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Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Can I
interject that overregulation Kkills
jobs?

Mr. YODER. That’s absolutely cor-
rect.

So the regulations we’re putting for-
ward, not only do they not create jobs,
but the gentleman from Arkansas is
correct, they kill jobs. But yet I hear
folks on this House floor, I see folks on
the left, I see folks in the media argu-
ing repeatedly that these regulations
are actually good for business.

In fact, Robert Reich argued earlier
this year, he said, There’s no necessary
tradeoff between regulations and jobs.
In fact, regulations that are designed
well can generate innovation as compa-
nies compete to find the most efficient
solutions. And innovations can lead to
more jobs as they spawn new products
and industries.
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Regulations don’t create innovation.
Regulations don’t create jobs. They are
a job Kkiller. This is a commonsense
principle that I know a majority of
Americans agree with, and it’s one that
is completely refuted day after day on
this House floor. If we can come to an
agreement that regulations don’t cre-
ate jobs, we can get somewhere.

One of the reasons we don’t, and
you’ve been debating that this after-
noon, is because they create additional
burdens, additional hoops and addi-
tional challenges for small business
owners that we’re expecting to create
two-thirds of the jobs in this country.
In fact, just for fun, I brought down the
stack of rules and regulations that
have come out just in the last week.
Every day, our small business owners
have to deal with another one of these.
Another one of these. Every day.

There’s last Tuesday; there’s last
Wednesday; there’s last Thursday;
there’s last Friday—a pile of new rules
and regulations for business owners.
Even if they don’t affect them, they
still need to read them and follow them
and hire folks to be able to respond to
them. You talk to folks at home, you
say, Are you creating jobs? Are you
hiring new folks? They say, We are hir-
ing a few folks in the compliance de-
partment. So yes, you might create a
new job, but you’re killing the jobs in
innovation, entrepreneurship, and free
enterprise.

The other principle I want to leave
with the folks here is that taxes don’t
create jobs. Taxing and spending
doesn’t create wealth. That is some-
thing that is in dispute on this House
floor. If we could get an agreement
with both parties that regulations
don’t create jobs and taxing and spend-
ing doesn’t create jobs, we would be
going a long way to solving this de-
bate.

So when folks at home wonder, Why
are they arguing so much? Why can’t
they ever get anything done? Why
aren’t they moving forward? Because
we’re debating basic commonsense
principles of the free enterprise sys-
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tem. And folks come down here and
argue, Hey, these regulations are good
for jobs. Hey, these new tax increases,
that’s good to create jobs. We're not
going to get the free enterprise system
going while we’re smacking them down
with new taxes and new regulations
every day.

I appreciate the gentleman from Ar-
kansas, the gentleman from Colorado
and others down here having this de-
bate, because it is essential to what it
means to be an American in this free
enterprise system we all believe in.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I thank
the gentleman.

I want to use a little analogy and
have a little fun here for a second.

If you have two runners and they’re
lined up ready to race and one runner
is simply going to run straight to the
finish line and the other runner has to
run through an obstacle course, who do
you think is going to win? I think we
would all agree that the one who’s just
going to run straight, not going to
have to jump over anything, not going
to have to swim or climb a rope or
whatever, go through tires, just run
straight to the finish line, that runner
is going to have a big advantage over
the other runner. The other runner is
going to have to climb a rope, go over
a wall, go through the tires, do all the
things that you do in an obstacle
course.

The obstacle course, that’s regula-
tion. We need basic, fundamental regu-
lation to keep us safe, keep our kids
safe. I understand that. But that shows
you what we’re dealing with. You've
got some countries who have little or
no regulations, so their runners are
just running down that track straight,
unimpeded. We’re putting up walls for
ours, and then we wonder, Why can’t
we compete? Why aren’t people invest-
ing? Why aren’t they creating jobs in
the private sector? Well, it has a lot to
do with Washington, DC., my friend.

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado.

Mr. GARDNER. My colleague from
Arkansas has a great point, that stee-
plechase economics will not work. It’s
when you remove the barriers, it’s
when you get things out of the way of
this economy to grow, that’s when we
can create jobs. But if you’re making
people jump over walls and through
water hazards, again, steeplechase eco-
nomics have proven time and time
again that they are failures.

