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the bill (H.R. 4480) to provide for the
development of a plan to increase oil
and gas exploration, development, and
production under oil and gas leases of
Federal lands under the jurisdiction of
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Sec-
retary of Energy, the Secretary of the
Interior, and the Secretary of Defense
in response to a drawdown of petro-
leum reserves from the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———————

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4348, SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF
2012, PART II

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a previous noticed motion at
the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Walz of Minnesota moves that the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill H.R. 4348 be instructed to resolve all
issues and file a conference report not later
than June 22, 2012.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ) and
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
DUNCAN) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Tennessee for being here. I know his
commitment to building infrastructure
in this Nation is unquestioned. He’s
been a good friend and a gentleman on
the committee.

I think what we’re here for today,
Mr. Speaker, is the American people
deserve better from us. We have a need
in this country that is obvious to ev-
eryone. The infrastructure in this
country is crumbling: 70,000 deficient
bridges; nearly half our highways in
disrepair. And being a Member from
Minnesota, that hot August day almost
5 years ago when the I-35W bridge fell
into the Mississippi River is a stark
testament of what we can do.

The Transportation Committee, by
command of the Constitution, if you
will, has always been there to build the
post roads. This Nation has built ca-
nals, locks, dams, and ports. We’ve
built railroads that connected the con-
tinent and spurred the industrial revo-
lution. We’ve built an interstate high-
way system that made the American
economy the envy of the world. We
have possessed vision, we’ve possessed
willpower, and we’ve done it in a man-
ner that incorporated bipartisan sup-
port and, at the end of the day, com-
promise.

The last bill that passed, SAFETEA-
LU, passed by a vote in this House in
2005 of 412-8; in the Senate, 91-4. The
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previous bill, 2007, 297-86, and 88-5 in
the Senate. In 1991, 372-47; the Senate,
79-8. In 1987, over the last 25 years, 350—
73. We have the will. We simply need to
exercise the political willpower to
move this piece of legislation.

So this motion to instruct is very
simple. A hundred days ago, the Senate
passed their version. It received a vote
of 74-22. It is a bipartisan bill.

Now, I will be the first to tell you the
prerogative of the House to lead is sa-
cred to us here. We need to have a say
in this. We need to make sure that the
people’s House has their voice in
things. The problem we have is we’ve
been sitting in conference committee
for 45 days with a deadlock and no end
in sight.

So this motion to instruct, yes, it’s a
nonbinding sense of the House, but I
would argue it’s far more than that.
This is a sense of the American public.
They sent us here to do some basic
work. They did not send us here to
agree with each other on everything,
but they did have that understanding
that the glue that binds the Nation to-
gether is compromise. And there are a
very few things that historically have
been bipartisan. The transportation
bill has been one of those.

So what this MTI asks is: rectify the
differences and compromise to the
point that we can get something on the
floor and finish the work by June 22,
this Friday. Then give us the oppor-
tunity to exercise the American will by
having their Representatives discuss
what needs to be there. If we can’t
come to a compromise, bring us the
Senate bill and let’s have the up-or-
down vote. If it passes, we can move
forward. If it doesn’t, then we start and
go on from there. But I have to tell
you, we can’t afford to kick this can
down the road—and I would say the
proverbial ‘‘crumbling road.”’

The Chamber of Commerce has made
the case:

Failure to keep up with infrastruc-
ture needs in the U.S. cost this econ-
omy $2 trillion between 2008 and 2009.

Every year we do nothing, we spend
over $100 billion on idling tax. We
waste 1.9 billion gallons of fuel yearly.
That’s 5 percent of our fuel needs.
That’s money going to foreign coun-
tries who hate us. They’ll hate us for
free. We can be more efficient. We can-
not waste Americans’ hard-earned dol-
lars staring at the bumper in front of
them. We can do it safely, and we can
move our products to market faster;
and we have that power.

I said it this morning. I’'ll continue to
say it. Up above the Speaker’s chair up
there is the quote from Daniel Webster.
How about we do something worthy to
be remembered for. How about we come
together and pass a bill that the people
say, They did the peoples’ work. They
compromised.

It’s not about getting what each of us
wants. It’s about getting what the
American public needs.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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First of all, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the kind words from the gentleman
from Minnesota. He is correct in that I
am very much committed to trying to
produce and pass a good transportation
bill in this Congress. When the gentle-
man’s party was in control of the
House and the Senate and the White
House a couple of years ago, they
couldn’t, for various reasons, pass the
bill. And I certainly hope we can in
this Congress.

For the past 3% years, about half the
time when I've come to the floor I've
had some Members on both sides come
up to me and say, When are we going to
pass a highway bill? And this is my
24th year in this body and I have been
involved actively with all of those bills
that the gentleman from Minnesota
mentioned, all of which passed by over-
whelming margins. And as he said, the
last highway bill that was passed in
2005 passed with only 8 votes in opposi-
tion.

I agree and I think all of the people
on our side of the aisle agree in prin-
ciple with Mr. WALZ’s motion to in-
struct. We should focus our efforts on
completing the conference report and
delivering a bill to the President’s desk
before the surface transportation pro-
grams expire at the end of this month.
Unfortunately, up until this moment,
the Senate has not shown a sufficient
willingness to address the House’s top
four priorities: streamlining project de-
livery; program consolidation; State
funding flexibility; and equitable fund-
ing formulas not based on past ear-
marks.

When the average transportation
project, Mr. Speaker, takes 15 years to
complete, I cannot help but think
there’s something wrong with the cur-
rent system. And as the gentleman
from Minnesota mentioned, when the
will is there, these projects can be com-
pleted in record time, such as the I-35
bridge in Minnesota after it collapsed.

