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pay tenfold in the years to come. Stud-
ies show that 60 percent of the nearly
16 million children who witness domes-
tic abuse every year mimic it later in
their lives.

We have our work cut out for us, but
one thing that defines our country is
the notion that anyone who abuses an-
other human being, woman or man,
will be brought to justice. When To-
peka, Kansas, decriminalized domestic
violence earlier this month, we took a
huge and unacceptable step backwards.
In honor of the victims who have lost
their lives to domestic violence and
those who live in fear every day, let us
recommit ourselves today to their safe-
ty.

I thank you again, Mr. GREEN.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank the
lady, especially for citing the statis-
tical information. It is important for
our Nation and our country to under-
stand that these are real people who
are being harmed and that this is not
something that occurs in some seg-
ments of society. This crosses all
lines—economic lines, gender lines, po-
litical lines—and it’s up to us to have
bipartisan efforts to end this.

I'm honored that my friend, Mr. POE,
has joined us today, as this has been a
bipartisan effort. But we’ve got to get
this message back to the communities
because indifference is what allows this
to continue to a certain extent. No one
should be indifferent. Everybody has a
duty to report it, everybody has a duty
to condemn it. And if we do this, then
we can make every person who per-
forms an act of violence persona non
grata in our communities.

I want to thank the Speaker for the
time. One hour is never enough to
cover all that we should cover, but I'm
grateful to the leadership for giving us
the 1 hour that we’ve had.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2576, MODIFYING INCOME
CALCULATION FOR HEALTH
CARE PROGRAMS, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
HR. 674, GOVERNMENT CON-
TRACTOR WITHHOLDING REPEAL
ACT

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina (during
the Special Order of Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas), from the Committee on Rules,
submitted a privileged report (Rept.
No. 112-261) on the resolution (H. Res.
448) providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 2576) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the cal-
culation of modified adjusted gross in-
come for purposes of determining eligi-
bility for certain healthcare-related
programs, and providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 674) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal
the imposition of 3 percent withholding
on certain payments made to vendors
by government entities, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.
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MISSOURI RIVER FLOODING

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it’s
my honor to be recognized to address
you here on the floor. And before I go
into my presentation, I want to go into
the subject matter the gentleman from
Texas has led this previous Special
Order on, just as a means of discussing
a way to look at victims’ rights.

For me, I was caused to reexamine
the situation as a victim. I had had
some heavy equipment that was de-
stroyed by vandals back in the year
1987, a year that shall live in infamy. It
was in the middle of the farm crisis
years. A lot of that damage was unin-
sured, but we did catch the perpetra-
tors. A long, long story; it was hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars of dam-
age. I followed through on everything,
seeing myself as a victim who had an
obligation to assist the prosecution as
a citizen and a victim would and
should. And I remember sitting in the
courtroom in Sac City, Iowa, when
they brought up the trial of one of the
perpetrators. The bailiff announced to
the court: This is the case of the State
v. Jason Martin Powell. And I sat there
thinking, how is it the State versus the
perpetrator? I'm not in this equation.
I'm not even the versus; I'm just here
as a spectator. And so I began to exam-
ine what that really means. What it
means is that the State and the law en-
forcement component, in this case the
State, is the intervenor. If you have a
grievance with someone, and I cer-
tainly had a grievance with the people
that destroyed my equipment and near-
ly destroyed my business, before the
law and order days, that would be set-
tled in some other fashion, likely in
some violent fashion. And if you go
back a couple thousand years or 3,000
years before the law was established,
like Mosaic law, or Roman or Greek
law—but as law was established, it was
to eliminate the vigilante component
of this, and the State stepped in and in-
tervened.

Another way of looking at it would
be when everything was owned by the
State. The subjects in, let’s say, old
Western Europe, old England, the sub-
jects were the property of the king.
The State supplanted the king. The
subjects and everything they owned
were the property and the ownership of
the king in England, so when you see
old English common law and you see
how it transfers into the United States,
and it becomes the State v. Jason Mar-
tin Powell, the perpetrator, convicted
perpetrator, I will say, and I can say
his name in the record here now, that
transfer was, if you committed a crime,
you shot one of the king’s deer, if you
murdered or assaulted one of the king’s
subjects, you were committing a crime
against the king. So in our society
when you commit a crime, you are
committing a crime against the State.