Our colleague from Kansas has shown
a great visual aid of what every busi-
ness owner in this country is facing
when it comes to their own business,
when it comes to creating jobs, when
they have to decide where they’re
going to invest their hard-earned cap-
ital. They’ve got to go through pages
and pages and volumes and volumes of
tax codes and regulatory decisions and
court decisions about what it is they
can or cannot do in their business,
making this economy so that it actu-
ally is unable to unleash the
innovators and entrepreneurs.
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Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I would
make a quick point on that if I could.

Some folks who want to invest,
they’ve had the dream all of their life
to create a small business, a little
shop, maybe it’s a bike shop, but to
create that business. A lot of them are
going to look at the metaphorical race,
see the obstacles, and refuse to enter
the race.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANSECO). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I thank
the Speaker, and I thank the gentle-
men for joining me tonight here on the
floor.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is prepared to recognize a mem-
ber of the minority party for 30 min-
utes.

————

THE PRESIDENT’S AMERICAN JOBS
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Speaker.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak
here today, and I certainly appreciate
my friends enlightening the Chamber
and those that may be prone to listen-
ing.

I want to add a little bit to the en-
lightenment, as we’ve seen that the
President is out there. And here is an
article from the AP, dated October 4,
saying that President Barack Obama is
criticizing House Majority Leader ERIC
CANTOR for saying the President’s $447
billion jobs bill will not get a vote in
its entirety in the Republican-led
House. The President singled out Mr.
CANTOR. According to the article, it
says, ‘“‘I'd like Mr. CANTOR to come
down here to Dallas and explain what
in this jobs bill he doesn’t believe in,’
Obama said in remarks prepared for de-
livery Tuesday at a Texas community
college.”

And as we know, the President would
have been reading those remarks, be-
cause he wouldn’t want to stray far
from the teleprompter with remarks.
We’ve seen what happens on those oc-
casions, and it isn’t pretty.

The article goes on:

“Three weeks after Obama sent the
legislation to Congress, the proposal
has run into resistance from Repub-
licans and even some Democrats.”

See, the article’s not quite accurate
on that, because we know that the
President came in here, in this very
body after he demanded to come speak,
which requires an invitation. You can’t
just come speak on the House floor un-
less you’re recognized by the Speaker,
you’re a Member of the House, or if the
House votes to allow someone to come
in who’s not a Member.

Some people are surprised when they
come in, Mr. Speaker, that the Presi-
dent’s not up there where you are, but
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the rules make it very clear. This is
the people’s House. The President can
only come, just like any other leader
that’s invited, for instance, Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu. They speak from the
second podium because they’re invited
guests.

Well, now, it’s a little bit rude to de-
mand to come speak in someone’s
house, and then you come in there and
lecture them and you state things like
repeatedly saying, You’'ve got to pass
this bill right away, right now; pass
this bill, this bill, and it turns out you
didn’t even have a bill. You had the
gall to come in here and demand we
pass a bill and you haven’t even got a
bill?

And then on Friday, the President
hit the campaign trail. Well, maybe
not the campaign trail, but whatever
you want to call it. He was out there
spending millions and millions and
millions of dollars to go to different
places around the country and demand
we pass this bill. Tell Congress, pass
my bill, and he didn’t have a bill.

Saturday, Sunday, he’s out there say-
ing, Pass my bill right now, pass it
right away. People, go to work imme-
diately. Never mind that he had to
take a vacation before he could get
around to producing a bill that was
that important. Never mind that he’s
going around telling everybody, We
should make Congress pass a bill that
doesn’t exist.

0 1620

On Monday, I was a little bothered
we were being condemned for not pass-
ing a bill that didn’t exist. So we were
pushing to try to get a copy of this
phantom bill. Late that afternoon, we
finally got a copy emailed. I printed it
out that Monday night at around 11
p.m., and I started going through the
President’s bill.

