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Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Yes. You don’t
have to answer that because, the mo-
ment you answer, there will be an
army of paid lobbyists, people running
ads in your district, probably now beat-
ing the crap out of me on social
media—

Mr. ROY. Yes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT.—because, when it
is that sort of money, you know they
are going to—

You also saw the articles 3 weeks ago
in The Wall Street Journal. There is
criminal investigations now going on.
Justice Department now is diving into
these folks, so there is more going on
here.

I will argue, Mr. Roy—and some of
our friends who are fiscal conservatives
but also want to modernize the deliv-
ery of services, help me. We have spent
almost a year diving into the data.
What would happen if fixing these mis-
alignments, the waste and fraud—actu-
ally, it doesn’t get us where we need to
be, but it starts moving us in the right
direction.

Mr. ROY. I will yield back.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Roy, I think
I am actually against my time, so I am
going to do that moment.

I am going to first apologize to the
folks who had to try to take our words
down for talking too fast, for the poor
Speaker who had to sit here and listen
to this, and to my staff who is now
going to have to write lots of apology
letters for all the people who I have
just hurt their feelings.

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

————

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. ROY of Texas
was recognized for 30 minutes.)

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT). We have engaged in a col-
loquy on his time. I am going to start
my 30 minutes. He, of course, is wel-
come to stick around a little bit if he
wants.

I am going to just jump off from
where he started, or I am going to start
from where he left off, and that is to
talk about what we are debating on the
floor right now, which is the reconcili-
ation bills that we are debating in the
House and in the Senate as we speak.

For the average viewer out there,
you don’t understand what we are talk-
ing about. Let me put it in basic terms.
The reconciliation process is a part of
the Budget Control Act, which basi-
cally gives us the ability to reconcile
current policies with what we are deal-
ing with, with respect to our spending,
debt, and deficits. We have to make
that all add up, and we are supposed to
do that in a way that would yield def-
icit neutrality or deficit reduction.
That is the general purpose of why we
have reconciliation.

Reconciliation, though, because
there is a 60-vote threshold in the Sen-
ate and that means that certain poli-
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cies that the majority wants to get in
place in the House and the Senate if
they control both Chambers, often hit
resistance by the minority party in the
Senate, that then reconciliation is used
to end-run what we call the filibuster—
even though it is really just a 60-vote
threshold, end-run that in order to get
policy even though we are supposedly
not doing policy on reconciliation.

That is how stupid your Congress is,
America. That is how you are devel-
oping policy: through a bunch of ar-
cane procedures, some of which are
great and designed to have cooling ef-
fects, and some of which are really stu-
pid.

Yet, what we are doing is trying to
find every which way possible to avoid
accountability and responsibility, and
that is, as I have been putting it
around here to reporters and getting
reported out, to do basic math because
that is, in fact, our obligation, is to do
basic math.

Unfortunately, a whole bunch of my
colleagues on the Democratic side of
the aisle and a whole bunch of my col-
leagues on the Republican side of the
aisle refuse to do basic math. They
want to say that, through magic fairy
dust and through money trees, they
can just wish away the reality that we
are going to have a certain amount of
inflows and a certain amount of out-
flows every year. Do you want to know
why we are $37 trillion in debt, or soon
to be? That is why.

Now, we are having a big debate,
America, on what we should do in this
so-called reconciliation process. We are
going to have tax policy in there that
is going to affect our tax revenues to
the government but, more importantly,
affect the tax bill you receive.

Let me stipulate for the record that
when I am attacked a lot in the coming
weeks for saying, allegedly, I want to
have taxes go up, I am emphatically for
cutting taxes. I would like to zero out
the tax code, eliminate the income tax,
and get rid of the IRS. I would like to
do all of those things, and I have legis-
lation to do it.

I will vote for tax cuts, but I refuse
to ignore math. If you are going to do
a certain amount of tax cuts, which
will create a certain amount of eco-
nomic growth, yes, you still have to
model how much revenue will come
into the Treasury versus how much you
are spending because my Republican
colleagues love to spend.

