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best medical delivery because they’re 
afraid the government is not going to 
pay. Who can blame them? Every year, 
the government threatens to cut the 
pay to our seniors’ doctors 25 percent, 
and, every year, the government 
threatens to cut the pay to our hos-
pitals that are taking care of our sen-
iors. Every year, this goes on. It has to 
stop. 

I hope the Speaker and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee will agree that 
we have to address this seriously, hon-
estly, with a view to two things: pre-
serving the benefit for people who are 
in retirement and keeping the system 
going for every American. An Amer-
ican born today, February 14—a child 
born today—should have a system that 
he knows is going to be there, not 
bankrupt, but a system that’s there 
when he reaches those golden years, 
and we can do it if we all work to-
gether. 

I was hoping I’d hear more from the 
President. I didn’t. The President is 
still not willing to come and talk about 
preserving Medicare, because, Mr. 
Speaker, you know that the trustees 
have said it goes bankrupt in 10 years. 
The current system will not be there 
for everyone retiring. The 10,000 people 
retiring today, February 14, enter 
Medicare. That system will not be 
there in 10 years. It will be bankrupt. 
So the current system doesn’t even 
protect our current seniors, much less 
a baby born today. 

b 1640 
We have to deal with it. Mr. Speaker, 

I urge the President to step up to the 
plate, be serious. Our colleagues on the 
other side of the Capitol, step up to the 
plate. This program is too important to 
let go bankrupt within 10 years. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. I thank the 
gentleman. He is absolutely spot on. 
One of the reasons that he ran for Con-
gress and I ran for Congress is to pre-
serve this great program for our sen-
iors out there, and I am absolutely 
committed to do it. 

Let me give a couple of facts before 
we end up. The actuary of the Medicare 
program—this is not me, this is the 
Medicare actuary—said that congres-
sional action will be required to ensure 
that our seniors have continued access 
to care. In May 2012, he said it is rea-
sonable to expect that Congress would 
find it necessary to legislatively over-
ride or otherwise modify the reductions 
in the future to ensure that Medicare 
beneficiaries continue to have access 
to Medicare services. 

This is not some right-wing Repub-
lican, this is the Medicare actuary, and 
we’re not even talking about it. We 
have heard nothing from the President 
about how we preserve this great pro-
gram other than we just keep doing 
what we’re doing. That’s not an honest, 
fair assessment of where we stand 
today. The sooner we deal with it, the 
more likely we are to come to a less 
painful solution to this. 

I do want to finish by saying that I 
appreciate the hour you’ve shown us, 

Mr. Speaker. We will continue this 
very, very important discussion on 
Medicare in the future, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS MESSAGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, my name is Congress-
man KEITH ELLISON, and I would like to 
open up by talking about the progres-
sive message. The progressive message 
is the message articulated by the Pro-
gressive Caucus, and the Progressive 
Caucus is that organization within this 
body, within this Congress, that is here 
to unapologetically say that all Ameri-
cans should have the right to go to the 
doctor and get basic health care in this 
richest country in the history of the 
world. All Americans should have civil 
and equal rights and be treated fairly 
based on whatever color, whatever 
their sexual preference might be, what-
ever nation they might be from. 

We’re the ones who say let’s have 
comprehensive immigration reform 
with a path towards citizenship, and 
let’s absolutely pass the DREAM Act. 
The Progressive Caucus is that caucus 
that boldly and unapologetically says 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid are great programs; and we need 
to protect them not only for today’s 
seniors but for tomorrow’s seniors, too. 

I would like to start out, Mr. Speak-
er, by talking a little bit, as I talk 
about the progressive message, start-
ing out with just a few observations 
about the State of the Union speech. I 
personally thought the State of the 
Union speech was awesome. I thought 
President Obama was great, and I was 
really proud of President Obama as he 
delivered that State of the Union 
speech in this very Chamber. 

This Chamber was full of dignitaries 
from all over the world—ambassadors, 
Senators, the United States Supreme 
Court. And in front of them, in front of 
the American people, President Obama 
specifically identified 24 Americans 
who joined Members of Congress as 
their guests. And these folks who 
President Obama identified were vic-
tims of gun violence. I was so proud to 
see President Obama specifically give 
these folks encouragement to keep on 
speaking out, continue to tell their 
story so that we can arrive at a place 
where the U.S. Congress will be on 
their side to bring forth sensible, sane 
gun violence prevention. 