I'm taking us all to this point, Mr.
Speaker, because once the State is sat-
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isfied that they have established jus-
tice, the victim doesn’t really have
anything more to say about it. The vic-
tim is not in that equation. My posi-
tion needs to be developed more than it
is, but my point is if the State is going
to intervene, then the State has to en-
force the law, then the State has to
protect the citizens adequately. And
when they fail, then what’s the obliga-
tion of the State? They are not ensur-
ing us to be protected from violent
crime. They’re simply doing the best
they can without a consequence for the
State. All the way around that circle is
this.
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Back in those years, I remember a
study that was done, and that study
will come to me in a moment. It was a
1995 study. In that study, they put a
value on each crime. And I remember
that a rape victim—they valued mur-
der at around a million dollars; rape at
about $82,000. Now, I can’t imagine who
would submit to rape for $82,000 dol-
lars, but that was the quantity.

Then they also put in that study that
a criminal who was loose on the
street—an average criminal loose on
the street—would commit $444,000
worth of crime in a year. Well, it costs
about $20,000 a year to lock them up.
They do $444,000 worth of damage to
the society in a year. But that damage
is not compensated. That comes out of
crime victims in great, huge, whopping
chunks of their lives, their security,
and their property.

So I would just suggest that if the
State were liable for all of the damage
that’s caused by perpetrators, we
would have a more effective criminal
justice system. I'm not advocating that
we bring that forward in this Congress,
but I just discuss that way of looking
at this, how we got to the point where
the State is the intervenor. Because
the State is the successor to the Crown
in old English common law, and a
crime committed under the Crown was
a crime committed against the King,
because he owned everything, and it
damaged his ability—even if it was the
serf—to produce.

So we are now the successor philos-
ophy, but we’ve forgotten this part,
that victims are paying the price. The
State is not paying the price. It’s no
longer a crime against the State, even
though the State is the intervenor.

I would yield to the gentleman from
Texas and thank him for presenting
this. It just sparked that memory, and
I wanted to put that into the RECORD
and let you know how I think about
crime victims.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I especially
thank you for placing things in a prop-
er historical context. It’s greatly ap-
preciated.

Having taught a class myself in trial
simulation, one of the things that we
discussed was the origin of the concept
of the State. And it evolved to the ex-
tent that you’ve called to our atten-
tion, but it also became a ‘‘we the peo-
ple’” country. Our country is a ‘‘we the
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people” country. And sometimes if we
substitute for the State ‘‘we the peo-
ple,” because it becomes the people in
many places against the defendant, and
I think it’s appropriate that it be the
people against the defendant.

I think we as a society have some
things that we will not tolerate, and,
as a result, we have codified these
things into laws that carry penalties
with them. And these penalties, in my
opinion, have to be imposed so as to
maintain an orderly society.

I would mention, to my friend, this.
You have said $82,000 for rape. I just
have to make sure that I go on record
saying I agree with you; $82,000, I can-
not imagine how someone managed to
conclude that $82,000 was the worth of
a person having been raped or that
crime itself.

I support the notion that we must
compensate victims. Victims ought to
be compensated appropriately, which is
one of the reasons why I have sup-
ported the Violence Against Women
Act; and I’'m hoping that we’ll get it re-
authorized, because it does establish a
fund so that victims of crimes of this
nature can have their perpetrators pay
money into this fund so as to make
sure that victims are properly com-
pensated.

I think you and I together, today,
want to make sure that the people—we
the people—are heard, and we the peo-
ple in the courts of this country can
take the necessary steps to not only
prevent but also to compensate the vic-
tims of these dastardly deeds.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, and I thank the gentleman from
Texas for making those points.