They campaign on tax cuts. They de-
liver on most of the tax cuts. They
campaigned on balancing the budget
and cutting spending, and never do it,
ever, in the history of ever, with the
possible exception of the late 1990s
when the Gingrich Republicans, com-
bined with Clinton and, by the way, a
dot-com economic explosion, to deliver
us a balanced budget. They did it
through welfare reform and through
some spending constraint. That is the
only time in modern history when we
have done it.

Here is the problem. This chart
shows you what we are dealing with. A

H1801

whole lot of people are saying: Well,
CHIP, you and all of these fiscal hawks,
these fiscal conservatives, you guys
want to do all of these massive cuts,
and we can’t do it. It is crazy what you
want to do.

Let me be clear what we are talking
about. We are currently running close
to $2 trillion deficits. If we do all of the
crazy stuff we are trying to do, we will
be running what? Close to $2 trillion
deficits. That is the truth. That is what
the models show. That is what we
know.

Look here. These are the projections
of the way things will be if we do noth-
ing.
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The blue line, we do nothing this
year. We let the tax cuts expire, taxes
go up—let me repeat, I am against
that—taxes go up, revenues are pro-
jected to do what they do, and we will
have the amount of debt over the next
10 years we see here growing from al-
most $30-something trillion all the way
up to $60 trillion.

What do these other lines represent?
The orange lines are the House bill.
The red lines are the Senate bill. We
just did a thing where we combined the
House and the Senate bill into one
budget. We are now negotiating that,
and this is all yet to be determined.

Why am I saying all this? No one
wants to read all of this. Nobody is
going to pay attention to a chart. All
of my staff and everybody says, ‘“‘Don’t
use charts on the floor. Just go down
and say things that will get clipped and
sent around.” Let me try to say some-
thing that will get clipped and sent
around.

Even if the House Republicans are
successful in working with the Presi-
dent and the Senate to achieve the $1.5
trillion to $2 trillion in spending re-
straint over the 10-year budget window,
which is a mere $150 billion to $200 bil-
lion a year, even if we are successful,
we are going to massively increase the
debt in the United States all the way
to pushing well over $50 trillion by the
end of this budget window. That is it. If
we fail, then debt will go up a little
higher.

We have an obligation to do better.
Everything we are fighting for right
now in the House is for crumbs. I
haven’t decided whether I will vote for
it or not vote for it. Why? Because I am
one vote. Out of 220 Republicans, I am
one vote, and I have to figure out how
we build a majority and how the Sen-
ate builds a majority and then work
with the White House to get a bill
signed. I recognize that.

There is a limit that I can accept. I
just want the whole world to tell me,
should I vote for a bill if we are suc-
cessful at fighting for what we are
fighting for on Medicaid reforms, on
unwinding the student loans, on cut-
ting waste, fraud, and abuse, on finding
savings and fees on illegal aliens here
so that we can pay for continued en-
forcement of the law at the border? If
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we are successful for all of those things
in terms of revenues and expenses, I am
still going to burden my Kkids and
grandkids with over $50 trillion in debt.

What does that mean? It means more
interest. It means likely higher infla-
tion because, at some point, we can’t
afford this. That is the fundamental
question.

Now, I have a bunch of my col-
leagues, to the point of the gentleman
from Arizona, running around saying
that we can’t touch Medicaid. Why
can’t we? Medicaid was expanded under
ObamaCare, which we all opposed, and
the Medicaid expansion was a big rea-
son why we opposed it. Why can we
now not demand reforms to the broken
pieces of ObamaCare that expanded
Medicaid such that we are giving 90
percent Federal match to the able-bod-
ied, the people who are not the most
vulnerable, compared to the vulnerable
population who only get 50 to 60 to 70
percent? Why would we do that? Why
would we give more to Medicaid recipi-
ents than Medicare recipients, which
we often do?

Why would we continue to allow
States like California and other States
to game the system, to get Federal dol-
lars sent back in a money-laundering
scheme, as has been reported widely by
The Wall Street Journal and others?
They are openly and knowingly doing
it. Why wouldn’t we fix that?

