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vague bullet points that fail to say 
much. 

Mr. RYAN says he’d like to eliminate 
loopholes. Great. Democrats would love 
to do that, too. But how can we do so 
when Mr. RYAN won’t even specify 
which deductions or credits he’d elimi-
nate? 

I’d like to close the carried interest 
loophole and end tax breaks for private 
jets and luxury yachts, but what set of 
loopholes does Mr. RYAN want to close? 
It’s a mystery. What tax breaks would 
Mr. RYAN like to cut? The home mort-
gage interest deduction? The child tax 
credit? 

Let me stop you right there, Mr. 
RYAN, because cutting those programs 
will hurt the middle class residents of 
my district, and I will not support such 
cuts. 

This is not a path to prosperity. For 
the middle class, it’s a trip to nowhere. 

Mr. RYAN says he is a serious policy-
maker, but looking at this proposal, 
I’m not sure what he’s serious about. 

f 

TERRY HIGH SCHOOL 4A STATE 
CHAMPIONS 

(Mr. OLSON asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, around 
midnight last Saturday, I was standing 
with a group of spirited Texans in the 
parking lot of B.F. Terry High School. 
We were waiting for the triumphant re-
turn of the Terry men’s basketball 
team. Three hours earlier, the Rangers 
were cutting down the nets as the 
Texas 4A State champions. 

The Rangers showed the heart of a 
true champion by defeating the two- 
time defending champions, Dallas 
Kimball, 55–47. Down eight at halftime, 
the Terry defense took over. In the sec-
ond half, they held Dallas Kimball 
without a point for the last 3 minutes 
and 45 seconds. 

Congratulations to Coach Michael 
Jackson, MVP Derrick Griffin, and the 
whole team for bringing the hardware 
home to Rosenberg. 

f 

LET’S DO THINGS THE RIGHT WAY 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
my intent to bring the House’s atten-
tion to several important issues. 

First of all, I would like to join in a 
mutual effort with Mr. POE to address 
the devastation of the people in Camp 
Ashraf and Camp Liberty. Those are 
Iranian refugees who have been at-
tacked and who have been mistreated, 
and we must fight for them and ensure 
their safety. 

I also want to comment on the intro-
duction of a new budget by the House 
and to say that we have to come to-
gether and not be conflicting with pro-
grams or initiatives that will not hap-
pen; and to have a budget based upon 

the elimination of the Affordable Care 
Act, it simply will not happen. We 
must come together. 

Finally, America is ready for com-
prehensive immigration reform. In a 
meeting I held yesterday in Houston 
with over 90 to 100 persons, if you heard 
the story of a father who was told to 
leave his children behind and to leave 
the country, you would know this is 
not about immigration. It’s about fam-
ilies. It’s about humanitarianism. It’s 
about bringing America and Americans 
together. 

We have a few things to do in this 
country and a few things to do in this 
Congress. Let’s get on with it and do it 
in the right way. 

f 

b 1910 

THE DISTINGUISHED WARFARE 
MEDAL 

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

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Re-
cently, the Pentagon proposed a new 
medal, the Distinguished Warfare 
Medal, to recognize those members of 
the armed services who operate the 
drones, which serve on vital missions 
over war areas. That’s a good thing. 
However, they’ve also recommended 
that it take precedence over and be 
rated above the Bronze Star and the 
Purple Heart. 

It is of great concern to a number of 
us in the House that this has taken 
place because we believe that those 
who fight and have the wounds of bat-
tle should have their medals take prec-
edence over them. 

I ask all Members to be in support of 
H.R. 833 and to sign on as cosponsors so 
that we can correct this problem and 
work together to make sure that the 
Bronze Star and Purple Heart are kept 
in their rightful order of medals, be-
cause these things do matter to our 
military. 

f 

GOODBYE, LEO 

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

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I rise this evening 
just to honor and pay tribute to a dear, 
dear friend of mine and of the commu-
nity in my congressional district, Leo 
Keating. He was the grandfather of my 
legislative director, Ryan Keating, and 
of his brother, who is a dear friend of 
mine, Brendan Keating. 

Leo was one of these great World War 
II veterans who knew how to live life. 
He was a pilot. He was a lawyer. He 
loved baseball—and he was funny. He 
was a tremendous guy who helped me 
at a very, very young age get into poli-
tics. Today, as we went through his fu-
neral mass, his son Dan, who practiced 
law with him, talked about these three 
Bronze Stars that he earned in the war. 

Typical of that generation, nobody 
really knew about it because he didn’t 
talk about it. 

So I wanted to rise and honor that 
and honor him because I think, as we 
deal with a lot of the craziness that’s 
going on here in Washington, D.C., it 
was a nice example today to see this 
man who was a hero to his country get-
ting the military burial and what-not 
and to think he never even talked 
about it and how beautiful that was. He 
was just a great guy who knew how to 
live life. We will miss Leo Keating, and 
I know his family and his friends will 
miss him dearly, but he gave us one 
last gift going out: his family wanted 
him to have dialysis, and he said no. 

Come on, Dad. Try it just one time. 
See if you like it. See if it helps. 

No. I’m ready. 
And he was ready. And he gave us one 

last example on how to live with grace 
and dignity. 

So, goodbye, Leo. 
f 

MAKE IT IN AMERICA: THE 
ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PITTENGER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, 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. 

I am JOHN GARAMENDI from Cali-
fornia, and I am joined by several of 
my colleagues here tonight. We want 
to go through a couple of things that 
are of the utmost importance to Amer-
icans. I had three townhalls on Satur-
day in California—it was about a 450- 
mile drive to get to all three of them— 
but at each and every one of them the 
concerns were very, very similar. 

The first overriding concern was the 
economy. In California, there is this 
desire to get the economy going. There 
is a pent-up energy in the people—in 
the businesses, in the small businesses, 
in the farmers. It’s not just because it’s 
spring and the almonds are blos-
soming—or maybe it’s the ‘‘a-munds’’ 
depending on what part of my district 
you’re from. It’s that there is this de-
sire to get moving forward. 

They keep asking me, What’s going 
on in Congress? Why can’t you guys get 
it together out there? 

And we explained what’s happening 
here. 