Bureaucratic red tape is the main
culprit, and much more must be done
in the reauthorization bill to accel-
erate the process by which projects are
approved. Every other developed nation
is doing similar types of projects in a
third or half the time that we are, and
it is ridiculous that we are wasting so
much money dragging these projects
out for so many years. We can accom-
plish the goal of accelerating the proc-
ess without harming the environment,
but the Senate so far has shown more
interest in catering to radical environ-
mentalists than building infrastructure
projects.

Program consolidation is another im-
portant reform that the House is push-
ing for in this bill. The Senate insists
on including two new programs at the
cost of $3 billion a year that would
allow the administration to play poli-
tics with the funding that should go di-
rectly to the States. At a time when
the highway trust fund is going broke,
we should focus our limited transpor-
tation dollars on consolidating pro-
grams and eliminating wasteful pro-
grams, not creating new ones. Funding
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flexibility for the States is critical to
allowing the States to fund the most
economically significant highway and
bridge projects.
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The Federal Government should not
mandate that States spend their lim-
ited Federal aid funding on flower
plantings and transportation museums
and other questionable projects, while
State budgets are squeezed to the
breaking point. States need to be given
flexibility. Some States need to spend
more on bridge replacement. Some
States need to spend more on crum-
bling highways. Some States have done
more already on highway beautifi-
cation and other enhancement-type
projects and don’t need to spend so
much in that area as possibly some
other States. States need to be given
flexibility.

Most States have a backlog of crum-
bling bridges and highways needing to
be rehabilitated. Why not allow them
to focus their limited resources on the
greatest needs in their State? The
needs vary from State to State.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the funding
formula for how Federal highway fund-
ing is distributed to States is based in
part at least on the number of ear-
marks the States received in the last
reauthorization bill. Funding formulas
should be based on the most equitable
factors that are part of a State’s trans-
portation system, not which Member of
Congress fared the best in the last go
around.

I hope these reasonable issues can be
resolved before the end of the week.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, at this time I would like to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate my friend allowing me to
speak on this.

There is no one I have more respect
for than my good friend from Ten-
nessee. I had a great time working with
him on a variety of things when I was
on the Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee. But with all due re-
spect, I think the issue here is what
we’re going to do to renew and rebuild
America.

For the first time in history, our Re-
publican friends gave us a partisan
transportation reauthorization. Never
before have we seen anything like this
offered up. There wasn’t even a hearing
before the full committee before it was
advanced. It went right to work ses-
sion. There was no effort to involve
people on the other side of the aisle.
We were given a piece of legislation
that attacked transit, that scaled down
funding, that was against the most
popular programs, the ones that have
the greatest local involvement, the en-
hancements. It was an environmental
catastrophe. It was so bad that my Re-
publican colleagues couldn’t even bring
their bill to the floor. They withdrew
it. And so we had the ninth extension.
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We have been given a bill in the other
body that, as my good friend from Min-
nesota pointed out, received 74 votes. It
will give us two complete construction
cycles. It does, in fact, accelerate envi-
ronmental processes. There is a com-
promise, a bipartisan compromise, on
the previous contentious area of en-
hancements. It is a reasonable way for
us to go forward.

Mr. Speaker, in contrast to this, we
have a Republican budget that will not
even fund the current obligations. It
will cut out entirely the ability to
move forward with any new Federal
partnership for infrastructure.

I think the motion to instruct is a
modest step forward. I respectfully sug-
gest that what we ought to do is not
just approve the motion to instruct; we
ought to approve the Senate bill and
get on with business.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman for his leadership on trans-
portation issues, and with that, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER), a leading member of
our committee.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise
in support of the motion to instruct.

Passing a transportation bill is about
jobs. It’s about keeping America com-
petitive in the world. So I, for one, am
urging a ‘‘yes’ vote on this motion to
instruct. I believe it is critical to
America that we pass a transportation
bill.

I would like to correct a few facts
that my good friend from Oregon just
put forward. The gentleman to my
recollection has been on the Ways and
Means Committee for the past couple
of years, 4 years I believe it has been,
so I don’t know how privy he was to
what we did in the House Transpor-
tation Committee to try to be inclusive
to our Democratic colleagues, to work
with them. We worked with them as
openly, if not more openly, than Chair-
man Oberstar when he chaired the
committee. We did have a full com-
mittee hearing on it. In fact, we had 18
hours of debate. And as I recall, when
Chairman Oberstar chaired the com-
mittee, we had zero hours of debate in
the full committee because a bill from
the Democratic-controlled House
didn’t even make it to the full com-
mittee. So we worked hard and we
talked with our colleagues. Unfortu-
nately, being bipartisan is not just one
party saying that they can’t work with
another party. It takes two of us to
tango. We did in the last bill. I wasn’t
happy with much of Chairman Ober-
star’s bill, but to move a bill forward,
we said okay, we’'re with you, we’ll
move the bill. Our Democratic col-
leagues chose to make it a partisan
fight by not getting together with us.

But I applaud my friend from Min-
nesota with this motion to instruct.
We need to move forward. What we
have been negotiating in the Senate,
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really five provisions on our stream-
lining that are extremely important—
eliminating duplication, where you
have a State that’s environmental re-
view process is as strong or stronger
than the Federal review process, that
should take the place. It should sub-
stitute for the Federal review process.
The number one example of that is
California. California is far stricter on
environmental reviews than the EPA
is. So why don’t we allow California to
move forward rather than having to go
through a NEPA review at the Federal
level?

Hard deadlines; concurrent rather
than consecutive reviews with hard
deadlines. We’ve been talking with the
Senate for the past couple of months
about this, but they insist upon having
safety valves. What does safety valves
mean? That means that an agency can
g0 to the Secretary of Transportation
and ask for a waiver and say they need
more time. That’s not going to help to
streamline this process because we
know what will happen: it’ll continue
to prolong these review processes.

