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that America’s future could be much 
dimmer. The truth is fiscal challenges 
facing our Nation are great, but they 
are not insurmountable if we are will-
ing to take the necessary steps, if we 
are willing to be less popular, willing 
to do the right thing. As I said in my 
opening statement, the single most im-
portant thing we can do for families for 
America to start paying its bills as a 
government is to take the restrictor 
plate off our economy. 

This recovery is substandard, the 
weakest since World War II. The 
growth gap is large and growing. The 
private sector jobs gap is large and 
growing. The gap in personal income 
for families is large and growing. We 
are adding more people to food stamps 
than we are getting jobs since the bot-
tom of this recession. 

That is no way to build a strong mid-
dle class. It is a formula for making 
people more dependent on the Federal 
Government. That may be some peo-
ple’s vision of America’s future, but 
not ours. 

So, if we are to change the future 
economic growth of America upside, if 
we are to increase economic growth in 
jobs and income growth, we need to re-
store the promise of economic oppor-
tunity in optimism. That is what the 
Republican budget does. It shrinks the 
Federal Government where it is fat and 
wasteful, and it grows the economy in 
ways that Americans can prosper. That 
is why the Republican budget is pro- 
growth and includes pro-growth tax re-
form, and it is key to a new era of 
American prosperity. It is a responsible 
balanced budget, which I strongly sup-
port. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chair, I rise today in 
support of the Budget Resolution, which bal-
ances the budget in 10 years. 

We must get our fiscal house in order, and 
that starts with a plan to reduce spending re-
sponsibly—allowing to grow at 3.4 percent in-
stead of 5 percent. 

This budget cuts $5.7 trillion in spending 
and reforms Medicare to save it for future gen-
erations while preserving the traditional model 
for those at or near retirement. 

The Federal Government has to deal with 
the tough issues and make responsible deci-
sions to restore balance. 

I thank Chairman RYAN and the Budget 
Committee for supporting key transportation 
initiatives in the resolution. 

Transportation specific provisions: 
House Budget Resolution supports MAP–21 

funding levels until it expires at the end of 
2014. MAP–21 reformed our Federal transpor-
tation programs by eliminating unneeded pro-
grams, streamlining the project approval proc-
ess, and putting the highway trust fund on 
sound financial footing through 2014. 

The budget resolution acknowledges that 
maintaining the long term solvency of the 
Highway Trust Fund and the tradition of the 
fund being user fee supported is a priority for 
the Congress as it begins to work on reauthor-
izing MAP–21. 

Budget also contains language supporting 
the innovative financing mechanisms for trans-

portation included in MAP–21 such as public 
private partnerships and the TIFIA program. 

I look forward to working with Chairman 
RYAN and the Budget Committee, as we move 
the Nation toward fiscal responsibility and a 
growing economy. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chair, I rise in support of 
the Path to Prosperity—our House plan to bal-
ance the budget in ten years, restore our 
economy and grow jobs. As Chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee, I am par-
ticularly gratified to see this plan provide for 
our men and women in uniform and our na-
tional security by replacing deeply harmful se-
questration cuts to our national defense with 
other commonsense reforms. 

Since 9/11 our military has been operating 
at a very high operational tempo around the 
world keeping this country’s citizens safe from 
those who seek to do us harm—from deadly 
attacks by al-Qaeda to the sabre rattling of 
Iran and nuclear provocations of North Korea. 
But back home as our economy slowed and 
our deficit rose, this Administration began to 
question our role in the world and called for 
substantial reductions to our national defense. 
While we agreed that everything should have 
been on the table in order to address this Na-
tion’s deficit spending, defense has rep-
resented only 18% of our national budget, 
while our military has absorbed 50% of the 
cuts to date. 

Which is why it is so important today that 
House Republicans stand unified, both fiscal 
and national security conservatives, on the 
goal of replacing arbitrary, automatic across- 
the-board cuts to our military. This House Re-
publican budget, as does its counterpart from 
the Republican Study Committee, provides 
$560.2 billion in defense funding for fiscal year 
2014. This is the amount my Committee called 
for in our views to Chairman RYAN, and an 
amount consistent with our military responsibil-
ities. Over the next decade, we provide over 
$6 trillion to fund our nation’s defense. While 
this is significantly less than the levels in pre-
vious budget resolutions passed by the 
House, it is $500 billion more than will be 
available under sequestration. It allows our 
military to execute the current national de-
fense strategy and avoids the hollow force and 
unacceptable level of strategic and operational 
risk our commanders have warned us about in 
hearings before our Committee. 