You know, President Obama’s wife, 
our First Lady, Michelle Obama, had 
seated next to her her own guest, par-
ents of young Hadiya Pendleton whose 
life was taken away from her. She was 
shot down in Chicago. But only a few 
weeks before, she had been performing 
for her country at the President’s inau-
guration. 

And so whether it was ordinary Mem-
bers of Congress who just brought dif-
ferent people, or it was the President 
or the First Lady, the people who can 
speak most eloquently about the need 
for sane, sensible gun violence reform 
were here, Mr. Speaker. They were here 
and were present in this gallery so they 
could be a witness and a presence on 
the need. 

And what did President Obama say? 
He said give us a vote. He said give us 
a vote. Now, I say to the Republican 
House majority: Why are you afraid of 
a vote? Let’s have a vote. Let’s count 
who is for sane, sensible gun violence 
prevention and who is not; who is for 
closing loopholes that allow people to 
escape background checks; and who’s 
for filling up background checks and 
making sure that anybody who gets a 
firearm, an instrument that is dan-
gerous by any account, at least we 
know that this person is sane and le-
gally qualified to have one. Let’s see. 
Let’s have a vote. I don’t think that 
anyone should be afraid of the vote, be-
cause if you are proud to say, no, we 
don’t want any background checks, 
then stand up and say that. Be on Mr. 
LaPierre’s side of the NRA. But if you 
believe we need to make sure that guns 
stay out of the wrong hands, that’s a 
vote that the American people should 
have, and I was so proud that the Presi-
dent made that clear. 

I personally think that the President 
was right in saying give us a vote when 
it comes to things like high-capacity 
magazines. You know, these high-ca-
pacity magazines, designed for the 
military, don’t have any place on our 
streets. And the people who want to 
stand up and defend them, let them de-
fend them. Let them defend them right 
here on the floor if they have the au-
dacity to do so. And let us talk about 
millions of Americans, over the course 
of years, who have been tragically in-
jured and hurt with bad gun policy. 

Let us talk about the victims in Au-
rora who were shot by somebody with a 
high-capacity clip. Let us talk about 
people who were victims in Milwaukee. 
Let us give the message about the folks 
who were shot down in Tucson by 
somebody with a high-capacity clip. 

The fact is that the President said 
give us a vote, and I agree 100 percent. 
We need a vote on these sane, sensible 
gun reforms. 

I’m going to leave this topic now, Mr. 
Speaker; but I do want to just make 
mention of my own guest. My own 
guest was a young man named Sami 
Rahamin. Sami, 17 years old, a bril-
liant young man, but really just a reg-
ular teenager, he happened to be on a 
bus going to Madison, Wisconsin, when 
he saw a message come across his 
phone which said there was a shooting 
in what he knew was his neighborhood. 

He texted back to his father and said: 
Dad, be careful because there’s sup-
posedly a shooting in the neighbor-
hood. But the text never came back be-
cause one of the victims of that shoot-
ing was Sami’s dad. 
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Ruvin Rahamin was an immigrant to 

the United States. He came to the 
United States in search of the Amer-
ican Dream, but he died the American 
nightmare because a person who is 
mentally unsound, mentally unstable, 
easy access to the most dangerous 
weapons came to a work site and shot 
down five people, including Ruvin who 
was an awesome guy, a wonderful con-
stituent of mine. He’s missed. But be-
cause of his son carrying on the legacy, 
he will never be forgotten because 
Sami is telling the story about how 
much we need sane, sensible gun pre-
vention measures. 

So enough about the gun issue. The 
State of the Union speech was awesome 
for another reason, which I definitely 
want to make note of, and that is the 
fact that he went right to the very 
heart of what I believe is the defining 
issue of our time, and that is income 
and wealth equality in our country. 
Our country, this is the land of oppor-
tunity. And we know that some people 
are rich and some people are middle 
class and some people are poor. We be-
lieve we’re a country that can provide 
a ladder up for anybody who wants to 
work hard. And for those people who 
are too sick to work or too aged to 
work or too young to work, we believe 
in the social safety net to take care of 
them. 

b 1650 

We believe in income and economic 
mobility in America. And yet the 
President put his finger right on it 
when he talked about how we’ve seen 
people making $14,000 a year working 
full time; but because they are paid so 
little, they are still in poverty. 

