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Mr. ToNKO, thank you for bringing us
together.

Mr. TONKO. It’s been my pleasure
and honor to work with you gentlemen.

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

————

HOW IT ALL FITS TOGETHER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GowDY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, this is
a tough time in our American history.
I was a history major at Texas A&M. I
knew I owed the Army 4 years for the
scholarship I had. I had been really in-
spired by American history in high
school by Sam Parker, my teacher, my
Scoutmaster. So I know a little bit
about our history. I know a lot about
world history as well. And it’s impor-
tant to take things in perspective, es-
pecially speeches here in Washington
and take them from the perspective of
how it all fits together.

Now, we have been in this Chamber,
and I was sitting right back there on
the aisle, and we had the President of
the United States standing right there.
I was on a direct line of sight to eye-to-
eye with the President, except his eyes
cut right into the teleprompter each
time he looked my way so I don’t think
we ever made eye contact. But he kept
telling us over and over, 16, 17 times, I
didn’t count them, I've been told, but
he said we’ve got to pass this bill right
now, right now. This bill, right now.

Well, unfortunately, last Thursday,
when the President was saying we’ve
got to pass this bill right now, there
was no bill. There was no plan. He
talked about his plan. He talked about
his bill. They didn’t have it quite ready
yesterday until later. And we kept
harassing the White House, saying we
want to get a copy of the bill. We need
a copy of the bill. You've said pass the
bill now. Do we not get to even have a
copy of the bill before we have to pass
it, or would it be okay if we could, you
know, see it before we pass it? You
know, it might be a good idea to file it
at some point if we’re going to pass a
bill. That’s just my thinking.

And so the White House was kind
enough, late yesterday, to e-mail a
copy of the bill. We got it up on our
Web site at gohmert.house.gov. For
others who are intrigued by the prom-
ises that have been made and what it
actually does, let’s see. It’s called Sav-
ing Obama’s Job. No, I'm sorry. Amer-
ican Jobs Act is the name of it.

It’s interesting to hear somebody
talk about their bill and then get it
and dig through. I think I finished
about 5 this morning going through all
155 pages of the bill. And it’s most in-
teresting. Some of these things I'm
going to have to talk to people who
have more expertise in particular
areas. Some things it’s pretty obvious
what they say.

Page 6, he gets right into payroll tax
relief. And again, as the person who
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came up with the idea for a tax holiday
as a way to stimulate the economy
back nearly 3 years ago, and as a per-
son who, in January of 2009, told the
President personally about my idea for
a tax holiday. Moody’s rated a tax holi-
day as increasing the GDP. It looks
like more than other stimulus pro-
posals. That was back in 2009, before
this President squandered $4.5 trillion
above and beyond the amount around
$2.2 trillion or so a year that was com-
ing in. It’s shocking that we could go
through that much money.
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Of course we had 2 years, the first 2
years with the same party in power in
the House and Senate as is in the
White House. And as I found in my first
term in 2005 and 2006, sometimes when
you have the same party in the White
House and in the House and Senate, if
the people in Congress are not ade-
quately restrained and cannot ade-
quately restrain themselves, there ends
up being a big spending frenzy.

In 2006, again, my second year in
Congress, we spent over $160 billion
more than we took in. Democrats
across the aisle rightfully tore after
Republicans. How could you spend $160
billion more than what we had coming
into the Treasury? And they were right
to do so. We should not have spent $160
billion more than we had coming in.

Ironically, President Bush in 2008 had
a bill passed by the Democratic-con-
trolled House and Senate, a stimulus
bill that opened the door a bit to these
stimulus frenzies. And $40 billion of
that $160 billion, as I recall, was going
to be going to people who didn’t pay
any income taxes, as a rebate, which
caused me to ask the President down
here on the floor after the State of the
Union, How do you give a rebate to
people that didn’t put any ‘bate’ in?

Then after that we had TARP. Presi-
dent George W. Bush is a good man. He
is smarter than most of the people in
this town wanted to give him credit
for. One of the wittiest people you’ll
ever want to be around. But he made
the mistake of listening to, until now,
the worst Treasury Secretary in the
history of the country, Hank Paulson.
And Paulson said, Look, give me $750
billion; I can fix things.

Well, that was a mistake. Anybody
that read that bill would understand
that was not a bill that should have
ever passed; and if more people on the
House floor had read the bill, I am con-
fident, I know they couldn’t have
brought themselves to vote for it; but
they didn’t read it, many didn’t.

