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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
Senate amendment was concurred in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
2112, CONSOLIDATED AND FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2012

Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 112-290) on the resolution (H.
Res. 467) providing for consideration of
the conference report to accompany
the bill (H.R. 2112) making consolidated
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2012, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

—————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3086
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to remove my name as a cosponsor of
H.R. 3086.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 3004, de novo;

H.R. 2660, de novo;

H.R. 2415, de novo;

H.R. 1791, de novo.

———

PRIVATE FIRST CLASS
ALEJANDRO R. RUIZ POST OF-
FICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill (H.R. 3004) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 260 California Drive in
Yountville, California, as the ‘“Private
First Class Alejandro R. Ruiz Post Of-
fice Building”’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

TOMBALL VETERANS POST
OFFICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill (H.R. 2660) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 122 North Holderrieth Boule-
vard in Tomball, Texas, as the
“Tomball Veterans Post Office”.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

TROOPER JOSHUA D. MILLER
POST OFFICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill (H.R. 2415) to designate the facility
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of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 11 Dock Street in Pittston,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Trooper Joshua
D. Miller Post Office Building”’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

ALTO LEE ADAMS, SR., UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
suspending the rules and passing the
bill (H.R. 1791) to designate the United
States courthouse under construction
at 101 South United States Route 1 in
Fort Pierce, Florida, as the ‘“‘Alto Lee
Adams, Sr., United States Court-
house”.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DENHAM) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

GOP JOBS OFFENSIVE: ROLLING
BACK JOB-KILLING REGULATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er.

We’re all glad to be back in the cap-
ital city to talk about the regulations
that are drowning our country, and we
have got some legislation that’s going
to try to do something about that.

I see that some of my colleagues are
here to join me in talking about these
things. I've been on the floor of this
House now for the last 18 months ex-
plaining to people how these regula-
tions are killing jobs in this country.
And really what it cuts down to what
we need to turn this country around,
we don’t need big stimulus spending.
That didn’t work. We tried that. We
don’t need the government to tell us
how to run our business. We need the
people to be able to run their business
with the government getting out of the
way.

And so we have today several bills
that we think are going to be very im-
portant to tell us just exactly how we
can make sense out of this over-
whelming amount of regulations.
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Thousands of regulations just this
year have been proposed, many of
which will kill hundreds of thousands
of jobs across the country.

I have two of my colleagues that are
here. I will first recognize my friend
from Kentucky—I think he has some-
where to go—to tell us a little bit
about a solution that he has proposed.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Thank you,
Judge CARTER. I appreciate your hold-
ing this tonight and your flexibility in
allowing me some time to share as
we’ve talked about before at times on
the floor various aspects of the growth
of the regulatory State.

The issue is not being against regula-
tion or for regulation. The issue is hav-
ing transparency and accountability.
We’ve seen in this administration and
the last administration, the adminis-
tration before that, an ever-increasing
reach in agencies where they're
stretching the law, whether it’s the
Clean Air Act of 1972 that’s being
stretched to proportions far beyond the
original intent of Congress or issues re-
lated to the Clean Water Act that
stretch beyond the bounds of science,
to unfunded mandates in No Child Left
Behind from the last administration.
We can think of a wide variety of these
issues.

For me, I think the American public
wakes up when it hits them in the
pocketbook, when it hits you and me in
the pocketbook. In our case, you prob-
ably experienced the same thing in
Texas.

The year that I was sworn into Con-
gress, a consent decree was forced upon
our local community for nearly a bil-
lion dollars in storm water compliance
that was not only beyond the needs of
the community, it was beyond the eco-
nomic capability of the community to
comply.

That was based on a rule issued by an
interpretation of a law that had been
passed 8 years before in a different Con-
gress, in a different political climate.
And again, our citizens, the citizens of
the Fourth District of Kentucky, citi-
zens of districts across the United
States, had no recourse but to comply
with this.

One of my constituents walked in as
we wrestled with different aspects of
not limiting regulation but providing
accountability, providing the oppor-
tunity for the voters, our citizens, to
be able to hold the government ac-
countable for what it does, walked in
and said to me, ‘“JEFF, why can’t you
guys vote on this?”’ And we had a rev-
elation in a different way to come back
and address the issue of regulatory
transparency.

Standardization is important, but it
needs to be at a place that the Amer-
ican people agree with and support and
is practicable from the standpoint of
cost. And the economic cost is often
not incurred in this. We have towns
across the United States, across the
Ohio Valley whose compliance cost
with just that regulation alone is more
than what the budgets of the commu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

nities are on an annual basis. It’s un-
reasonable, and there is no recourse.

So we went back and we researched
and found a portion in the Congres-
sional Review Act of 1995 that we sug-
gested changing. And to the shock of
many of my constituents, only one reg-
ulation has ever been repealed in the
history of the Congress. That was the
Clinton-era ergonomics rule that had
the House, the Senate, and a President
who would sign that.
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So you have to get, in effect, a ma-
jority in the House, a supermajority in
the Senate, and then have a Chief Ex-
ecutive who is willing to change that
or to prevent that regulation from
going into effect.

What we wanted to do was something
a little bit different. It’s done in indus-
try; it’s done in business. In effect, it’s
done in virtually all competitive
sports, where, if something gets out of
bounds or out of expectation, the game
stops. In production, on the assembly
line, when the red light comes on, the
line stops, and people have to take an
extra look at what the issue is. In this
case, what we wanted to do was have a
simple process to restore transparency
and congressional accountability of
what the executive branch does, which
was the genesis of the REINS Act. It’s
really a very simple thing.