Now, by Wednesday, when no bill was
filed and when the President was still
running around spending millions of
taxpayer dollars, condemning Congress
for not passing his bill when he was so
busy out there telling people to make
Congress ‘‘pass my bill,” he forgot to
have anybody file the bill. For 6 days,
we were condemned here in this Cham-
ber for not passing the President’s bill.
He was so busy condemning Congress
for not passing his bill that he forgot
to ask somebody to file it for him.

By Wednesday, I got tired of being
condemned for not passing the Amer-
ican Jobs Act, so I filed an American
Jobs Act. Mine’s two pages. It’s H.R.
2911. It would create more jobs in
America than anything that the Presi-
dent has ever even talked about be-
cause, though you have businessmen
who are very successful, like Donald
Trump, saying we ought to slap a 25
percent tariff on everything we buy
from China, that starts a trade war.
I'm sure we don’t win. I don’t think
China wins. I don’t think anybody
wins. It would be messy. China owns so
much of our debt, unfortunately, that
it’s probably not a smart move right
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now until we get out from under this
debt.

The Bible talks very clearly about
what happens when you allow some-
body to own your debt. Basically, you
become a slave to them. So I'm looking
forward to the day we don’t owe China
and we don’t owe foreign countries, the
day we get out of debt because we bal-
ance our budget; and it looks like it
will take a balanced budget amend-
ment to do that.

In the meantime, there is no treaty
that would be violated, no trade agree-
ment, no court order anywhere in the
world that would prevent us from
eliminating the 35 percent tariff that
we put on all American-made goods be-
fore they’re able to sell them abroad.
It’s called a 3b percent corporate tax,
the largest corporate tax in the world.
It’s the number one reason that I've
heard from CEOs as to why they moved
their businesses to other countries.

So my two-page bill, the American
Jobs Act—and I do appreciate the
President promoting the American
Jobs Act; that’s my bill—reduces the 35
percent corporate tax to zero. Now,
there are some people who never really
got economics, and they don’t under-
stand the way the real world works.
They think the real world works like
CBO’s archaic rules that say you can’t
take actual historic precedent to figure
out what effect a bill will have.

Never mind even if the same result
always occurs after a certain thing is
done, you can’t consider that because
the 1974 liberal Congress that ran us
out of Vietnam and left all our allies
there to be killed by our enemies put in
the rules for CBO to score bills. So you
don’t get a fair look at what really
happens with CBO rules, and there are
some people who think those rules are
the way you have to look at things.
The fact is, if you reduced the cor-
porate tax, especially to zero, jobs
would come flooding back into Amer-
ica.

Now, I would think unions would love
this bill. If you really want union jobs
back in America; if you’re really will-
ing to say, you know what, forget this
business about America being nothing
but a service economy, we really want
manufacturing jobs back, then elimi-
nate the 35 percent insidious tariff we
put on American-made goods before
they can be sold abroad.

As I've said here on the floor, I'm
willing to negotiate, to be bipartisan.
If the President can’t bring himself to
get to zero, then let’s negotiate some-
where in between. We could do that.
Herman Cain is talking about 9 per-
cent. But then we have the President
out there demanding that we pass his
bill. Then he’s saying things about it
that simply are not factual, not factual
at all. I know, because I read the bill.
I'm very irritated with people who
think the President’s lying about his
bill, because I believe I can prove he’s
not lying about his bill. He doesn’t
know what’s in his bill. You can’t lie
about something you don’t know, and I
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believe I can prove the President is not
a liar. Absolutely not.

He gave that speech in here on
Thursday night. The next day, he’s on
the road condemning Congress for not
passing his bill. There was no bill yet.
Saturday, he’s on the road condemning
Congress for not passing his bill.
There’s no bill. He was still keeping
that up all day Monday. Well, it wasn’t
until Monday that his bill got finished.
There’s no way he could keep giving
those speeches every single day all over
the country and have had the 6 or 7
hours I did between 11 p.m. to 5 or 6
a.m.—I've said five, but I was still
going awhile—but at least the 6 hours
that I took the night the bill came out
to go through his bill. He hadn’t had
that time. There’s no way the Presi-
dent could work that 6-hour schedule,
or time in his schedule, to go through
the bill like I did. There’s no way to
condemn the President for not knowing
what’s in his bill when he hasn’t had
time, when he’s been too busy con-
demning Congress for not passing it.
How could he know what was in it?

