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they take as few left turns as possible. 
A driver might make three right turns 
to avoid making a left turn. 

While this seems counterintuitive, 
they found that it actually saves 
money. The employees spend less time 
sitting at traffic lights and are able to 
service more households per day. If the 
census can an employ a mobile tech-
nology along these same lines, the bu-
reau has the ability to save taxpayer 
dollars. 

Now, understand something: none of 
these cost-saving measures are truly 
revolutionary. None of them will shock 
people or cause a partisan divide. I 
doubt that our offices will be flooded 
with constituent calls asking us to 
adopt them. 

But simply put, they’re all common-
sense measures that will save taxpayer 
money. The ideas have worked in other 
areas of government, and have worked 
in the private sector. 

Sometimes it doesn’t take a revolu-
tionary idea to be a good one. It often 
takes a group of leaders deciding to 
focus on an issue and keep pushing it 
until the process improves. We have a 
chance to improve the census and to 
rein in the costs. 

As previously stated, we have the 
ability to save $10 billion in future tax-
payer cost. As I said earlier, the big 
things will always work themselves 
out. We can even run from crisis to cri-
sis up here, and people will focus on the 
big things, and we will continue to 
work on those because they matter. 

But it’s time we gave some consider-
ation to the small things. When we add 
the small pieces together, we start to 
actually reduce the deficit and get this 
country back on solid financial ground. 

This is not a small thing. This is 
what matters to the people back home. 
This is what matters when they come 
up to me in the grocery store and they 
talk about Washington being broken. 
They want to know how it affects them 
at their table, at their homes, and with 
their families. 

When we start focusing on the small 
things, the big things get in perspec-
tive even clearer, and we’re up here 
doing exactly what we are supposed to 
be. And the Republican majority is fo-
cused on limited government, focusing 
on jobs, and getting America back to 
work again with a government that 
does what it’s supposed to do and gets 
out of the way. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank you 
for allowing me to speak on this sub-
ject tonight, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 687, SOUTHEAST ARIZONA 
LAND EXCHANGE AND CON-
SERVATION ACT OF 2013; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1256, RESTORING HEALTHY 
FORESTS FOR HEALTHY COMMU-
NITIES ACT; PROVIDING FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 3102, NU-
TRITION REFORM AND WORK OP-
PORTUNITY ACT OF 2013; AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

Mr. COLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–215) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 351) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 687) to facilitate the effi-
cient extraction of mineral resources 
in southeast Arizona by authorizing 
and directing an exchange of Federal 
and non-Federal land, and for other 
purposes; providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1526) to restore employ-
ment and educational opportunities in, 
and improve the economic stability of, 
counties containing National Forest 
System land, while also reducing For-
est Service management costs, by en-
suring that such counties have a de-
pendable source of revenue from Na-
tional Forest System land, to provide a 
temporary extension of the Secure 
Rural Schools and Community Self-De-
termination Act of 2000, and for other 
purposes; providing for consideration 
for the Bill (H.R. 3102) to amend the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008, and for 
other purposes; and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THE JOINT RESOLUTION, H.J. 
RES. 59 CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS RESOLUTION, 2014 

Mr. COLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–216) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 352) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 59) mak-
ing continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

b 2115 

REVIEWING THE BASICS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. FOR-
TENBERRY) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 
this morning, I met with a group of Ne-
braskans, as we do every week. It’s 
called the Nebraska Breakfast. It’s 
about a 70-year tradition that we have 
here in the Congress where the House 
Members and the Senators get to-
gether. We’ve been doing that decade 
after decade. It’s a wonderful way to 
welcome people to Washington and one 
of the highlights of our week. What we 

do as a delegation is talk about the 
issues of the day and hear from our 
constituents as well. 

This morning, Mr. Speaker, I thought 
it might be important to just review a 
few basics. Some of the terminology 
and some of the language that we 
throw around here with great ease is 
often, I think, disconnected from peo-
ple out there in the country—words 
and phrases like continuing resolu-
tions; the Affordable Care Act, known 
as ObamaCare; sequestration, and debt 
limits. The reason that I point all this 
out is there is a convergence of all of 
these factors right now that is creating 
the great debate and this moment of 
drama in the United States Congress. 