The REINS Act stands for Regula-
tions from the Executive in Need of
Scrutiny. It’s H.R. 10 in this Congress.
The number on the chart up there was
from the last Congress, H.R. 3765. Basi-
cally, what it does is it requires Con-
gress to approve all new major rules so
that ‘“‘major rule” is defined as one
that has $100 million or more in cumu-
lative economic impact across our
country.

What our bill will do is really very
simple.

Once a rule comes to the end of its
60-day comment period, it would have
to come back up to Capitol Hill for a
stand-alone, up-or-down vote under a
joint resolution in the House, in the
Senate, and then be signed by the
President of the United States. It’s
making the point that for any major
rule, a rule that reaches into the pock-
etbooks of all hardworking, taxpaying
Americans, they have a right to be able
to hold their elected Representatives
and Senators accountable for the posi-
tion that they take on that direct eco-
nomic impact.

For me, I think it’s fine. There are
times that America will stand up and
say, Yes, we agree with this, and this is
the right thing to do. There are other
times, particularly in hard economic
times like today, when the last thing
that we want to do is increase that reg-
ulatory burden, that out-of-pocket cost
on America’s citizens.

To give you an idea of this, the cost
in 2009 alone for the compliance of reg-
ulation on our economy was $1.75 tril-
lion. If some significant portion of that
regulatory process were streamlined,
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that would be creating jobs and, ulti-
mately, more taxpayers.

Mr. CARTER. Let me point out that
the $1.75 trillion is more than the en-
tire income tax for that year that was
collected by this country. So, when you
talk about a burden, it’s more than the
entire tax burden of our Nation for
that year.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I think the
gentleman has a great point. In fact, it
comes down, I think, to about $10,000
for every man, woman, and child in the
United States of America for the cost
of regulatory compliance.

To your point, why it’s so critical
now is that we’ve seen agencies in the
last administration and in this admin-
istration that have gone into over-
reach. Most importantly, what we saw
happen in the last Congress was a
Democratic supermajority in the
House, in the Senate, with a liberal
Democratic President, who was out to
keep his campaign promises. I can re-
spect that. The American people spoke
in that election, but they also spoke in
the election that followed last year in
that they did not agree with the over-
reach, be it legislative or on the regu-
latory side; and they made a change,
certainly, in this body.

The administration proceeded at that
point to attempt to enact cap-and-
trade rules—an energy tax on every
American—by regulation. When the
Congress in a Democratic super-
majority could not pass those bills in
order to send them to the President’s
desk, they were intent on doing it by
executive order.

It’s the same thing that we see hap-
pening potentially with the card check-
forced unionization bill. It could not
pass in the last Congress, so we see at-
tempts to move that by regulation.
There are issues with unfunded man-
dates on our schools. We’re even seeing
an extension of that inside the Depart-
ment of Education, which further ham-
strings already strapped local school
districts. It could not get through the
United States Congress, so we're seeing
attempts to do that by regulation.

What the REINS Act would simply do
is say, Stop, Mr. President. Stop, Cabi-
net Secretary. You have to have the
advice and the consent of the rep-
resentatives of the American people be-
fore you’re going to move for some-
thing that’s going to hit us that hard.
We have 197 cosponsors on the bill so
far. Two hearings were held on this in
the Judiciary Committee. It was passed
out of the Judiciary Committee 2
weeks ago. We had a markup in the
Rules Committee to go over some tech-
nical pieces inside of the bill regarding
the timelines on vote triggers. It
passed out of the Rules Committee; and
we’re looking for a vote here, hopefully
in the very near future, to see it passed
and sent over to the United States Sen-
ate.

I appreciate what the gentleman
from Texas is doing to champion this
move to not only awaken the American
people to the huge economic impact of
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overregulation, but to present a wide
variety of legislative fixes that you and
many of our colleagues have authored
to stem this tide of overreach of the
government and to allow our economy
to stand up in energy, in manufac-
turing, and agriculture. With that, I
thank you.

Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman
from Kentucky for the work you’ve
done on the REINS Act.

This is a good bill. This needs to be
passed by Congress. I hope that our col-
leagues over on the Senate sides, when
they grab ahold of this, get excited
about it and realize that regulations
impose more burdens on the American
people than this Congress does. In
many instances, they come to us and
say—Why did you pass this law that
puts this burden on us?—when the real
issue is they don’t understand that it
was done by regulations, by people who
were not elected, unlike the Members
here. We have to answer to our boss,
and our boss is the American people.
Unfortunately, with regard to these
regulations done by the executive
branch agencies, I guess the only boss
they have to answer to is the Presi-
dent.

In many instances, they’re even inde-
pendent of the President. Some of
these regulations are not thought out
in the real world. They'’re, in fact,
thought out in the minds of somebody
who sits at a desk and just thinks, This
has got to be a good idea. Sometimes
these good ideas overwhelm us in costs
and, quite frankly, interfere with our
lives.

So we’ve been talking about this. The
American people are talking about it.
When you go home, they want to know,
What are you going to do about allow-
ing the businesspeople to have an idea
of what the playing field is going to
look like? because these regulations
are changing the rules every time we
look up.

This leads us into what, I think, is
another excellent piece of legislation
that I'm proud to be a part of. My
friend from Wisconsin (Mr. RIBBLE) is
the actual originator of this bill, and I
jumped on it with him because 1
thought it was a good idea.

So I'm going to yield to my friend
and let him have a chance to explain
this to you and what his idea was and
why we both got into this mess of try-
ing to make it clear for those who
would make our economy grow, just
exactly what the playing field looks
like.

Mr. RIBBLE. I want to thank my
friend from Texas. Thank you so much
for allowing me to join you on the floor
today.