We the people have vested our au-
thority in our government, and that’s
how that transfer takes place. But I re-
member clearly the bailiff saying,
“The State versus,” and that rang my
bell; and I looked back through history
to understand the root of that.

I would point out also that the $82,000
for a rape victim, I believe, was quan-
tified in this way—loss of work, med-
ical treatment, psychological treat-
ment; that kind of impact that was
just simply the economic impact on
her life, not the emotional impact and
the trauma. But even still, to quantify
that—and the Department of Justice
has quantified crime also with dif-
ferent values. And I don’t recall them
well enough from that chart, but I
know there’s a 1992 Department of Jus-
tice study that laid some values out.

I think it would be a plus for us, even
though pain and suffering and the loss
of life is immeasurable in a dollar
form, if we could quantify it in a way
we begin to understand what crime
does to society. That would be helpful
if we could move down that path. It’s
been a long time since there’s been a
real broad study done in this country
that laid out the complete loss of all of
the crimes in the United States that
are committed. I would think it’s in
the billions of dollars. We accept it be-
cause it’s a victim here and a victim

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

there. It’s not like they’re all coming
together in one large group. It’s scat-
tered out across our society. And the
higher the level of crime in your com-
munity, the higher your tolerance has
been because of the continual incidence
of that violence.

I appreciate the sentiment from the
gentleman from Texas, and I wanted to
add some words to the sentiment that
you brought to the floor here tonight
in this Congress.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank the
gentleman for his comments. I greatly
appreciate the time that you took from
your time to continue to elaborate on
this. It means a lot to the people that
we both represent, and I thank you
again.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, again, I thank the gentleman
from Texas.

I came here to talk about a couple of
other subject matters, Mr. Speaker.
The one that’s on the front of my mind
that I want to make sure I address is
the Missouri River flooding that has
taken place all down the Missouri
River drainage area all summer long. I
think for the rest of the country it
hasn’t been brought to their attention
how bad and how devastating this flood
is.
You can pick your river in the world
and you will know that every river has
flooded in history. That’s what they
do. That’s why we have river bottoms.
They’re flattened out because of the
floods. Whether it’s the Mississippi
River flood or the Missouri River flood
or any of the floods that we’ve had up
and down—the New Jersey floods, for
example, and the other floods in the
northeast part of the United States—
they have been devastating; and we
have watched on television as we’ve
seen people scramble to get above the
waterline and to sandbag to protect the
assets that they have.

We watched as the water flooded into
New Orleans several years ago with
Katrina and the human suffering that
went on down there. Some of us went
down and did what we could. Myself,
I've made four trips down after Katrina
to try to lend a hand down there. I've
contributed in some way, and I say
humbly, in a small way, Mr. Speaker.

But this summer, Midwesterners—
people in Missouri and Kansas and Ne-
braska, Iowa, South Dakota, North Da-
kota, and Montana—have all suffered
from the greatest runoff experienced in
recorded history from the Missouri
River. This greatest runoff is accumu-
lated this way. It wasn’t particularly
dramatic in snowcap in the wintertime,
not particularly dramatic by March 1
as they measure that snowcap, but sev-
eral things contribute to the runoff.
It’s the snow up in the mountains all
the way up into Montana; it’s the rain-
fall that takes place there; and it’s any
dramatic rainfall events.

All of those things came together in
the perfect storm fashion—late season,
significantly higher snowcap up in the
mountains, and then early spring rains
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that saturated and became a signifi-
cant runoff. On top of that, a very
heavy rainfall event around particu-
larly the Billings, Montana, area where
they got 10 to 12 inches of rain; 8
inches, I think, in Billings and 10 to 12
across a vast area, some of it up to 15
inches in some areas.

So the circumstances were that we
had all the snow that needed to come
down—a large, large amount of snow.
We had a lot more rain than expected.
The ground was saturated so it didn’t
soak in. That was running off from
broad rains across that had taken place
in April and in May. And then on May
22, the massive rainfall that fell in the
Billings area and around that was un-
precedented in its volume. All of that
together created a runoff that if you
think of it in these terms, that the
largest experience that they had seen
was actually 1997. Prior to that was
1881.