I was so proud the President made 
this point. It’s a point that needs to be 
made. There are people working in res-
taurants, people who are cleaning up, 
people in our hospitals, people who are 
doing the really tough jobs. I’m talking 
about the jobs where you’ve got to 
take a shower after you get off work, 
not take a shower going to work, 
you’ve got to take one when you’re 
done with your day’s work because 
you’ve been working hard, you’ve been 
building things, you’ve been maybe 
cleaning up things, you’ve been lifting 
people, you’ve been doing the hard 
work. And many of these folks are 
scraping by on really low wages. The 
President clearly has a heart for these 
folks and wants to see them come up. 
And I was glad the President was able 
to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, you should know that 
over the past 30 years income for the 
average American has stayed flat, 
while the richest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans have seen their income more than 
triple. This has not happened by acci-
dent. It has been a set of policies put in 
place through the Tax Code, through 
trade policy, through the loss of manu-
facturing, and a number of things. 

There’s been a number of policies 
that have gotten us to this place, but 
there’s been one philosophy, and the 

philosophy is simply this: if we give a 
lot of money to the richest Americans, 
maybe they will take their excess 
wealth and put that into plant and 
equipment and hire people. 

This is known as supply-side econom-
ics. We don’t want to have any regula-
tions on them. They can do what they 
want with the water, they can do what 
they want with the meat, they can do 
what they want with the air. No regu-
lations or against regulations. We 
don’t want to tax them. They don’t 
have to pay for our roads, our bridges, 
our schools; they don’t have to do any-
thing like that. They get to keep all 
this money. And it’s all under the as-
sumption that they will take this 
money that they amass and put it into 
plant and equipment and hire people. 

Well, this philosophy has proven to 
have failed; this philosophy has caused 
income inequality in America. And the 
President correctly said that we have 
got to do something to create more 
economic viability for the poor and 
middle class in America. I was so 
happy to see him do it. 

Mr. Speaker, you should know, the 
President didn’t say this, but it’s abso-
lutely true, that the wealth of the rich-
est 1 percent is over 225 times larger 
than the average household, higher 
than it has ever been, higher than it 
has ever been. 

Mr. Speaker, we look back at the 
Gilded Age and we think, oh, boy, 
wasn’t income inequality bad way back 
then. Well, it’s worse now. We’ve got to 
do something about it, and our Presi-
dent knows that. I am very pleased to 
see that. And the President, while he 
gave a message of economic hope and 
understanding to the working and mid-
dle classes of our country, the politi-
cian who gave the alternative, Mr. 
MARCO RUBIO, when he wasn’t getting 
glasses of water in the middle of his 
speech, he just really articulated the 
same old thing: money for the rich, less 
for everybody else. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to 
give tax breaks to millionaires and bil-
lionaires while cutting investments 
that the middle class relies on, while 
cutting programs that help local gov-
ernments keep on police, keep on 
teachers, keep on people who fix our 
roads and firefighters. We cannot cut 
the Federal workforce, as is about to 
happen—I’ll talk about sequester in a 
little while—and we cannot make these 
economic decisions and hope to have a 
strong economy. 

We’ve got to invest in our roads, our 
bridges, our grids, our electrical power 
grids in transit to move people around 
quickly. We’ve got to make these in-
vestments. We’ve got to invest in re-
search; we’ve got to invest in our 
schools. This is what’s going to make 
America a strong country. This is 
what’s going to put more people to 
work. More people paying taxes means 
we’re going to have more taxes, and 
that will help us lower the deficit. 

The Republicans have it all wrong. 
They think that by slashing the Fed-

eral Government, then that’s going to 
make our economy better. All it’s 
going to do is create a situation where 
you’ve got more people out of work, 
fewer people paying taxes, fewer people 
putting in tax revenue, and then the 
deficit will go up. 

I’m going talk about the sequester in 
a moment; but I just want to say, as I 
highlight a few things about the State 
of the Union speech, how important I 
thought the President’s remarks were. 

Let me turn for a moment—another 
thing about the State of the Union 
speech—Mr. Speaker, on the issue of 
Social Security, Medicare and Med-
icaid. First of all, I want to encourage 
people to not refer to these programs 
as entitlements. I don’t even like doing 
it myself right now. 

What they really are is social insur-
ance. You know how insurance works. 
You pay a premium and then when you 
need it, you can use it. Well, you get 6 
percent taken out of your paycheck 
every week or two weeks or a month or 
however often you get paid. You’re 
paying into Social Security, you’re 
paying into Medicare, you’re paying 
into Medicaid. 

The bottom line is these social insur-
ance programs are not some giveaway; 
they’re not welfare. They are impor-
tant social insurance programs to pro-
vide income security for people when 
they are aged, when they are too ill to 
work and disabled, or when their par-
ents die and they need support. That’s 
what these programs are about. 