I spent my entire adult life running
my own business, so this is something
that I've had the opportunity—or
maybe the misfortune—to deal with
firsthand. I found it interesting that,
just a few weeks ago, on October 25,
Politico ran an article which said right
here: ““‘Regulations: Top Issue for Small
Businesses.’”’ In fact, they cite a Gallup
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Poll that, indeed, 41 percent of small
business owners said that government
was somehow related to the biggest
problem facing their companies. More
small business owners view the costs of
complying with government regula-
tions as a bigger problem than any
other issue.

I've heard this time and time again.

Just recently, I was up in northern
Wisconsin, in Rhinelander, Wisconsin,
where three other Members of Congress
and myself held an all-day session with
the timber industry. We invited Chief
Tidwell, from the U.S. Forest Service,
to come in to talk about harvesting
timber in our national forests. I had a
timber manager come up to me who
harvests timber up in the Wisconsin
North Woods.

She said to me, Congressman, I want
to show you something. If I do a timber
sale here that’s regulated by one of the
counties here in northern Wisconsin,
this is the contract that I have to fill
out to harvest timber. That’s the coun-
ty contract.

Then she said, But do you know
what, Congressman? If the State of
Wisconsin manages that timber sale,
the contract gets about twice as long,
and I have to manage that contract.
However, if the Federal Government
manages the timber sale, this is the
contract that we have to fill out for
the Federal Government.

There are pages and pages and pages
of bureaucrat red tape just to allow
them to harvest timber that’s owned
by the taxpayer.

So I thought, after hearing a lot of
these things and after having run my
business, that maybe what this country
needs more than anything—and I cer-
tainly support Congressman DAVIS’
REINS Act. I think it’s exactly the
right thing to do. But I'll take it a lit-
tle step further.

You and I together put together a
bill called the Regulatory Moratorium
and Jobs Preservation Act. This bill
simply does one thing. It says that the
government can’t promulgate any new
rules until unemployment goes below
7.8 percent, because you and I know
full well, in talking to all the busi-
nesses in our own districts, that unem-
ployment and regulatory environment
are connected. They’re linked together.

0 1820

Now I will have colleagues from the
other side of the aisle say to me, Well,
Congressman, you know full well that
this is all about demand, that demand
is causing the problem; and without de-
mand, people aren’t going to hire. And
I would say back that every single page
of regulation, every single page of try-
ing to comply, every single page has to
be responded to by some business
owner, and that means that response
will have a direct cost to it.

As you pile on cost after cost after
cost, there have been 24,000 new rules
promulgated on the American business
owner since 2004, nearly 1 million pages
of new regulations. Every single page,
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page after page after page, adds costs.
And every single time the cost of any
good or service goes up, there are fewer
customers that can afford that prod-
uct, so demand must go down. So every
time we add a new regulation, costs go
up, demand goes down.

Finally, we’ve come to a new end
game here with over 9 percent unem-
ployment. So we wanted to connect our
bill to unemployment so that we can
show the American people, prove to the
American people the empirical evi-
dence that if we would put a hold on
new rules and regulations, if we would
inject certainty in this regulatory en-
vironment where business owners knew
what future costs were going to be,
they could measure future costs be-
cause they know that government
won’t promulgate a new rule, they will
begin to hire again. That new con-
fidence will be there, a new certainty
will be there, and unemployment will
go down.

Then, here’s what I suspect will hap-
pen: As unemployment goes down, the
American people will demand from
Congress that we extend this rule until
unemployment reaches 6 percent, or we
get to full employment as we find this
out.

Now, this rule does not remove a sin-
gle safety net. This rule does not re-
move anything that’s already there. I
have heard people say, Well, you are
just trying to destroy the environment,
as if I don’t want to breathe clean air,
as if I don’t want to drink clean water,
as if I want my grandchildren to swim
in lakes and streams that are polluted.
It’s ridiculous on its face. I want to
breathe clean air like every American.
I want to drink clean water like every
American. I want to eat safe food like
every American. And this bill will do
nothing to remove any of those protec-
tions whatsoever. What it will do,
though, is stop the administration
from, by executive fiat, creating rules
and regulations that haven’t been cre-
ated by this Congress. It will stop.

I was listening as my colleague from
Kentucky was speaking, and I was
struck by something. I was struck by
this: Article I, section 1 of the United
States Constitution says, ‘“All legisla-
tive powers herein granted shall be
vested in a Congress of the United
States, which shall consist of a Senate
and House of Representatives.”” Now,
that word ‘‘all,” three simple letters, is
pretty inclusive. ‘“All,” it means all of
them. And what the REINS Act does, it
says that any rule that gets promul-
gated, the Congress, the duly elected
Representatives of the citizens of the
United States, get to say whether that
makes a law or not. We get to say be-
cause the Constitution gave us, the
Members in this body and the Members
in the U.S. Senate, the authority to
execute legislative power, not some
Federal agency. And this REINS Act
will reel it in.

My bill and your bill, Representative
CARTER, will extend this control by the
Congress, and it will simply return the
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power back to our legislative,
elected Members of Congress.

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time,
you just said a magic word that I want
to repeat—‘‘responsibility.”’ Our
Founders designed our form of govern-
ment so that we defined rights in our
Bill of Rights, but it also points out
where the responsibility lies. And I
would argue that these creations of
regulatory acts, it allows people to
avoid being responsible. They pass a
law in Congress for the timber indus-
try, and they give the authority to a
branch of the executive to write rules
to implement that legislation, and it
allows this Congress to hide from those
regulations. It’s one of the reasons I've
been talking up here for a year and a
half now about regulations.