Then today, of course, we see the
President’s knocking the GOP leader-
ship, and he’s telling people on the
campaign trail—let’s see. This is an ar-
ticle from Yahoo! News, by Chris
Moody:

President Obama is in Dallas today, urging
Americans who support the American Jobs
Act to demand that Congress pass it already.

Though it’s been nearly a month since he
laid out this plan, House Republicans
haven’t acted to pass it, and House Majority
Leader Eric Cantor is out there actually
bragging that they won’t even put the jobs
package up for a vote—ever.

It’s not clear which part of the bill they
now object to—building roads, hiring teach-
ers, getting veterans back to work. They’'re
willing to block the American Jobs Act, and
they think you won’t do anything about it.

Apparently, those are the President’s
words, according to the article, the
best I understand this. Oh, this was the
President’s reelection campaign that
sent out an email blasting House Re-
publicans for not voting on the pro-
posal.

It’s just been in the last hour, while
the President is condemning Repub-
licans for not passing his bill, that Sen-
ate Minority Leader MITCH MCCON-
NELL, Republican of Kentucky, tried to
force a vote on the President’s plan in
the upper Chamber on Tuesday after-
noon; but REID used a procedural tactic
to block the bill from coming to the
floor. He called the Republicans’ insist-
ence on a vote a ‘‘publicity stunt.” So
the President hasn’t had time to read
the bill. He hasn’t had time to find out
who was really blocking his bill. Well,
it turns out it’s really HARRY REID in
the Senate.

Based on the things the President
has said, I know he hasn’t read this, be-
cause I know the President would not
be dishonest. When he’s out there and
has repeatedly said that we’re going to
make millionaires and billionaires pay
their fair share, I know he wouldn’t go
out there and say that if he knew the
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truth about what was in his bill, be-
cause in his bill at pages 134 and 135, it
gives the definition of who’s rich and
who’s going to get it socked to him.

The President has been saying re-
peatedly ‘‘millionaire and billionaire’’;
but bless his heart, if he had time to
read the bill—and I hope somebody will
carve out some time for him to do that.
I know his speech schedule out there of
condemning Congress has kept him
tied up—but if they could work in some
time for him to read his own bill and
just stop condemning Congress for just
a little bit and if he has enough time to
get to page 135, he’ll find out that the
people he’s going after that he says are
millionaires and billionaires in his
bill—and it’s not a jobs bill.

O 1630

Since I have used the name that the
President was originally plugging, I
think his bill would be better called
“‘the saving Obama’s job bill.”

But that may not be fair either be-
cause if people really find out what’s in
this bill, I don’t think they would be
very happy. I'm not sure it saves his
job.

But he defines millionaire and bil-
lionaire—right here on page 135—as
any taxpayer whose adjusted gross in-
come is above $125,000 in the case of a
married filing separately return, and
that’s $250,000 in the case of a joint re-
turn, married filing jointly.

And here again this may be some-
thing nice he’s throwing out for gay
folks that are living together, so he
can tell them actually you’re better off
not getting married, because there’s
some marriage penalty here. If you’re
the head of a single household, you’ve
got an exemption of $225,000; all other
cases, $200,000.

So it really penalizes married indi-
viduals and, apparently, according to
this bill, a millionaire or a billionaire
is somebody who makes $125,000.

But if you think this is good news, if
you want to get divorced, it is good
news for you because if you’re married
and you’re filing a joint return, you get
a $250,000 exemption. Or if you’re mar-
ried and filing singly, you get a $125,000
exemption. The good news is, if you’'re
thinking about divorce, you can actu-
ally get divorced and have a $75,000 to
$100,000 higher exemption if you’ll just
get divorced, and you can even live to-
gether. This is the President’s pro-
posal: live together and you get a
whole lot more of an exemption than if
you’re married.