I’m glad that we are here to talk 
about how we preserve these programs. 
The President mentioned it. He said he 
wanted to strengthen Social Security, 
Medicare, and Medicaid for generations 
to come. I quite agree with this. He 
said: 

But any reform should come through pro-
tecting these programs, not just cutting 
these programs to finance tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

I believe that we should not have any 
benefit cuts to these programs. We 
don’t need to. There’s plenty of places 
to cut, plenty of loopholes to close, and 
we can get money elsewhere. But I’m 
glad the President made mention of the 
program. 

I also want to mention, Mr. Speaker, 
that one of the places we can find sav-
ings for social insurance programs is 
we need to allow Medicare part D to 
negotiate lower drug prices. Medicare 
part D is a prescription drug benefit 
that the Republicans negotiated and 
passed in 2003. This particular program 
put into law that there could be no ne-
gotiation of drug prices. This has made 
the program more expensive. About 
$158 billion would be attainable as sav-
ings if we were allowed negotiation. 

The President also said we’re going 
to get out of Afghanistan. I think this 
is great. The President announced that 
we would bring 34,000 troops home from 
Afghanistan by this time next year. 
That’s fantastic. My own son is a mem-
ber of the U.S. Military. I’m very proud 
of that. I actually don’t want to see 
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him deployed to Afghanistan. I want to 
see him in a place where he can defend 
this Nation, as he wants to do. I think 
that it’s time for us to go home. 

The President didn’t say we’re going 
to abandon Afghanistan. We will be 
there diplomatically, we will be there 
training their soldiers, but sovereignty 
means that you protect yourself. It’s 
time for the Afghan people who want 
to be sovereign to take responsibility 
for their own security. 

I want to turn now to the subject of 
immigration. I think right now, and I 
think the President made clear, that 
we may be at a point, and I pray that 
we are, where comprehensive immigra-
tion reform is within the reach of Con-
gress to pass. 

I’m proud to be joined by my good 
friend Congressman JARED POLIS of 
Colorado. This is an important issue to 
you, Congressman, and I want to yield 
to you to share your thoughts on immi-
gration. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s common sense to 
most Americans. We have upwards of 
10, 12, 14 million people here illegally 
in this country. Many of them are 
members of our communities, many of 
their kids are Americans, go to school 
with their fellow Americans or on the 
football team or cheerleaders, are pro-
ductive in every way. And yet every 
day our government through its cur-
rent policies tears families apart; abso-
lute heartbreaking tragedies where a 
mother is torn from her American 
daughter, placed in detention, fre-
quently kicked out of this country at a 
cost to taxpayers of tens of thousands 
of dollars, all over a broken taillight. 

b 1700 

Now it’s important to educate people 
about the difference. We do have a 
group of people that are in detention 
that are called criminal aliens. These 
are people who are here illegally and 
committed crimes. It could be robbery. 
Maybe they’re in a gang or dealing 
drugs. There’s no disagreement among 
liberals and conservatives and people 
of all ilks that, of course, there needs 
to be detentions where appropriate and 
where there are criminal penalties in 
place and, of course, there should be 
expulsions from the country in that re-
gard. In fact, many of us argue that by 
sweeping up many of the people whose 
only violation is a civil violation, who 
otherwise have been following our 
laws, in that sweep we are actually 
limiting our enforcement ability to go 
after real criminals who are causing 
harm in our community. 

That happens in two ways. One, 
through the limited law enforcement 
resources. When we divert those re-
sources to taking mothers away from 
daughters, fathers away from sons who 
are productive members of society, 
when we divert the resources to that, it 
means they’re going off of some other 
beat. It means they’re going off of 
keeping our streets safe. It means 

they’re going away from looking at 
white collar crime and other areas that 
need to be investigated in these fis-
cally restrained times with limited 
budgets. 

The second reason is it builds an at-
mosphere of distrust in our immigrant 
communities. How much unreported 
crime occurs because, in many cases, 
the victims of those crimes could be 
spouses that are abused, it could be 
people that are robbed or ripped off by 
unscrupulous scam artists and are fre-
quently afraid to report that crime be-
cause they are afraid that the very 
same agency that they’re supposed to 
trust to report that crime to could in 
fact be in league with another govern-
ment agency that wants to deport 
them. And that’s the problem with 
287(g) and some of the other informa-
tion-sharing protocols. 

For community policing to work, it’s 
critical to have the trust and support 
of the community. And by the way, if 
these criminals go unprosecuted in our 
community and unpenalized for taking 
advantage of somebody, and that is not 
being reported, their next victim very 
well could be an American. Their next 
victim very well could be your family. 
It could be my family. And that’s why 
we all have an interest in community 
policing, in law enforcement, as well as 
public health, to make sure that people 
are inoculated and treated early for 
diseases, regardless of their status. 