Funding thresholds for a NEPA re-
view. If a project receives de minimis
amounts of Federal funding, it should
not be subject to a Federal NEPA re-
view but should go through the same
regulations as a State project. And
we’ve already moved on this. We sent a
counteroffer to the Senate moving on
our position. So in good faith, that’s
what we’ve been doing in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CUL-
BERSON). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. SHUSTER. Categorical exclu-
sions in rights of way. If you’re going
to replace a bridge in the same foot-
print, we shouldn’t have to go through
these endless, long environmental re-
views. We should be able to build that
quickly and efficiently. In fact, my col-
league from Oregon, who is the ranking
member on the Highway  Sub-
committee, has suggested that there is
some common ground there. In fact, I
quote him, he said, and it had to do
with putting streetcars back on the
streets:

We’re going to have fewer cars on the
road, why should we spend a lot of time
and money studying it?

And I agree with him.

And finally, when there’s a disaster,
to eliminate or to reduce significantly
these reviews they have to go through,
just as in the case of I-35, as was men-
tioned earlier, to be able to build that
bridge in a much more efficient, faster
time to get it up and running.

I support the gentleman’s motion to
instruct, and I stand ready as a Repub-
lican on the conference committee to
put a bill forward that we can pass
here, and I would urge all of my col-
leagues in the House to support this
motion to instruct.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania. He’s a
good friend and colleague and an hon-
est broker on things.
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I agree with the gentleman on the
categorically excluded bridges; 96 per-
cent are now. So we can decide now, do
we want to bog down on that last 4 per-
cent, or do we want to get a bill for-
ward? I think there’s agreement here. I
think we’re in a clear-cut case of if the
perfect gets in the way of the good, the
American public pays for that. But I
appreciate his support on this and his
desire to get a bill done. And I think
it’s been obvious that he wants this
transportation bill done, so I thank the
gentleman.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).
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Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Since the founding of our Nation,
there has been bipartisan agreement on
the need for the Federal Government
to play a strong role in interconnecting
the States of our country. It was
George Washington who said:

The only binding cement, and no otherwise
to be effected but by opening such commu-
nications as will make it easier and cheaper
for them to bring the product of their labor
to our markets.

And that’s relevant today,
dress that in a moment.

The second quote which is relevant
to the dispute today is:

We are either united people under one head
for Federal purposes, or we are 13 inde-
pendent sovereign entities eternally counter-
acting each other.

This is the need—and the gentleman
knows this photo well. There are more
than 70,000 bridges that are struc-
turally deficient in this country, load
limited; there are another 70,000 or so
that are functionally obsolete or need
substantial repair—150,000 bridges.
Forty percent of the pavement on the
National Highway System doesn’t just
need an overlay; it needs to be dug up;
it needs underlayment and restruc-
turing. And a $70 billion backlog on our
transit systems.

We are actually killing people be-
cause we aren’t investing in our infra-
structure, let alone losing the opportu-
nities for millions of jobs and economic
competitiveness and more fuel -effi-
ciency.

People died right here in Washington,
D.C., on the Metro because they’re run-
ning cars that don’t work anymore in
the middle of trains, surrounded by
cars that are supposed to work and
help the ones that don’t work.

People died here because this bridge
collapsed.

We need to make these investments.
With the Made In America require-
ments in the transportation portions of
our government—which are the strong-
est and we hope to make even stronger
in this bill, working with the Repub-
lican side of the aisle here—we could
put millions to work, not just con-
struction workers who certainly need
the jobs, but also small businesses that
supply, fabrication firms, manufac-
turing firms, steel manufacturers, and

I'll ad-
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others across the board would be put to
work rebuilding our infrastructure.

What’s the problem?

Here’s the problem: The second thing
that George Washington talked about,
saying that we’re either united or
we’re going to be internally counter-
acting one another. There are, unfortu-
nately, a substantial number of Repub-
licans in their conference who have
blocked movement on a bill because
they don’t believe, unlike George
Washington, that the Federal Govern-
ment has a role to play in coordinating
a national transportation system. They
want to devolve to the States. They
want to go back to the good old days
before Dwight David Eisenhower
brought us into the modern era with
the National Highway System. Here’s
the good old days. That’s the brand-
spanking-new Kansas turnpike—oops,
it ends in Amos Schweizer’s field.
That’s the Oklahoma State line.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman.

Mr. DEFAZIO. That’s the Oklahoma
State line.

Oklahoma had promised to build
their section, but they couldn’t be-
cause they had a funding dispute. And
they didn’t—until the Eisenhower bill
passed and we had Federal aid to help
Oklahoma build their section.

Now, we should go back to those good
old days?

But there are some 85-odd members
of the Republican Conference who are
opposing a well-funded, longer term
bill because this is their belief: These
were better days for the United States
of America.

Well, I'll tell you what. We could do
a bill, and we could do a bill that does
accommodate some of the concerns on
the Republican side of the aisle with a
serious conference over the next few
days, with a will just to get it done,
put America back to work, and rebuild
our infrastructure. And you’re going to
have to have, unfortunately, because of
your devolutionists, some Democratic
votes to pass it.

Let’s go back to the days of Denny
Hastert: A majority of the majority
need to vote for a bill, but it doesn’t
have to be passed only with Republican
votes. We’re not going to ever get a bill
done if it’s done on a partisan basis.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SOUTHERLAND), a very active member
of our committee.

Mr. SOUTHERLAND. I'd like to
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
for yielding time.

As a new Member of this body, it was
quite an honor to be appointed a con-
feree to go to conference. Those who
are a part of this body recognize that,
that it’s usually something that obvi-
ously senior Members are appointed to.
It was a great honor and it still is, even
though we have yet to have a product
that we can vote upon.