In 1881, there were 42 million acre-
feet of runoff. That’s water a foot deep
over 42 million acres; all of that vol-
ume, if you just calculate that volume,
running off into the Missouri River.

0 1800

There are six dams that have been
built in the upper Missouri River, res-
ervoirs created by them. And these six
dams start in Montana and string down
through North Dakota and South Da-
kota. The furthest most downstream
one is Gavins Point at Yankton, South
Dakota, and that would be the last
valve that controls the flow of the Mis-
souri River from that point, just up-
stream from Sioux City, all the way
down to St. Louis. That’s the control
valve at Gavins Point.

Forty-two million acre-feet of runoff
in 1981, 49 million acre-feet of runoff in
1997, 61—or I guess they said last night
60.4 million acre-feet of runoff this year
in 2011, roughly 20 percent more than
we had ever experienced before. If you
would exempt 97, it was a third more
than we had experienced in 1881. These
six dams were designed to protect us
downstream from serious downstream
flooding in the largest runoff event ex-
perienced. That was 1881.

He used the commonsense logic of
the floods of 1881. The floods in 1943,
the floods in 1952 accelerated the con-
struction of the Pick Sloan program.
By 1968, we had built the six dams.
They were completely operational for
the full season of 1968. They were built
to protect us from serious downstream
flooding, and they were designed to the
design elevations necessary to protect
us from the largest runoff ever.

And the Corps of Engineers has al-
ways held 16.3 million acre-feet of stor-
age as the volume necessary to protect
us from the largest runoff ever, 1881.
That hasn’t changed. Over five dif-
ferent versions of the master manual,
the document that governs how they
manage the river, hasn’t changed at
all; but neither had the largest experi-
enced runoff in history, 1881.

Now, I have to quantify that. The 49
million acre-feet in ’97 was for the
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breadth of the year. You compress the
1881 into several months—I believe 4
months of runoff, but it was a shorter
period of time. So the monthly volume
of runoff was greater in 1981 than it
was in 1997. And so the Corps of Engi-
neers had managed this all these years.
In 113 years, we had not seen the kind
of runoff that we saw in 1881. But it
was designed to protect us from the
largest runoff ever.

This year, we have the largest runoff
ever, and the discharge that pre-
viously, coming out of Gavins Point,
that last valve to release into the river
that goes all the way to St. Louis, the
largest discharge was 70,000 cubic feet
per second. This year, because of the
large volume, the discharge became
160,000 cubic feet per second, substan-
tially more than twice as much volume
as we’ve ever seen before coming
through Gavins Point. Designed for a
large amount of that, it did hold to-
gether and the system held together
very well upstream.

But here’s their problem, Mr. Speak-
er, and that is that the Corps of Engi-
neers has determined that this runoff
this year is an anomaly, that it’s a 500-
year event. And so in a 500-year event,
they wouldn’t change their manage-
ment of the river substantially because
they argue that it’s unlikely that it
will ever happen again.

My response to that is, a year ago,
standing here, no one knew we were
going to get the runoff in 2011. The
odds of this kind of flood happening
that has happened to us in 2011 weren’t
any greater than they are for the same
thing happening next year. And it’s the
equivalent of—the risks for 2012 are the
same as they were for 2011 for a runoff
of that magnitude for a number of rea-
sons, but the simple one is this: if you
flip a coin twice in a row and it comes
up tails twice in a row, what are the
odds it will come up tails three times
in a row, the third time?

Now, that’s just one of those classic
examples of statistics. You might
think that the odds get to be one in six
or something like that; but, truthfully,
the odds are 50/50 that that coin will
come up tails the third time in a row.
If you flip it on its tail six times in a
row, what are the odds that it will be
tails the seventh time? Fifty/fifty, be-
cause we don’t know next year whether
there’s going to be any more or any
less runoff than we’ve had this year.
The odds are the same, except that be-
cause of the damage to our system, our
levees, and our storm protection, be-
cause of all of that damage, we’re not
as prepared to deal with a runoff of
that magnitude as we were coming into
2011.