We all know our rights. It’s time for
those of us who have accepted a posi-
tion of responsibility to be responsible.
And when an unknown bureaucrat in a
cubbyhole somewhere in the vast jun-
gle of offices in this town can write a
regulation that affects the very lives of
American citizens—and he’s going to
get his paycheck. Nobody elected him.
He’s not going to get fired. You don’t
get run off for writing that regulation.
He has been assigned to do rules and
regulations. He doesn’t take responsi-
bility for it. He’s hiding as a bureau-
crat back there as civil servant.

It’s time for the Congress to step
back up, based on the Articles of the
Constitution that you just read, and
take our responsibility. And then those
of us who answer to the people every 2
years and every 6 years—they’re our
bosses. They’re the people who have
hired us for this job. And when they
have one of these regulations, they
have somebody they can go to and say,
You need to be responsible for imple-
menting the regulatory moratorium
and for stopping these regulations.
They are Kkilling us.

Let me just give you some examples
real quickly that we’ve gathered on
just some stuff that—these are current
events. This is like looking back at
current events for the last 6 or 8
months.

EPA greenhouse gas regulations, the
potential job loss as a result of those
regulations, 1.4 million jobs; new util-
ity regulations, 1.4 million jobs; off-
shore oil and gas lease delays, 504,000
jobs; offshore drilling permitorium—
they say they are going to introduce
permits, but then they just don’t ever
get right around to doing it—430,000
jobs; reclassification of coal ash as haz-
ardous—it affects this area right here—
316,000 jobs; the new boiler regs that
are coming out, 60,000 jobs; the Alaska
drilling delays, 57,000 jobs; the new ce-
ment Kiln regulations, 15,000 jobs. Just
that little block adds up to 4,182,000
jobs that regulations are going to add
to the unemployment rolls at a time
when we have got unemployment at 9
percent.

And, by the way, I like the concept
that you introduced and explained to
me: Go back to what the unemploy-

duly
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ment was at the time that this admin-
istration came into being, 7.8 percent. I
think that’s more than reasonable.

Mr. RIBBLE. I couldn’t agree more.
As a matter of fact, unemployment has
never been lower since the day Presi-
dent Obama was sworn into office.

I'm a freshman Member of Congress.
I had the privilege of sitting in this
Chamber for the President’s State of
the Union address. And the President
said in that State of the Union address
that he was going to ask for a regu-
latory review of the executive branch.
He wanted to know what they were
going to be doing, and he would make
jokes about some of the ridiculous reg-
ulations.

And what we’ve done now—we’ve got
one more President who’s followed the
traditions of dozens of Presidents who
have ordered another study. In the
meantime, the American people suffer
while we study something that we al-
ready know. This is not so much about
whether the government can create
jobs. It’s about whether the govern-
ment is obstructing job creation, which
is exactly what’s happening. And that’s
why we decided to pick that number.

Mr. CARTER. I think that’s creative
thinking. We need to get unemploy-
ment below 7.8 percent. But it’s a good
point to start, and it gives us an oppor-
tunity to target what I honestly be-
lieve and a lot of economists agree
with: The real solution to this situa-
tion we’re in with our country right
now is to get Americans back to work.

The President believes one more
stimulus. The last one didn’t work. The
massive spending, the trillions of dol-
lars of additional debt we’ve accumu-
lated in the last 3 years didn’t quite
work. It wasn’t quite big enough. We
need to do it just one more time. And
this time it will push it over the top.
Well, I just don’t think that the Amer-
ican people are buying it. They’re
watching the current events of today,
where we loan money to companies
that didn’t have a concept that was
going to pay for itself, and they’re
going broke; where we threw money at
a problem instead of putting some
common sense into the problem.

[ 1830

As a businessman, you nailed it. And
you were one. For a while in my life I
was a small businessman. You’ve got to
know what’s around the corner. You
can’t hire somebody if there’s unknown
around the corner. Because when you
hire them, you get around the corner,
you might have to fire them because
that unknown is going to make it to
where it’s not profitable for you to
have this person who you hope will
make your business more profitable.
They would make it less profitable.

People don’t seem to understand
around here. They think people hire
people because somebody gives them a
tax incentive or there’s some incentive.
Somebody gives them a little extra
money this month. No, you hire some-
one to make your business more profit-
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able. It’s about prospering in your busi-
ness. If you don’t need somebody to
prosper your business, you’re not going
to hire them. And all of the incentives
in the world aren’t going to make you
hire somebody that doesn’t make your
business work. Whether you’re a little
bitty business or the biggest business
in the world, that’s the way it works.

So the reality is, as they plan—and,
you know, there was a time, I read an
article on this, there was a time when
business planning was relatively short
term. In fact, one of the things that
came out of the Great Depression was
the concept of long-term planning,
both short-term, mid-term, and long-
term planning for a businessman be-
cause you needed to know not only
what was around the next 2 years, or
the next 5 years. You needed to know
around at least the next 10 years.

That’s one of the reasons why when
we have these tax bills that we have
passed that will just end on a certain
day, well, if you know it’s going to end,
you have to plan around it. You plan to
avoid it, but when that drop-dead date
comes up like we’ve got on the Bush
tax cuts they call them around here,
businessmen are looking at those and
asking: What’s that going to mean to
my bottom line? I don’t know, so I'm
not hiring. I'm not expanding my busi-
ness. I'm not building a building be-
cause I don’t know what that means.
Unknown regulations in the minds of
regulators could change my world,
could absolutely shake my world.

So this—and right at this time in
this economy, when the number one
thing you hear from every businessman
you talk to is the unknown, whether it
be the new financial regulations which
have made financing unknown, wheth-
er it be the hidden tax increases in the
health care bill, or whether it be regu-
lations that we don’t understand that
we were surprised to get, we don’t
know what’s going to happen, so we're
not doing anything. We’re sitting with
our hands in our pockets, hope there’s
a little money in those pockets while
we sit there, and we’re not doing any-
thing until we know what is going on.
That’s why this moratorium is per-
fect—perfect.