Now the solution is not to have this 
large population here illegally. When-
ever we’re talking about this enforce-
ment, it’s tough. There’s no right an-
swer. The right answer is comprehen-
sive immigration reform. Let’s find a 
way where the people that we need 
here to have critical jobs in our econ-
omy, that have families, that are in 
our community, that have kids that 
are American and going to school and 
doing well every day, have a way and 
paperwork to show that they can be 
here. 

Now that doesn’t mean in com-
prehensive immigration reform that 
anybody gets citizenship. And I want 
to be clear about this, because fre-
quently this false specter of somehow 
granting citizenship to 11 million peo-
ple is raised. Comprehensive immigra-
tion reform in any version doesn’t give 
citizenship to anybody. Not one person, 
not a thousand people, not a million 
people. Zero people. In fact, under all 
the versions that are being talked 
about of comprehensive immigration 
reform, anybody who’s here illegally 
would have to get right with the law 
and would go to the back of the line 
with regard to applying for citizenship 
some day, if they’re eligible. To be eli-
gible, they’ll have to follow the laws of 
our country for many years. They’ll 
have to learn English. They’ll have to 
take a test. 

Yes, some day it’s possible that some 
immigrants will become citizens. It’s 
also possible and likely that many will 
choose never to. They might work here 
for a number of years and return to an-

other country. And that’s fine. But it’s 
critical that there is at least the abil-
ity to get right with the law. It’s very 
frustrating when people say, Why don’t 
they get in line today? Because it’s a 
nonexistent line. Comprehensive immi-
gration reform will create the line that 
people will then get into and create an 
immigration system that is in touch 
with reality in this country, in touch 
with a pro-growth agenda, in touch 
with an agenda that will make our 
country prosperous, that will conform 
our treatment of our neighbors to our 
values as Americans, the same values 
that extended a welcome to my ances-
tors and yours when they came to 
these shores and helped their, in my 
case, grandchildren and great grand-
children serve in this great body. 

So, too, we need to assure that our 
values are represented in our immigra-
tion system. And whether one is on the 
left or the right, it is clear that today’s 
disaster of an immigration system is 
not reflective of our value as Ameri-
cans—our value as Americans not to 
tear families apart, our values as 
Americans to ensure that if you work 
hard and you play by the rules, you can 
get ahead in this country. You can suc-
ceed in this country. The value of en-
couraging civic participation is abso-
lutely critical. 

So this is a unique opportunity, a 
unique moment. It’s a bipartisan ap-
proach, as it has to be. This is not a 
Democratic issue or a Republican 
issue. Immigration reform is an Amer-
ican issue, as it always has been a Na-
tion of immigrants, a Nation of laws. 
And we can conform those two to-
gether so that we can fulfill our des-
tiny in a way that honors the rule of 
law and honors the role of immigrants 
in creating our great country. 

Mr. ELLISON. I do appreciate the 
gentleman from Colorado. Congress-
man POLIS, you have been on the mark 
on this thing ever since you stepped 
into this body, and there are literally I 
think millions of people who appre-
ciate your advocacy. I just want to 
mention a few points and then, of 
course, invite you to dive back in. 

The President does have a proposal 
on immigration reform. It’s reasonable. 
It’s a commonsense starting point. Re-
publicans and Democrats need to find a 
way, as Congressman POLIS just said. 
But it is a clear path toward a legal 
status for thousands who are already in 
the U.S. working and paying taxes. It’s 
a process for family reunification. It’s 
a workable employment verification 
system with penalties for employers 
who knowingly hire people who are not 
in status. It is a reasonable enforce-
ment. 

But I just want to say this, and I 
want to invite Congressman POLIS to 
react. We’ve put about $18 billion into 
border issues so far. One of the real 
things about comprehensive immigra-
tion reform is, we hear people talk 
about the border, the border, the bor-
der. Well, President Obama has done 
tons on the border—for some of us, too 
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much—but the border issue is not the 
problem. The real problem is the other 
part. 

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado to see if you have any thoughts 
about this matter. 