The
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You can imagine my disappointment
when, after attending five working
group meetings, I did not have a single
individual to look at on the other side
of the table representing the other
body. You see, when the American peo-
ple sent us here, I believe they sent us
here to change the way we do business.
And I’'m pleased that we were sent to
be involved in those five meetings.

I keep hearing oftentimes in the
media, Mr. Speaker, that it is the Re-
publican side that isn’t perhaps inter-
ested in a bill. But I would say, if that
were true, then why did I attend five
working group meetings only to have
no counterpart on the other side of the
table?

We recognize not just words; we rec-
ognize actions.

I think the American people are so
tired of words. I think that they would
be terribly disappointed if they knew
that their elected Members did not
even attend meetings. And if they did
not attend these working group meet-
ings, then how could they be serious
and expecting us to believe that
they’re interested in a bill? I think
that we trample on their trust when we
don’t do the people’s work. It’s ter-
ribly, terribly disappointing.

I want the reforms. I believe they’re
important. I believe that if we can
build a bridge like I-35 through Min-
nesota, if we can rebuild it in 437 days,
I think it makes sense to include
streamlining provisions in this bill
that say that every project around the
country is just as important as I-35,
and so, therefore, we need to build all
bridges back to their original state
without having to go through long, la-
borious, expensive environmental im-
pact studies if we’re rebuilding that
bridge back or repaving that road back
on the original footprint. I think that
makes sense.

I think the American people want us
to do their work. They want us to cre-
ate a bill of value and a bill that is paid
for. I think that what we have voted
upon and the reforms that we have
asked to be considered, not only have
they not been answered or even ad-
dressed, but we haven’t even had the
opportunity to even look at one of our
counterparts on the other side of the
aisle and speak to them at conference.
It’s terribly disappointing.

With that, I rise in support of this
motion to instruct because I believe
that we need to have Members come
and we need to debate and we need to
do the people’s business.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman for his support.

At this time, I'd like to yield 2 min-
utes to a senior member of the Trans-
portation Committee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I thank
my friend from Minnesota for yielding.

I rise in support of the motion to in-
struct conferees.

Let me start by just making clear
that this issue of categorical exclusion
is one that’s important for us to all
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recognize. The 35W bridge, the rebuild
was subject to a categorical exclusion,
s0 it was not held up.

Again, I will repeat what my friend
from Minnesota said: 96 percent of the
projects that go forward with highway
bill funding are subject to a categorical
exclusion. We really have to ask our-
selves if we are going to continue to
allow unemployment in the construc-
tion industry at 35 percent for 4 per-
cent of the projects that are con-
structed under the highway bill.

This motion would direct conferees
to adopt a final conference report no
later than this Friday, June 22. In fact,
June 22 represents the 100th day since
the Senate passed MAP-21 with an
overwhelming bipartisan majority of
74-22. It’s fully paid for, and it will save
or create an estimated 3 million jobs.
In fact, in my State alone, at least
115,000 jobs will be saved or created if
we can get either a successful con-
ference report or the passage of MAP-
21.

It’s been 126 days since the House
Rules Committee began considering
H.R. 7 for floor consideration, which
faltered soon thereafter when my Re-
publican colleagues could not gain con-
sensus within their own caucus and the
bill died. It’s now been 62 days since
the House passed a shell bill to allow
conference negotiations to begin.

Finally, and most importantly, we
are a mere 6 legislative days away from
the expiration of our highway pro-
grams when the current 90-day exten-
sion expires on June 30.

During this entire time, one fact has
been a constant: that the men and
women of our construction industry
continue to suffer with one of the high-
est rates of unemployment for any in-
dustry. We continue the lack of cer-
tainty that a multiyear highway bill
would provide. It would provide States
the ability to plan and initiate
projects, to put people back to work
and begin the much-needed improve-
ments to our roadways, bridges, and
transit systems desperately needed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield the
gentleman an additional 1 minute.
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Mr. BISHOP of New York. I applaud
my Senate colleagues who put aside
partisan politics to advance a bipar-
tisan bill. To their credit, the Senate
put forward that which they could
agree on and set aside to a later date
that on which they could not agree. It
was a sensible and successful strategy.

With Senate Democrats, Senate Re-
publicans, House Democrats and the
White House all supporting MAP-21, it
is clear that if we can just get the
House Republicans on board we can get
a bill, and that’s what we need to do.
We can get a bill, because a temporary
extension—yet another—is not a strat-
egy that works. A temporary extension
is not the answer. We will soon exhaust
the trust fund, States and municipali-
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ties will not have the certainty they
need to plan, thus construction compa-
nies will not be able to hire, and we
will lose yet another construction sea-
son.

A temporary extension is not the an-
swer. Passing a conference report by
June 30, or passing MAP-21, is the an-
swer.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LANKFORD), who has been one of our
lead negotiators on trying to come up
with a transportation bill in our con-
ference.

Mr. LANKFORD. I thank my col-
league from Tennessee.

It is interesting for me to be able to
hear the indignation and saying we’ve
got to get this bill done. It’s important
that it gets resolved, and I would have
to say I completely agree with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle.

This is a very important bill. Every
person who gets in a vehicle, gets in a
bus, gets in a truck, or has any piece or
item in their home that’s delivered by
truck, train, whatever it may be, is af-
fected by this. So it’s very important.

But just a quick history lesson. When
I arrived here in January of last year,
we were on extension No. 6 because the
previous highway bill expired in 2009.
And when Democrats had the House
and the Senate, and the Presidency,
and they loaded their bill up with ear-
marks to get it passed, they did not get
a bill passed.