Mr. RIBBLE. I think there is some-
thing salient here that we really need
to hit on. We, you and I, believe, as do
many of our colleagues and, more im-
portantly, small business owners and
large business owners alike believe
that this type of bill will actually in-
crease employment. The very inter-
esting point about this is it doesn’t
cost the taxpayer a penny. What this
will cause is businesses that have now
been putting their money in the bank
and have been holding it because of
fear, we will unleash that money back
into the private sector to create jobs
and get this economy going, and not a
single penny of taxpayer dollars will be
expended as a result of this. This is a
simple thing.

You know, since the President talked
to us back in January, over 70,000 pages
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have been added to the Federal Reg-
ister. Seven thousand pages. 539 rules
have been deemed significant under Ex-
ecutive Order 12866. Stop and think
about these numbers: 116.3 million
hours of annual paperwork burden
being added. And all of this continues
to create that uncertainty. Why would
you as a business owner spend any
money when you have no clue what
that future cost will be.

And just recently, I was talking to
some friends of mine in my district at
Thilmany Pulp and Paper Company in
Kaukauna, Wisconsin, the hometown
where my roofing company is; and they
were sharing with me their concerns
about the EPA clean-air ruling and a
new rule called Boiler MACT. They
said if that rule was promulgated, Wis-
consin’s paper industry would be deci-
mated. But what is really most trou-
bling is the fact that this is a revision
of a rule that they just put in place a
few years ago. So the entire paper in-
dustry in Wisconsin had to upgrade
their boilers, spend millions of dollars
of investment; and then a few years
later the EPA came back and said,
whoops, we made a mistake, we need to
move the bar up again.

And rightfully so, these business
owners are calling their Congressman.
This time it’s me. I'm sure you've
heard from them in your own district,
asking: Well, if we spend another $50
million or $60 million, what assurance
do we have that the EPA won’t move
the bar next year? And then we have to
spend it again and again and again. At
what point is clean air clean air? And
that’s the problem.

I'1l tell you, it would be very simple,
when you start talking in the millions
and millions of dollars, it’s very simple
to lose thousands and thousands of
jobs. This is exactly where our national
economy is at right now. There has
been an onslaught of regulations
dumped on the American entrepreneur.

Let’s talk a little bit about access to
credit. I've been very critical about the
Dodd-Frank bill. I understand the in-
tent was to get at Wall Street, and I
appreciate the intent of getting at the
things that caused our economic crisis
back in 2008.

But what actually happened is it got
at Main Street. So small business
banks in my hometown of Appleton,
they are now spending money and in-
vesting money and hiring regulatory
analysts when they ought to be hiring
commercial lenders. You know, most
jobs created in this country are created
by small businesses. But in reality, it’s
really small businesses under 5 years
old, businesses that need access to
credit.

I often wonder would someone like
Steve Jobs be able to emerge in this
type of environment today, building
computers in his garage. I'm sure
there’s some rule against that now.
You can’t imagine. I chuckled the
other day when I saw a famous tele-
vision host on MSNBC standing with
her hard hat by the Hoover Dam saying
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we need big projects like this; we need
big thinking like this. Franklin Roo-
sevelt ushered in these great programs
to create jobs and generate energy.
This was the boom day of the American
mind. I had to chuckle thinking there’d
be no way with the current EPA that
you could ever, ever build the Hoover
Dam today. It just wouldn’t happen.
The environmental rules alone
wouldn’t allow for it.

Mr. CARTER. Absolutely. You’d be
dealing with the EPA. You’d be dealing
with fish. You’d be dealing with the
situation on endangered species, and
that’s clear down to the microscopic
animals that you can’t even see. All
that. There’s no way the Hoover Dam
would get built like that.

There was a thing on the History
Channel, I guess it was the night before
last that I watched, about the building
of the Alaskan highway. We had gone
to war with Japan, and everybody
looked at the United States and said
my gosh, the Aleutian Islands, a part
of the Alaskan—at that time Alaskan
Territory, they’re right close to the
Japanese, and they’re probably going
to invade those islands. And how are
we going to get materials, supplies, and
men up to Alaska? There was no road
between the United States and Alaska.

Nobody checked a single regulatory
act. Nobody did anything but say: Get
every bulldozer we’ve got and head for
the border. We’re cutting a road
straight up through Canada. We’ll de-
sign it on the way up there. We’ll direc-
tion it on the way up there. They took
off and they built a road. It was a grav-
el road, but it was the first road that
connected the lower 48 to Alaska.

I looked at that thing and I said: My
gosh, they wouldn’t have gotten a mile
and a half before they would have been
enjoined by every kind of group on
God’s green Earth in this country
under the present regulations we have
in place, not even expanded regulations
which are getting worse, the present
regulations.

So when the President made that fa-
mous statement now that I'’ve enjoyed
very much, he laughed and said that I
found out shovel-ready today is not
really shovel-ready. And it’s exactly
the same regulations we’re talking
about here that keep it from being
shovel-ready.

We’re building about a 21-mile
stretch of highway in my home coun-
ty—trying to build one. We’ve been at
it for 8 years. The money’s in place.
Section 1 has got bulldozers sitting on
the ground because section 1 has been
approved, and we’re still trying to get
21 miles of road built through regula-
tions.

I will say now, after a little work on
our part, some regulators are being
pretty reasonable, and we want to
thank them for it. But the days of the
Hoover Dam and the Alaskan highway
will never come back, not with the reg-
ulatory environment we have here.
What we’re trying to do is not let this
thing expand any further. We’re not
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trying to kill species. We’re not trying
to mess up the air, like you said, or the
water. We’re trying to say we’ve got a
good situation in place.