So let’s take those one at a time. 

First of all, the continuing resolu-
tion. What does that mean? Well, each 
year, if it worked in an ideal fashion 
and a proper fashion, the President 
submits a budget to Congress. Congress 
can take that budget up or not. The 
House passes a budget. The Senate 
passes its own budget. The two are rec-
onciled. We set a budgetary goal, and 
then the appropriations committees go 
to work on various aspects of funding 
the government, whether that’s the De-
fense Department, military services, 
labor and health and human services, 
transportation, financial, agriculture 
support, and the rest of the so-called 
appropriations bills. Basically, the 
budget sets up a fence and then the ap-
propriations bills divide up how that 
money is to be spent each year. That, 
again, is in an ideal world, which has 
become very broken of late. 

When Congress cannot seem to get a 
budget agreement between the House 
and Senate, we come to the end of the 
fiscal year, which ends this September, 
and we have to figure out a way to fund 
the government going forward or else 
it shuts down. When the government 
shuts down, there is the potential for 
planes not to fly, trains not to run, and 
veterans not to get their services. It’s 
not a proper way to govern. It’s not 
good for the country to have this un-
certainty looming out there. We want 
to do everything we can to try to avoid 
a government shutdown while moving 
forward on fiscally responsible policies 
that return us to what we call ‘‘regular 
order’’ here and try to get back in 
place a system of governance that 
gives some proper planning horizons 
for the communities at large out there 
across America and brings it back into 
an orderly process here. 

So if we are not able to pass a budg-
et, the continuing resolution is a vote 
by both the Senate and the House as to 
how to move forward either in a tem-
porary fashion or a long-term fashion 
based upon what current government 
policies are. 

The frustration here is that each 
year of late we’ve been going through 
all of these difficult decisionmaking 
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processes, particularly through the ap-
propriations process, about which pro-
grams are important, which are nec-
essary public policies to help bring es-
sential services to the American peo-
ple, and which programs are older, an-
tiquated, no longer effective and should 
either be reduced or eliminated. 

We’ve gone through a number of 
those processes this year; but because 
of the disagreements between the two 
bodies, because of the deep philo-
sophical divide in this Chamber, we 
have not been able to find a resolution 
that gets us to what we call regular 
order—passing appropriations bills 
under a budgetary framework. So now 
we are faced with a continuing resolu-
tion—the decision as to how to fund 
the government, moving forward, ei-
ther for a short term—a month or 2, 
maybe a few weeks, or even a few 
days—or long term. 

The continuing resolution means we 
just pick up government where it is 
and move it forward, basically spend-
ing the same amount of money that we 
did last year and not getting any of the 
reforms. So it might come to that, but 
that’s an unfortunate way to govern. 
And I know it’s adding cynicism, Mr. 
Speaker, in the American people’s per-
spective as they watch this deep philo-
sophical divide play itself out on the 
House floor and seemingly not being 
able to get anything constructively de-
cided. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m from Nebraska. We 
have a saying, Let’s get ’er done. I 
think that’s what most Americans 
want. Let’s find a constructive way, a 
proper and balanced way, to appro-
priately reduce spending in areas that 
are necessary to do so, perhaps even 
the right type of tax reform to get this 
fiscal house in order. 

Now why is this important? Well, we 
have a $600-plus billion deficit this 
year. Year after year, because we’ve 
had these deficits, we’ve piled up debt. 
There’s now $17 trillion of debt. By 
some measures, it’s approximating the 
size of the output of the entire econ-
omy. It’s a real red flag. 

That’s why it is so imperative that 
this body strive to work together, 
again, in a constructive manner, to fig-
ure out the right type of spending and 
tax policies that deliver essential serv-
ices, reduce the overspending, increase 
accountability in effective and smart 
government and delivery of policy, 
while also having a fairer and simpler 
Tax Code. That should be the objective, 
and I think it is for most Members 
here. But, unfortunately, the system is 
working very dysfunctionally at the 
moment and we’re going to be faced 
with eleventh-hour decisions as to how 
to fund the government in the short 
term so that it doesn’t shut down. 
That’s called the continuing resolu-
tion. 