I want to thank Chairman RYAN for his 
unyielding dedication and belief in this country 
and in American exceptionalism. Absent his vi-
sion and absent this House budget, in just four 
short years, we will be paying more in interest 
on our debt than our national security. I urge 
members to support this budget and one of 
Congress’s core constitutional responsibil-
ities—to provide for our common defense. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
DESANTIS) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Chair of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 25) establishing the budg-

et for the United States Government 
for fiscal year 2014 and setting forth ap-
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2015 through 2023, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

f 
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COMPETING BUDGETS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for the opportunity to ad-
dress an empty House, but perhaps a 
few are watching C–SPAN. 

We’ve just heard a fascinating 4-hour 
discussion on economic policy. A fun-
damental part of our work here in Con-
gress is to set the economic policy for 
the United States. As we listened to 
that 4-hour debate and discussion, 
there were a lot of charts and a lot of 
economic theory on both sides: small 
government versus an active, investing 
government; the growth of taxes, or 
the lack thereof; a discussion about 
jobs and the like. I’d like to first start 
my discussion this evening on what we 
ought to be doing. That is the purpose 
of all of this. 

I harken back to the 1930s, a period of 
time when the Nation was in a very se-
rious Depression, unemployment was 
rampant, and there was a lot of pain 
and suffering throughout this Nation. 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt was the 
President at the time. Today, we are in 
a somewhat better situation, but still 
there’s a lot of pain, a lot of unemploy-
ment, and a lot of families in desperate 
situations. Back in the thirties, Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt put forth his New 
Deal. He articulated—at least a part of 
it—with what I call ‘‘The Test.’’ He 
said: 

The test of our progress is not whether we 
add more to the abundance of those who 
have much; it is whether we provide enough 
for those who have little. 

That’s a value statement. That’s a 
statement about how he saw the role of 
government, and I agree with him. 

Our task here today, as we debate to-
morrow and the next 2 days what the 
economic policy of America will be, we 
ought to harken back to what Franklin 
D. Roosevelt said in the 1930s: ‘‘The 
test of our progress.’’ ‘‘The test of our 
progress.’’ 

What are we to do? Are we to follow 
policies that would enrich the wealthy 
even more? And we have one such pro-
posal before us; it’s the Ryan Repub-
lican budget. It would slash the top tax 
rate from 39 percent to 25 percent and 
add another quarter of a million dol-
lars of income annually to those who 
are making over 400—or over $1 million 
a year. I think that goes counter to 
what Franklin Roosevelt said: 

The test of our progress is not whether we 
add more to the abundance of those who 
have much. 
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The remaining portion of that pro-

posal by Mr. RYAN would put a greater 
burden on the working men and women 
and the poor, and it’s done in two ways. 
One way is to remove those tax write- 
offs that the middle-income, that the 
working men and women have, signifi-
cantly reducing those and cutting off 
those programs that people without 
jobs depend upon—from unemployment 
insurance to food stamps and to other 
benefits that they have—so much so 
that their actual tax burden would rise 
by somewhere between $2,000 to $3,000 a 
year. Franklin Roosevelt said the test 
of our progress is ‘‘whether we provide 
enough for those who have little.’’ 

So if we are to believe that our role 
in government is to provide, to assist, 
to help, to bring up those who have lit-
tle—the men and women who are un-
employed, the families that have lost 
their homes, those who are searching 
for a well-paying job—if that is the test 
of our progress, if that is our value and 
our purpose, then I think we’d better 
think about a different economic pol-
icy than is presented to us by the Re-
publicans. I would like to spend some 
time discussing that this evening. 