We have been through five crises over 
the last 18 months—manufactured cri-
ses, things that didn’t have to happen. 
Each and every time, the entire system 
of America’s economy and politics 
comes to a stop, and we lurch up to 
that fateful cliff, and then we move on 
but not with the kind of robust energy 
that this economy is capable of. We 
need to get this continuing resolution 
and all of these fiscal cliffs out of the 
way to get the economy moving, and 
there are some very, very good exam-
ples of why the economy is poised to 
take off. 
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One of them is found here. If you 

take a look at this chart, these are the 
job creations or losses beginning way 
back in 2009, 2008. All of those red lines 
are the collapse of the economy. When 
the blue came in, that’s when Presi-
dent Obama came in 4 years ago, and 
things were tough. We were in a free 
fall here in our economy; but with the 
stimulus bill, we began to climb out. 
After about 18 months, we began to see 
positive job growth—we were no longer 
seeing those job losses—and we’ve seen 
that all the way through. This last 
month was a terrific month. There 
were 247,000 new jobs created, and that 
was in February. 

So what happens in March? 
In March, we come up against an-

other cliff; and now we have sequestra-
tion, leaving us 750,000 unemployed 
Americans. It’s not a gain in the econ-
omy. The unemployment rate went 
down to 7.7 percent in the previous 
month, and now we have sequestration. 
We passed a bill out of here last week 
that was supposed to solve it. It really 
didn’t. In fact, it maintained sequestra-
tion. It took care of a few things, but 
we’ve got to get past this. We need to 
grow this economy, and we need to 
make the investments. There are really 
only five critical investments that 
need to be made year after year after 
year, and we need to do these things re-
peatedly—every month, every year, in 
every budget: 

Education—sequestration cuts edu-
cation at all levels; 

Research—sequestration cuts re-
search. In my district, at the Univer-
sity of California at Davis, $45 million 
of research projects will come to a 
screeching halt. Ph.D.s and others will 
be laid off; 

Infrastructure—sequestration cuts 
infrastructure. Manufacturing matters. 
You’ve got to make things; 

Those are the four. The fifth is you 
have to be willing to change, but 
you’ve got to change in a positive way. 

What we’re going to talk about with 
my colleagues here is this issue of how 
to move the economy forward. As we 
look at the past and at the success— 
modest, not enough, but on the right 
track—we need to keep in mind that it 
is the role of the government, dating 
back to George Washington and Alex-
ander Hamilton when Washington 
asked Hamilton to develop an indus-
trial plan for the United States and 
Hamilton did. He laid out in that plan 
the critical role of government in mov-
ing the American economy forward, 
and that was in the very first year of 
these United States. We should carry 
that tradition forward. So as we go 
into this, let’s keep in mind that we’ve 
made progress and that we have much 
more to do. 

Joining me tonight is a gentleman 
who has created many, many jobs, and 
now he has a new one. He is a Member 
of Congress from the great State of 
Maryland, and it’s Mr. DELANEY. 

Thank you very much for joining us. 
You have an exciting district. You 

have a considerable amount of high- 
tech in your district. 

Mr. DELANEY. I do. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. So share with us 

your thoughts about how we can grow 
the economy, and maybe share some of 
your own experiences, because you’ve 
employed many, many people during 
your tenure in business. 

Mr. DELANEY. That’s right. I appre-
ciate my friend from California for pro-
viding me with this opportunity to 
talk about what I think is important 
for our economy, to get our economy 
going to create jobs. 

We spend a lot of time, both in this 
Congress and in Washington generally, 
talking about the economic challenges 
that this country faces and about the 
employment challenges this country 
faces, and those conversations often 
evolve into conversations about our 
tax policy and about the size of our 
government—two very important 
things for us to be spending time on as 
we talk about the fiscal trajectory of 
the country. 

b 1920 

They are two things that actually 
have very little to do with what is im-
portant for creating jobs in this coun-
try, because what has really caused the 
employment challenges that we face 
today, what has really caused the eco-
nomic challenges that this country 
faces are two things: globalization and 
technology. They are two trends that 
are gripping our society and really 
started about 20 or 25 years ago, and 
these trends are accelerating. 

Many people have been benefited by 
these trends. Americans with great 
education have been blessed by these 
trends. Americans with access to cap-
ital have benefited because of these 
trends. And hundreds of millions of 
citizens around the world have bene-
fited from these trends because they 
move from formerly not being in a 
modern economy to being in a modern 
economy. 

The problem is that the average 
American has been negatively affected 
by these trends. It happened too quick-
ly. We weren’t quite prepared for it. We 
didn’t invest in our future the way we 
need to to prepare a broader number of 
Americans for a world that is fun-
damentally changed because of these 
trends. 

To me, this is the central issue we 
face as a country if we want to reverse 
the employment trends. By the em-
ployment trends, I don’t just mean the 
headline unemployment number, which 
is tragic. I mean what happens if you 
look behind those numbers, if you look 
at the standard of living of the average 
American, which has consistently gone 
down now for two decades. 

In order to reverse these trends, in 
order to take these trends— 
globalization and technology—and 
bend them to benefit a broader number 
of Americans, we fundamentally have 
to do things here in our country that 
involve investment. 

We have to improve our educational 
system and invest in education. There 
has never been a stronger correlation 
in the history of this country between 
having a good education and one’s abil-
ity to get a job. 

We need a national energy policy 
that can lead us to the advanced en-
ergy economy which will be cleaner 
and more efficient and more economi-
cal. If you look back over the history 
of modern economies, the two most im-
portant numbers for an economy to be 
successful is the cost of money and the 
cost of energy. We have an opportunity 
if we lead in advanced energy to keep 
the cost of energy down. 

We need to reform our immigration 
system. Half of the Fortune 500 compa-
nies in this country were founded by 
immigrants or children of immigrants. 
Immigrants fundamentally create jobs 
in this country. 

And we need to invest in our infra-
structure. We need to build a modern 
infrastructure for the future: transpor-
tation, communication, energy, edu-
cational facilities, all of the things 
that we need to do to be competitive. 
This will create jobs in the short term, 
and it will lay the groundwork for a 
more competitive America across the 
long term. 

These are the things that we need to 
do to make our country more competi-
tive so that we can create and attract 
and sustain jobs that have a high 
standard of living. That’s the sacred 
trust we’ve been given as Members of 
Congress. And to do these things and to 
make the investments that are impor-
tant in energy and education and infra-
structure and in our immigration sys-
tem, we need to be in a position fis-
cally to make investments, and that’s 
a role of government that I strongly 
believe in. 