Complicating that this year is the 
whole debate about the future of health 
care in America. A couple of years ago, 
the Affordable Care Act was passed. I 
did not support it. It’s now known as 

ObamaCare. We do need the right type 
of health care reform in our country— 
a health care reform that is going to 
improve health care outcomes while re-
ducing costs. I think most Americans 
are beginning to see and realize this 
now because it’s hitting them and it’s 
hurting them. Instead, what we have in 
the new health care bill is a shift to 
more unsustainable costs and an ero-
sion of health care liberties, and a sig-
nificant amount of Americans are ex-
periencing not affordable care but an 
escalating cost of their premiums. 

Now, there’s some components of the 
health care law that I think are rea-
sonable; and as we move forward, we 
should retain them, such as keeping 
kids on health insurance up to the age 
of 26. I supported that policy before the 
health care bill. Removing caps on 
health insurance in case a family 
would cap out, that doesn’t save the 
system any money. The family simply 
has to go find another job and an insur-
ance provider, creating great duress. 
That doesn’t make sense. Appro-
priately dealing with the problem of 
preexisting conditions. There have 
been a number of Americans who were 
priced out of the insurance market, 
who could not find affordable, quality 
insurance. And that’s a real crack in 
our market system, so that it’s nec-
essary that public policy deal with 
that. 

But what we’ve gotten instead is a 
massive turning over of our entire 
health care system. It’s creating havoc. 
Prices are going up. People aren’t sure 
as to whether or not they can keep 
their doctor or their health care plan. 
Some people are experiencing unem-
ployment as companies either don’t ex-
pand or have to reduce numbers be-
cause they want to get under the 
threshold by which they have to pro-
vide health insurance for their employ-
ees. And some employees are having re-
duced hours. This is a very big prob-
lem. 

Another component of this is that 
the President and the administration 
have exempted certain entities. Re-
cently, the implementation of the busi-
ness demand that they provide health 
care has been delayed. It’s really not 
fair because individuals are saying, if 
you can delay the business mandate, 
the corporate mandate, why not the in-
dividual mandate? 

The fullness of ObamaCare, the Af-
fordable Care Act, is coming into full 
force very shortly. So this is colliding 
as well with our budgetary discussion, 
and it’s creating dramatic dynamics as 
we end the month here at the end of 
the fiscal year. 

The other aspect of this is called se-
questration. A couple of years ago, we 
were in a very similar situation in 
which we were faced with raising the 
debt ceiling—and I’ll return to that 
Washington phrase in a moment—or 
not. A special committee was set up to 
review the Tax Code and to review 
spending, and they were going to come 
up with a process by which there was a 

fair and balanced approach to spending 
and taxes going forward. 

But that supercommittee failed. The 
incentive for them to act in a construc-
tive manner was something called ‘‘se-
questration,’’ which is the implementa-
tion of automatic budget cuts, pri-
marily affecting the defense of our 
country, and what we call nondefense 
discretionary spending. 

Nondefense discretionary spending is 
basically everything else the govern-
ment does, other than the defense and 
veterans and retirement and health se-
curity programs—basically, Social Se-
curity, Medicare, and Medicaid. So a 
third of the entire budget is what is 
being affected by sequestration, and 
many Members of Congress have seen 
the furloughs in their districts and cut-
backs on vital programs. 

I think there’s widespread support, 
particularly where I come from, on, 
again, ensuring that we have the right 
type of spending reductions while there 
is also a proper delivery of important 
essentials. We have to do this in a 
smart manner. The sequestration does 
it across the board. It’s a very clumsy, 
awkward way to do this. It’s not judi-
cious. It’s not using discretion. It’s not 
taking the best judgment through our 
normal processes of considering a budg-
et and appropriations bills and saying, 
that program may have been good at 
one time, but it no longer fits modern 
needs. Let’s get rid of it and save that 
money and bring down spending or 
apply it to something new that’s inno-
vative that can really help people. 