First of all, there’s an immediate sit-
uation in which the sequestration— 
which I have voted repeatedly to end, 
and many of my colleagues have also— 
is inherent in the Republican proposal. 
That sequestration will bring pink 
slips to 750,000 Americans in this year, 
the 2013 year; 750,000 Americans will 
lose their jobs. So if the test of our 
progress is to help those who have lit-
tle, well, the Republican budget adds 
750,000 people to those who will have 
very little. They would lose their job. 

So why would we do this? Why would 
we do any economic policy that would 
add 750,000 people to the unemployment 
rolls? It makes no sense if you want to 
grow the economy. If you want to re-
duce your tax revenues and increase 
your deficit, I suppose this is one way 
to do it, but it’s not a very good way. 

I will tell you that in my district, at 
Travis Air Force Base, where men and 
women are going to lose their jobs, 
where 20 percent of their pay will be 
cut, it’s a very serious problem for our 
Nation’s defense. Because from that 
Air Force base, the big C–5As and the 
C–17s that carry men and women and 
equipment across this globe to fight 
our wars, to protect our Nation, they 
will be sitting on the ground. They will 
not be doing their training. They will 
not be prepared to carry out their task 
in defending this Nation. 

Why would we do that? It makes no 
sense to me. Whether it has to do with 
the test of our progress or our values or 
our Nation’s defense, why would we 
want to move a policy that would send 
750,000 people through the unemploy-
ment lines? It makes no sense to me at 
all. 

I was home in my district this last 
weekend and I was talking to some el-
derly people that attended one of my 
meetings. They were asking me, Is it 
true that you guys are going to cut 

Medi-Cal?—which is the Medicaid pro-
gram in California. I said, No, not us 
guys; but, yes, there is a proposal in 
Congress to seriously cut Medicaid, and 
therefore Medi-Cal. They said, Don’t 
they understand that that’s how my 
husband is supported in the nursing 
home? What are we to do if those cuts 
force him out of the nursing home? 

Well, the reality is that that could 
happen, because we have a budget on 
the floor that 435 of us will be voting 
on in the next couple of days that actu-
ally will reduce the Medicaid—and, 
therefore, Medi-Cal in California—by a 
third, a third cut. Therefore, that lady 
who was concerned about her husband’s 
care in the nursing home will find a 
problem. 

b 2050 

She and perhaps many, many oth-
ers—not perhaps, definitely—many 
other senior citizens are going to find 
their opportunity to have care in a 
nursing home removed. It’s a very seri-
ous issue because who are those people 
that are going to see their Medi-Cal, or 
across this Nation, Medicaid support 
significantly reduced by one-third? 
Well, here they are. Two-thirds of them 
are seniors and people with disabilities. 
We’re not talking about welfare and all 
that goes with that. We’re talking 
about seniors and men and women in 
this Nation that have such disabilities 
that they cannot care for themselves. 
These are the people that are going to 
be hurt. Another 20 percent of them are 
children. 

Why? Why would this House vote for 
a budget that would harm seniors, the 
disabled and children? Why would we 
do that? Perhaps the argument that 
you heard over the last 4 hours is, well, 
we need to deal with the deficit. Yes, 
we do. But do we need to deal with it in 
this way, that we go after seniors, we 
go after people with disabilities that 
cannot care for themselves and chil-
dren and take it to them? And at the 
very same time in the very same piece 
of legislation give the superwealthy an 
additional, extraordinarily large 
amount of money that the average 
worker in the United States would 
have to work 5 to 6 years to equal the 
tax reduction given to those who are 
earning a million dollars? And for 
those that are earning a billion dollars, 
it is add three to four more zeros to 
their tax reduction. 

Why would we do that? It makes no 
sense. It is not the American value. It’s 
not what FDR said should be the test 
of our progress—seniors, children and 
disabled. Why would we do that? 

When you look at that budget and 
you look at that proposal a little more, 
what do you see? The seniors, not those 
who are in nursing homes without in-
come, but seniors, the average senior. 
The average senior in the United 
States has a median annual income of 
$22,800—median. Half of the seniors in 
this Nation have an annual income of 
less than $22,800. Half of them have 
more than that. 