To do that, we do have to change our 
fiscal trajectory, but we have to be 
honest about the drivers of our fiscal 
condition. We have to acknowledge 
that we do need comprehensive entitle-
ment reform in this country so that 
our important entitlement programs 
don’t crowd out all the other priorities 
we have in the Nation. And we also 
have to acknowledge that we need to 
reform our tax system, implement pro-
posals like the Buffett rule that level 
the playing field and create more reve-
nues. Our revenue as a percentage of 
our economy has never been lower. 

If we do these two things, we create 
an opportunity for us to invest in our 
future. We create an opportunity to do 
the things that we need to do to make 
this country more competitive. 

As someone who was the son of a 
union electrician, whose parents never 
went to college, who had the blessing 
of a good education and started two 
businesses from scratch that both be-
came New York Stock Exchange com-
panies and created thousands of jobs, I 
have an appreciation of what’s impor-
tant in terms of entrepreneurship in 
this country. These are the things that 
we need to do if we want to make a dif-
ference, and these are the things that I 
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care about as we try to work against 
these important trends. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very 
much, Mr. DELANEY. Well, you hit it 
right on the head: education, the tech-
nology issues that we have before us, 
the issue of globalization and how we 
deal with it here, and our energy pol-
icy. We are really blessed in the United 
States with energy that has suddenly 
come back to blossom, and that’s nat-
ural gas. What an enormous asset for 
this country, and we need to really 
push that further along. And the immi-
gration issue, all of these things are be-
fore us right now. 

If we move forward aggressively with 
the kinds of things that you talked 
about, and we’re spending time here on 
the floor, we can really move this 
country. And with the energy that 
businesses have and the experience 
that you know from your own experi-
ence in business, there is a pent-up de-
mand. There’s a lot of cash in the busi-
nesses of the Nation. We need the poli-
cies laid out there. 

Perhaps you can take up the energy 
piece and elaborate a little more on 
how you see the use of natural gas as a 
bridge as you get to those clean energy 
issues that you talked about. 

Mr. DELANEY. I think you made a 
very good point about the amount of 
cash in our private sector. There is 
more cash in U.S. corporations than 
there’s ever been, and there’s more 
cash in our banks than there’s ever 
been. 

I believe the private sector creates 
the jobs, but there is a clear and dis-
tinct role for government to level the 
playing field and make the invest-
ments that are needed for the private 
sector to thrive. The energy industry is 
a terrific example of that. If we had a 
national energy policy that pointed us 
in a common direction where we could 
say this is where we want our energy 
production and utilization to be in the 
future, it would benefit Americans so 
much in the short term because of the 
quality of their life in terms of making 
us more competitive. 

If you look back over the history of 
this country, it takes us about 50 years 
to change energy sources. It took 
about 50 years to go from wood to coal; 
it took about 50 years to go from coal 
to oil and natural gas; and it will take 
about 50 years to truly have this ad-
vanced, clean, efficient energy econ-
omy that we know we should have as a 
country. We should have policies in 
place that encourage that. And natural 
gas can be a fabulous bridge to that fu-
ture. 

There has to be accountability. We 
need to ensure that it is done in an en-
vironmentally sensitive way. I believe 
there is a role for the Federal Govern-
ment to do that, and we should be em-
bracing it because it can clearly bridge 
us in a cleaner way and in a cost-effec-
tive and competitive way to the future 
we all imagine for clean and advanced 
energy. 

It will take time to get there. It is a 
massive investment to transform our 

energy infrastructure, and we can do 
that, which, by the way, will create a 
lot of jobs while we do it, but we can 
get there. And natural gas can be a ter-
rific bridge. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I really agree with 
all you said. And as we make that 
bridge to that clean energy future—you 
talked about those 50-year increments 
as we change from one source of energy 
to another. In that process, we, Amer-
ican taxpayers, seriously subsidized 
each and every one of those transi-
tions. We now have to shift, it seems to 
me, shift some of those subsidies from 
the old energy sources, specifically oil, 
and shift that into long-term subsidies, 
encouragement to those clean energy 
issues. If we do that, I think we’ll see 
that kind of growth that you’re talking 
about. 

Mr. DELANEY. I absolutely agree 
with you. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. DELANEY, I 
know you have to leave, but thank you 
so very much for joining us. 

Mr. DELANEY. Thank you for giving 
me this opportunity. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Also joining us to-
night is Representative HIGGINS from 
the great State of New York. 

We have talked here on the floor 
from time to time, Mr. HIGGINS, and 
you have a very serious issue about our 
infrastructure—or lack of good quality 
infrastructure in the United States. 
You have some plans for that. I don’t 
know if that’s what you want to talk 
about tonight, but I’m going to take 
you there either sooner or later. So 
please share with us your thoughts on 
growing jobs here in America. 

Mr. HIGGINS. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

I think the infrastructure piece, as 
has been mentioned here previously, is 
a vehicle for growth. It is refreshing to 
see that this discussion tonight be-
tween three Members is about how to 
grow the economy. There is not an ex-
ample in human history of an economy 
growing out of a recession from aus-
terity measures. It didn’t happen in 
Japan in the 1990s. It’s not happening 
in Europe today, and it didn’t happen 
in this country in 1937. So what we 
have to do is invest in education, as 
the gentleman has said, scientific re-
search, and infrastructure. 

This weekend, former Republican 
candidate for President Rudy Giuliani 
talked about the importance of invest-
ments that have a return, that grow 
jobs and reduce debt and deficit. He 
talked about transportation infrastruc-
ture and rebuilding the roads and 
bridges of this country. 

The Republican budget that was re-
leased today, the Ryan budget, pro-
poses to cut infrastructure spending 
over the next 10 years by $5.7 trillion. I 
would submit to you that we are mov-
ing in the wrong direction. We need to 
make investments in this economy. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. HIGGINS, if I 
may interrupt you for just a second, I 
can’t believe the number you just gave 
us. You said the Ryan Republican 

budget that will come out this week 
does what to infrastructure? 

Mr. HIGGINS. It cuts infrastructure 
spending by $5.7 trillion over 10 years. 

b 1930 
It doesn’t do anything to the defense 

spending. So while we, the advocates of 
increased infrastructure spending, 
want to nation-build here at home, in 
America, the Ryan budget wants to 
continue to nation-build in Afghani-
stan and Iraq and other places. 

World War II ended in 1945. We still 
have 52,000 U.S. soldiers in Germany. 
We still have 49,000 U.S. soldiers in 
Japan. We still have 10,000 U.S. soldiers 
in Italy. We need to bring them home 
and nation-build here. 

