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Is this true? Is this true that no jobs
were created because of those recovery
dollars?

And he said, according to their sta-
tistics, up to 3.3 million jobs were
saved or created in this country be-
cause of that investment. So it wasn’t
just the 54,000 jobs in the road-building
industry back home, much less the
other industries. It is the nearly 3.3
million jobs that were helped because
of our influx of cash because, at that
time, face it, the economy was down.

If people aren’t working, they’re not
spending money. If they’re not spend-
ing money, businesses can’t grow. If
businesses can’t grow, they can’t hire
workers. In fact, just the opposite,
they were laying off workers, and it
has a cumulative spiral effect down.

But because of those recovery dollars
we were able to hold off how deep we
fell and, since then, under this Presi-
dent, we have had consecutive job cre-
ation happening to try to make up for
those very deep losses that we had at
the end of the Bush administration.

But we still need to grow even faster,
and that’s why we need to continue to
work this. When we continue to work
hard on creating jobs, we are helping
people to be able to help pay taxes and
to bring the revenue in so that we can
solve our deficit. That is the single
best way to solve the deficit.

And again, that same Congressional
Budget Office that we all go to, on both
sides of the aisle, to get our facts and
figures that we work off of, they’re the
ones who said three-quarters of the def-
icit we’ll have in fiscal year 2014, that
we just voted on a budget in this House
today on, is caused by economic weak-
ness. In other words, unemployment
and underemployment. You fix that,
you solve the deficit.

So we don’t need to take away the
Affordable Care Act and take away all
of the benefits that you’re going to
have from the Affordable Care Act; the
fact that an adult child at 26 can still
be on a parent’s policy, that if you
have a preexisting condition, you still
have access to health care in this coun-
try.

You don’t need to repeal that in
order to solve the deficit. In fact, just
the opposite. We have savings in there
that will help reduce the rising cost of
health care, because that’s a challenge.

I think everyone in this room would
agree that we have a challenge of ris-
ing health care costs, but we can ad-
dress that very primarily by keeping
that law in place.

But the Republicans have taken that
away. In fact, the Republican budget,
it’s been estimated, would cost 2 mil-
lion jobs next year if it were to become
law. We need a very, very different
process and a very, very different place
for this country to be.

As a small business owner, I have
been an advocate in this House of say-
ing, you can be pro-business, you can
be pro-labor. I have a union business.
And you can be a progressive. None of
those are incompatible.
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Again, to me, one of the smartest
things that I was ever able to do, as a
small business owner, was to have a
union shop, because it allowed me to
hire some of the best and most talented
people, to offer them a fair wage so
they can support their families, offer
them good benefits so they have health
care and are in a better place for their
families. And it’s a mutual respect that
we have that allows it to continue.

It’s so important that we have that
respect for the people who work in this
country, for the middle class, and for
those who are aspiring to be in the
middle class. That is the backbone of
the country we have to fight on.

So when the Republican version of
the budget, instead, is going to take
trillions of dollars and put it on the
backs of the middle class, it’s the rea-
son why the Democrats, instead, were
looking at getting rid of some of the
loopholes that are out there, whether
it be the subsidies to Big Oil that we
still do, the corporate jet loophole,
that they still fund tax breaks for cor-
porate jets, the fact that we give tax
breaks to companies that send jobs
overseas, none of that makes sense.

So the Democrats are working hard
to try to take care of that, because we
know that the backbone, again, is peo-
ple getting to work in America, and
part of the strength of that is the
union movement that we have.

So I would hope that people would
really realize that it is because of the
labor movement that we have been able
to benefit so very much from what has
been able to support the middle class in
this country.

There is so much more that unions
are facing across the country, whether
it be collective bargaining laws, the
right to work less for less laws that we
just saw happen in Michigan and other
places. It’s those sort of laws that
sound good on the surface but really
hurt the American worker. When you
hurt the American worker, that’s a se-
rious problem.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, again, on
behalf of the Congressional Progressive
Caucus, we are so proud to have spent
a little time to talk about the middle
class and the American labor move-
ment and what it’s done for America.