So where are we with the proposal 
that we’ll be voting on in the next cou-
ple of days from our Republican col-
leagues? It is a proposal that will end 
the Medicare program as we know it, 
and all Americans who are not yet 55 
years of age will never see the Medi-
care guarantee that is available to 
those Americans that are now 65 and 55 
years or older, the Medicare guarantee 
of a health care program that has, 
since its inception in 1964, taken nearly 
all of the seniors in this Nation out of 
poverty when together with Social Se-
curity. 

Before there was Medicare in 1964, 
there was rampant poverty among sen-
iors. I’ve said on this floor before, and 
I’ll say it again tonight, one of the 
searing memories in my mind was a 
trip when my father took me to the 
county hospital in Calaveras County in 
the 1950s to visit my neighbor, a ranch-
er, who could no longer take care of 
himself. He didn’t have the money, he 
was poor, and he wound up in the coun-
ty hospital. There was a ward, perhaps 
20 seniors in the worst possible condi-
tion without adequate medical care, 
simply lined up bed to bed to die. 

What are we doing here? What are we 
doing? Why would we set up a program 
to end one of the most important, valu-
able programs to every American cit-
izen? That is the promise of Medicare, 
a comprehensive medical program for 
them to take care of their health in 
their senior years. Why would we end 
that and turn it over to the health in-
surance industry? 

Now, I was the insurance commis-
sioner in California for 8 years. I know 
the health insurance industry, and I 
know their number one purpose: it’s 
profit. They continually will put profit 
before people, and yet the proposal 
that is given to us by the Republican 
majority is to take every American 
under the age of 55 and give them a 
voucher so that they can go to those 
rapacious health insurance companies 
and try to get an adequate health in-
surance policy. 

The guarantees that are in the Af-
fordable Care Act would be wiped out 
by their legislation. The guarantees of 
an adequate insurance program, the 
end of discrimination based upon age 
and preexisting conditions, gone, wiped 
out. What are they thinking? What are 
they thinking? Do they understand 
what the American senior is going 
through? I think not. I think not. When 
you consider who those seniors are, I 
don’t understand. I do not understand. 

Now, there’s an alternative, there’s 
an alternative put forward by our 
Democrats on this side. You’ve heard it 
discussed here in the previous 4 hours. 
It is an equivalent that is a reflection 
of the basic American value of taking 
care of each other, of helping each 
other, the value of a community, a 
small community perhaps like I live in 
in California, the community of Wal-
nut Grove, or the large community of 
all of us, over 300 million Americans, 
where we care for each other, where we 
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test our progress by making sure that 
all of us are lifted up, not just the 
superwealthy, not just those who have 
everything they could possibly need—I 
understand they may want more—but 
rather to provide the basic needs of 
these who have nothing or little— 
health care, food, shelter, and clothing. 

That’s where we’re coming from. We 
do it in a way that actually reduces the 
deficit over time, brings back into a 
reasonable balance the annual appro-
priations and the revenues of this gov-
ernment, does it in a way that meets 
the needs of this generation and future 
generations, does it in a way that 
makes the critical investments that 
grow the economy, rather than stifle 
the economy by pulling out of the 
economy, as our Republican colleagues 
would, the essential elements of eco-
nomic growth. 

There are five of them. I’ve talked 
about this for more than 25 years in 
California and beyond. Those critical 
investments in present and future eco-
nomic growth are simple, but they are 
powerful, and they are absolutely nec-
essary. They are education, research, 
infrastructure, manufacturing—mak-
ing things here in America—and 
change. Those are the five elements. 
And now that we’re here at the Federal 
level, we must add to that our Nation’s 
security, defense and others. 

Let me put a couple of things up 
here. Growing the economy: growing 
the economy requires that we invest in 
infrastructure. This is both immediate 
and long term. 

b 2100 

When we invest in infrastructure, we 
put people to work now. We can do 
this. Men and women and companies 
and contractors are ready to go to 
work. The skilled labor force is there. 
All they need is for this government to 
fund a substantial infrastructure pro-
gram, and that’s precisely what the 
Democratic budget does. It adds $50 bil-
lion now to the appropriations for this 
year and creates an infrastructure 
bank so that we can have a public-pri-
vate partnership to build those infra-
structure programs that have a cash 
flow: sanitation projects, water 
projects, toll bridges, toll roads, air-
ports. Many of the infrastructure pro-
grams that this Nation desperately 
needs can be financed with an infra-
structure bank. For those that cannot 
be financed with a public-private part-
nership, we can and we must use our 
general fund revenue to build the infra-
structure. 