Mr. POLIS. Another thing that’s im-
portant for Americans to understand 
about how 11 million people got here 
without paperwork and how this con-
tinues to occur is that more than half 
of the population that lives and works 
here illegally didn’t sneak across a bor-
der. They came here legally. They 
came here as a tourist, they came with 
a visa. They stayed illegally and 
worked illegally. So, again, even if you 
had 100 percent security at the border— 
and, by the way, that’s certainly a 
valid goal—but you’re never going to 
have 100 percent. But even if you had 
100 percent, you would still have a 
large flow of people to this country il-
legally because it’s not that hard to 
get a tourism visa, to get a student 
visa, to get some other type of docu-
mentation for travel that allows you to 
be here for a month or 3 months and 
then to outstay that and work here il-
legally. 

So no matter what you do on the bor-
der—and, by the way, I think abso-
lutely as part of comprehensive immi-
gration reform there will be more bor-
der security—but no matter what you 
do on the border, you don’t address the 
issue without having a comprehensive 
approach that deals with those already 
here, that deals with the immigration 
laws going forward so we don’t wind up 
in this same situation again in 10 or 20 
years, to make sure that our immigra-
tion laws reflect the real needs of our 
country, the needs of the private sec-
tor, the needs of the workforce in 
terms of making sure we have enough 
people in the service industry. Whether 
it’s to pick crops in the field, whether 
it’s to staff our high-tech companies 
with programmers, we need to have an 
America-centric approach to immigra-
tion. And while border enforcement can 
certainly be a part of that, no matter 
how much you have, it doesn’t even 
come close to addressing the issue of 
immigration in this country. And 
that’s why, as the President indicated 
in his speech and in his call, as others 
from both sides of the aisle have indi-
cated, it’s critical for America to take 
on the issue of immigration reform and 
pass a comprehensive solution. 

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, Congress-
man. I’m going to wrap up in about 5 
minutes or so. But I just want to hit a 
few things that need to be touched on. 
One is that the Progressive Caucus is 
very concerned about this looming se-
questration. Now folks out there this 
evening, Mr. Speaker, might think, se-
questration, what is that? Is that like 
when you go on jury duty or some-
thing? No. Sequestration is what we’re 
calling some really dramatic cuts to 
Federal spending that are coming up in 
about 2 weeks. 
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And now you’re thinking, How did we 

end up here? Here is what happened. 
In August 2011, the Republicans had 

taken the majority in that session, the 
first session of the 112th Congress, in 
January, and they started out with an 
agenda to dramatically reduce the size 
of government. They started out with 
something called Cut, Cap and Balance, 
and they wanted to cut all kinds of 
programs. They never wanted to touch 
defense, but they wanted to cut the 
Federal Government. I’m talking about 
Head Start, Women Infants, and Chil-
dren nutrition, programs that help sup-
port State and local governments, for 
police, fire, all kinds of stuff like that, 
they wanted to cut. And they wanted 
to cut big-time. They wanted to cut 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid. 

And so they came forward with this 
proposal. Now, they knew they couldn’t 
get it past the Senate, but they said, 
Oh, the debt ceiling. The debt ceiling, 
we can use that as a lever to make the 
Democrats give us significant cuts to 
the Federal budget. 

So what they did, in August 2011, 
they said that we’re going to allow— 
we’re not going to raise the debt ceil-
ing. We’re going to allow the Federal 
Government to default on previously 
acquired obligations of the United 
States—so not pay our bills that we al-
ready acquired and risk our triple A 
credit rating—if you do not impose dra-
matic cuts. 

And so what the President did is said, 
Okay, we’re going to give you some 
cuts up front and we’ll set up some-
thing called the supercommittee. 
Three Democrats from the House, three 
Republicans from the House, three Re-
publicans from the Senate, three 
Democrats from the Senate, we’ll call 
that the supercommittee, and they are 
going to work out a compromise and 
give us an up-or-down vote on some 
more cuts. But if they don’t, then we’re 
going to have this thing called the se-
quester and there will be across-the- 
board cuts in a dramatic and really im-
posing way. 

The sequester is what we’re facing 
now because the supercommittee 
failed. Now, the supercommittee didn’t 
just fail. What we didn’t know is that 
when the Republicans, both House and 
Senate, appointed their members of the 
supercommittee, all of them had signed 
a promise to a man named Grover 
Norquist never to raise any taxes. And 
so what happened is that they got on 
this supercommittee and refused to ne-
gotiate. Democrats said, We’ll do some 
cuts, but we need some revenue. We 
need to raise some taxes and close 
some loopholes. 

Republicans said, No way, and Demo-
crats said, Well, wait a minute. So you 
want it all cuts and no raising taxes. 
They said, That’s right, we’re not going 
to negotiate with you on this. 

And so the supercommittee failed in 
its work. When it failed in its work, 
that meant that we were going to deal 

with sequester, and that’s where we are 
now. 