We salute our brothers and sisters in
organized labor, thank them for their
efforts, and vow to continue to fight on
behalf of the middle class, and to make
sure that they all have protections and
standards by following our laws and
passing more laws that give workers a
voice.

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

———

LABOR, LABOR LAW AND THE
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MASSIE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Towa (Mr. KING) for 30 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
again it’s my privilege to address you
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here on the floor of the United States
House of Representatives, this great
deliberative body. And I listened to the
presentation in the previous segment,
it brought a number of things to mind
that I expect I’'ll address because there
certainly is a different viewpoint, as we
all know.

But before I get into the breadth and
depth of the topic matter, I'd be very
pleased to yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY).

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION ADDRESSING

SECURITY CONCERNS

Mr. PERRY. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to call atten-
tion to legislation addressing security
concerns that were drawn out in the
aftermath of the September 2012 attack
on our consulate in Benghazi, Libya.
As you know, terrorist attacks carried
out that year took the lives, need-
lessly, of four brave Americans.

In December, the Accountability Re-
view Board released its findings and
recommendations. This Board found
that, prior to the Benghazi attack,
some senior State Department officials
demonstrated, as they coin it, a serious
lack of management and Ileadership
ability that contributed to the inad-
equate security posture at the con-
sulate.

Now, while this Board can rec-
ommend disciplinary action against
State Department employees who are
found to breach a duty, they also con-
cluded that poor performance in the
course of one’s employment does not
amount to such a breach of duty, which
I find fascinating and completely unac-
ceptable. As completely unacceptable
as that is, it also requires legislation
to change that.

So, while I disagree that it should re-
quire legislation, it does. And with
that in mind, I have drafted a bill, with
the help of the honorable gentlelady
from New York (Ms. MENG) that ad-
justs these criteria.

With this legislation, if the Board
finds that a State Department employ-
ee’s unsatisfactory performance or mis-
conduct has significantly contributed
to a security incident, the Board can
recommend that the employee be dis-
ciplined appropriately. I would ask, at
this time, that all our colleagues join
us in supporting this bipartisan legisla-
tion.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for his presentation here.
And as I listened to his presentation,
the Benghazi incident comes to mind.
And whether this is relevant or not is
a question that I'm not necessarily pre-
pared to answer, Mr. Speaker.

But I do want to make a statement
on Benghazi. And I would remind peo-
ple that we lost an Ambassador, we
lost other brave Americans. We had
multiple injuries and casualties there
that perhaps, they run in numbers that
might be counted in the dozens.
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The public doesn’t yet know a single
name of any of the survivors. None of
those on, let me say, our side of this
argument of the incident in Benghazi
know a single name of the survivors.
We don’t know the depth of the injuries
that took place—and some of them
were severely injured. They’ve been
kept under wraps. They’ve been told,
purportedly by the news, Mr. Speaker,
that they should not speak and talk
about what happened in Benghazi.

Now, I remember when Osama bin
Laden met his justifiable end. This ad-
ministration couldn’t wait to come out
before the cameras and tell us how that
all unfolded and couldn’t wait to tell us
about every detail that wasn’t classi-
fied on the end of Osama bin Laden’s
rein as the head of al Qaeda. They even
showed us a picture of the situation
room and who was in it. We saw the ex-
pressions on the faces of the people in
the situation room, including the
President, including the Secretary of
State, including the Secretary of De-
fense. And we knew when they came
into the situation room, when they
heard the reports, how the decisions
were made in that White House, and we
knew when people left the situation
room perhaps to go do something else.
I don’t remember any of them just sim-
ply going to bed.

But what we don’t know is this—and
this is what this Congress needs to put
together. We need a committee that’s
comprised of the best individuals that
we can find from the relevant commit-
tees here in this Congress, or any other
individuals in this Congress that have
special expertise that would raise their
knowledge base and their credibility to
the point where we can get the max-
imum report coming out of this Con-
gress.

The circumstances that we have
today on looking into the Benghazi in-
cident and the events that flowed from
that are several committees that have
part of the jurisdiction. The Select
Committee on Intelligence has part of
the jurisdiction, and they’ve held some
hearings and they have some Kknowl-
edge. We don’t know what that is.
Much of it is classified. Much of it just
isn’t disseminated because that’s not
the nature of the Select Committee on
Intelligence to disseminate informa-
tion to the public.