Well, that’s why I spent most of last
night going through the President’s
jobs bill. He does have some payroll tax
relief. But compared to the payroll tax
relief I was proposing, we were told it
would be close to—if you just gave peo-
ple all of their tax money in their
check, it didn’t need to come back
from Washington. It would be in the
check. If we passed it and the President
had signed it on a Thursday, it would
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have been in their Friday check. All of
the money, all of the taxes they paid.

That would have stimulated the
economy, and we wouldn’t have needed
the government to say, Hey, let’s bail
out GM and let’s bail out Chrysler, be-
cause if people had had their own
money, they could have gone down and
bought a car from the car manufac-
turer and dealer that they wanted to
buy from instead of just throwing
money at the car industry.

I appreciated the GM commercial
saying, We paid our money back. Un-
fortunately, that was not true. It was a
misrepresentation. Still money owed.
Anyway, I guess he would do well in
Washington with that kind of men-
tality.

The payroll tax relief provided here
is just a fraction of what I was sug-
gesting in late 2008, 2009. The Presi-
dent, in fact, when I told him the idea
in January of 2009, said, That’s a great
idea. Have you talked to Larry? Talk-
ing about Larry Summers, who was
right behind him at the time. I said, I'd
love to talk to Larry Summers about
it.

Summers reached around and gave
me a card. The card said, Give me a
call. He never took my calls. I waited a
week, and then he didn’t call me. I felt
hurt, you know, like high school days
when you’re trying to ask somebody on
a date, and they say, Let me get back
to you. Well, I was snubbed. He didn’t
get back to me. Okay. Well, not the
first time.

So I relentlessly called, and I was
given eventually to some young man
who sounded like his voice was still
changing, telling me to leave a mes-
sage, and I didn’t leave messages. And
“Larry,” as the President referred to
him, never got back to me. And I un-
derstand he’s not over there now.

But they called a tax holiday back in
those days that got just a few bucks in
people’s pocket. Nothing like the stim-
ulus would have been if people had been
able to keep their own money, all of it,
for a couple of months.

Now, this wasn’t my motive. My mo-
tive was to stimulate. But there was a
secondary occurrence that would have
happened had we had a real tax holi-
day, even for 2 or 3 months. It would
have been that workers across Amer-
ica, including union workers, would no-
tice, many of them for the first time it
would really come home, how much
money they’re sending to Washington
every month and how much better
their lives would be if they didn’t send
that much money to Washington every
month, if they had their own money to
give to their own charitable causes,
they had their own money to bail
themselves out, their own money to
stimulate their own household. Every-
body would have been better off.

But that’s not the tack the President
chose. He got what was originally tout-
ed to be an $800 billion stimulus, and he
also had about $450 billion of the origi-
nal TARP that he and Secretary
Geithner were able to find ways to
squander.
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We were told if we did not pass the
President’s stimulus package back in
early 2009, he said the unemployment
rate, Mr. Speaker, might go as high as
8% percent. That 8% percent sounds
pretty good. People remember him say-
ing, Well, gee, if you’ll pass this, unem-
ployment will be around 8 percent at
the worst. Wrong. But if you don’t pass
it, it could go as high as 8% percent. I'd
take that 8% percent right now and
have everybody that got that money
give it back because it was, for the
most part, wasted.

Now, people back then were told by
the President, It’s a stimulus bill. It’s
all about infrastructure. We’re going to
have this money go to infrastructure.
Well, there was only a tiny pittance of
what may have been more like a tril-
lion dollars that went to infrastruc-
ture. That goes through page 16 with
that part.

We get into first responder stabiliza-
tion, and there is $5 billion for one pro-
gram, $4 billion for another program, $1
billion for the Attorney General first
responder stabilization fund. Oh, I
guess $4 billion’s for the Attorney Gen-
eral to carry out the competitive grant
program.

It keeps being lost on people here
that America’s better off if you don’t
force people at the point of imprison-
ment, and IRS persecution, to give all
of this money to Washington and then
we’ll dole it out as we see fit. The econ-
omy does better when you let people
keep their own money and only bring
just as much as necessary. Don’t try to
run everybody’s lives.

