number of the things on
my mind, Mr. Speaker. And I'm very
well aware that within the next 60 sec-
onds I will have reached the balance of
my time. And so I want to acknowledge
and appreciate being recognized to ad-
dress you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

And I would yield back the balance of
my time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. YouNG of Florida (at the request
of Mr. BOEHNER) for June 22 and today
until 2 p.m. on account of a death in
the family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEFAZIO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today.

———————

HA4777

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PoOE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June
30.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 30.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
June 25, 29, and 30.

Mr. PAULSEN, for 5 minutes, today
and June 24.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 24, 2010, at 10
a.m.

BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF PAYGO LEGISLATION

Pursuant to Public Law 111-139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits, prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of
the costs of the bill H.R. 5569, the National Flood Insurance Program Extension Act of 2010, for printing in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD.

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 5569, THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM EXTENSION ACT OF 2010, AS INTRODUCED ON JUNE 22,

2010

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars—

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

2015

2010-
2015

2010-

2016 2020

2017 2018 2019 2020

Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact 2

Net Increase or Decrease (—) in the Deficit

50 0 0 =50 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

aH.R. 5569 would authorize the Federal Emergency Management Agency to pay flood insurance claims that would otherwise go unpaid during the lapse in the National Flood Insurance Program’s authority to write and renew policies by
making the new authorization retroactive. The bill also would reduce the program’s ability to borrow funds from the Treasury in years where program expenses exceeded premium income. CBO estimates that the enacting these provisions
would have no net effect on the federal budget over the 2010-2015 and 2010-2020 periods.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

8025. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting letter
addressing the acquisition strategy, require-
ments, and cost estimates for the Army tac-
tical ground network program, pursuant to
Public Law 110-84 section 218; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

8026. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Employee Benefits Security Administration,
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘“‘Major’” final rule — Interim
Final Rules for Group Health Plans and
Health Insurance Coverage Relating to Sta-
tus as a Grandfathered Health Plan Under
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act (RIN: 1210-AB42) received June 22, 2010,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

8027. A letter from the Director, Office of
Workers’ Compensation Programs, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting annual report
on Operations of the Office of Workers’ Com-
pensation Programs for Fiscal year 2008; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

8028. A letter from the Director, Office of
Workers’ Compensation Programs, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting annual report
on Operations of the Office of Workers’ Com-
pensation Programs for Fiscal year 2007; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

8029. A letter from the Deputy Director,
OSHA Standards and Guidance, Department
of Labor, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Revising the Notification Re-
quirements in the Exposure Determination
Provisions of the Hexavalent Chromium

e ——————

Standards [Docket No.: OSHA-H054a-2006-
0064] (RIN: 1218-AC43) received June 3, 2010,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

8030. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s ‘‘Major”
final rule — Interim Final Rules for Group
Health Plans and Health Insurance Coverage
Relating to Status as a Grandfathered
Health Plan under the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act (RIN: 0991-AB68) re-
ceived June 17, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8031. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
“Major” final rule — Revision of Fee Sched-
ules; Fee Recovery for FY 2010 [NRC-2009-
0333] (RIN: 3150-AI70) received June 17, 2010,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

8032. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Implementation of Changes
from the 2009 Annual Review of the Entity
List [Docket No.: 100311137-0138-01] (RIN:
0694-AE88) received June 3, 2010, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on

Foreign Affairs.
8033. A letter from the Assistant Secretary

for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Export Administration Regula-
tions: Technical Corrections [Docket No.:
0907271167-91198-01] (RIN: 0694-AE69) received
June 3, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);

to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
8034. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,

Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a proposed removal from the

United States Munitions List of infrasound
sensors that have both military and civil ap-
plications, pursuant to Section 38(f)(1) of the
Arms Export Control Act; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

8035. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 10-002,
certification of a proposed technical assist-
ance agreement to include the export of
technical data, and defense services, pursu-
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

8036. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s fiscal year 2009 annual
report prepared in accordance with Section
203(a) of the Notification and Federal Em-
ployee Anti-discrimination and Retaliation
Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Public Law 107-
174; to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform.

8037. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting the
semiannual report of the Inspector General
for the period ending September 30, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

8038. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s Annual Privacy Activity Report to
Congress for 2009, pursuant to Public Law
108-447, section 522; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.
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