[ 1840

By the way, Mr. President, if it’s a
national security issue or a national
emergency, submit it to us. Tell us
what the emergency is. Let’s visit with
it, and if that’s the case, this Congress
will be reasonable. If we need review of
the courts and the individuals need re-
view of the courts, we provide that in
here. It’s very respectful of other peo-
ple’s consideration on these rights. For
a small bill, there’s a 1ot of good think-
ing in this bill.

Let me just read you something. This
came out in the Columbus Dispatch.
This is a quote from there:

Obama’s massive intrusions into the heart
of the Nation’s economy have not helped:
Buying auto manufacturers and running
roughshod over bankruptcy law and investor
rights in the process, taking over the sixth
of the economy devoted to health care, im-
posing a new regulatory regime on the finan-
cial sector and spending hundreds of billions
of borrowed dollars with no very great ben-
efit.

Add to this the recent actions of the Demo-
crat-controlled National Labor Relations
Board. Perhaps its most damaging move has
been to bring legal action against aircraft
manufacturer Boeing Company for building a
manufacturing plant in South Carolina. The
NLRB seeks to punish a company for cre-
ating new jobs, at a time when unemploy-
ment is more than 9 percent and the Nation’s
economic growth barely registers.

The chilling effect on other companies that
are considering building new plants is incal-
culable.

These moves have cowed, usurped, para-
lyzed or blocked the private-sector decision-
making that is necessary to get the Nation
moving again.

That’s a quote from the Columbus
Dispatch on 9/5/11, this year. And that’s
a perfect statement of a big picture of
the regulatory burden that’s made the
papers. But you can have just as much
trouble with one bug. So, as we deal
with this, we’ve got to have something
that says King’s X until we get this
economy back rolling.

I will once again yield to my friend,
and you tell me if you’ve got other
things you want to talk about.

Mr. RIBBLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I just thought it would be inter-
esting, the President was in here just a
few weeks ago with his jobs bill, and I
was struck—I actually came into the
Chamber with the intent of not really
being critical but to try to find out
what is it that we could agree on so we
could maybe, for the good of the Amer-
ican people, move those things forward.
But I was struck that the President
didn’t mention energy a single time.

Now, we’ve lost millions of jobs in
the energy sector. Just recently, the
President decided to punt on Keystone,
the TransCanada pipeline which would
have created thousands of jobs by even
the lowest estimate, thousands of high-
paying union jobs. Fully, labor was
supportive of it, and he decided to kind
of punt on that and not let jobs.
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It seems like the President’s jobs
plan is really at the regulatory agen-
cies where, since he’s been sworn into
office, employment has increased 13
percent. While the private sector is
shedding millions of jobs, the President
has decided to hire thousands of people
at Federal regulatory agencies. Now, I
guess it is may be so they can imple-
ment the 3,573 new rules that have been
put in place since January 2010.

We have to get to a place where we
understand the connection between
employment, the connection between
costs and jobs, and just American com-
petitiveness. How in the world can we
have businesses compete in this day
and age when there’s a constant on-
slaught from the Federal Government?

I thought I might read a quote from
CNBC. We asked several CEOs leading
up to the President’s speech what bold
steps President Obama could take to
reduce the 9.1 percent unemployment
rate. John Schiller, chairman and CEO
of Energy 21 said:

If the government would get out of the way
from a regulation standpoint and let us, 21,
do what we do good, you’ll see us continue to
hire and grow this economy. I think that’s a
message from across the board.

And I believe it is a message. For
some reason, it just doesn’t seem like
the executive branch fully understands
how this economy actually works. Ob-
stacle after obstacle after obstacle,
layer upon layer of new rules and regu-
lations, and each one of them hurting
job growth and employment in this
country.

David Park, President and CEO of
Austin Capital, said:

Regulations have companies running
scared. They are coming at businesses, and
some new regulations are already taking a
toll while others will soon. This could be a
real deterrent to future entrepreneurs.

And since most jobs are created by
entrepreneurial companies under 5
years old, the difficulty of actually
even forming and starting a company
today is burdensome, and it’s hugely
complex, all because of this endless
stream of control and regulations as if
Washington, D.C., as if you and I,
Judge, have all the answers. We don’t
have the answers. The answers are
found in the private sector. The an-
swers are found in the citizens of this
great country.

Recently, we passed a bill just the
other day on ballast water. I sit on the
Transportation Committee, and I no-
ticed while reading the bill that the
Federal Government was going to pro-
mulgate rules for ballast water for
ships that come into the United States
and traverse throughout the Great
Lakes. Now, my home is in Appleton,
Wisconsin, just near Lake Michigan,
just south of Green Bay, Wisconsin.

We have the Port of Green Bay there,
and the concern was—I was reading the
bill—that the Federal Government ex-
empted themselves, that they were cre-
ating a whole new level of bureaucracy,
red tape and rules that they were going
to promulgate on private shipping com-
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panies but not on themselves. So a
Federal science ship or an EPA vessel
could traverse the whole globe and not
have to manage ballast water the same
way that everybody else did. So I added
an amendment, and this body passed it,
that said that if the Federal Govern-
ment is going to promulgate rules on
private shipping companies, they have
to live by those same rules themselves.
It’s high time that the Federal Govern-
ment begins to treat the government
the same way they treat the private
sector. I think if we start doing that
type of thing, some of these problems
will begin to go away.

Mr. CARTER. That’s good common
sense. Thank you for doing that. We
appreciate it.