So it’s interesting to hear the con-
versation about, well, if Republicans in
the House could get this resolved, then
we’d get this settled, when, in reality,
there are a lot of technical details that
better be right that even when Demo-
crats had the House, the Senate, and
the Presidency for 2 years could not
get this bill done, even with all the ear-
marks.

This is a different day. We’re trying
to work together between the House
and the Senate. One body doesn’t pass
a bill and the other body just says, I'll
tell you what, you passed it; we’ll just
go ahead and do that. If so, I would
love for the Senate to take up many of
the bills that we passed in the House
and just have the Senate go ahead and
pass those. But this has to be a bi-
cameral agreement.

We’re not going to do this with ear-
marks. That’s a big difference. In the
past, these bills had thousands upon
thousands of earmarks, and we have
determined no more, we’re not going to
do it that way. We have to live within
the budget, and we have to be able to
help a few things work a lot better
than they have in the past.

Major highways right now take about
15 years in construction. We think
that’s way too long. The first 7 years of
that is just in permitting and process
and this repetitive process that we
have with the Federal Government
with this linear permitting. We just
want to be able to stack those permits
up, allow people to be able to take the
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first step on it, still have all the same
environmental reviews, but do it in a
way that’s faster and is more stream-
lined. It saves time. It saves money. It
actually builds those roads a lot faster
than waiting all of this time.

I can tell you, many people in OKkla-
homa stare at the engineering work on
both sides of the road and hear about
new construction that’s happening, but
they hear about it and hear about it
and hear about it and hear about it be-
fore the dirt ever gets turned. We want
to try to get these road projects start-
ed and completed.

We want to allow road money to ac-
tually be used for roads. Now, I know
that’s a crazy idea, but we’d like high-
way money to be used for highways.
We’d like to stay within budget, and
we’d like the States to be able to have
the flexibility to spend their money,
remembering it’s their money, not
Washington, D.C.’s money.

That 18.4 cents that came out of that
State is going back into that State in
gas tax. We want the individuals that
actually paid that gas tax to be able to
help resolve how that’s going to best be
used.

If they have bridges that are coming
down, let’s fix bridges.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota and the
manager, and my friends on the other
side of the aisle.

This is an important, crucial motion
to instruct. Crucial is the word. And I
thank the gentleman for recognizing
that while we are here, others are lan-
guishing, bridges are languishing, high-
ways are languishing, ports, and even
our mass transit concerns are lan-
guishing because we have not moved
forward. One, two, three, four, five—I
think we’re up to five extensions the
last 5 to 7 years, if my counting is cor-
rect.

But most importantly, let me con-
gratulate Members from both sides of
the aisle that have come forward to
support the gentleman’s motion to in-
struct, which evidences how crucial
this motion is and how we need to
move beyond the many, many con-
ference calls that I know that those
conferees who are in are getting from
s0 many interest groups, and indicate
that we need to move forward and
bring a report forward that will not
stop us from continuing to negotiate
on some of the many sidebar issues.

But as we languish, we’re losing jobs.
As we languish, Americans are unem-
ployed. As we languish, bridges con-
tinue to crumble.

I remember our good friend, Chair-
man Oberstar, who taught us a few
years ago that if you pass a transpor-
tation and infrastructure bill, you put
America back to work. Tragically, as
he was speaking some years ago, trag-
ically one of his own bridges in that
area had a very devastating impact in
the fracturing of that bridge.
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We don’t want to see that anymore.
We want to be able to see people going
to work. And so I simply would ask
that this motion to instruct be fol-
lowed. Bring to the floor in a con-
ference report not later than June 22,
2012, the ability to pass this legisla-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I yield the
gentlewoman an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Bring
to the floor this conference report, put
to work people in Texas, fix bridges
and put to work people in Minnesota,
Virginia, New York, across the Nation,
south, north, east and west, and begin
to solve separate difficult problems, if
I might say, on the side.

I want to see our workers working,
many of our friends in the IBEW and
building trades and many other sup-
porting unions for the machinists and
others, working. I believe this is a bi-
partisan message. Let’s do it now.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, at this time I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
CRAVAACK), a very important member
of our conference.

Mr. CRAVAACK. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I couldn’t agree more
with my colleague from Minnesota, and
I rise in support of his motion to in-
struct. We will continue to stand ready
to negotiate with the Senate.

As a conferee, I have partaken in
some of these meetings myself and
have negotiated in good faith with Sen-
ate staff. Unfortunately, no Senators.

The highway trust fund is bankrupt,
and the Federal highway program is in
need of serious reform. Congressman
WALZ is quite correct in that we cannot
continue to kick this can down the
road. And I will say the conferee House
positions are fair and practical.

Allowing States the flexibility in
order to address their specific transpor-
tation needs just makes sense. We have
a $15.7 trillion debt; 46 percent of our
debt is foreign owned, 30 percent owned
by one country, China. We do not have
the luxury, as the Senate bill requires,
to spend money on things like
wildflowers and, at the same time, the
trust fund is bankrupt.

And as Mr. WALZ and Mr. DEFAZIO
point out, bridges are in disrepair and
roads are crumbling. We need to get
our priorities in order.

The House bill consolidates and
eliminates programs, as opposed to cre-
ating $3 billion a year and increasing
new programs like the Senate bill. This
is not extreme; it’s fiscally responsible.

The 293 bipartisan House Members
voted to approve the Keystone pipeline,
a fair and practical approach to helping
lower gas prices at the pump and cre-
ating tens of thousands of jobs without
hurting the environment.

Finally, the House positions of
streamlining and significantly reduc-
ing the time it takes, without harming
the environment, to build a major road
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project in this country is a practicable
position; 15 years to permit, design,
and build is not.

The Senate steadfastly refuses to cut
any bureaucratic red tape that is asso-
ciated with building a highway or
bridge. We need to stop good-paying
construction jobs from being endlessly
tied up.