For every dollar we invest in infra-
structure, we immediately return to 
the economy $1.57. Don’t take my word 
for it. Take Mark Zandi’s word, an 
economist for Moody’s Analytics. 

Nobody has debated that point. So 
why don’t we invest in the infrastruc-
ture? When we do so, we will be safer. 
We’ll have safer airports; our roads will 
be safer, they’ll be paved; and the pot-
holes, not all will disappear, but over 
time. We will improve our highway sys-

tem. And our bridges, many of which 
are deemed to be insufficient and un-
safe, can be repaired and rebuilt. And 
in the process, we’ve laid the founda-
tion for future economic growth. 

On the education side, it is exactly 
the same. On the education side, if we 
educate our children, if we have the 
best education program in the world, 
something very good will happen to 
this Nation. First, we will be competi-
tive. 

If we fail to educate our workforce, 
there is no way that we can be com-
petitive. Yet, the budget being pro-
posed by our Republican majority 
slashes the education programs in this 
Nation. And for those who are in col-
lege or have graduated, they would 
double the interest rates on student 
loans. What are they thinking? 

On the other hand, our Democratic 
budget would actually increase funding 
this year for education, keeping teach-
ers in the classroom, giving schools the 
opportunity to improve. In the infra-
structure program, there are facilities 
and the opportunity in higher edu-
cation to continue to keep students in 
school. 

For those who need additional train-
ing in the work programs, the Work-
force Investment program would be 
augmented, and we would be able to 
provide the upgrade in skills and edu-
cation for those who are unemployed so 
that they would have a chance to get a 
job in a growing economy. We envision 
a growing economy where jobs are cre-
ated. We know that this year the dif-
ference between the budget that we’re 
proposing and the budget that our Re-
publican colleagues are proposing is a 
difference of 1.2 million jobs. 

With the continuation of the seques-
tration, 750,000 jobs will be lost. We end 
that. That’s 750,000 on the plus side. 
And with the investments in education 
and infrastructure, we would add an-
other 400,000 to 500,000 jobs. That’s 1.2 
million jobs. There’s a big difference 
here: Americans going back to work 
and Americans being laid off. 

We also know that the future econ-
omy demands that this Nation become 
and continue to be the most aggressive, 
robust research Nation in the world. 
We are today. No one, no other coun-
try, no other university in any other 
country can match the research that’s 
done in the United States. It is that re-
search that has kept this economy 
ahead, has kept us moving forward, yet 
here again we see a departure in how to 
grow this economy, how to create jobs. 

Our budget, our proposal would con-
tinue to fund the research programs 
and, in fact, augment them more than 
what is currently available in today’s 
appropriations. On the other hand, 
there are slashes to the research budg-
et. 

Today, farmers from my district, 
today researchers at the University of 
California at Davis, today the head of 
the Northern California Resource Con-
servation District organization came 
to my office and said, We need your 

help. We need your help to deal with a 
very real problem in California. Over 
the years for a variety of reasons, the 
aquifers, the underground water tables 
of California have been contaminated 
with nitrates, nitrates from the farm, 
nitrates from fertilizer, dairies and the 
rest. 

There is a requirement, in fact a ne-
cessity, to reduce that contamination 
and, in fact, to eliminate it. However, 
in order to do so, fundamental research 
in the way in which plants take up ni-
trogen needs to be undertaken so that 
the nitrogen fertilizer that is applied 
to the fields matches the amount of ni-
trogen that the plants actually need. 
And that varies from soil condition to 
soil condition. Yet, in the budget that’s 
been proposed by our Republican col-
leagues, there is a $45 million diminu-
tion, reduction in the available re-
search money at the University of Cali-
fornia at Davis, critical research need-
ed by farmers so that they don’t unnec-
essarily fertilize their fields, so that 
they accurately match the needs of 
their plants to the amount of fertilizer 
they apply. In so doing, they reduce 
the contamination that is a serious 
health problem in many parts of Cali-
fornia. 