So the risk is greater, even though
the odds of it happening again next
year are the same. And no one, no mor-
tal that’s looking at 113 years of
records—and maybe a little more than
that—can tell you what a b500-year
flood event is. It’s not within the capa-
bilities of mortal man.

And the reasons are, because if
you're going to calculate the odds of a
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500-year event, you would have to look
across several thousand years to try to
find a pattern to see if you could make
that prediction. How many times did
this kind of runoff happen in the pre-
vious 2,000 years or the previous 3,000
years? I mean, 3,000 years would only
be six different increments of 500-year
events. Would it happen six times over
3,000 years? Who knows. We have no
records to go by. So it’s a judgment
call made by somebody sitting in an of-
fice somewhere—probably in Omaha—
that this is a 500-year event. Therefore,
they’re not going to change the way
they manage the river. They got by,
okay, for 113 years—not managing the
river all that time, just since 1968. But
this time we got burned really badly,
Mr. Speaker.

And I want to make this point, that
to visualize this, this thing that Mem-
bers of Congress haven’t seen—not very
many of us—the public hasn’t seen
hardly at all, think of this, think in
our mind’s eye of what it looks like to
go up near the northwest corner of
Iowa, South Dakota border—Sioux
City, Iowa—and look at a Missouri
River bottom that was flooded with
water all summer long from around the
first week in June until the first week
in September.

That’s a mile and a half wide where
normally it’s a few hundred feet wide.
And go downstream a few more miles
and the river is 8 miles wide hill to hill.
And go down stream a little further to
Omaha, right where Interstate 680 goes
across, and the water is 11 miles wide.
And once it goes through Omaha,
Council Bluffs and Glenwood, that’s
compressed it down within the levees
that miraculously held or we would
have had a similar-to-Katrina event in
Council Bluffs where we had at least
30,000 people living below the water
level in their homes. If there’s a breach
in that dike, they get flooded like they
did in New Orleans.

But downstream from there, the river
that was narrow enough to go through
the cities widens out again four or five,
six miles wide on down into Missouri—
and SAM GRAVES can tell you the rest
of that story. Now, that’s water from
hill to hill in many cases, and water
that’s not sitting there stagnant, Mr.
Speaker. This is water that is flowing
out in the channel, 11 to 12 miles an
hour, and out against the hillside, oh,
let’s just say six miles away from the
channel, or seven. That water is still
flowing at four to five miles an hour,
and 12, 14, 16 feet deep. Farm buildings,
businesses flooded up to the eaves—
they’re built on the highest piece of
ground in the bottom, by the way—this
water flowing at four or five miles an
hour, dropping sand, debris—not as
badly as I thought, but debris—and
sand now that’s laid out over thou-
sands of acres, some of it 6 feet deep,
everywhere, drifts of sand, dunes of
sand that are 10 or 12 feet deep.

The trees that are up and down the
river that have stood in water for 3
months, most of them will be dead next
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year. Farms have been destroyed.
Thousands and thousands of acres have
been destroyed. That’s the magnitude
of this flood.

Now we have to put the pieces back
together, and some people have lost a
lot and they can’t be made whole
again. There are others that will find a
way to put it back together. There is a
lot of indecision with floods; that’s the
nature of floods. And we have trouble
getting definitive answers to people.
But if they’re under water June, July,
August, into September, if their build-
ing sites are surrounded by an ocean—
and I have boated to these farm sites.
I've flown over it a number of times,
and they are sitting in the middle of an
ocean where it might be five miles to
dry land. And that’s the happy family
home where they’ve invested their fu-
ture.

We can, at the minimum—even
though we have some programs, we
have some individual disaster assist-
ance, there is some ag assistance, there
is also some public assistance for the
public utilities that are there, but
there is not enough to put the pieces
back together. The least we can do is
manage the river system so that this
doesn’t happen again with the similar
runoff that we have this year.