And that’s the PAUL RYAN budget, 
not the TIM RYAN budget. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. HIGGINS, 
you’ve really hit upon something that 
caught my attention. Also, we should 
be aware that this year, that is October 
2012 until October 2013, we will spend 
$100 billion in Afghanistan. 

To what effect? To have our soldiers 
killed by Afghan policemen? To create 
an ongoing conflict in that area with 
the people that are living there? 

To what effect? $100 billion. 
You talk about bringing home the 

soldiers, we should bring the soldiers 
home from Afghanistan. There will be 
some small unit left there to deal with 
al Qaeda and other terrorist organiza-
tions, but it’s simply not working. 

Think what $100 billion could do to 
solve the sequestration issue, which is 
only $85 billion. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Can I just make an-
other point before you turn it over to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN)? 

A lot of people here, in the majority, 
do a lot of complaining about spending. 
The irony is, they did all the spending. 

At the end of 2000 we had a budgetary 
surplus of $258 billion. They took that 
surplus and financed two wars that 
took $1.2 trillion out of the American 
economy. They financed a drug pre-
scription program, unpaid for, that will 
cost us $1 trillion over 10 years. 

And they financed two tax cuts that 
didn’t produce the kind of growth they 
were said to produce. In fact, after 
those tax cuts were enacted, dispropor-
tionately for the wealthy, we had the 
worst period of economic growth in the 
past 75 years. 

The Clinton administration produced 
22 million private sector jobs. We had 4 
percent annual economic growth, sus-
tained over an 8-year period. That pro-
duces budgetary surpluses and reduces 
the debt. 

So that’s the lesson that we should 
embrace, not the measures that the Re-
publicans are proposing, because his-
torically it hasn’t produced the kind of 
growth that they promised that it 
would produce. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. If the gentleman 
would yield too, I’d just comment on 
the infrastructure piece. 

So here we are today, needs abound 
in the country, both rail, combined 
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sewer, highways, bridges—I mean, each 
of our counties, you pull out how many 
bridges in our counties aren’t up to 
specs; I think it’s like 50 or 60 just in 
one of my bigger counties. 

These projects are only going to get 
more expensive. The energy costs going 
in are going to get more expensive, the 
labor costs are going to get more ex-
pensive. Everything associated, the 
materials, everything associated with 
what needs to get done is going to be-
come more expensive. So I think the 
good business move, on behalf of the 
taxpayer, would be to get this done 
now, get people back to work. 

And I recognize that we’re still run-
ning deficits. But the interest rate at 
which we’re borrowing the money is 
minimal, 1, 2 percent. 

So we’re going to wait. Here’s what’s 
going to happen. We’re going to wait. 
Accidents are going to happen, bridges 
are going to collapse, things are going 
to just need to get done, and then these 
local governments, State governments, 
we’re going to have to go out and bor-
row the money at 4 or 5 percent, as op-
posed to 1 or 2. 

So I think as we’re thinking about 
this, it’s not that we’re sitting here 
saying, oh geez, we don’t have any-
thing better to do, let’s just spend a 
bunch of government money. No, these 
are strategic investments. Like in Vir-
ginia, they’re going to increase produc-
tivity so people aren’t sitting in their 
cars. They’re more productive, have a 
higher quality of life, more time with 
their families, all these things that we 
say are very important. 

So, to your point, we’re going back-
wards, because at some point this 
stuff’s got to get done. 

Mr. HIGGINS. According to Trans-
portation for America, there are 69,000 
structurally deficient bridges in this 
Nation. In my State of New York there 
are over 2,000 bridges that are struc-
turally deficient. In western New York 
there are 99 bridges that are struc-
turally deficient. Every second of every 
day, seven cars drive on a bridge that 
is structurally deficient. 

And as the gentleman from Ohio had 
pointed out, public infrastructure is 
the public’s responsibility. It’s as old 
as Lincoln. He called them land im-
provements and railroads at the time. 

So it’s not a question of whether or 
not the public is going to improve the 
infrastructure. The question is when 
does it make the most sense. And we 
believe that money is as cheap as it’s 
ever going to be, labor is as cheap as 
it’s ever going to be, and equipment is 
as cheap as it’s ever going to be. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. HIGGINS, 
you’ve raised, and Mr. RYAN, you’ve 
also raised the very same issue about 
the infrastructure. We can do this. We 
can really do it. 

I couldn’t believe that PAUL RYAN’s 
going to introduce a budget in the next 
couple of days that’s going to take $5.7 
trillion out of the infrastructure. 

I often hear our Republican col-
leagues talk about the Founding Fa-

thers, and we ought to hearken back to 
the founding fathers. And indeed we 
should. 

His first month in office, George 
Washington asked Alexander Hamilton, 
his Treasury Secretary, to develop an 
industrial plan for the United States. 
In that plan that Hamilton produced 3 
months later was an infrastructure 
component. It said the United States 
Government should support the cre-
ation of ports, canals, and roads. 

So right back to the very first days 
of this government, we have seen the 
role of the Federal Government in the 
infrastructure sector, and that is an in-
vestment. 

And one thing I’ll add before I turn it 
back to you gentlemen is that all of 
that’s our tax money, all tax money 
from all 360 million Americans, coming 
in in one way or another, sometimes 
through the Federal excise tax on gaso-
line or income tax or other taxes. If we 
used that money to buy American- 
made steel—I think that’s near your 
district, isn’t it, Mr. RYAN? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I think the gen-
tleman from Buffalo knows a little bit 
about that too. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. So we’re talking 
about American-made steel for those 
bridges, or concrete or other kinds of 
equipment. And so if we do that, we’d 
create jobs in the United States. 

The manufacturing sector lost 9 mil-
lion jobs between 1990 and last year. 
This last year we’ve seen an additional 
about 600,000 new jobs coming back 
into manufacturing, but if we pass Buy 
American or Make It in America legis-
lation, so that our tax money supports 
American-made products from Amer-
ican-made workers made in America, 
we can see a boom in manufacturing. 
It’s certainly going to be important in 
my district, and I’m sure it is in yours. 

Gentlemen, you’re right on target 
here. These are the investments that 
George Washington and Alexander 
Hamilton said we ought to make. 

Mr. RYAN, I know you have a few 
other things you’d like to toss into 
this. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Well, one of the 
things that you were talking about— 
and I just started to learn more and 
more about this new additive manufac-
turing. And there’s a center in Youngs-
town, Ohio now that’s a regional center 
for additive manufacturing. 