If the Senate is serious, as we are, to
get this done early next week, I hope
that they engage in good faith in a bi-
cameral fashion.

I thank my colleague from Minnesota
again for bringing this up. This is a
very important position, I support his
motion to instruct, and I urge my col-
leagues to do so as well.

O 1830

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman for his support.

At this time, I would like to yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
House Republicans are doing nothing
short of sabotaging our economy and
jeopardizing millions of jobs by refus-
ing to pass a long-term, well-funded
transportation bill like the bipartisan
Senate bill. There were 74 Senators, in-
cluding 22 Republicans, who voted in
favor of S. 1813, MAP-21. At one point,
Speaker of the House JOHN BOEHNER
expressed his support for the bipartisan
Senate bill. It is time for us to pass
that legislation.

The unemployment rate in the con-
struction industry remains nearly tri-
ple the national average. Construction
workers, engineers, architects, man-
agers, contractors, and developers tell
me that another short-term extension
will not bring enough certainty to the
industry. In Illinois, my State, the fail-
ure to pass a long-term transportation
extension at the peak of the construc-
tion season has kept many unemployed
and put thousands of other jobs at risk.
Our States, our localities, our
businessowners, and our workers de-
serve better.

MAP-21 is the single largest jobs bill
passed by either body in this 112th Con-
gress. In my home State of Illinois
alone, MAP-21 will save or create 70,000
jobs. Nationwide, the bill will save or
create nearly 2 million jobs and spur 1
million additional jobs through the
leveraging of transit funds.

I am a strong supporter of MAP-21,
and we should send it to the Presi-
dent’s desk this week. I can’t support
and our workers can’t support another
short-term extension that will leave
thousands of Illinois jobs hanging in
the balance. We need to move forward
with legislation that does more than
kick the can down the road.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana, Dr. BUCSHON, who
has been a lead negotiator on our con-
ference committee for the Republican
side.

Mr. BUCSHON. I would like to thank
Mr. WALZ for bringing this to the floor.
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I believe that we all can agree we must
pass a long-term highway bill.

In my home State of Indiana, Inter-
state 69 is being constructed through
my district, connecting my district to
our State’s capital. When I return
home every weekend, I see how impor-
tant Federal dollars are to the con-
struction industry and how necessary
infrastructure is to the economic de-
velopment of our cities and towns.

As a member of the conference com-
mittee for the highway bill, I have per-
sonally been involved in this process.
My House colleagues and I have at-
tended several negotiation sessions and
have discussed this legislation at
length with the Senate staff. I wish our
friends in the Senate were as involved
in the process, because we could have
resolved many of these issues weeks
ago.

I think my friends on the other side
of the aisle here in the House seem to
forget that we don’t just rubberstamp
Senate bills and that they don’t
rubberstamp ours. If that were the
case, they’d take up the 30 House-
passed job-creating bills that we’ve
sent over to them in the last year.

Nobody is more committed to this
legislation than Members of the House
on the Republican side. We want to
streamline the project delivery proc-
ess, eliminate duplicative programs,
give more power back to the States,
and stretch our limited dollars further.
These are proposals that every Member
of this body should support. We need a
long-term reauthorization that will
provide certainty to our Nation’s job
creators.

I support this motion, and I look for-
ward to the completion of this con-
ference.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. I thank the
gentleman for his support and for his
work on this.

At this time, I would like to yield 3
minutes to my friend and colleague
from California (Mr. GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. I want to thank
the gentleman from Minnesota for
yielding time for me to discuss this.

During this approximately 1 hour of
debate, it pays to listen to what has ac-
tually been said. What has been said by
my Republican colleagues is: It’s our
way or no highway. We’re going to
have our way or no highway.

What is their way? What is it that
the Republicans are demanding? Get
past the nice rhetoric, and look at the
detail underlying the words: eliminate
duplication. What does that mean?
Well, it basically means eliminating
the environmental laws. Oh, we don’t
need them. The States can take care of
it.

I think not.

They want to focus on highways.
Well, we all do; but what does that
mean? It means that they want to
eliminate the public transportation
portion of this legislation. Okay. So no
buses, no trains, no light rail funding.
Get into the details about what is actu-
ally being demanded by our Republican
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colleagues, and you begin to say, Well,
wait a minute. I think we can under-
stand why there has not been progress
here.

We need to really move forward.
Some 60,000 construction workers have
lost their jobs in the last 5 months. As
our Republican colleagues have laid
out their demands, which they have es-
sentially said are nonnegotiable—their
way or no highway—they’re holding
this country hostage. They’re holding
the construction industry hostage so
that they can have their way. Under-
stand what their way means: no public
transportation programs. Oh, we’ll re-
pair bridges and we’ll do highways—
and that’s good—but there’s more to it
than this: no bike paths, no safety for
men and women who are walking along
our highways.

That’s their way. That’s not what
America’s way needs to be.

We need to pass a bill. Two million
people want to go to work. Yes, they
agree with Mr. WALZ’ proposal, which
is to get this thing done. What they’re
really saying is: Get it done our way or
there will be no highway. The Senate
has passed a bill, and 74 Democrats and
Republicans agreed to it. Let’s get it
done.

If you can get it your way in the next
3 days, fine. Otherwise, give us the Sen-
ate bill, and let’s put men and women
to work here in this country. We can-
not afford any more layoffs in the con-
struction industry. We can no longer
afford to wait. A 2-year bill is essen-
tial.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I have no additional speakers
on our side, so I will close by saying
just a couple of things.

The last highway bill that passed
with only eight dissenting votes, which
has been mentioned here a couple of
times tonight, was passed when the Re-
publicans were in control of the Con-
gress. I think that shows very clearly
that the overwhelming majority of Re-
publicans in the Congress supports
highway bills and that we want to do
one this year.