Why wouldn’t we apply eligibility
rules and work requirements, combined
with lowering that abusive Federal
match rate subsidizing blue States to
game the system when they are using
Federal borrowed money to prop up
their weak State budget? Why wouldn’t
we fix that?

I don’t have a single constituent I
know who thinks we ought to continue
doing that. Even more so, my col-
leagues are running around giving in to
these arguments that we are somehow
cutting Medicaid. That is a lie.

We could have a debate about wheth-
er we should actually reduce Medicaid
and give more money in other places or
free up the States to provide better
service or empower Americans to go
get the doctor of their choice and be
able to afford healthcare without hav-
ing an employer- or government-pro-
vided, insurance-run bureaucratic sys-
tem enriching insurance bureaucrats
and pharma and hospitals because that
is what we have.

We don’t have free healthcare any-
where in this country. The freest coun-
try in the world, and we do not have
the freedom to go to the doctor of our
choice. We don’t. The average family in
this country is paying $25,000 a year to
go to insurance bureaucrats to tell
them what handful of doctors they can
go to, what lousy deductible they get,
what ridiculous copay they have.

I have a constituent who died from
cancer last year who couldn’t go to MD
Anderson because she was covered
under ObamaCare. Think about that,
covered under ObamaCare, sick with
cancer, can’t go to the best cancer hos-
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pital in the world 2 hours from her
house. That is your healthcare system,
and we won’t touch Medicaid.

Our budget contemplates Medicaid
going up 25 percent. I am not going to
say whether that is good or bad, but
can we at least just have the backbone
as the Republican Party to not allow
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle and the media to say that we are
cutting Medicaid when we are increas-
ing Medicaid spending? I mean, it is
mind-boggling that we allow that nar-
rative to set in on a program that is
broken, that has a trillion dollars of
improper payments, that is rife with
abuse.

What are we here for? I mean, that
would be my question for my Repub-
lican colleagues. Why did you run for
office? Because I don’t recall Repub-
licans running on a big platform of:
The government is the solution to all
your problems. I don’t remember grow-
ing up as a child of the eighties listen-
ing to Ronald Reagan or, frankly, lis-
tening to President Trump’s speeches
saying, man, we really love govern-
ment bureaucracy and all the great
things it does for the people.

Nobody runs on that. Not a single Re-
publican has run on increasing deficits.
Every single Republican has run on
balancing the budget. Yet, every year,
we vote for more spending. Every year,
we vote for more debt. Every year, we
increase deficits and add to the debt,
every single year.

I want to get right to the chase here
because, for the last 2 months, some of
us have been willing to walk out and
say that we will not vote for the tax
cut extensions if we don’t get spending
restrained. I am getting lots of Repub-
licans around town who like to stir the
pot and go and say, ‘“‘You are going to
vote for a tax increase, are you, CHIP?
Oh, we are going to hit you hard. We
will come after you for voting for tax
increases,” but they won’t say a thing
about voting for the inflation tax in-
crease on every American family while
they run to the hills on spending re-
strained because they won’t do it. That
is the truth.

I didn’t come to this town for more of
the same. The men and women who
walked into a wall of bullets at Nor-
mandy didn’t do it so we could have $50
trillion of debt and destroy our own
country from within. That is what is
happening.

This country is weaker because the
very individuals entrusted to defend
her, defend the Constitution, and be re-
sponsible stewards of the Treasury
have failed them and continue to fail
them.

Let me be very clear about the budg-
et we are talking about right now. We
see what happens to the debt under our
budgets. They go way up, but I am not
accounting for the other things. What
are those other things? This budget,
the House budget, assumes that we are
able to figure out how to hold what we
call discretionary spending flat.

I don’t know if the Speaker, who is
the only other person in the Chamber
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with me, believes that we will hold dis-
cretionary spending flat, but history
would say we wouldn’t. Our budget as-
sumes that we hold discretionary
spending flat. That is Defense, DOJ,
DHS, all the spending on all the var-
ious programs in Commerce, and go
down the list.