Which path do we go on? Do we in-
vest in energy research critical to this 
Nation? It was, in fact, past research 
conducted by the United States Gov-
ernment, the U.S. Geological Survey 
and the Department of Energy that 
created the knowledge and the tech-
niques for fracking, which has opened 
up a vast resource through this Nation, 
a gas resource, natural gas resources, 
as well as oil. 

Research is fundamental: energy re-
search, agricultural research, research 
in health care, research in the way in 
which we conduct our communications 
system. All of these things are funda-
mental, yet a choice will be made in 
the next few days which path we go on. 

The fourth point I wanted to make is 
this: Manufacturing. Manufacturing 
matters. Manufacturing is where the 
middle class is. Manufacturing is where 
we built the great American middle 
class, making things, cars, refrig-
erators and the more advanced things 
such as high-speed trains and the like. 
We need to return this Nation to a 
manufacturing Nation. This is the cre-
ation of wealth. Using research, new 
products, new technologies, new ways 
in which we can make things, advanced 
manufacturing technology, we can re-
build the great American manufac-
turing sector. 

We lost 9 million manufacturing jobs 
in the last 20 to 25 years. America can’t 
afford that. We need tax policies. We 
need policies that encourage manufac-
turing in the United States. It was 21⁄2 
years ago that we passed legislation 
that eliminated many of the tax breaks 
that corporations had to offshore jobs. 
We need to finish that job. The Presi-
dent said clearly in his State of the 
Union message we need to provide tax 
breaks for on-shoring, bringing those 

VerDate Mar 14 2013 02:19 Mar 20, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K19MR7.108 H19MRPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1628 March 19, 2013 
jobs back to America, and end the re-
maining tax breaks that corporations 
get for off-shoring. In so doing, we 
build our economy and we help to bal-
ance the budget by bringing tax reve-
nues back to this Nation. 

b 2110 

Manufacturing matters. Billions of 
dollars of our tax money are spent 
every year on goods and services, many 
of which are not made in America. 

Why in the world would we spend our 
tax dollars on steel that’s manufac-
tured in China to build the San Fran-
cisco-Oakland Bay Bridge? This is 43 
million tons of steel, maybe 3,000 to 
6,000 jobs in China, not in the United 
States—American tax money spent. It 
goes on and on. We need a strong Make 
It in America, Buy It in America policy 
so that our tax money is spent on 
American-made products and services, 
not on foreign made. Now, if you want 
to spend your own money out there, 
fine—buy whatever you want to buy— 
but if you’re going to spend American 
taxpayer money, then we should spend 
that money on American-made equip-
ment. 

That is precisely the policy that we 
are offering here in the United States 
as we move our infrastructure pro-
grams forward and as we move forward 
with our energy development—our 
solar and our wind and other advanced 
energy systems. It is to use our tax 
money to build American manufac-
turing, once again, here in our Nation. 
So manufacturing matters, and we will 
Make It in America when, once again, 
it is made in America. It is very funda-
mental. 

So these are the things: education, 
infrastructure, research, manufac-
turing, and change. We have to be will-
ing to change in many, many of our 
policies. 

How can we pay for this? Here is one 
novel idea. We can end those tax 
breaks that are given to individuals 
and to corporations that are no longer 
necessary. 

The oil industry over the last decade 
earned $1 trillion in profit. This is the 
Big Five. It’s not all the small ones. It 
would be much higher if you added the 
small ones. We are in the midst of an 
energy boom right now—oil, natural 
gas. We are producing more energy of 
natural gas and oil than we have in the 
last two or three decades. Also, the oil 
companies are doing pretty well, yet 
they continue to receive billions of dol-
lars a year—perhaps as much as $5 bil-
lion, $4 billion for the Big Five in the 
oil industry—of your tax money to sup-
port them as their profits have added 
up to over $1 trillion. This is just the 
Big Five in the last decade. 