Another area might be our Judiciary
Committee, under the jurisdiction of
what was lawful and what wasn’t law-
ful on what took place there and what
might we have been able to do. The
Foreign Relations Committee has some
jurisdiction. Armed Services has some
jurisdiction. That’s four committees
that I can name off the top of my head,
Mr. Speaker. Each of them have taken
some kind of look into this.

But here’s what happens. If you take
a situation like Benghazi, or any major
incident, and you break it down into
four components and you assign, or the
jurisdiction of each committee chair
would look at this and claim jurisdic-
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tion, which they rightfully can do in
this Congress, they would take their
component of it, study it. They might
write out a report, and it might be
complete and it might be completely
accurate. They can send that out, the
unclassified portion, to the American
people. That report goes out. Say
that’s the Select Committee on Intel.

Then, Mr. Speaker, the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee can meet and they can
call the witnesses that they choose to
and gather that information and per-
haps write a completely objective and
completely truthful report and send it
out to the public, all of that that’s not
classified. The same thing can happen
with the Armed Services Committee.
The same thing can happen with the
Judiciary Committee or any other
committees that might have some ju-
risdiction.

But, invariably, what you have are
silos of information—a silo of informa-
tion coming out of the Select Com-
mittee on Intel, part of it classified
that would stay in there; a silo of in-
formation coming out of Armed Serv-
ices, out of Judiciary, out of the For-
eign Affairs Committee. And these
silos of information, just like silos,
don’t match up. You can’t square the
circle with the information that comes
because there are gaps in their jurisdic-
tion and because there are gaps in the
expertise that doesn’t match together
like a hand in glove or a finely ma-
chined gear. And even if they did
match perfectly, you would still have
four reports from four different com-
mittees presented to the public. Each
one would have to be deciphered by
whom? Scholars? The press? Who
might it be?

So if we are going to get to the bot-
tom of Benghazi, we’ve got to put to-
gether a selected committee that rep-
resents all of the jurisdictions in the
United States Congress and all of the
oversight in the United States Con-
gress. And if we do that, then we have
the kind of committee, a commission,
that is similar in nature to that of the
9/11 Commission, or the Warren Com-
mission, which produced, in the end,
one composite report, a book, Mr.
Speaker, that the American people can
look at, that they can count on it
being factual, they can count on it
being objective. They can count on it,
and they can critique it if they have in-
formation out there that challenges it.

The Warren Report was challenged,
but it stands still as an accurate rep-
resentation of the facts of the assas-
sination of John F. Kennedy. The 9/11
Commission stands alone. That report
stands alone as the broadest and most
objective and complete report that
Congress could put together. And we
have acted and reacted on rec-
ommendations from the 9/11 Commis-
sion.

We need to do the same thing with
Benghazi. If we do not, Mr. Speaker,
history will forever question whether
there was a coverup on what happened
in Benghazi. In fact, we already know
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there has been. We know that the ad-
ministration went out and sent Susan
Rice out to five different talk shows on
Sunday, just several days later, to tell
us that all of this violence that erupted
in the streets of Benghazi came about
because of a movie, a video that was
produced.

Now, as far as I know, the individual
that exercised his First Amendment
rights to produce that video may still
be in jail. That’s the only punishment
that’s come out, that I know of, from
Benghazi. I think he should be re-
leased. But that’s the first story.

And then we’ve got different stories
that were brought out of the adminis-
tration, pried out, because usually the
press, but sometimes an American cit-
izen, found that information, got it out
on the Internet, the press found it, and
we’ve been picking up ©pieces of
Benghazi for 6 months. And we still
don’t have the truth. The people who
survived Benghazi need to come before
this Congress, under oath, and tell us
their story.

Now, if there are components of this
that are classified, if our national secu-
rity is at risk, then Members of this
Congress should be called into a classi-
fied setting and told these are the rea-
sons why we’re covering this up. If this
administration came open with Mem-
bers of Congress, we would honor the
reasons for a classified standing, but
they have not. They tried to cover it
up in the first place. They tried to con-
vince us it was a video.