Congressman RIBBLE, I understand
you have some support for this bill in
the Senate. Would you like to tell us a
little bit about that?

Mr. RIBBLE. Yes. There’s a com-
panion bill that is going through the
Senate right now. It’s the identical
piece of legislation. It was crafted by
Senator RON JOHNSON, a colleague of
mine from the great State of Wis-
consin. We thought it would be good
for us to do a project together. We talk
quite often, and the idea of attaching
the moratorium to unemployment was
Senator JOHNSON’s idea. I thought it
was a terrific idea. And he now has a
companion piece of legislation. He told
me that there are more than 20 cospon-
sors in the U.S. Senate.

And this bill now has over 70 cospon-
sors here in the House of Representa-
tives, and it continues to move for-
ward. I'm very optimistic that we’re
going to be able to pass this bill
through this Chamber and send it on
over to the United States Senate where
I hope reason will rule the day, that
they will see this doesn’t remove a sin-
gle safety, it doesn’t restrict any safe-
ty or put something out of the way
that’s currently in place. It just says
let’s give the American entrepreneur,
the American job creator, some breath-
ing space. Let’s give them some room
to just have some certainty for the
time being, until unemployment starts
to get going and the engine of our
economy starts moving again.

And I hope that, and I challenge the
United States Senate, after we send
this piece of legislation over to them,
that with most haste that they go
ahead and pass it. And if they can’t
pass it, let’s for sure let the U.S. Sen-
ate have a chance and Members of that
Chamber to vote on it. They kind of
have a method over there where they
can protect Members from having to
make tough decisions. They just table
a piece of legislation and don’t even
vote on it. And I would challenge the
Senate majority leader that when we
send H.R. 2989 over there, that they
would actually bring it to a vote, and
let’s have our U.S. Senate stand up and
say whether they agree with this or not
and have them go officially on the
record about whether they believe that
regulations are a problem in this econ-
omy or not.
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Mr. CARTER. And when the Amer-
ican people hear that once again we’ve
got over 20 bills that could have done
something to turn this economy
around that have been tabled, I hope
they will ask themselves, Why did the
Senate table my job? Because every-
thing’s about jobs. When you table a
piece of legislation, you’re tabling
somebody’s job.

0 1850

One of the things that a lot of people
don’t understand—and that’s just be-
cause they don’t think about it; once
they start thinking about it, they can
understand it—that they hear some-
thing like the pipeline. I happen to
have spent every summer of my life
from the time I was 15 until I grad-
uated from law school working on pipe-
lines. I have worked on pipelines in
Texas, Louisiana, and overseas in the
Netherlands in Europe, and in Belgium.
So I'm an old laborer on the pipeline.
When you hear ‘‘pipeline,” you think
the pipeline of the pipeline. But the
number of people involved in laying a
pipeline and the number of assorted
jobs you don’t even think about that
are involved in that are overwhelming.
In many instances, you’ve got to cut
roads out to where the pipeline is going
to be. So you’ve got road builders in-
volved, you’ve got gravel haulers, and
in some instances asphalt layers, if the
farmer will let you.

You’ve got the pipe. The pipe indus-
try is making pipe. The welders are
welding the joints. The people that are
surveying are surveying the project.
The heavy machinery is digging the
ditch. Many individuals are cleaning
the ditch with hand shovels because
it’s got to be a certain way, or you get
a process which can cause the pipe to
have an electrical charge on it. Engi-
neers are engineering it; scientists are
studying it. The product that’s going
to flow down that pipeline is being
tested so that you see what stress lev-
els you’re going to have. It creates
jobs, not just a pipe; but there are hun-
dreds and hundreds of industries that
are tied to just laying a pipeline.

If you’re drilling an oil well, the
same thing. Those offshore drill rigs,
you know who got hurt bad on that?
The guys that feed those people out
there on those rigs and the helicopter
pilots that fly the food out there. I
mean, it shut down restaurants and
closed down helicopter businesses in
the gulf coast when we had the morato-
rium. We forget those little guys that
are providing those services for the big
ExxonMobil or some other platform
out there. But in reality, there’s thou-
sands of small businesses connected to
any major project like that.

A minimum number of jobs for that
construction on the pipeline, it’s been
estimated, is 25,000 jobs. I can tell you,
unless the world has changed a whole
lot since I was a kid, it’s the best-pay-
ing job for a laborer that I could find in
the State of Texas for a kid my age. 1
worked until I was 26 years old on
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those things in the summertime, and it
still was the best-paying part-time job
I could find anywhere in the State of
Texas, or even better, in Europe.

So the point being that there is a
domino effect when there is a big
project like this, or the lumber indus-
try you were describing in your State,
or the shipping industry on the Great
Lakes. It’s not just ships that are in-
volved in the shipping industry. It’s
hundreds of other professions that are
involved in the shipping industry.

And when we start thinking about
that concept, when you go out and hit
the big guy—people around this coun-
try have got this idea that big guys,
big things are bad, and they don’t real-
ize that it takes hundreds and some-
times thousands of little guys to keep
the big guy’s project going. They’re all
making a living and they’re all raising
their families and having their homes
based upon that project. This is the
concept of what capitalism does and
free enterprise does for our country.

And when the regulators stop some-
thing like that pipeline, or when they
put a moratorium on it until after the
election so you don’t have to talk
about it during election time, that
hurts little guys as well as big guys.
And it’s a wrong concept. We’ve got to
make this country once again prosper,
and it takes a lot of things to make it
prosper. So we’re just asking for the
government not to be one of the hin-
drances. And I think that’s what makes
this a great bill.