But at page 17, we’re going to give all
of this money to the Attorney Gen-
eral’s Office and let them dole it out as
they see fit. And we’ve seen that if
you’re a friend of the administration,
you're going to do well. If you’re not,
they’re going to sic on you all of the
power of the bureaucratic, whether it’s
EPA, all of these administration’s
tools and you’ll pay a price. We’re find-
ing that out in Texas.

Now, you go to the next page, page
18. You’ve got elementary and sec-
ondary schools. They’re supposed to
get money. But, of course, it’s going to
come through Washington because we
know best. And we’re going to dole
some money to the States. We’'re going
to dole some to State and local appli-
cations as indicated on page 19.

But you can’t miss this. It’s through-
out the bill. Page 20, here we go again.

O 1630

We saw it with the Solyndra fiasco in
California and this administration giv-
ing away $5600 million that can’t be ac-
counted for now—just squandered.
Well, we’re going to do that some
more. Maybe if we Kkeep throwing
money at a bad idea it will somehow,
someday, in some way get a little bet-
ter. So page 20 has got us prioritizing
green practices kind of like a bankrupt
Spain has done.

Now, there is money in here, page 21.
This is nice—money even for private
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schools, but only if they have a child
poverty rate of at least 40 percent.
Then we’ve got community college
modernization and more green jobs
within the colleges, Page 23, and you
go on and on. I mean, I went through
this. It does go on and on.

Then we’re told we’re going to invest.
This time we really, really mean it. We
said we really meant it back in Janu-
ary of 09 that we’re going to have in-
frastructure, and that’s going to bring
us up. We said it. We didn’t spend it on
infrastructure. We squandered it on
ACORN and all these different groups,
but this time we really, really, really
mean it. Let’s see. That looks like it’s
$2 billion for that program, and on and
on.

It’s interesting. We’ve got all this
money we’re going to put toward high-
ways and whatnot. Now, anyone, Mr.
Speaker, who believed this was all
going to go straight to infrastructure
missed the point, because then we get
over to page 40, and you get to the real
jobs. This is where the jobs are really
created. It starts on page 40. It’s called
the American Infrastructure Financing
Authority. If you love Fannie and
Freddie, you’re going to love the Amer-
ican Infrastructure Financing Author-
ity.

On page 41, you’ll find out there are
seven voting members appointed by the
President. Well, he’s good at creating
jobs—look at all the government jobs
he has added—so that’s who I want
having appointed. I mean, he has ap-
pointed all these people from univer-
sities who have never created jobs in
their lives, so they’re perplexed as to
why their programs aren’t working. He
does have the head of GE who’s helping
him with that jobs program. China is
grateful. China is very grateful to the
head of GE because he has created lots
of jobs—they’re just in China and not
here. Maybe he’ll get to be on this
board as well. But it’s another govern-
ment program.

Let’s see. I want to make sure I get
this right. The board of directors’ first
appointees will be deemed the
incorporators of AIFA—that’s the
American Infrastructure Financing Au-
thority—but that will make for some
good reading. I wouldn’t read it right
before going to bed because you might
not be able to go to sleep.

Then we get over to page 56. This
talks about the funding of the Amer-
ican Infrastructure Financing Author-
ity and the administrative fees, which
is section 257. Then we get into that it
has hereby appropriated AIFA to carry
out this act for the cost of direct loans
and loan guarantees except for the lim-
itations under section 253 and for ad-
ministrative costs of $10 billion that
remain available until expended. Then
you’ve got some other moneys there,
but that’s good news because you can
spend that for administrative costs.
Fortunately, in Washington, we don’t
run up much in the way of administra-
tive costs.

Now, one thing that some people
have talked about to raise a little bit
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of revenue is to sell some of our
broadband spectrum. Then we also
know that there are those in Wash-
ington who are not happy that the FCC
has not been able to have a Fairness
Doctrine so they can dictate what goes
on the air. Well, not to worry because
people, it seems, are going more and
more to broadband than to radio waves
and television waves. We’re getting
more and more broadband stuff. So we
have the answer to the lack of a Fair-
ness Doctrine that the FCC has wanted
under this administration, but we’ve
been able to avoid it so far.