So the old school manufacturing is 
you would cut things out, and they 
called it subtractive manufacturing. 
The new stuff is a printer that you 
have that would be like the printer you 
have in your office, except you pump 
material into it, and instead of ink on 
a piece of paper, it’s a material that 
would make a component part. And the 
cost is down now to about $700 or $800 
for these things. So this is the next 
generation of manufacturing. 

And I bring it up because the Presi-
dent put together a proposal, Depart-
ment of Energy, Department of Com-
merce, Department of Defense, to part-
ner with the private sector to create 

one of these innovation institutes. And 
he wants to do 15 more for a billion dol-
lars. 

If you would see the activity going 
on in Youngstown, Ohio now, the com-
panies that are partnering with us, 
with the private sector, with Carnegie 
Mellon, it goes all the way to Pitts-
burgh, Carnegie Mellon, Case Western 
Reserve, Youngstown State, University 
of Akron, Lehigh, Penn State, West 
Virginia—we’ve got to get Buffalo in 
this somehow. 

But the point is, public/private part-
nership to expedite the development of 
new technologies. And the President 
and his team get this. And Democrats, 
we get this. 

We’ve got to get away from this nar-
rative that anything the government 
spends money on is bad; it’s a waste of 
your tax dollars. Whether it’s infra-
structure, whether it’s public/private 
partnerships like this additive manu-
facturing institute or the other insti-
tutes that we need to create, that’s the 
seed corn for the next generation of al-
ternative energy, windmills, solar pan-
els, whatever the case may be. 

b 1940 

We don’t know what it is. That’s why 
the recipe has always been to invest in 
this basic research, put these public- 
private partnerships together, and 
magic will happen. Because you have 
the basic scientific intellect and intel-
ligence there, partnering with the pri-
vate sector, who has a profit motive, 
and magic happens. And now we’ve got-
ten a scenario where government has 
no role here. No role at all. And it’s not 
either/or. So I’d like to ask my friends 
who think it’s either/or, what other re-
lationship with another human being 
do you have that that’s that black and 
white? 

This stuff is complicated. It’s com-
plex. It takes nuance. And that’s 
what’s happening in Youngstown, and I 
think it’s a good example of what can 
happen around the country in older 
areas where we don’t have the local tax 
base that we used to have, to have the 
Federal Government come in. And you 
should see the ripple effect already 
happening—and it’s a beautiful thing— 
but it takes that kind of comprehen-
sive plan. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. HIGGINS. 
Mr. HIGGINS. I was just going to 

mention where TIM was talking about 
infrastructure, the New America Foun-
dation has a study out called, ‘‘The 
Way Forward.’’ And they propose 
spending $1.2 trillion on infrastructure, 
primarily because of the reasons that 
we stated here. Money is as cheap as 
it’s ever going to be. Labor is cheap 
and equipment is cheap. But they fur-
ther explain that it will create 25 mil-
lion jobs over the next 5 years—$5 mil-
lion the first year, reducing the unem-
ployment rate from its current rate to 
6.4 percent; $5 million in the second 
year, reducing the unemployment rate 
further to 5.4 percent. These are proven 
growth vehicles. And that’s exactly 
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what the economy does. And it will 
also put people back to work. 

All the construction trades, to their 
considerable credit, have a program 
called Helmets to Hardhats, where they 
take veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan and they expedite their 
apprenticeship training and put them 
to work making $60,000, $70,000 a year. 
Do you really want to say thank you 
for your service on behalf of a grateful 
Nation? Put them to work rebuilding 
this Nation. 

We will spend—the Federal Govern-
ment—in transportation infrastructure 
this year $53 billion. It’s a disgrace. 
We’re a Nation of 300 million people. 
You just spent as a Nation, the United 
States, $89 billion rebuilding the roads 
and bridges of Afghanistan. You spent 
$69 billion rebuilding the roads and 
bridges of Iraq. Those are nations of 30 
million and 26 million respectively. 
But for a Nation of 300 million people 
you’re going to spend $53 billion. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And you look at 
what our top competitors are spending 
as a percentage of their GDP. I think 
we’re at 1 percent of our GDP that we 
spend on infrastructure. It maybe went 
up to 2 during this recovery package. 
But if you look at India and China, it’s 
7 or 8 percent of their GDP. Now, 
granted, they’re still developing in so 
many different ways. But for us to be 
at 1 and they’re at 6, 7 or 8, how are we 
going to be able to keep up when our 
infrastructure is so much older? 

It’s time to rebuild America. And I 
don’t know anybody in my district, 
Democrat or Republican, who’s really 
not for that. I’ve had Republican 
friends of mine have the light bulb go 
off and they say, Wait a minute. We’re 
going to have to do this at some point. 
And we’ve got a high unemployment 
rate and we’ve got low interest rates. 
This doesn’t make any sense to put it 
off. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If not now, when? 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. When? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. When are we going 

to do it? We can do these things. We 
can do the wind turbines for the clean 
energy, as Mr. DELANEY was talking 
about, solar panels, and, of course, the 
transportation systems, which we’re 
discussing here. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. As you said, 
you’ve got to ship that stuff. That stuff 
needs to be shipped. It needs manufac-
tured and then it needs to be shipped 
somewhere on a road and over bridges 
and ports and airports and logistics fa-
cilities and everything else. You’ve got 
to make that investment, and that’ll 
grease the wheels of the commerce. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. George Wash-
ington and Alexander Hamilton at the 
very start of this Nation said, Build 
the infrastructure. Grow the economy. 

Mr. HIGGINS. We need them back 
here. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. We can use that 
again. The President has put it out 
there, too. In his State of the Union 
speech he spoke very clearly to the ad-
vanced manufacturing centers that you 

talked about, Mr. RYAN. He talked 
about infrastructure. He’s made pro-
posals that have just been pushed aside 
by our Republican colleagues here, but 
there are proposals that would grow 
this economy and give us the founda-
tion upon which we can then have addi-
tional growth. 

I see that the Representative from 
the District of Columbia is here. Ms. 
NORTON, thank you very much for join-
ing us. Gentlemen, thank you very 
much for this evening. ELEANOR 
HOLMES NORTON, thank you very much 
for joining us this evening. 

Ms. NORTON. I want to thank my 
good colleague from California for 
keeping before the Congress the notion 
of making jobs in America. You were 
just talking about infrastructure. In-
frastructure is all made in America, if 
we make sure that we don’t build 
bridges, for example, from materials 
from China. But when it comes to the 
roads, when it comes to the cement, we 
don’t get those from abroad. We make 
those here. And that’s why infrastruc-
ture has always been the foremost way 
to stimulate an economy. It’s inter-
esting that it stimulates not only the 
construction trades, but it’s best be-
cause it stimulates other parts of the 
economy below it. It’s the way to get 
everything going. 