One of the main sticking points for
us, one of the problems, is that in my
almost quarter century in this body
we’ve been talking about giving lip
service to environmental streamlining
all through those years, but we really
never have accomplished anything.
You’ve heard it said several times to-
night that the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration says the average highway
project—and these are not trans-
continental roads—takes 15 years to
build when all of these other developed
nations are doing these projects in a
third or in half the time that we are.
We have got to do more with less dur-
ing this time of budgetary constraints.
We want to do these things because
these are jobs that can’t be outsourced
to foreign countries. They are jobs that
will be done here. They’re important to
this economy.

The Republicans believe that there is
an important and legitimate role for
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the Federal Government in transpor-
tation projects. People in California
use the airports in Texas and vice
versa. People in New York sometimes
drink the water in Florida and vice
versa. People in Ohio sometimes drive
on the highways in Tennessee and vice
versa. All people benefit from lower
prices when our ports operate effi-
ciently.

All of the things that we deal with on
the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee Republicans believe in, and
they want to see a good, legitimate—
but not dictatorial—Federal role in
those projects. We believe that the role
of the States is very important, and we
believe that the role of the local gov-
ernments and the local people should
be paramount because they know the
needs of their States and of their local-
ities better than almost anyone.

We are supportive of the gentleman
from Minnesota, and we are supportive
of his motion to instruct because our
goal is the same as his in that we want
to produce a good, conservative, rea-
sonable transportation bill for this Na-
tion, and we want to do it sooner rath-
er than later.

0 1840

We would like to do it within the
next few days. Before we can do that—
the other body does not control this
process. They have to take into consid-
eration what the House wants as well.
That’s what we’re talking about.

With that, I support the motion to
instruct by the gentleman from Min-
nesota, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, again, I would like to thank the
gentleman from Tennessee, a leader on
this. He has the institutional experi-
ence and knowledge and is always gra-
cious. I would have to say you’re going
to find a lot of agreement from me on
this. I certainly think that is the case.

The American public deserves better.
I think they deserve a debate like
they’re seeing tonight. They see a
sense of respect that goes back and
forth. Frustrations get high in this
House, but I keep thinking back to the
immeasurable sacrifices that went into
self-governances. It would be a lot easi-
er—I had a gentleman one time tell me
that there’s too many Members of Con-
gress; we should cut the numbers in
half. I said, Why think so small? Get
rid of all of us and just name a king,
and then you don’t have to worry about
this messy democracy.

That’s not what Americans do. We
understand that there’s 435 good opin-
ions here, differences, strong opinions
for the right things about this country,
but we disagree on how some of those
things should get done. At the end of
the day, those differences are a
strength if we can get the glue that
holds us together as a Nation in a com-
promise. I will be the first to say that
I certainly don’t want to see this House
capitulate its responsibility, but I also
understand that at times there are cer-
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tain realities of what can move and
what cannot. I think deadlines like
this motion to instruct puts in makes
that deadline solid and it asks what
can we give.

Many of the provisions my colleagues
were talking about, whether it is Key-
stone pipeline—I am personally sup-
portive of that. If it’s in here, I think
that’s a good thing. But I understand
that a lot of my colleagues don’t, and
there’s no way the Senate does that.
The American people have elected us.
They’ve elected a Senate that doesn’t
agree with that. So at the end of the
day, I have to make a choice and all of
us do. Is it worth holding up a highway
bill over a piece of legislation that I
personally like but don’t believe that it
outpaces the point of getting these
roads built?

I think the public wants to see us do
that. I certainly am willing to com-
promise, as my friend from Tennessee
has always proven to me, to try and get
it right. And I think the public wants
us to stand by our principles of trying
to get it there. But at the end of the
day, something has to be done, some-
thing has to move forward. The coun-
try depends on a workable infrastruc-
ture.

I can’t tell you, in watching this hap-
pen, of seeing how important moving
those products is when the I-35W
bridge was in the river, not just in
terms of the loss of life, the tragedy
that happened there, but the disrup-
tions that happened also, that sprung
out and rippled into the economy. I
think all of us understand that tragic
incident, that we don’t want to see it
replicated, and we also know that
smart investments prevent it from hap-
pening.

Mr. Speaker, I am appreciative of the
Members who came and spoke passion-
ately tonight. I’'m appreciative of the
folks who understand that this delib-
erative body has to come to some type
of resolution. I would urge my col-
leagues to support this motion to in-
struct, simply asking us to do the work
we were sent here to do, get it done on
time, and get America working and
moving again.

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

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, earlier today,
the Appropriations Committee voted to report
the Transportation, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment bill to the full House. This bill makes
an insufficient investment in our national trans-
portation system in part because the Com-
mittee had to insert placeholder language for
several important transportation provisions,
notably the Federal highway system and tran-
sit programs, due to the lack of an agreement
on long-term funding.

The House Republicans’ inability to work in
a bipartisan manner to reach a compromise
on surface transportation reauthorization con-
ference committee negotiations is preventing
us from fully investing in our Nation’s transpor-
tation systems to put people back to work and
grow our economy.

For every $1 billion of infrastructure invest-
ment, we create at least 30,000 jobs and gen-
erate more than $6 billion worth of economic
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activity that reverberates throughout our econ-
omy, improving our national competitiveness
and spurring job creation for years to come.

With the national construction unemploy-
ment around 14 percent and upwards of 40
percent in my area in recent years, workers
need and want to get back on the job.