Since that time, the argument was
made that there was no military relief
that could have come into Benghazi be-
cause it was logistically not possible.
That, I would say, is questionable at
best. Piece after piece needs to come
out into the public, Mr. Speaker. And
I'm a strong advocate for FRANK
WOLF’s proposal that we set up that
committee to examine all of this and
produce a report for the American peo-
ple.

And so that’s simply triggered by my
questions when I listened to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. And 1
would expect that you would ask to
yield if any of that was inaccurate.

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tlelady from North Carolina.

HONORING THE LIFE AND SACRIFICE OF NORTH

CAROLINA’S MASON VANDERWORK

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor the life of Marine Corps veteran
Lance Corporal Mason Vanderwork of
Hickory, North Carolina.

After multiple tours of duty defend-
ing liberty abroad, this 21-year-old
hero gave his last full measure of devo-
tion this week in service to our coun-
try. We can never adequately thank
him or his loved ones for all they have
given, nor can most fully grasp the
weight of freedom’s burden on young
servicemembers and their families. But
in spite of our incomprehension, our
hearts go out to Lance Corporal
Vanderwork’s wife, Taylor; his mother,
Melissa; and his sister, Katelyn.

What I have learned of Mason is
striking.
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Before graduating from Hickory’s St.
Stephen’s High School, where he was
regarded for his work ethic on the field
and off, he knew he wanted to join the
ranks of America’s Marine Corps. Days
after graduating, that’s exactly what
he did. Friends and neighbors recall his
kindness and the high caliber of his
friendship. They know him as a good
man with a drive to become an even
better man.

How sad we are for this great loss. In
this time of tragedy, the country is so-
bered by the breadth of Mason
Vanderwork’s sacrifice and mourns
alongside the people of Hickory. May
we remember his loved ones in our
thoughts and prayers and commit them
to the care of Almighty God.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, and saying a prayer
myself: God bless that marine and the
United States of America.

As we do this transition here this
afternoon, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to take
up some of the topic of the previous
speaker in the Democrat hour who
spoke about labor and labor law. It was
a strong message from often the oppo-
site side of my viewpoint, and I'm com-
pelled to speak to it in this way, and
that is this:

First of all, labor is a commodity;
it’s a commodity like corn or beans or
gold or oil. That labor is the supply,
and its demand of labor sets the price
of it, just like any other commodity.
Yes, it’s human beings and it’s lives
and it’s families. As an employer, I met
payroll for over 28 years—1,400-and-
some consecutive weeks. There were
times that we didn’t go to the grocery
store during those hard economic times
because we met payroll first. That was
always the highest priority. The first
cash that came into King Construction
in the worst years, even when the bank
was closed by the FDIC, I met payroll.

When that bank was closed, it was,
let me see, April 26, Friday afternoon
at 3 o’clock. They posted a highway pa-
trolman outside the door with a red tag
on the front of it. I found out that they
had not only closed up my account, but
the accounts of many of my customers.
I actually reached into my pocket be-
cause I literally had two pennies in my
pocket to rub together—it’s almost a
joke around our family. We still met
payroll. We found a way to do it even
though I couldn’t write a check be-
cause the bank was closed.

I thank a lot of the people that work
for King Construction and the people
that we have worked with and for
throughout the years. I've been in the
trenches with them. I’'m the guy that if
they’re on an air conditioned cab in a
machine, I'm down in the ditch with a
shovel. I want to make that job go as
good as it can.

I walked in my office before Christ-
mas one year and I found that my sec-
retary had decorated our Christmas
tree in the entryway of the King Con-
struction office with these gold decora-
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tions printed out like a Christmas
tree—a baby Jesus, a snowflake, a star
of Bethlehem. When I looked at that
tree and I looked at the decorations,
the gold emblems, on the front side was
engraved the name of one of our em-
ployees, or their spouse, or one of their
children. These were the people that I
went to work with every day, our em-
ployees; but the tree was decorated
with the names of all the people that
were directly affected by those jobs
being available.