We built the Pick Sloan program, the
six reservoirs to protect us from the
largest runoff ever experienced. Now
we have a larger runoff. I cannot com-
prehend how it isn’t just simply an
automatic to lower the water level
marginally in the upper six reservoirs
to have the storage capacity to protect
us from this type of runoff.

And just to do the math on it, the
bill that I’ve introduced requires the
Corps of Engineers to manage the river
to protect us from serious downstream
runoff in the event of the largest runoff
in history. All it really does in the end
is it replaces 1881 with a 2011 flood
year.
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It is not particularly complicated.
Yes, they have to lower some water
levels; but if those water levels are
lowered, the effect of that isn’t nearly
as dramatic as some of the people have
described.

First there were some, I will say,
some things that alarmed people when
the Corps announced that they would
have to lower the water levels 12 feet,
and that was too much, and they
couldn’t manage the river. I looked
into that. It was 12 feet on the upper
three reservoirs, not on all six; and
that was with 70,000 cubic feet per sec-
ond at discharge at Gavins Point, that
lowest valve that we have there just
upstream from Sioux City.

After a series of questions, they did
another analysis. They raised the flow
of discharge up to 100,000 cubic feet per
second, and just the adjustment of that
in the upper three reservoirs changed
the 12-foot lowering level elevation
down to six.

We should be able to deal with six be-
cause, historically, since 1968, on aver-
age, Fort Peck has been 7.4 feet below
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the target elevation. We just lower the
target elevation 6 feet; it’s still higher
than the average of what Fort Peck
was. That’s also true of each of the
dams in the top three, which are the
only ones they wanted to adjust be-
cause they’re the largest.

So that’s the effect of the bill, but it
also has the effect of protecting us
from flooding, serious flooding down-
stream. And I’m asking my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, to sign on to this bill,
particularly those who represent the
Missouri River bottom area, those of us
who have been affected by the flood,
those of us who represent Montana,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Ne-
braska, Iowa, Kansas, and Missouri.
And by the way, all the delegation in
Iowa, Democrats and Republicans, have
signed on and endorsed the bill. Most of
Nebraska has. A lot of the Missourians
that are affected have.

I'd ask the others, take a look. This
isn’t complicated. The red herrings
that have been drug across the trail
have been addressed and corrected. And
the meeting last night in Omaha was, 1
will say, volatile and dynamic with
people that have suffered all summer
long. They want to be able to make
plans on whether they should be in-
vesting in trying to put their farms
back in shape. They can’t do that, Mr.
Speaker, unless we give them some as-
surance that we’re going to manage the
river to protect them from serious
downstream flooding.

And while that’s going on, we just set
that highest priority up. Congress has
the authority, in fact, we have the obli-
gation to set the standards for the
Corps of Engineers. If we fail to do
that, they are, then, whip-sawed by all
of the litigation that comes of all the
special interests. Those special inter-
ests can be taken care of below the
level that I'm suggesting, and they can
have those same levels of priorities
that they had within that—irrigation,
barge traffic, electrical generation,
recreation, fishing. All of those things
can work at that level without hardly
even noticing it upstream. But you no-
tice it downstream, and the billions of
dollars that it takes to put this back
together from the damage can never be
matched by the recreational invest-
ment that goes on upstream. They’ll
have it anyway. It won’t be diminished
in any appreciable way. We need to
have the protection.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that’s H.R.
2942. T have trouble remembering that
bill number. I could be wrong. It’s the
King bill, and I appreciate all those
that have cosponsored it; and I'm hope-
ful that the rest of the Missouri River
Representatives will take a look at it.
I'm under the understanding that there
will be a companion bill introduced in
the Senate. Hopefully, it will be bipar-
tisan. That will give us some more in-
centive to get this done this fall while
there’s still time to address this issue.
If we fail to do so, this river will be
managed for another year the same
way it was in this past year.
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Could I inquire as to the amount of
time I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 2 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

I will then just conclude this discus-
sion on the river and not address any
other subject matter.