Sequester is going to impose auto-
matic, arbitrary cuts that could lay 
off, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, up to about 750,000 peo-
ple. There are going to be cuts in do-
mestic spending and cuts to military 
spending. Some of us think that mili-
tary cuts are warranted. Others of us 
are absolutely concerned about the 
people who are going to be affected by 
these domestic cuts. 

Let me wrap up. I just want to say 
that I am concerned that several Re-
publicans seem real cavalier about se-
quester, and you should look at the 
list. The Progressive Caucus’ solution 
is to repeal sequester. What we would 
propose to do with our legislation is to 
say 50 percent cuts, 50 percent revenue. 
We already cut $1.7 trillion in revenue, 
and then last New Year’s Eve we got 
some money in the door through rais-
ing taxes and now we need to balance 
to 50–50. This is what we call the Bal-
ancing Act. 

Our bill would bring it to balance by 
raising money through closing loop-
holes, carried interest, jets and yachts, 
stuff like that. Oh, yeah, you didn’t 
know they could write off their jets 
and their yachts? Oh, yeah, they can. 
And then put about $300 billion into 
jobs. 

Let me wrap up by saying the Bal-
ancing Act, you can go online and look 
it up. It’s a great program. We urge 
you to support it. In the last 1 second, 
if I may—I’ve promised my friend 20 
minutes and I’m messing up right now. 

On February 22, the Supreme Court 
will hear oral arguments in the Shelby 
County, Alabama v. Holder case. This 
threatens to take away serious voting 
rights. I’m going to be talking about 
this, because democracy must prevail. 
We have not reached the point where 
everybody has a fair vote in this coun-
try. I don’t have the time to elaborate 
on it now, but please be aware that this 
Shelby County v. Holder is a critical 
issue. The Supreme Court is going to 
take it up on the 27th of February. We 
need to be aware of that if we want to 
believe that you ought to be able to 
cast a fair vote in America. 

With that, I am going to yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado. Thank you 
very much, Congressman. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman yield back his time? 

Mr. POLIS. The gentleman from Min-
nesota yielded to me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. POLIS. I would like to ask the 
Speaker how much time remains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota has 25 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. POLIS. And the gentleman has 
yielded his time. 

Mr. ELLISON. With the under-
standing that the gentleman will get 
the balance of the time remaining of 
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my hour, then I will yield the floor 
back. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman yield back his time? 

Mr. ELLISON. I have a parliamen-
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry. 

Mr. ELLISON. My inquiry is, if I 
yield back, does the gentleman from 
Colorado get the balance of the time I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado may serve as the 
designee of the minority leader for the 
remainder of the hour. 

Mr. ELLISON. And further inquiry, 
are there 25 minutes left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mi-
nority hour has 24 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ELLISON. In that case, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS) is recognized for 24 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of passing comprehensive 
immigration reform as soon as pos-
sible. 

CINDY SLOSSON 

I have a story to share from a resi-
dent in my district, Cindy Slosson from 
Fort Collins, Colorado. Cindy wrote me 
that her daughter fell in love with a 
young man from Mexico when they 
were in high school. They had a dream 
about their future lives together, and 
part of that dream was of course help-
ing him become an American citizen so 
he could go to college, find a job and 
support their family that they hoped to 
build together. They persisted tire-
lessly for 10 years, through everything 
that the American bureaucracy and 
Immigration Services threw at them, 
and today, finally, he’s a citizen of the 
United States. He’s pursuing his degree 
in aviation mechanics and wants to 
continue to go to school for an engi-
neering degree. 

Part of their dream is now a reality 
and they keep on building upon this 
dream to be contributing community 
members and leaders among their 
friends and family. Cindy writes that, 
unfortunately, some young people 
don’t have the kind of support and 
focus and, frankly, patience that her 
children had. 

Cindy writes: 
Let’s make their path a bit more attain-

able. I believe most everyone truly wants to 
do their best, so let’s give them a chance to 
be their best in this country. 
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As Cindy writes, there are so many 
people that are caught up in indefinite 
waiting periods just to be reunited 
with their own family, people who give 
up hope and move from their family 
and friends and everybody they know 

simply because they can’t get through 
the unrealistic length of time it takes 
to navigate our legal system. 

As part of comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, we need to have a system 
that reflects our values as Americans 
and one that’s realistic for families to 
go through. 