We would never be a company that’s
looking at soon celebrating our 40th
year in business if it weren’t for people
that had worked for us for a long time
and been part of this family. When
there is a death, we go to the funeral of
a family member. When there’s a bap-
tism, we go to the baptism. When
there’s a wedding, we go to the wed-
ding. These are people that are like
family—actually, there is even occa-
sionally a little connection of blood
that goes on, but it’s like family, it is
family. I have great respect for the
people that do labor every day. And I
am a blue collar guy here and at home
in Towa.

But there are two viewpoints here.
Another point I want to make, though,
is that labor has a right to collectively
bargain. They have a right to bargain
as a bargaining group is another way to
define that. Nobody has a right to in-
timidate others. Nobody has a right to
be heavy-handed about it, but they do
have a right to bargain, and I will al-
ways defend their right to bargain.

But one of the points that is a big
problem for our budget, for example, is
this: that the organized labor unions in
this country strongly support and pro-
mote the Davis-Bacon Act. Now, Davis-
Bacon is a law that was passed back in
the early thirties by a couple of Repub-
licans from New York. Now, they re-
mind me that it was Republicans that
passed that law. I would be the last guy
to stand here and say that Republicans
are always a hundred percent right, but
they were wrong when they did that.

They wrote Davis-Bacon, this Fed-
eral law that requires that any con-
struction project that has $2,000 or
more Federal dollars in it shall be by
prevailing wage. The definition of pre-
vailing wage, then, is they go out and
survey the pay scale and the benefits
package that is normal and typical
within that labor market. I can say
with utter confidence that that scale is
a union scale, not a prevailing wage,
but a union scale. They’re the people
that negotiate this. The people that sit
down on the boards and the panels do
so. They’re not measuring prevailing
wage; they’re simply measuring union
scale and applying that to the Davis-
Bacon wage scale.

The result is these projects, these
Federal projects cost an average of 22
percent more. Now, I have records that
go back for years. We do some Davis-
Bacon wage scale projects and some are
not, so we’re flipping back and forth.
We’ve got a pretty good set of records
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that we’ve accumulated over the years.
In our records, someplace between 8
and 35 percent is the percentage of in-
crease in the cost of a project where
there is a federally imposed wage scale.
Part of that time is they doesn’t know
what the wage scale is, and part of the
time it is because they’re imposing at
higher wage than prevailing wage. Part
of the reason for that gap is some
projects are material intensive and
other projects are labor intensive, so
you get that gap between 8 and 35 per-
cent. But a standard here is 22 per-
cent—I often say 20—22 percent in-
crease.

Now, think of that; think what this
means. If this Congress were fiscally
responsible and they looked at the un-
necessary spending that is part of the
prescription of the Davis-Bacon wage
scale mandate, then we would see the
cost of our Federal project—if we re-
pealed Davis-Bacon, we’d see the cost
of our Federal projects be reduced by 22
percent.

Now, what would that mean? If there
are Federal dollars in a school, that
means we could build five schools in-
stead of four. You know there’s Federal
dollars in a lot of our roads. We could
build five miles of roads instead of
four. We could build five miles of inter-
state highway, for example, instead of
four miles of interstate highway. We
could build five bridges instead of four.

How many roads would have been
built by now if we hadn’t had the feder-
ally mandated Davis-Bacon wage scale
put in place? How far would we be with
our infrastructure? We’re a long ways
behind in our bridge reconstruction in
particular, but also our highway con-
struction. And every year that I've
been in this Congress people come to
me and they will say we have to raise
the road use tax because we don’t have
enough money to build our roads.

Now, road use tax, that really should
cause a person to think. That is a
user’s fee. We pay it in the gas that we
buy. We expect that when that nozzle
goes into our tank and when we
squeeze the nozzle to buy the gas, we
watch the dollars—and they go up real-
ly fast when you see gas that’s over
four bucks a gallon—we watch those
dollars go up on the pump. But we also
realize that between the State and the
Federal Government a lot of us are
paying 40-plus cents a gallon to build
the road that we’re wearing out with
the car we’re putting the gas in. That’s
a user’s fee. But when I came here and
started to break this down and ask the
question: Of that one dollar’s worth of
gas tax/user fee that is a Federal piece
of this—18.3 cents a gallon—of one dol-
lar of that, how much of that actually
goes into roads and bridges? I'll tell
you, it adds up like this—then we re-
duce it a little bit on this number:

Three percent, 3 cents out of that
dollar went for trails, for bike trails
and automobile trails and that kind of
thing—3 percent. There was at one
time $16 million in one of our appro-
priation bills to clean graffiti off the
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retaining walls in New Jersey. 1
thought, can’t they get their prisoners
out there with a wire brush to do that?
And 28 percent going for environmental
and archaeological compliance studies
and costs. Twenty-eight cents out of
that dollar for environmental interests
and archaeological interests, looking
for arrowheads and endangered species.
Can’t somebody else pay for that rath-
er than the people that are driving on
these roads? When you add Davis-
Bacon to that, another 22 percent.

So you have 3 percent for trails, you
have 28 percent for archaeological and
environmental compliance, you’ve got
20 to 22 percent for Davis-Bacon wage
scale, and 17 percent for mass transit
to buy people cheap Metro tickets in
Washington, D.C., or subway tickets in
New York, or the ‘‘el” in Chicago, or,
what shall I say, the cable cars in San
Francisco, subsidized by people buying
gas. Add that all up and you’re going to
find—if you’re good at math and pay-
ing attention, Mr. Speaker—that num-
ber comes to about 67 or 68 cents out of
the dollar that goes for something else
other than roads and bridges.

Now, how can we justify raising a
user fee on the gas tax, as we call it,
rather than re-prioritizing that gas-
tax-dollar pie, where you get a third of
the money that’s going to roads and
bridges and two-thirds of the money
that’s going to something else? That
needs to be fixed. I appreciate the gen-
tleman that spoke earlier. If he would
take a stand on that, perhaps we could
find a bipartisan solution.
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Another issue, though, is child labor.
He made the argument that it was the
unions that drove the child labor issue
and now kids don’t have to worry when
they go to work. That’s true, because
there’s no place for them to work.
Hardly anywhere can young people
work.

Mr. Speaker, I just ask you to think
about, let me say, some years ago there
was a time when you could pull into
any gas station and some young lad
would come running out there with a
rag in his back pocket. He would fill
your car up. He would wash your wind-
shield, check your oil, check your
tires, and collect your money and send
you on your way. That doesn’t happen
anymore. There are few of those full-
service stations left. One of the big rea-
sons is child labor laws.

Today, child labor laws are written
in such a way that a 17-year-old young
person that is awaiting their 18th
birthday can’t get on the riding lawn-
mower and cut the grass around the
gas station for pay because that’s a
violation of child labor laws. They can
climb in a car at age 16 in my State
and drive wherever they choose to go,
but they can’t mow the lawn in the gas
station that they pull up into to buy
their gas.

We saw this administration push
child labor laws in trying to get it
pushed into the agriculture sector. It
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was the Department of Labor working
with the Department of Agriculture to
write rules like, unless you’re a son or
a daughter of somebody that’s got con-
trolling interest in a farm—in other
words, you can’t be loaned out or, as
we say in my country, farmed out to
the neighbors or to your kid’s aunt and
uncle or grandparents to do work. They
prohibited youth from participating in
herding livestock in a confined area,
from being more than 6 feet off the
ground so they couldn’t paint the
under eaves on the machine shed, from
having anything to do with livestock
that inflicts pain, like ear tagging or
tail docking or clipping eye teeth or
dewclaws on puppies, for example.
They prohibited them from being in-
volved in that, but that same girl
that’s prohibited from being around
when you ring the hog can have her
ears pierced—or any other part for that
matter—without any objection from
the same people that are advocating
this.

We have a nanny state that’s run
amok, Mr. Speaker. It’s gone overboard
with child labor laws and tried to push
these child labor laws into agriculture.
There was a major pushback because
the family farm understood the value
of work for our youth. They manage
the safety best on those farms. They
care the most about the people that are
there. And the Federal Government
would only interfere, and then that
child would not have the experience of
learning the work ethic by going to the
neighbor’s or aunt and uncle’s or
grandpa and grandma’s.

So even though the labor unions have
made, I think, a big contribution with
regard to on-the-job safety—the ref-
erence to OSHA and the history of that
was a good thing. The organization of
labor unions to negotiate for better
working conditions and wages and ben-
efits package was a good thing. But
there has to be some restraint on this.
We can’t be going backwards.