Why would we do that? Why would 
we continue to use our tax money to 
support the oil industry? They get 
enough at the pump from us. They 
don’t need a tax break. Let’s take that 
tax break, turn it around and put it 
into tomorrow’s energy systems, into 
supporting the green technologies—the 

solar, the wind, the conservation pro-
grams, the electric car systems, the 
batteries that will power those systems 
in the future—as we transition our 
economy from where we were to where 
we must be in the future. That’s just 
one example of the tax breaks that are 
not necessary, and there are numerous 
other ones. 

Why would we give Wall Street hedge 
fund billionaires an additional tax 
break where their real income—I mean, 
not capital gains, but their earned in-
come—is taxed at capital gains rates 
rather than at an income tax rate? 
Why would we do that? We should end 
those kinds of tax breaks that are not 
necessary for economic growth and 
shift that money into deficit reduction 
or into assisting those future indus-
tries that we need to have or, perhaps, 
into research or education. 

These are all strategies for the fu-
ture, and they affect my communities 
that I represent. The infrastructure 
programs are crucial to my commu-
nities. I represent 200 miles of the Sac-
ramento River. The second-most flood 
prone part of this Nation, the second- 
most at-risk cities in this Nation are in 
my district. 

One proposal would reduce the infra-
structure money needed to upgrade the 
levees to provide the protection for 
human life and property. Another pro-
posal is to invest in infrastructure. One 
proposal is to cause layoffs and to take 
out those civil servants who are work-
ing in the Army Corps of Engineers and 
to say, For 20 percent of the time, 
you’re going to be furloughed; you’re 
not going to work. So the Army Corps 
of Engineers’ work necessary to design, 
to oversee and to push forward the 
projects that I need in my district in 
order to protect my citizens will be de-
layed. It will be delayed through the 
next storm season. 

We pray we won’t have a flood, but 
why should we even have to pray when 
our proposal on the Democratic side 
would fully fund those civilians in the 
Army Corps of Engineers who are nec-
essary to push forward the projects to 
protect Sacramento, to protect 
Marysville, to protect Yuba City, and 
to provide the money—the Federal 
share of the cost—of rebuilding and up-
grading those levees? I’m not the only 
place in this Nation that is faced with 
that. We saw recently Superstorm 
Sandy, and we know the horrible im-
pact that that had on New Jersey, New 
York, and the surrounding areas. We 
need to rebuild. We need to put that in-
frastructure in place because we know 
there will be additional superstorms in 
the future. 

We are looking at a fundamental pol-
icy here, a fundamental question of our 
values as Americans. Are we going to 
have an investment strategy that 
grows the American economy and puts 
people back to work and protects 
Americans? Whether they are poor or 
impoverished, whether they are chil-
dren or seniors, are we going to put in 
place policies that meet their basic 

needs? And for those future seniors, 
will they have the promise of Medi-
care? That is a question before the 
House of Representatives that in the 
next 3 days will be answered. 

I pray and I work with my colleagues 
to see to it that we have a growth 
agenda, that we have an agenda of jobs, 
that we have an agenda to care for 
those who have little, and that we 
honor this value: 

The test of our progress is not whether we 
add more to the abundance of those who 
have much. It is whether we provide enough 
for those who have too little. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back my remain-
ing time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. ENGEL (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of official busi-
ness traveling with the President to 
Israel. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (at the re-
quest of Mr. CANTOR) for today and 
March 18 on account of a death in the 
family. 

Mr. HARPER (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of a 
home emergency. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 17 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

751. A letter from the Under Secretary, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the amount of pur-
chases from foreign entities in Fiscal Year 
2012, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 113 note; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

752. A letter from the Under Secretary, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting results of 
a meeting of the Economic Adjustment Com-
mittee to consider additional funding 
sources for the Defense Access Roads pro-
gram; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

753. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter on the approved retirement of Lieu-
tenant General George J. Flynn, United 
States Marine Corps, and his advancement 
on the retired list in the grade of lieutenant 
general; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

754. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Employee Benefits Security Administration, 
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Ex Parte Cease and 
Desist and Summary Seizure Orders-Mul-
tiple Employer Welfare Arrangements (RIN: 
1210-AB48) received March 8, 2013, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

VerDate Mar 14 2013 02:19 Mar 20, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K19MR7.109 H19MRPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-11T00:28:10-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