I couldn’t agree with you more in 
pointing out—and you and I are on the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee—the importance of infra-
structure. That used to be the great bi-
partisan issue of the Congress of the 
United States. And I think there is 
some chance it will be again. We note 
that the bill that we just passed in the 
last Congress, the Surface Transpor-
tation bill, will have to be renewed 
next year; and I certainly hope that be-
comes an opportunity to do a Surface 
Transportation bill for more than 2 
years. That’s where we have to get to 
work right now. 

But I wanted to come to the floor 
today, in particular because the Ryan 
budget has come forward. And I note 
the very good news of the 246,000 jobs 
that the private sector, on its own, 
with no help from the public sector and 
no help from the Congress, has pro-
duced, cheering all of us up. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to note that we 
are about to countermand all that the 
private sector is doing alone. The rea-
son is that the Federal and the State 
sectors are doing just the opposite. 
They are reducing spending, the States 
and the cities are causing layoffs, and 
the result is that for every job that the 
private sector makes, we are moving in 
exactly the opposite direction because 
all oars are not in the water. Thank 
goodness we have a private sector that 
is beginning to say, we won’t wait for 
the other oars—the Federal and the 
State oars. We’re going in now. The 
rest of you should join us. 

The very least we should do, how-
ever, is to cease making it worse for 
the private sector to keep doing what 
it’s doing. The sequester, of course, 

will do that. The markets have not re-
acted yet, but there is no way in which 
people in the private sector, particu-
larly small business, is going to con-
tinue to add jobs if they see that the 
Federal and State governments are 
doing just the opposite. The reason the 
State governments are doing that is 
because when we make cuts, they pass 
through directly to them. So they’re 
trying to protect themselves because 
they must produce annual balanced 
budgets. Since they must have a bal-
anced budget, they are making cuts 
every single day, or at least reducing 
spending. 

The Ryan budget comes forward and 
in a real sense it looks a lot like it’s al-
ways looked. But look what it does: it 
makes half of its so-called savings from 
health care—Medicare, Medicaid, and, 
of all things, the Affordable Health 
Care Act. I guess we ought to say a 
budget is what, indeed, it always has 
been: it’s a hope-for document. I hope 
that we don’t get the Ryan budget. But 
I cannot believe that Mr. RYAN believes 
that at this late date, with an election 
having already taken place, with the 
benefits of the Affordable Health Care 
Act, flowing every day, that we’re 
about to repeal that. Half of his sav-
ings are from Medicare, Medicaid, the 
Affordable Health Care Act, and he 
caps food stamps. 

b 1950 

I want to say to my good friend from 
California, I think we ought to stop 
slapping the private sector in the face 
every time it makes jobs, making sure 
that we do cuts that take away the ef-
fects of those jobs. That’s what we’re 
doing. 

I note that you have one of the post-
ers that show how we hurt people. We 
ought to also understand we are hurt-
ing people and we are hurting the econ-
omy at the same time, and that’s why 
CBO said 750,000 jobs are at risk be-
cause of the sequester alone, leave 
aside what the Ryan budget would do. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, thank you 
very much, Representative NORTON, 
and for your years of service here. 

You were just moving to the Ryan 
budget, which I suspect he’ll introduce 
maybe in the next day or two. This is 
the same old, same old, but this time 
it’s worse than the old. He’s talking 
about an austerity budget, a very 
stringent austerity budget on steroids 
that will clearly decimate the economy 
as those cuts are made. 

You just said if the Federal Govern-
ment makes a reduction, it comes right 
down to cities and States laying people 
off. We’ve had this growth just last 
month, 247,000 jobs, and here we go. 

Let’s understand what is being dis-
cussed by Mr. RYAN. Who are these peo-
ple on Medicaid? He proposes to cut 
Medicaid by a third and block-grant it 
to the States, which means just give 
the States some money. But who are 
those people on Medicaid? Now, we call 
it Medi-Cal in California, but you can 
see that two-thirds of the Medicaid 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:01 Mar 13, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12MR7.032 H12MRPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1348 March 12, 2013 
money goes to seniors and disabled. So, 
Mr. RYAN, what are you doing? Who ex-
actly are you pointing out for the re-
ductions? You’re going after seniors 
and the disabled. 

Ms. NORTON. I think that point you 
just made about Medicaid needs to be 
said again. People think of Medicaid as 
somehow poor people, we’ll let them 
fend for themselves. It turns out that 
almost all of the funds—two-thirds—go 
to seniors and disabled people. We’re 
targeting the wrong people. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. They think it’s 
welfare. Well, these are seniors and dis-
abled people that can’t work, or people 
that are retired. 

So, what does it mean? It slashes 
that budget for seniors that provides 
them with nursing homes. Principally, 
these folks are in nursing homes. So 
you’re going to take a third of the 
money out of nursing homes. Now, just 
what are those seniors going to do? 
What are they going to do? You’re tak-
ing a third of the money out by 2022. 

You mentioned Medicare. Oh, yeah, 
Medicare. Mr. RYAN, proposes to end 
Medicare as we know it. He’s going to 
give seniors a voucher. They can stay 
on Medicare, but they have a voucher 
to buy Medicare. The guarantee of af-
fordable health care, quality health 
care for seniors terminates with the 
Ryan Republican budget. 

Who are those people on Medicare? 
Well, let’s see. About 3 percent earn 
over $100,000 a year; 1 percent, some-
where around $90,000 to $100,000; but 
down here, here’s where the Medicare 
beneficiaries are. They’re earning 
somewhere, $10,000 to $20,000, or 
$30,000—right here, 28, 20, 16. You’re 
getting up to 50 percent right there of 
people below $40,000. These are not 
wealthy people. 

Medicare is there to provide people 
with the ability to have quality health 
care in their retirement years. But Mr. 
RYAN would end that and give them a 
voucher, and shift the cost to the indi-
viduals who would then have to go out 
and buy private health insurance. 

I was the insurance commissioner in 
California for 8 years and I understand 
what the private insurance companies 
are all about. The private health insur-
ance companies are all about their bot-
tom-line profit. It’s not people, it’s 
profit. If that’s what Mr. RYAN wants 
to do, we’re going to fight vigorously 
and successfully to say no, no; the 
promise of Medicare is here to stay. 