We have not, as a Congress, looked at
this Missouri River issue. It’s a natural
disaster that has been, to some degree,
mitigated by the Corps of Engineers.
Some of those decisions were awfully
tough on a lot of people, and I believe
we have an obligation to manage this
river system, to protect us from seri-
ous downstream flooding, to set that
priority and to set the levels, not at
16.3 million acre-feet anymore, that
was 1881, but to increase those million
acre-feet, not all that much, but
enough to protect us from that serious
downstream flooding.

If the Members of Congress that rep-
resent those areas come together
unanimously, we can move a piece of
legislation through this Congress, and I
would think we could do it under sus-
pension. It’s a no-cost piece of legisla-
tion. It is a commonsense piece of leg-
islation. It really isn’t all that tricky,
although we went through all 450 pages
of the master manual, and it was hard
to write; but now it’s a pretty simple
solution to a complex problem. I would
urge my colleagues to take a look.

I would thank all of those involved
for their public statements last night
in Omaha and all the meetings that
will be taking place up and down the
river. I thank the Corps of Engineers
for their cooperation in getting me ac-
curate data to work with. And I look
forward to resolving this issue, at least
for the long term, while we help put
people back together in an individual
basis in the short term.

With that, Mr. Speaker, thank you
for your attention, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

———

JOB CREATION AND THE
AMERICAN DREAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary b5, 2011, the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. SUTTON) is recognized for 30
minutes.

Ms. SUTTON. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er.

I'm happy to be here on the floor in
a way tonight because it gives me a
chance to speak up for so many Ameri-
cans, so many Ohioans that I have the
great privilege to represent from Ohio’s
13th Congressional District. The people
that I have the honor to serve are hard-
working folks, people who want noth-
ing more than a government that
works with them and not against them.

In recent days we’ve seen and, frank-
ly, for weeks now we’ve seen a number
of Americans out in the street. The Oc-
cupy Wall Street movement has grown.
It has spread throughout the country,
and we still hear some people say that
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they’re confused about what it is, that
those who are out there protesting,
what is their message.

Well, a few weeks ago I traveled to
Wall Street and joined the protesters
to see what it was that brought them
there. And while there are a number of
voices, there was one theme that was
extraordinarily consistent; and, really,
what that theme was is there are so
many people out there who are strug-
gling. And they are just begging to be
heard, heard by those of us who come
here to represent them. And they want
to be heard, not just their voices, but
they want to see their voices reflected
in policies that will improve their lives
and their opportunities in this great
country.

We are a great country because we
have a strong middle class. We have up-
ward mobility that allows people who
are willing to work hard, it’s that
American Dream, that if they’re will-
ing to work hard, that there will be a
chance for them to take care of them-
selves and their families and find a way
to live in a comfortable manner. But
that dream is slipping away from so
many; and so we see them gathered,
sometimes at these protests, and we
see them when we go home to our com-
munities, because we know that Amer-
ican families have been suffering under
the effects of this recession.

And at the same time American fam-
ilies, so many workers and others are
suffering, we’re seeing some here in
this body, and beyond the House of
Representatives, we see them con-
tinuing to look out just for those who
are at the very top of the heap. And so
thus comes the phrase, ‘“‘we are the 99
percent’”’ that we hear echoed on Wall
Street and throughout the United
States, because they want to be recog-
nized. They want to be heard, because
the top 1 percent, those who control so
much of the wealth and so much of the
power in this country, they have a lot
of money to speak with. They can
speak through campaign contributions,
and they do. And they can speak
through sometimes secret committees
that impact elections and impact pol-
icy, and they do.

But who will speak for the rest of the
people, for policies that will make
sense to the American people, those
who I have the privilege, as I said, to
represent in Ohio? Those hardworking
folks who just want a job, who just
want a fair shake, who just want an op-
portunity?

I believe in them. I believe in the
American people, and I believe that if
given a chance, they will take that
chance and they will climb that ladder
of opportunity. That’s why we see Kids,
see students out in those protests. We
see them, who have done everything
we’ve asked them. They’ve gone to
school, they’ve gone to college, and
now they’re trying to pay off that col-
lege debt, and there’s no job.
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And instead of being focused on jobs
here in this body, here we are at the
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