This statement about a fair wage,
well, we should be thinking, what is
“fair,” Mr. Speaker? You can look up
the definition of “‘fair’’ in Black’s Law,
and you’ll find a whole series of defini-
tions for ‘‘fair.”

I say the only time you should use
the word ‘‘fair’’ when you’re talking
about law is when you’re talking about
the State fair or the county fair or the
World’s Fair, because otherwise, when
you use the word ‘‘fair” to talk about
justice and equity, you finally come to
this point that everybody has got a dif-
ferent view on what the word ‘‘fair”
means.

Anyone that’s raised two or more
children, Mr. Speaker, knows that
there’s no such thing as ‘‘fair.” If you
apply a rule to one child, the other
child will say, ‘“That’s not fair.” And if
you apply the same rule to the other
child, there will be a reason why the
first one should be exempted. We can
never agree on the word ‘‘fair.” We
don’t agree on what a fair wage is.
That’s why supply and demand needs
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to establish the wage, not somebody’s
idea of fairness.

The statement about a living wage—
a living wage. Well, a living wage for
someone in New York City is different
from a living wage for someone that
lives, let’s say, in a low-cost rural area
that might be in the Midwest, for ex-
ample. These definitions of fair wage
and living wage are all ways to lever
some Kkind of Federal imposition in
that distorts the law of supply and de-
mand.

So that takes me around to this con-
cluding part, Mr. Speaker, which is
that the law of supply and demand has
caused people to come into the United
States illegally and take jobs for a
cheaper price than allows for them to
live in this society. The result of that
is that the cost for people who are in
this country illegally—just for the wel-
fare parts that they access—is right at
$565 billion. If they are legalized in the
form that is advocated on the other
end of the rotunda in here, Democrats
and Republicans, in other words, their
comprehensive immigration reform
and all the other adjectives they use to
avoid using the word ‘‘amnesty,” the
cost goes from $55 billion a year to $75
billion a year. If you track this group
of people—we’re talking about 11.2 mil-
lion people. If you track them for a
lifetime, the cost of the welfare bene-
fits becomes $2.5 trillion.

So, think, Mr. Speaker, this Congress
has passed ObamaCare. This is right at
near the anniversary of that. Today we
voted to repeal it within the, I'll call
it, the Ryan budget. That’s about $2.5
trillion as it extrapolates itself out on
the budget scale. On top of that,
ObamacCare dropped $2.5 trillion of debt
on the American public. If comprehen-
sive immigration reform, slash, am-
nesty passes this Congress, that drops
another $2.5 trillion of debt on the
American people.

What we need is a balanced budget
amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, and we need that passed out
of the House and out of the Senate
with a cap at 18 percent of GDP and a
supermajority required in order to
raise taxes or to break the debt ceiling
that we have, to increase the debt ceil-
ing.

If we do that, if we put a balanced
budget amendment out here on the
floor of the House and the Senate and
if it passes, I'll be ready to look at in-
creasing the debt ceiling for the Presi-
dent. If that doesn’t happen, I don’t see
a reason to raise the debt ceiling. Let’s
stare him down on that until somebody
gives in.

We need to get this spending under
control. Myopic policies and fiscally ir-
responsible policies are not the way to
go. ObamaCare needs to be repealed.
We need to restore the rule of law in
this country. We’ve got to shrink down
the welfare package that’s out here.
There are 80 different means-tested
welfare programs in the TUnited
States—just 2% trillion for the illegal
component of this and a whole lot more
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if we don’t get these entitlements
under control.