That’s what sequestration is doing. 
That’s what it did this year. Because 
that supercommittee failed to meet its 
goal, there were automatic budgetary 
reductions put in place. They will con-
tinue unless, again, we can come to an 
agreement as to how we replace seques-
tration with a more prudent form of 
spending reduction that would hope-
fully be coupled, again, with the right 
type of tax reform. 

Let me talk about that fourth Wash-
ington phrase, those two words, the 
‘‘debt ceiling.’’ We used to never hear 
much about this. The debt ceiling was 
something that kind of came and went. 
Congress has to give the authority to 
the President to go out and borrow 
money. Usually, that was automatic; 
but because our debt has gotten so 
large, so severe, at $17 trillion, most 
Members of Congress are saying this is 
so severe that it demands creative 
thinking and bold resolve, or else we 
will undermine not only our economic 
well-being but also national security. 

Now, how so? What does $17 trillion 
of debt mean? 

Mr. Speaker, we are a people that 
self-governs. This debt is not sitting 
out there as somebody else’s problem. 
It’s America’s problem. So if you di-
vided it all up between every man, 
woman, and child in this country, 
every one of us would have to write a 
check for $53,000 in order to pay off the 
current debt. 

Now, that doesn’t even consider the 
projection of debt in the future based 
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upon the way in which current spend-
ing programs are constructed. If we 
take the present value of the future ob-
ligations of programs as they are now 
written, the debt would so accelerate 
that each person in America right now, 
if nothing changes, would owe $300,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I have five children. 
There are seven of us in the family. Ob-
viously, I can’t afford a check to the 
government for $2.1 million to take 
care of my share of this obligation; nor 
can most Americans. Something has to 
change. It will take bold resolve and 
constructive commitment to fair and 
balanced outcomes both on the spend-
ing side as well as the Tax Code ledger 
side. 

If we don’t do this, Mr. Speaker, 
what are the consequences if we don’t 
deal with this debt successfully? By the 
way, it can’t be done overnight. It’s too 
big. That would be too disruptive to do 
it overnight. But we have to set a path-
way in which we are committed to seri-
ously reducing this debt and getting 
the fiscal house in order, turning this 
battleship around. 

The consequences are really three-
fold if we don’t. First of all, it’s a form 
of future taxation. We’re forcing the 
children of the future to pay for the 
way in which we’re living now. It’s fun-
damentally unjust, unfair. 

Secondly, a lot of this high level of 
debt is held by foreign countries such 
as China. What does that mean? That 
is a shift of the assets of this country— 
what we own—into the hands of other 
people. We get all worried that China is 
undertaking a military expansion. 
We’ve sent a heck of a lot of manufac-
turing over there, sent a lot of our 
economy over there. They make the 
stuff; we buy the stuff. They have the 
cash. We run up debt; they buy our 
debt. 

b 1930 

It’s a very dysfunctional marriage. 
But the consequences are, over time, 
that is a shift of what we own in this 
country into the hands of a place like 
China. 

And where does that money go? Well, 
there is a ruling elite that’s doing pret-
ty well there. There’s a hybrid com-
munist-capitalistic system that doesn’t 
seem to be very interested in the no-
tion of private property rights and 
human rights, doesn’t seem to be ad-
vancing very fast in this regard. 

So this economic liberalization, you 
would hope, over time would help bring 
about the focus on fundamental human 
rights and human dignity. But it has 
certainly empowered a wealthy elite, 
and it’s being plowed back into mili-
tary infrastructure buildup. 

So our debt is a national security 
problem. Because we hear that the Chi-
nese, for instance, are expanding their 
navy, expanding their nuclear arsenal. 
So what is our response? We’ll send 
more ships into the Pacific. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is also a re-
sponse that needs to be had and that 
we need to work diligently and quickly 

and boldly with clear resolve, ideally 
in a bipartisan manner because this is 
an American problem. This really isn’t 
about politics, Mr. Speaker. This is 
about principle. This is about partici-
pation in the future welfare of our 
country, regaining our balance, regain-
ing our strength. This should transcend 
the partisan political divide. We’ll have 
a big debate about, again, what are the 
appropriate areas to reduce and what’s 
the right type of tax balance. Fine. But 
we should all be committed to getting 
to this goal to quickly reverse this 
trend, which has severe economic and 
national security consequences. 