MONICA OLGUIN 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to share a 

story from a constituent from my dis-
trict, Monica Olguin from Boulder, Col-
orado. Now, her story is an interesting 
one because the U.S. came to her in-
stead of her moving to the United 
States. Her family hails from the 
southwestern United States even be-
fore it was part of Mexico. Her family 
descended from Spanish colonial set-
tlers in 1598 near Santa Fe, New Mex-
ico. Over the following 300 years, they 
traveled north to Colorado to Conejos 
County, where the family has been for 
over 100 years. 

Now, Monica writes: 
Many of our best students today have been 

immigrant children. 

Monica, herself, taught in our public 
schools for over 30 years. 

Monica writes: 
They enter our school system with great 

hopes and dreams and do not take education 
for granted. It isn’t long, though, before they 
are able to express their fear of losing their 
place in this country, their fear of not be-
longing in their country of origin or their 
knowledge that there is no hope for success 
or dreams for their future in either their 
country of origin or in this country. 

Monica shares the concerns of so 
many of us whose lives have touched 
those who live in this country every 
day in fear of the very government 
that should be there to protect them, 
in fear that it will detain them indefi-
nitely, in fear that it will send them 
out of this country back to a country 
that they know no one in, that they 
might not have even been in since they 
were 3 years old or 8 years old or per-
haps even to a country where the lan-
guage that’s spoken is not even a lan-
guage that they’re fluent in. That is 
the reality of our immigration system 
every day. 

As Monica writes, it’s critical that 
we replace our broken immigration 
system with one that works now. 
You’re only a child once, and we need 
to make sure that our next generation 
of leaders has every opportunity to 
make our country greater. 

PAUL EDWARD CONDON 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to share a 

story from a constituent of mine in La-
fayette, Colorado, Paul Edward 
Condon. Like so many Coloradans, 
Paul feels that we need to replace our 
broken immigration system with one 
that works for our country and make 
sure that we have a way to make sure 
that the people already here can get 
right with the law. 

Paul writes that on his father’s side 
he is descended from people who his 
daughter, Katherine, likes to say qual-
ify her to be a member of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution. On 

his mother’s side, he’s descended from 
immigrants from Bohemia in the 1890s 
who homesteaded in Oregon. So, like 
many Americans, Paul is a child of 
both one side of the family with long 
roots in our country dating from before 
our country existed and another side of 
his family recent immigrants. 

As Paul writes, perhaps with the full 
sense of understanding that comes 
from his personal story, Paul writes: 

We are all sons and daughters of immi-
grants, including those descended from the 
peoples who were already here when my ear-
liest immigrant ancestor arrived and de-
scended from the people who also arrived 
unwillingly in this country. All immigrants, 
all mingled together. And, indeed, even 
Congresspersons are descended from immi-
grants. Congresspersons who wish to restrict 
immigration and reject immigrants are re-
jecting their own heritage. They should be 
ashamed. 

I agree with Paul. We are all, in this 
country, descended from immigrants. 
And whether those immigrants arrived 
thousands of years ago, hundreds of 
years ago, decades ago, or last week, 
our future is intertwined with the very 
definition of America as an immigrant 
Nation, a Nation of laws, a Nation of 
immigrants. 

Those two need to be reconciled. We 
need laws that reflect our values as 
Americans, our values as a Nation of 
immigrants; laws that are enforceable 
and in touch with reality rather than 
laws that tear families apart every day 
in this country and deny—deny people 
who have worked hard here and con-
tributed to society the opportunity to 
fully partake in our great country and 
to someday become Americans them-
selves. 

SEMAY DIBEKULU NELSON 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to share a 

story from a constituent in Colorado 
from the Second Congressional Dis-
trict, Semay Dibekulu Nelson, from 
Boulder, Colorado, who shared a story 
with me about immigration, that 
speaks to the need to reform our immi-
gration system today to ensure that 
everybody gets a chance to succeed in 
this country. 

Semay writes: 
As a first generation immigrant American 

having received political asylum under life- 
threatening conditions, I feel the pain of un-
documented immigrants and their fear of 
being deported. I am honored to have re-
ceived your message, and I would like to re-
flect on this important topic. I’m aware 
there’s no time to waste while millions are 
being underpaid for an honest day’s work 
while living in fear of detention and deporta-
tion. I hope our government brings this ago-
nizing issue to a positive resolution. The 
time is over in which we can afford to ignore 
an issue that has led to this humanitarian 
catastrophe. 

I agree with Semay. Hers is a first-
hand story of many legal immigrants 
like Semay who have firsthand knowl-
edge of the process of leaving every-
thing they know and coming to a new 
country without friends and without 
family. How difficult is that? Yet, 
today, our government is active tear-
ing families apart, at taxpayer expense 
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