Now, of course, the Founders, they
all understood marriage to be between
a man and a woman, and that’s the way
the history of the country has been.
Study after study has shown that the
odds are children will be better ad-
justed if they have the two-parent
home, the traditional two-parent
home. Obviously, there’s some homes
that aren’t good and children are not
well served there. But this President,
by virtue of the power as the old say-
ing, the power to tax, the power to de-
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stroy, takes a shot at traditional, con-
ventional marriage.

Then there is an additional AMT
amount. That’s subsection c, because if
you are a millionaire or a billionaire,
which means you make more than
$125,000 and you’re married, there is an
extra penalty for you that the Presi-
dent’s got waiting for you in his so-
called jobs bill.

I don’t know if he’s aware—I just
don’t see how he could be because he’s
been so busy out making speeches ev-
erywhere. But if you were to look, Mr.
Speaker, at the stuff in here, well, he
says it’s about jobs; so I bet the Presi-
dent does not know that here at page
75, we’ve got a new Federal entity, al-
though it’s defined on page 76 as a pri-
vate, nonprofit corporation, called the
Public Safety Broadband Corporation,
because this President believes there is
danger in people having broadband in
their home.

Can you really trust the American
people? It has to be the theme of this
part of the President’s so-called jobs
bill. Apparently, he thinks there’s a
public safety threat in broadband that
people have coming into their home
and business. So he’s created this pri-
vate, nonprofit corporation.

You might say, well, good, thank
goodness it’s not government; it’s a
private nonprofit corporation that will
control everybody’s broadband. Good
news, is it?

Because when you look down at sec-
tion 285, halfway down page 76, you see
who’s on the board of directors. And
even though it’s a private, nonprofit
corporation, the board of directors is
comprised of—the Federal members are
the Secretary of Commerce, the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, Attorney
General of the United States, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget. I believe those are all ap-
pointed by the President. How about
that? But it’s a private, nonprofit cor-
poration; so surely the Federal Govern-
ment wouldn’t try to control it.

But the Secretary of Commerce, in
consultation with the Secretary of
Homeland Security and Attorney Gen-
eral, shall appoint 11 other individuals
who serve as non-Federal members of
the board.

Well, isn’t that happy news? They’re
not really Federal even though the
President’s appointees are the ones
that will be on the board with these
folks. They’ll owe their appointment to
them.

But it’s just interesting. I bet the
President has no idea. And, of course, I
know the President’s aware of what a
fiasco to our Federal budget Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac have been and
the danger that it posed to our Federal
economic system. Well, he’s probably
not aware that in here his bill cre-
ates—I'm sure there’s no way he could
know what’s in this bill. He’s too busy
running around condemning us for not
passing it. There’s no way he could
have spent 6 hours reading this, 6 to 7
hours, like I did.
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Anyway, if you’ll double-check,
you’ll find, Mr. Speaker, that page 40,
whoever wrote this bill thinks Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac were a wonderful,
wonderful thing. The Federal Govern-
ment, insuring all these home loans
and, then, of course, we pass laws.

I do remember our friend from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) assuring every-
body that they’re in good shape, not a
problem. It turned out they weren’t in
good shape. He didn’t know. Mr. FRANK
wouldn’t come down here and misrepre-
sent something like that, I know. He
wouldn’t. He just didn’t know, just like
the President has no clue what all is in
this bill.

But if he’ll check at the bottom of
page 40, he’ll find the American Infra-
structure Financing Authority says it’s
established as a wholly owned govern-
ment corporation. So if you like
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, you
think they’ve done a great job, you're
going to love this bill. It’s like both of
them combined, exponentially in-
creased and put on steroids. Because
we know houses, compared to infra-
structure, don’t cost all that much.
But, boy, you compare them to infra-
structure, man.

This has to be the thinking of who-
ever put this bill together, and I know
it wasn’t the President because he
couldn’t have put this together and
gone around telling people things that
are in it, not knowing this kind of stuff
that is in it. But the American Infra-
structure Financing Authority—and we
could do that like we did the flood in-
surance. You know, the Federal Gov-
ernment says, well, we need a Federal
player in the insurance business; so we
provided a Federal option.