We’re just about out of time. I want
to thank you for joining me and ex-
plaining the bill and allowing me to be
an original cosponsor with you on this
bill so we can work this together. I will
do everything within my power to as-
sist you in getting this bill to this floor
and passed through this House; and
hopefully Senator JOHNSON will get it
done over in the Senate, and we’ll help
him where we can. And it will be good
for America to say time out, time out
on these regulations.

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

———

RIGHT TO VOTE UNDER ATTACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my Special Order tonight.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, thank
you for recognizing me, and I thank
the Democratic leader, Ms. PELOSI, for
giving me this time. I thank my col-
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leagues for listening and for joining me
in a few minutes. But I am also very
sorry to be here in a certain respect.
I'm sorry because I stand here tonight
to talk about threats to the right of
American citizens in States across this
great country to go to the polls and
cast a ballot in our elections.

The single most fundamental aspect
of our democracy—or any democracy—
is the right to vote, and that right is
under attack. Mr. Speaker, there is no
right mentioned more often in the Con-
stitution than the right to vote. In the
past 207 years we have amended the
Constitution 15 times. Seven of those
amendments—almost half of the
amendments—over the last two cen-
turies are about protecting, in the
words of the 14th Amendment, the
right to vote.

Minorities, women, adults over 18
years of age, poor citizens, and of
course citizens of our Nation’s Cap-
ital—at least if only for the Presi-
dential election—all of these groups’
right to vote has been enshrined in our
Constitution. That’s why it is so trou-
bling to see dozens of States passing
laws that will make it harder for citi-
zens of the United States to vote.
Whether by denying them the oppor-
tunity to vote after church on Sunday
before the election day—perhaps be-
cause they cannot take time off work
on election Day—or requiring them to
spend time and money to procure a
birth certificate and a photo ID, the
only thing that these laws will do is to
weaken our democracy. They are just
plain wrong.

Hopefully, I will be joined by some of
my colleagues. But I do want to spend
a little bit of time explaining to the
American public and to my colleagues
what this is all about. And I'm going to
start off by the photo ID voter require-
ment which is being passed obviously
out of the legislature in the State of
Texas and to be enacted for the 2012
election.

What is it exactly? Well, people will
say, you mean, you just have to have a
photo ID? It is not just any photo ID;
it has to be one that meets all the re-
quirements of a particular State’s
laws. So you would say, well, how oner-
ous could that possibly be? As I've said,
it is not just any government-issued
photo ID that will be accepted on elec-
tion day. It has certain requirements.
So, much to my surprise, I recently
found out that basically my identifica-
tion and my voting card that all Mem-
bers of Congress use would not be suffi-
cient, would not meet the requirements
in the great State of Texas. But it
should not come as any surprise, be-
cause if you are a veteran and you have
a photo ID that allows you to go to the
Audie Murphy Memorial Veterans Hos-
pital in San Antonio, Texas, in my dis-
trict, that photo ID will not suffice
under Texas law. If you’re a student in
one of our State-supported institutions
that has your photo on there, has your
name, all that information, that is not
going to meet the requirements in the
State of Texas.
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So you would ask, why would we pass
these laws? What is the need? What is
the requirement? Because we all know,
whether you’re in the State legislature
or in this great House of Representa-
tives at the Federal level, we don’t pass
unnecessary laws. So there must be a
purpose behind these photo ID laws as
well as other laws that are restricting
the rights of individuals to exercise the
right to vote.

It is to stop fraud. The photo ID, its
whole purpose is to stop people from
impersonating an eligible voter.

J 1900

Now, you would say, so that must be
happening across this great country
and that’s why we need this law. Peo-
ple are impersonating other people.
People that shouldn’t be voting might
be impersonating an eligible voter. So
let’s discuss that, the reason for the
photo ID in these many States.

I'm going to give you the example of
the State of Kansas. The secretary of
state pushed an ID law on the basis of
a list of 221 reported instances of voter
fraud. This all was supposed to have oc-
curred in Kansas since the year 1997. So
from 1997, for about 13 years, there
were 221 reported instances of voter
fraud. When the newspaper, the Wich-
ita Eagle, looked into the local cases
cited by the secretary of state, they
found almost all of them were honest
mistakes. None were attempted to be
perpetrated by someone impersonating
someone who they were not.

A great example of that, and I have
to read you the excerpt from the Wich-
ita Hagle of October 29, 2010:

Republican Kris Kobach, who has built his
campaign for secretary of state around the
issue of voter fraud, raised the specter of the
dead voting in Kansas.

Kobach said in a news conference Thursday
that 1,966 deceased people were registered to
vote in Kansas.

“Every one of those 1,966 identities is an
opportunity for voter fraud waiting to hap-
pen,” he said. Furthermore, he said, some
were still casting ballots. He gave an exam-
ple of one person—Alfred K. Brewer, a Re-
publican, registered in Sedgwick County
with a birth date listed of January 1, 1900.
Brewer, according to the comparison of So-
cial Security records and Kansas voter rolls,
had died in 1996 yet had voted in the August
primary, Kobach said.

Reached Thursday at his home where he
was raking leaves, Brewer, 78, was surprised
some people thought he was dead.

“I don’t think this is heaven, not when I'm
raking leaves,” he said.

Those are example after example. No
one can give you a specific example of
voter fraud based on someone imper-
sonating someone who they should not
be on Election Day.

Now, between the years 2002 and 2007,
a major Department of Justice, at the
Federal level of course, had a probe
into voter fraud. The result was failure
to prosecute a single person for going
to the polls and impersonating an eligi-
ble voter. Zero prosecutions. After tre-
mendous amounts of manpower, time,
energy, and money, nothing happened.

Now, the Brandon Center for Justice,
the cases for voter fraud, what is it? So



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-13T06:32:34-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