Ms. NORTON. Isn’t that, by the way, 
exactly why we got Medicare—that 
seniors were left to the private market, 
and finally the Congress understood 
that the private market cannot accom-
modate people with $22,000 annual in-
come. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Exactly right. 
When I was young, before Medicare, we 
lived in a rural community, there was 
a county hospital. My dad took me to 
the county hospital to visit a rancher. 
We were ranchers. On the other side of 
the hill was another rancher that was 
elderly and was at the county hospital. 

I will remember forever in my life 
going to that ward with maybe 15, 20 
elderly people side by side in beds, the 
stench. The care was almost non-
existent. Poverty was everywhere. It 
was worse than horrible. 

But in 1964 this Nation did something 
very, very important. Together with 
Social Security, they brought seniors 
out of poverty because it was the med-
ical expenses that forced them into 
poverty. So Medicare brought seniors 
out of poverty. It went from, I don’t 
know, I think it was almost 80 percent 
of seniors were in poverty to a situa-
tion today where maybe 8 to 10 percent 
are in poverty. Social Security, Medi-
care; absolutely critical. But any at-
tempt to change that goes right to the 
heart of our values as Americans. 

We will take care of our seniors. 
That’s not to say changes are not pos-
sible. Of course changes ought to be 
public. For example, we ought to be ne-
gotiating with the drug companies over 
the price of prescription drugs. But, oh 
no. When the prescription drug benefit 
was passed, added into it and signed by 
George W. Bush was a paragraph that 
said the Federal Government is a price 
taker; it cannot negotiate the price of 
drugs. So we spend billions and billions 
where it’s not necessary. 

Ms. NORTON. And of course there are 
some agencies that do negotiate the 
price of drugs. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Exactly. 
Ms. NORTON. I do want to point out, 

when you talk about the transfer of the 
expense, the cost of Medicare to seniors 
themselves—the costs we know they 
can’t possibly bear—notice that hopes 
went up when Mitt Romney said, dur-
ing the campaign, that we should re-
duce the loopholes. Well, note what Mr. 
RYAN does: he reduces the loopholes in 
order to give rich folks a further tax 
reduction. 

So, where does the money go? The 
top rate now is 39.6 percent. Well, he 
wants to bring that top rate down to 25 
percent. So he wants to close the loop-
holes all right—I’m not sure which 
ones he has in mind—but that savings 
would go back into the same 1 percent 
sector that already has gotten all the 
benefit from tax cuts until what we fi-
nally did in January, when others got 
some relief as well. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I’m going to pick 
up another chart. The issue you raised 
is one that we really ought to chart. 
Let me go get another chart. Just keep 
going there. 

Ms. NORTON. I’m very glad my good 
friend from California does have a way 
to illustrate all of these points. 

Not only does RYAN reduce the top 
rate from 39.6—that’s how much the 
very richest would pay—to 25 percent, 
but you may say, well, but he’s got a 10 
percent rate essentially for everybody 
else. Well, if everybody else paid 10 per-
cent and the very richest paid 25 per-
cent, there would be little revenue for 
the Federal Government. So what 
we’re saying about Medicare and Med-
icaid is this would mean that there 

would not be the revenue to fund them. 
And that seems to be his point: get so 
little revenue coming into the Federal 
Government that in and of itself that 
will mean you do not have to worry 
about cuts. You’ll get rid of these pro-
grams that we have been building for 50 
years. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I ran over and got 
this chart. I wasn’t going to talk about 
this this evening, but you brought the 
issue up about where the money has 
gone and the issue of tax breaks. 

b 2000 
This chart begins in 1979, and it 

shows the basic growth in income. So 
it starts down here in 1979, and the bot-
tom 20 percent have really seen very, 
very little growth in their income. The 
next 20 percent, a little better, and this 
is the next quartile. These are the 1- 
percenters. We talked about the 99 per-
cent. This is the 99 percent down here. 
These are the 1-percenters. These are 
the people that have seen extraor-
dinary income growth. And it just hap-
pens to coincide right here, this income 
growth has coincided with the Bush tax 
cuts in the early 2000’s. So we’ve seen 
this enormous percentage income, al-
most a 300 percent growth, 277 percent 
growth in their income, so that you’re 
beginning to see the skewing of wealth 
in America. 

This is the annual income. But if you 
take a look at wealth and you put an-
other chart of wealth here, you’ll see 
something the very same. So the rich 
get richer and the poor stay where they 
are, that old song. 

Here we are. This is a result of mul-
tiple effects, but one of the principal 
ones is tax policy. And if Mr. RYAN’s 
budget passes, as you have suggested, 
and the top tax rate goes from 39 to 25 
percent, then that means that those 
who already have a lot will get a whole 
lot more. And I’m reminded of a quote 
by Mr. Roosevelt, President Roosevelt, 
and he said—this is a paraphrase. I 
wish I had it with me to be exact. He 
said: We’re not measured by how much 
those who have get more, but rather by 
what we do for those who have little. 

This is our great challenge. This is 
where the great buying power for 
America should be, in the bottom 99 
percent, really in the bottom 50 or 60 
percent. 

I thank you for raising that point 
about the tax policy in the Ryan budg-
et, but it will make this line just con-
tinue to go like that; and the rest, be-
cause of the elimination of the deduc-
tions, are going to see a stalling of 
their income. 

Ms. NORTON. So he does get balance 
within 10 years, and look at how he 
gets it. You still do not have anything 
like a contribution, a real contribution 
from those who have benefited the 
most from the tax cuts. You’re saying 
it continues to come from the lowest 
part of the income stream, income 
groups in the United States. I don’t 
know when people will let the Congress 
know they’re not going to take it any-
more, but it seems to me the time has 
come. 
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Frankly, I was encouraged by the 

fact—I hope this works out—that the 
President reached out to at least some 
Senators to see whether or not there’s 
somebody somewhere, and since Demo-
crats controlled the House, perhaps we 
could get to a greater balance by bring-
ing more people into the equation. 

The Republicans are fond of saying 
that you can’t spend yourself into pros-
perity. Well, you can’t cut yourself 
into prosperity, either. That’s why the 
notion of balance makes the most 
sense. That’s why the President was 
elected because that apparently made 
the most sense to the American people. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Exactly. The 
President has proposed a balanced ap-
proach to sequestration, as well as to 
the long-term deficit plan, a combina-
tion of additional revenues, many of 
them from closing loopholes, and also 
some very wise cuts. There are things 
that can be done in Medicare. I talked 
earlier about the prescription drug ben-
efit. But there’s also the way in which 
Medicare is organized. The fee-for-serv-
ice system encourages additional and 
often unnecessary procedures. There’s 
a lot of fraud in the system. We need to 
deal with that. And the Affordable Care 
Act, interestingly enough, went right 
after every one of those, yet they want 
to repeal the Affordable Care Act. 