Well, guess what, the Federal Gov-
ernment runs in the red on the flood
insurance. Private companies can’t
keep up with that, and so insurance
companies quit providing flood insur-
ance in those parts and the Federal
Government became the insurer.

It’s the same way with student loans.
Banks, other lending institutions could
lend money for student loans, and they
were backed by the government. But
under Speaker PELOSI and this Presi-
dent, HARRY REID, the Federal Govern-
ment decided we’re going to take over
all the student loans.
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Well, that creates a concern for some
because if you’re as outspoken as some
of us are, I'm just grateful my daugh-
ter has just finished her college degree
so I won’t have to come begging to the
President for a student loan so my
children can go to college. Is that what
we want? Is that where we want the in-
frastructure financing to go? Every
school district, town, county, State has
to come begging to the Federal Govern-
ment because we run everybody else
out of business, like we did student
loans and flood insurance?

Surely the President doesn’t know
this is in here. This is not a jobs bill;
it’s a government takeover. Same with



H6548

the public safety broad band authority
or corporation.

I bet a lot of folks don’t know about
the short time compensation program.
It’s a new program, never created be-
fore, but it’s in the President’s bill.
The participation, it says, is involun-
tary. But if an employer under this
program reduces hours worked by em-
ployees instead of laying them off, and
that’s anybody who has been reduced
by at least 10 percent, then it says
they’re eligible for unemployment
compensation. It gives out the terms
for that. I bet the President doesn’t
know that’s in there.

Now I have to agree with him, it is a
jobs bill for plaintiff’s lawyers because
we have seen over and over a lot of
states doing tort reform. It’s more and
more difficult to sue people. So we
have got a new program here that will
help with lawyers that are out of work
because here in the bill, we’ve created
a new class of protected individuals. So
if you’re unemployed and you get laid
off, you ought to see a lawyer if you
feel like you weren’t hired because
you’re unemployed, because you can
sue. You can file a claim, at least,
against the employer that didn’t hire
you.

Now, a practical look at that provi-
sion, allowing employers to be sued if
they fail to hire someone who is unem-
ployed, would make employers—I’'ve al-
ready heard from them—if that ends up
in the law, I'm not going to be hiring
anybody. I can’t take a chance on
being sued or having claims filed
against me. If five people unemployed
come in, four of them don’t get the job
and they all four file claims against
me, I can’t afford that.

So I think once the President ever
gets to look at his bill, then he’ll un-
derstand this is not what he’s thinking
it is.

And, of course, he’s promised Amer-
ica we’re going after major oil compa-
nies. There is no way this President
could know that page 151-154, the part
that goes after oil companies, will not
affect his friends at British Petroleum,
Exxon, Shell. They won’t be affected
because the most important deductions
that are repealed here are only for
smaller producers, the independent
producers who drill 94 percent of all the
oil and gas wells on the land of the con-
tinental U.S. There’s no way he could
know that, even if he read this, unless
he really understood the oil and gas in-
dustry.

So what he’ll do, he drives up the
capital for companies trying to drill
wells, and this will be a disaster unless
you’re a major oil company, in which
case you’ll make more profit than
you’ve ever made because you kill off
all of the independent competition.
That’s what his bill does, and I'm sure
he doesn’t know that.

Now, they have also been out there
blaming Republicans for increasing the
debt. This was in an article. We’ve got
it up on the House Web site so people
can really see what has happened. It’s
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a great article from the Atlanta Jour-
nal Constitution. This is one of the dia-
grams. It shows who really increased
the debt. We know from the Constitu-
tion that it is the Congress that holds
the purse strings. So really the one re-
sponsible, most responsible, is the Con-
gress. And who’s most responsible, the
biggest, most powerful body is con-
trolled by the Speaker; you, Mr. Speak-
er—that is while you’re pro tempore.
This shows the increase in debt as a
percentage of GDP. And we see what
happened under Speaker O’Neill. We
see what happened under Speaker Jim
Wright. Didn’t really increase much in
debt as a percentage of GDP. Under
Speaker Foley, it increased a great
deal. And actually under Speaker Ging-
rich and Speaker Hastert, debt as a
percentage of GDP, it went way down.
And then we got the last 4 years with
Speaker PELOSI, and it went through
the roof like has never happened in this
country’s history.