Despite being a priority for the Department
of Transportation, the Tappan Zee Bridge Re-
placement project in my district is stalled be-
cause the current Federal financing pipeline is
too small.

| join Mr. WALZ in urging the conferees to
file a conference report so that we can get on
with our work to make the vital investments in
our national infrastructure system.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

COMPROMISE FOR THE GOOD OF
ALL

(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, tonight we saw what’s possible.
When we come together and know that
the good of the American public, their
will, if it is worked in this House as it
has for 236 years, as we began to delib-
erate and try and move forward on
what helps the American public, bring-
ing in our differences, debating, and at
times passionately debating what we
feel, but at the end of the day under-
standing the ultimate goal is what
strengthens and moves this country
forward; and I think tonight, in seeing
an agreement on a bipartisan motion
to instruct, just asking us to do the
public’s work, get a transportation bill
done, put people back to work, build
our highways, bridges, and infrastruc-
ture necessary to move people safely
back and forth, but also to move goods
to compete in the 21st century, it’s not
that big a lift. We can do it in a safe,
efficient, and modern manner, and we
can pay for it in a responsible way. The
American public are willing to invest
in America. They’re simply asking us
to do it smartly and do it in a way that
compromises for the good of all.

I'm incredibly proud, as always, of
this deliberative body. We have the
ability to move it forward.

———

OBSTRUCTION AND DELAY

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, our
most pressing legislative items were
nowhere to be seen on the House floor
today. We had an opportunity to make
headway on critical legislation, but Re-
publicans have not provided action or
solutions, only obstruction and delay.
Student loan interest rates will double
on July 1 if Congress does nothing.

After losing an estimated 28,000 con-
struction jobs last month, Congress
still hasn’t passed a highway bill. The
Republican leadership in the House re-
fuses to bring the bipartisan Senate
transportation bill to the floor for a
vote, even though it would support 1
million construction jobs right away,
including more than 8,000 in the State
of Rhode Island.

Our middle class families, our small
businesses, and our students and manu-
facturers deserve greater certainty so
they can better plan their lives and
companies, grow jobs and strengthen
our economy. Yet another day has
passed without action to avoid seques-
tration or address expiring tax provi-
sions or prevent rising costs for higher
education. Instead, Republicans plan to
waste more time this week with par-
tisan anti-environment messaging bills
with little or no hope of passage in the
Senate and veto threats that have al-
ready been issued by the administra-
tion.

We cannot let this become another
wasted week. Our constituents deserve
more. This Congress has to take action
now, not delay until it’s too late.

———

MAKE IT IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUCSHON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker,
thank you very much for this oppor-
tunity.

We have been engaged for this last
hour in a discussion about what to do
with one of the most important parts
of America’s public agenda, which is
the transportation systems of this Na-
tion.

We’ve heard a lot of back-and-forth.
We actually heard that there was some
agreement that we ought to get on
with it. Indeed, we ought to get on with
it. We ought to get a transportation
bill before the American public, and we
ought to get it to the President. Unfor-
tunately, there is a gridlock and a
deadlock. Behind all of the gentle rhet-
oric on the floor this evening, there are
some profound differences in how we
move forward with the transportation
bill. We’ll discuss some of those as we
journey through this 1 hour or some
portion of this 1 hour.

I think I would like to start maybe
more than 200 years ago. There is a lot
of discussion that we often hear here
on the floor and in the rhetoric across
the Nation that the Founding Fathers
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would do it this way or that way, and
if we only listened to the Founding Fa-
thers most of our problems would be
resolved. Usually, those discussions
really speak to not doing something. It
turns out that the Founding Fathers
really did have a great deal of wisdom.

O 1850

I came across a book written by Mr.
Thom Hartmann called ‘‘Rebooting the
American Dream.” And in it, in his
very first chapter, he goes back to the
Founding Fathers, and he talks about
what George Washington and George
Washington’s Secretary of Treasury ac-
tually did. On the day he was inaugu-
rated, Mr. Washington said that he did
not want to wear a suit made in Eng-
land. He wanted to wear something
made in America. Well, Make It in
America is one of the principal things
that my colleagues and I on the Demo-
cratic side have been talking about for
some time.

So when I came across this book, I
said, Wow, this is interesting. George
Washington instructed his Secretary of
Treasury, Alexander Hamilton, to de-
velop a manufacturing program for the
United States; and Alexander Hamilton
did that. He didn’t do it in 2,000 or 3,000
pages, as we might do it today. He did
it in just a short, maybe 20 or 30 pages.
And he developed an 11-point plan for
America’s manufacturers. It turns out
that many of those 11 points are what
we have been proposing on the Demo-
cratic side here for our Make It in
America agenda.

But tonight I want to pick up one of
those 11 points. And it happens to be
the 11th of the 11 points that Alexander
Hamilton presented to George Wash-
ington in 1790, and it was on American
manufacturers. So point No. 11: ‘“Fa-
cilitating of the transportation of com-
modities.”” The language is rather an-
cient English, but it still speaks to the
following:

Improvements favoring this object inti-
mately concern all the domestic interests of
a community; but they may without impro-
priety be mentioned as having an important
relation to manufacturers. There is perhaps
scarcely anything, which has been better cal-
culated to assist the manufacturers of Great
Britain, than the meliorations of the public
roads of that kingdom, and the great
progress which has been of late made in
opening canals. Of the former, the United
States stands much in need.

He goes on to talk about the neces-
sity for transportation here and copy-
ing what had gone on in Great Britain,
that is, the development of public
roads.

Then he says:

The following remarks are sufficiently ju-
dicious and pertinent to deserve a literal
quotation: Good roads, canals, and navigable
rivers, by diminishing the expense of car-
riage, put the remote parts of a country
more nearly upon a level with those in the
neighborhood of a town. They are upon that
account, the greatest of all improvements.

So here we are in Mr. Hartmann’s
book, “Rebooting the American
Dream,” talking about what the
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