The third problem with all this debt 
is it’s potentially inflationary. Now, we 
have a very expansive liquidity policy 
going on right now, basically buying up 
our debt. The consequences over time 
could be a further unleashing of infla-
tionary impacts, which is a form of 
taxation, a regressive form of taxation. 
It hits the poor the hardest, those who 
are on fixed incomes, seniors the hard-
est. It is grossly unfair. People who are 
not in a position in life to adjust 
prices, if you will, and so that creates 
a further form of taxation on those 
who are least able to handle it. 

So this is why, Mr. Speaker, this debt 
problem is so severe. We’re bumping up 
in the near term against this debt ceil-
ing limit. Now, again, what does that 
mean? 

Congress has to give the administra-
tion authority to borrow more money. 
Now, the last time we did this, we ac-
tually reduced spending by more than 
an amount that we borrowed. That was 
the plan, again, trying to get to this in 
a manner that is not disruptive but ac-
tually begins to reduce the spending in 
a necessary fashion by more than the 
amount that we continue to borrow. 
It’s a slow walk toward a better situa-
tion. 

We may end up there now, I don’t 
know, but this is one of these dynamics 
that’s sitting out there, along with the 
continuing resolution, the future of 
health care in this country, called 
ObamaCare, the sequestration, dealing 
with these automatic cuts if we don’t 
figure out a constructive way to budget 
and to appropriate. And then the debt 
ceiling, in which we have to have a 
plan to basically continue to pull down 
this very, very large burdensome debt 
and all of its economic as well as na-
tional security consequences. Mr. 
Speaker, we must do this, and we must 
do it now. 

So I would urge all of my colleagues, 
let’s transcend the partisan divide 
here. We’re going to have differences. 
We all come from districts with par-
ticular perspectives. We have different 
philosophical ideas as to how to ap-
proach government. Some people want 
more investment at the Federal level. 
Those of us who believe in the sole 
principle called subsidiarity, where 
those closest to a problem or oppor-
tunity should be empowered to solve 
the problem or seize the opportunity— 
Federalism, as it used to be known. 

That has been the robust way in which 
America gained such economic prowess 
in the world and was a leader and con-
tinues to be a leader for so many peo-
ple who desire the nature of a system 
like ours that is rooted in this cultural 
ideal that each person has inherent 
dignity and rights and also has respon-
sibility—even responsibility—for gov-
ernment. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we’re going to have 
quite a bit of drama, I’m afraid, in the 
coming days and weeks. Let’s hope it 
doesn’t add cynicism to the deepening 
cynicism toward our institution. Peo-
ple in America have entrusted us to 
represent them, to make judgments on 
their behalf. I think most people in 
America want something constructive 
done, something that’s fair, that’s not 
done in an emergency, 11th-hour sce-
nario, that doesn’t disrupt economic 
well-being because it’s either too dra-
matic or too harsh or done at the last 
minute, that takes a little bit longer 
view, gets past the politics of the mo-
ment and takes a longer view as to 
what’s right and good for America. 

Mr. Speaker, the people who came be-
hind us, who sacrificed so much to 
build what we have, don’t they deserve 
our best? Don’t they deserve a commit-
ment to these higher ideals? Because 
our economic well-being is tied to our 
ability to work constructively and cre-
atively together to get this fiscal house 
together, to get it on the right track, 
to appropriately reduce spending while 
also delivering smart public policies 
that are effective in helping people 
across this country, that revitalizes 
our economic strength, that takes the 
duress off of communities where people 
can’t find jobs and can’t find work, 
that creates a fairer Tax Code that’s 
less convoluted, that’s a little bit sim-
pler, where you don’t have to have an 
army of lawyers and accountants to 
figure out ways around it. That’s what 
we ought to be focused on. That’s what 
we need to get done. That’s what I 
think our people are demanding from 
us. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to share these thoughts with 
you and my colleagues. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for September 12 until Sep-
tember 20 on account of attending to 
family acute medical care and hos-
pitalization. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 36 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 19, 2013, at 10 
a.m. for morning-hour debate. 
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