Well, I hope I have provided an ade-
quate defense to those who would say
that the President is misrepresented
because I think I've got proof. The
President didn’t lie about any of this
stuff. He hasn’t had time to read it. He
doesn’t know what’s in it. I hope and
pray that he’ll take the time to do that
so he can accurately represent the sav-
ing Obama’s job bill, and I appreciate
the President’s support for the Amer-
ican Jobs Act, which bill is mine.

I yield back the balance of my time.

—————

FLOODS DEVASTATE
PENNSYLVANIA

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

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, on
September 7, 8, and 9, the Susquehanna
River and some of its tributaries, swol-
len by the remnants of Tropical Storm
Lee, overflowed their banks. This hap-
pened shortly after northeastern Penn-
sylvania was soaked by Hurricane
Irene, which brought local rivers and
creeks to their banks. So when Trop-
ical Storm Lee moved in over my dis-
trict, the results were catastrophic. In
some communities, the floodwaters
came quickly. Creeks raged out of con-
trol. Homes were swept off their foun-
dations and toppled into muddy pits.
Roads were washed away.

In other communities, the water rose
more slowly, but it did no less damage.
I was there in the town of Duryea,
Pennsylvania, when the Lackawanna
River topped the small levee and began
flooding homes. It was like watching
someone fill an aquarium, although
this was much, much more destructive.

I spent many days in September trav-
eling across my district to see first-
hand the devastation caused by this
flooding. It’s hard to describe exactly
what it looks like. Think of everything
you have on the first floor of your
home—your couch, reclining chairs,
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your refrigerator, your stove, your
dishwasher, your television. Maybe you
have a bedroom on the first floor—your
mattress, your dresser. Then think of
everything you have in your base-
ment—a washer, a drier, your furnace,
your hot water heater, your winter
clothing. Now imagine all of that on
the sidewalk ready for a dumpster be-
cause it is soaked with river water. It’s
dirty with river mud. And it’s contami-
nated by whatever else flowed into the
river when the water rose.

But go beyond these possessions.
Think of photographs on your walls
and on your end tables. Think of your
children’s toys in the basement. Think
of the mementos, family treasures
handed down to you by your parents
and your grandparents. Now imagine
all of that on the sidewalk, too. But
it’s not just your house. It’s your
neighbor’s house next door and the
house across the street, and all of those
houses up and down your street. Imag-
ine entire neighborhoods—block after
block of destruction. And imagine the
smell of it—wet fabric, spoiled food,
spilled fuel oil, raw sewage, and mud.
Mud 2 feet deep in basements and cov-
ering lawns and filling swimming
pools.

That is what I experienced. That is
what my constituents experienced. It’s
what they’re continuing to cope with
as they try to rebuild.

I will never forget standing in a ru-
ined living room with a woman in West
Nanticoke. Most of her belongings were
piled on the street in front of her
home. She wept as she told me that
both her husband and son died in the
last 6 months. During this flooding, she
lost almost everything she owned.
Think about that. She lost her hus-
band. She lost her son. She lost most of
her belongings. She lost her home. All
in 6 months. The loss is just incredible.

I've seen children console their par-
ents, saying, Mommy, don’t cry.

In Shickshinny, a mother pointed to
a leather jacket and remembered the
first time her daughter wore it. She
broke down as she told me she hoped
her grandchild would wear it some day.
It, too, was ruined and had to be
thrown away.
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An old black-and-white photograph
of a woman sat on a pile of belongings
in front of a home in West Pittston.
The surface of the photo was covered in
muddy streaks as the owner tried to
save it. But she couldn’t save it from
the mud. It had to be thrown away. An-
other memory lost.

In Bloomsburg, a family stayed in
their home to try to move their posses-
sions to an upper floor, but Fishing
Creek rose too quickly. The house next
to theirs was knocked from its founda-
tion. Water started gushing through
their front windows as they called for
help. They had to be saved by a heli-
copter. The woman there told me that
she could never live in that home
again.
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