What are they thinking? We know 
the Affordable Care Act works. We 
know that the inflation rate in Medi-
care, since the Affordable Care Act 
went into effect, has dropped precipi-
tously. It’s still growing, but it’s grow-
ing slower than the general health care 
inflation rate in the Nation. 

Ms. NORTON. That’s the first time 
we’ve seen that in decades. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. In decades. But 
we’re seeing the changes. 

The Affordable Care Act, a major 
part of that is an annual well person 
visit to the doctor, so critically impor-
tant. Why? What’s your blood pressure? 
How’s your sugar? What’s happening in 
your life? Can we prevent you from get-
ting diabetes? Can we give you some 
really—some cheap pills to keep your 
blood pressure down, or are we going to 
have the blood pressure go up so you 
get a stroke and pay big-time for years 
and years with disabilities and medical 
care? 

So the Affordable Care Act has the 
right incentives in it to bend the cost 
curve. And it is. It is actually working. 

Ms. NORTON. It’s working. And be-
cause it’s working, we know good and 
well the last thing the American people 
would approve is snatching it back, 
particularly since, by 2014, it’s going to 
reach everybody. 

I agree with you. There are ways to 
cut. And unlike my friends on the 
other side, this side has never said no 
cuts. Their view is only spending cuts, 
but we have never had that view, only 
this or that. We really are open to the 
kinds of negotiation, tough negotiation 
it’s going to take to come out with 
something. 

Now, I’ll say for the Ryan budget, he 
says he was questioned, ‘‘Well, do you 

really think any of this is going to hap-
pen?’’ and he said words to the effect, 
‘‘Well, you have to put down what you 
really want,’’ I don’t have any problem 
with that if they come to the table this 
time so that there can be a real nego-
tiation and we can get to the kind of 
budget that I think really is doable. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I notice that our 
time is nearly over. If you’d like a few 
closing comments, I’m going to end in 
just a few moments, too. 

Ms. NORTON. First, I want to thank 
my friend for keeping jobs before us. 
That’s the bottom line. That’s really 
what we’ve been talking about even as 
we talk about the Ryan budget. 

I simply wanted to come forward be-
cause, when I heard you on the floor, it 
seemed to me almost everything you 
were saying fed into the news today 
from the Ryan budget. I ask people to 
try to follow the explanation of what 
that budget does when you hear that he 
can close the budget in 10 years rather 
than 25 years, understand that that is 
impossible if you want to grow this 
economy. 

I thank you, once again, my good 
friend from California, for making all 
the important points this evening. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. From Washington, 
D.C., your leadership in this commu-
nity has been known for some time. I 
thank you very much for joining us to-
night. 

I want to do two things before I end. 
First of all, Medicare is back on the 
table. The Ryan budget takes up Medi-
care once again and provides a voucher 
which will basically destroy it. 

I used this last time around. I’m 
going to change this. It says, Medicare 
1965—that was President Johnson— 
until 2013; created by LBJ, destroyed 
by the GOP. I don’t think so. Seniors 
don’t want it. Americans don’t want it. 
In the last campaign for the Presi-
dency, this was one of the major issues, 
and yet Mr. RYAN is coming back with 
it. Bad idea, bad timing. 

I want to end with this. This is a 
great country. There is no other place 
in the world like the United States. It 
is one terrific country. There’s enor-
mous energy in this country, the en-
ergy where people want to get a job, 
they want to go to work, businesses 
want to grow, and they want to hire 
people. All of that is waiting for Con-
gress to get its act together, to get the 
sequestration out of the way, which is 
an austerity budget that has 750,000 
jobs to be lost in it, get that out of the 
way. Look at the balanced proposal, as 
the President has suggested. End some 
tax loopholes. Make some cuts. Make 
wise, thoughtful cuts. And it’s possible. 
It can be done, and it should be done. 

Along the way, we can grow the econ-
omy. We can, once again, ‘‘Make it in 
America.’’ Because when we make 
things in America, when we use our tax 
money to buy American-made equip-
ment, supplies, and products, we’re cre-
ating jobs here. We’re putting people 
back to work. 

George Washington said we ought to 
do it. Alexander Hamilton as Treasury 

Secretary said we ought to do it. And 
we, the Democrats, say we ought to do 
this. We ought to have a buy American. 

Mr. RAHALL, the ranking member of 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, has made it clear that, as 
a major part of the new transportation 
bill, there’s going to be a major ‘‘Make 
it in America’’ component so that 
we’re buying American-made goods 
once again. He’s supported by every 
one of the ranking members of every 
subcommittee, and I add myself to that 
list. 

For the last 3 years, I’ve carried spe-
cific bills that say our tax money, 
transportation tax money, would be 
used to buy American trucks, buses, 
bridges, and steel made here in Amer-
ica. If you’re going to put up a solar 
panel on your house or a wind turbine 
and you expect a subsidy—and you 
should have one—then it should be an 
American-made solar panel or wind 
turbine. 

We can make it in America when 
Americans, once again, make it. So, 
that’s our message. Our message is to 
be wise about the cuts. Yes, we’re 
going to make cuts. Balance it with ap-
propriate revenue increases, which 
should be basically the elimination of 
many of the unnecessary subsidies that 
go out even to American corporations 
still receiving subsidies for offshoring 
jobs. No more. The President was right. 
Give a break to American companies 
that bring jobs back to the United 
States. 

All of this is possible. This is what 
we are here for, 435 of us in the House 
of Representatives, to set policy. Mr. 
DELANEY talked about education, tech-
nology, energy policy, and we were 
joined this evening by our other 
friends, Mr. HIGGINS from New York, 
Mr. RYAN from Ohio, and Ms. NORTON 
from Washington, D.C. It’s been a good 
evening. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CICILLINE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today. 

f 

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
FOR THE 113TH CONGRESS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, PER-
MANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON IN-
TELLIGENCE, 

Washington, DC, March 12, 2013. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In accordance with 
Clause 2 of Rule XI of the House of Rep-
resentatives, I am submitting the Rules of 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence for printing in the Congressional 
Record. On February 13, 2013, the Committee 
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