There is nothing about a Fairness
Doctrine in here, but fortunately, you
get to page 75, and you find out we’re
going to establish—I love this name—a
Public Safety Broadband Corporation.
On the next page, 76, you find out it
has established a private, nonprofit
corporation, and you’re going to have
some members who know how to run a
government operation and create gov-
ernment jobs. Of course it killed jobs in
the private sector, but it’s creating
government jobs. That’s down here.
You’ve got the Secretary of Commerce,
the Secretary of Homeland Security,
the Attorney General—we’re talking
real job creators here—and others who
will be on that board. So people can
feel better about that. If you don’t
think we have enough government con-
trol of things, well, this bill, you’re
going to love it: more government con-
trol, more government corporations.

The thing that many missed—and it
jumped out at me as I sat back there
and the President spoke—is when he
said we want to work side by side with
business. For people who have ears and
can hear, that means this President
wants to be your business partner.
That scares some folks, and that’s why
I think you saw the market go down
the next day. People who understand
how real jobs in the real world are cre-
ated know that the government being
partners with people trying to generate
jobs is a job killer. We don’t need a
government to be partners, side by
side, working with business. The gov-
ernment, as designed by the Founders
and as we’re supposed to be carrying
out, is supposed to be a referee to make
sure people play fair. If the government
had made sure people were playing fair
instead of dictating every detail of
their existence, then they would have
noticed that Bernie Madoff was cheat-
ing people, but the government—our
bureaucracy—was too concerned with
dictating how people live, and they for-
got about their job as referee.

I highlighted so much stuff as I went
through the night, but I won’t bore you
with all of this, Mr. Speaker. Let’s see:
Public Safety Roaming and Priority
Access. The FCC is going to get the re-
port on the efficient use of public safe-
ty spectrum. Oh, extended benefit pro-
visions. There’s good stuff there.

I've been a fan of retraining people
when there are jobs in one sector and
people have lost jobs in another, and
there are no jobs with the training
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they have. That’s a good idea. It’s bet-
ter money than just throwing out un-
employment reimbursement if you can
train people to have real jobs. This bill
spends billions of dollars. We’ve got the
Reemployment NOW Program. That’s a
new Federal bureaucracy, a new Fed-
eral program. We’ve got the State Plan
at page 98. We’ve got the Bridge to
Work Program at page 99. We’re going
to retrain people for jobs. We don’t
have jobs that they can fill, but we’re
going to spend a lot of time training
them for jobs that don’t exist.

Wouldn’t we be better off encour-
aging the real job creators, the small
business folks, to create jobs and then
train them for that? But no. We're
going to suck more capital out of the
financial community and into the gov-
ernment so we can retrain people for
jobs that don’t exist.

Then we have, on page 106, the Short-
Time Compensation Program. The
Short-Time Compensation Program
means a program in which the partici-
pation of the employers is voluntary
and the employer reduces the number
of hours worked by employees in lieu of
layoffs. Such employees whose work-
weeks have been reduced by at least 10
percent are then eligible for unemploy-
ment compensation. If you lose 10 per-
cent of your work time, guess what?
We’re now opening up a new avenue for
unemployment compensation. Ten per-
cent reduced is all it takes.

Employers—I've talked to so many—
say, I don’t want to fire anybody. I'm
asking my employees to hang on. We’re
all reducing what we’re taking in, and
we’'re going to try to get through this
without firing anybody, but everybody
has had to take a cut.
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Well, this will make them eligible for
unemployment compensation, which
raises their unemployment insurance
rates they have to pay, which means
they are going to have to lay off some-
body in order to pay the additional un-
employment insurance rates.

Of course, then you have got tem-
porary financing of short-term com-
pensation agreements at page 109. Oh,
we’ve got grants. We’ve got subsidized
employment for unemployed low-in-
come adults. You know, instead of
sucking all this capital out of the pri-
vate sector, it seems like we would
want to help create more jobs.

Well, if you’re not satisfied with all
the jobs that are created by the new
government programs, new government
agencies, wonderful that we have got
something better than Fannie and
Freddie for infrastructure financing,
that’s great, but I understand that law-
suit filing is down significantly around
the country. Our Constitution tells
you, and we know in our hearts that
it’s wrong to discriminate against peo-
ple based on race, creed, color, national
origin, gender, those things make
sense. We shouldn’t discriminate, and
those are protected classes.

We’ve also added, no matter what
your sexual preference, your sexual ori-
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entation, no matter what you’re ori-
ented toward sexually, because the
Democratic majority would not allow
us to define sexual orientation to ex-
clude illegal activity. We know sexual
orientation is a protected class now.
We are adding in this bill a new pro-
tected class called unemployed. The
title, on page 129, ‘“‘Prohibition of Dis-
crimination in Employment on the
Basis of an Individual’s Status As Un-
employed.”