Mr. Speaker, the solutions are here.
They’re on this side of the aisle.
They’re actually in the platform, and I
endorse many of them. I appreciate
your attention, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

——
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 27 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
25, 2013, at 10 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

812. A letter from the Chief Counsel,
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Suspension of Community Eligibility [Dock-
et ID: FEMA-2012-0003] [Internal Agency
Docket No.: FEMA-8271] received March 11,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

813. A letter from the Investigative Spe-
cialist, Department of Labor, transmitting
the Department’s final rule -Procedures for
the Handling of Retaliation Complaints
Under Section 1558 of the Affordable Care
Act [Docket No.: OSHA-2011-0193] (RIN: 1218-
ACT9) received March 14, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

814. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Addi-
tional Safeguards for Children in Clinical In-
vestigations of Food and Drug Administra-
tion-Regulated Products [Docket No.: FDA-
2000-N-0009] (formerly 2000N-0074) (RIN: 0910-
AGT1) received March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

815. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Models for Plant-Specific Adop-
tion of Technical Specifications Task Force
Traveler TSTF-535, Revision 0, ‘“‘Revise Shut-
down Margin Definition to Address Advanced
Fuel Designs’”’, Using the Consolidated Line
Item Improvement Process [Project No.: 753;
NRC-2012-0280] received March 12, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

816. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels
Using Pot Gear in the Central Regulatory
Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.:
111207737-2141-02] (RIN: 0648-XC495) received
March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

817. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Northeast Multispecies Fish-
ery; Trip Limit Adjustments for the Com-
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mon Pool Fishery [Docket No.: 120109034-
2171-01] (RIN: 0648-XC456) received March 12,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

818. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf
of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Snapper-
Grouper Resources of the South Atlantic;
Trip Limit Reduction [Docket No.: 120403249-
2492-02] (RIN: 0648-XC437) received March 12,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

819. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Summer Flounder Fishery;
Quota Transfer [Docket No.: 111220786-1781-01]
(RIN: 0648-XC451) received March 12, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

820. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pa-
cific Cod in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Management Area [Docket No.:
111213751-2102-02] (RIN: 0648-XC481) received

March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

821. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by
Catcher Vessels Less Than 60 Feet (18.3 Me-
ters) Length Overall Using Hook-and-Line or
Pot Gear in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Management Area [Docket No.:
111213751-2102-02] (RIN: 0648-XC487) received

March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

822. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statis-
tical Area 620 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No.: 111207737-2141-02] (RIN: 0648-XC482) re-
ceived March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

823. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pol-
lock in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
[Docket No.: 111213751-2102-02] (RIN: 0648-
X(C441) received March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

824. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by
Catcher/Processors Using Trawl Gear in the
Western Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No.: 111207737-2141-2] (RIN: 0648-
X(C452) received March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

825. A letter from the Acting Deputy Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
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tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by
Catcher Vessels Greater Than or Equal To 60
Feet (18.3 Meters) Length Overall Using Pot
Gear in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area [Docket No.: 111213751-
2102-02] (RIN: 0648-XC458) received March 12,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

826. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Reef Fish Fishery of the
Gulf of Mexico; Amendment 38 [Docket No.:
120717247-3029-02] (RIN: 0648-BC37) received
March 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

827. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Application Procedures
and Criteria for Approval of Nonprofit Budg-
et and Credit Counseling Agencies by United
States Trustees [Docket No.: EOUST 102]
(RIN: 1105-AB17) received March 14, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

828. A letter from the Director, Office of
Government Ethics, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Government Employees
Serving in Official Capacity in Nonprofit Or-
ganizations; Sector Unit Investment Trusts
(RIN: 3209-AA09) received March 12, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

829. A letter from the Paralegal Specialist,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; BAE Systems (Operations) Lim-
ited Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1157;
Directorate Identifier 2012-NM-061-AD;
Amendment 39-17371; AD 2013-04-13] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received March 18, 2013, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

830. A letter from the Paralegal Specialist,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.:
FAA-2012-1164; Directorate Identifier 2012-
NM-075-AD; Amendment 39-17370; AD 2013-04-
12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 18, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

831. A letter from the Paralegal Specialist,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Hot Springs, SD [Docket
No.: FAA-2012-0655; Airspace Docket No. 12-
AGL-6] received March 18, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

832. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Environ-
mental Impact and Related Procedures
[Docket No.: FHW-2012-0092] (RIN: 2125-AF46)
received March 18, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

833. A letter from the Paralegal Specialist,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.:
FAA-2012-1224; Directorate Identifier 2012-
NM-112-AD; Amendment 39-17372; AD 2013-04-
14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 18, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

834. A letter from the Paralegal Specialist,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes
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