It says right here in the findings that
we ‘‘find that denial of employment op-
portunities to individuals because of
their status as unemployed is discrimi-
natory and burdens commerce.’”’ It goes
on and explains this in the preceding
pages.

So the good news is, if you’'re unem-
ployed and you go to apply for a job,
and you’re not hired for that job, see a
lawyer. You may be able to file a claim
because you got discriminated against
because you were unemployed.

Now, some would point out, legiti-
mately, that will discourage people
from doing interviews of people unem-
ployed, because if they do, they’ve got
a claim or may have a claim to make
against the employer for discrimina-
tion based on the fact that they were
unemployed.

I think that this will help trial law-
yers who are not having enough work,
because it can open the door. We heard
from our friends across the aisle in the
preceding hour, 14 million people out of
work, that’s 14 million potential new
clients that could go hire a lawyer and
file a claim because they didn’t get
hired even though they were unem-
ployed.

We’ve heard the President demoniz-
ing billionaires and millionaires. You
know, why are the Republicans so
strong on trying to bail out their rich
friends?

Well, what we’ve learned here in this
town in recent years is that if the very
wealthy don’t mind being called names,
they will be enriched and even
engorged. For example, we know that
Wall Street executives have been called
fat cats by this administration and de-
monized.

Yet the little secret behind the
scene’s joke is, don’t mind being called
names; this administration has
brought more profit to Wall Street
than Goldman Sachs has ever seen in
their history. Wall Street executives
and their families gave to President
Obama 4-to-1 over JOHN MCCAIN, so, of
course, they’ve got a good little deal
going on there. And also, demonize the
oil and gas industry even though, you
know, you love British Petroleum be-
cause they were going to endorse the
cap-and-trade bill, and you demonize
them, and then you stick provisions in
this bill that have no effect on the big
major oil companies.

They will only affect, these provi-
sions at the back at pages 151, 152, 153,
they will not affect the big majors like
British Petroleum except that because
they will destroy the ability of inde-
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pendent producers that produce much
or maybe most of the oil and gas in the
continental U.S., it will drive them out
of business. It will dry up investment.

This is repeal of the oil and gas work-
ing interest exception, the passive ac-
tivity, so there are things in here that
are going to dry up the independent oil
company’s ability to function.

And the pay-for—we were told over
and over this is all paid for—is on page
155. Here it is, get ready: The Budget
Control Act of 2011 is amended by
striking $1.5 trillion that the super-
committee is going to have to find in
cuts and inserting $1.95 trillion.

He’s saying, It’s all paid for. It’s all
paid for. And the way it’s all paid for is
the new supercommittee is now ordered
under the President’s bill to find an-
other $450 billion to pay for his bill. So
it’s all paid for, hallelujah, amen.

Now, there are so many more prob-
lems I haven’t had a chance to get to,
and there are probably some things
that I probably missed even as I went
through this, but there is such bad
news for America in here.

Union workers, watch out: This may
be the end of your jobs. But it’s okay
because the unions are growing by get-
ting more government employees, not
the hard-working folks in the regular
unions. These are the government
unions. It should say, instead of Amer-
ican jobs bill, saving the President’s
job bill, but this is a disaster for every
other thinking person in America.

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

——

IN MEMORY OF JENNIFER ROSE
CERNUTO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, today 1
rise to pay tribute to an amazing
young lady from my district that was
taken from us far too soon and far too
young. Jennifer Rose Cernuto was a
resident of Mooresville, North Caro-
lina, in Iredell County in my district,
and had just graduated from high
school in May.

She was looking forward to beginning
college as part of the honors program
at High Point University in the fall.
Jennifer and her twin sister, Steph-
anie, served as interns in my district
office in Hickory last year. My staff
still talks about them and the great
work that they did and their wonderful
personalities and their real gift for
service.

Both Jennifer and Stephanie’s inter-
est and passion for learning the inner
workings of government and the dis-
trict office and the political process
were far beyond their years. But it was
in dealing with constituents and help-
ing people that both Jennifer and
Stephanie truly blossomed.

In fact, the Cernutos had an ability
to speak to constituents, many of
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