What else? I read a story yesterday
that because of tariff policy—by the
way, I support the President using tar-
iff policy to isolate China, restructure
our worldwide trade that is being
abused by friend and foe, but I just
read a story yesterday that they are
planning on how to bail out farmers
from tariffs.

Remember, 7 years ago, we had to
spend $25 billion to $30 billion, $35 bil-
lion to bail out farmers for tariffs. This
last December, we spent, I don’t know,
$30 billion or something in a supple-
mental bailing out farmers. What hap-
pens when we need more money for
California wildfires, or what happens
when there is a hurricane that hits
Florida or, apparently, North Carolina
or Tennessee? Is that $5 billion, $20 bil-
lion, $30 billion, $50 billion? You see,
Congress doesn’t have the ability to
say no to spending.

Let’s bring it all back. Should I vote
for a reconciliation package that will
almost certainly guarantee $1.5 trillion
to $2 trillion of deficit spending be-
cause I am getting certain crumbs in
cuts in certain committees, and the
only reason that I have gotten said
crumbs was because we threatened to
stop the extension of the tax cuts in
order to force the question on spend-
ing?

Look, I want to absolutely applaud
the great work of a whole lot of com-
mittee chairs and my Republican col-
leagues for the work that they have
done to identify spending restraint and
savings. Education, they found a bunch
of savings. I can go through committee
by committee. Last night, we added a
lot of fees to pay for border security
and stuff in the Judiciary Committee.
There are other things we could do.

The math is still going to have to be
math. We are going to spend about an-
other $300 billion in this bill for defense
and border security. That is another
$300 billion. We are going to find sav-
ings of allegedly $1.5 trillion over 10
years, so that is $150 billion a year.
What that means is we are already in
the hole.

By 2035, the United States will be
spending more on interest per year
than all Federal programs, aside from
Social Security. Right now, Federal
debt is so large that 40 percent of all
personal income taxes go to paying in-
terest on the Federal debt. Think
about that. We have over a trillion dol-
lars a year in interest.

Spending drives inflation. In 2024, the
typical American family needed an
extra $17,000 a year to maintain the
same standard of living as January
2021.

We have
budget, our

increased spending,
Federal budget,

our
from
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roughly $3.6 trillion or so in 2015 to al-
most $7 trillion now. That is an 80 per-
cent increase.

Does anybody alive think that we
can sustain this? Do any of my col-
leagues, Republican or Democrat,
think that we can sustain this? Does
anybody alive right now in the Cham-
ber, if they are in the complex and
haven’t hopped on a plane to fly home
because we had our final vote on a
Thursday morning and we are going to
come back on a Monday night in our
usual way of doing things in the
swamp, not doing what we should do,
does anybody believe that this is going
to save the fiscal health of America?

Like I said, I haven’t decided if T am
going to vote for it or against it. That
depends on a lot of variables—the Infla-
tion Reduction Act to actually repeal
the ridiculous subsidizing, enriching
the Chinese and enriching billion-dol-
lar corporations, and undermining our
energy security.

Do we have the resources necessary
to secure the border and the fees to pay
for it? Are we putting in the provisions
that we ought to be putting in there to
guarantee that we are going to have
the President be able to carry out his
campaign promises to remove aliens?
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Are we going to have trans-
formational reform to Medicaid so we
eliminate the ridiculous 90-percent

subsidy of the able-bodied while we are
giving a much lower rate of 50 to 70
percent to the vulnerable population?

Are we going to continue to allow the
provider taxes and the gaming of the
system, the money laundering that is
allowing money to go to California to
be gamed and to be doled out to illegal
aliens and put in their general budget
as they openly brag, or are we going to
fix that?

Are we going to fix the debacle that
is the higher education system? Are we
going to restrain their ability to abuse
Federal grants, student loan subsidies,
or are we going to continue to sub-
sidize Harvard, Yale, Cal Berkeley, the
University of Texas at Austin, and the
University of Virginia, both my alma
maters? I don’t care. I would cut them
off and take away their money.

Are we going to continue to do as I
heard, which is to create additional
taxes on cars, or are we going to fix it?

Literally, in order to pay for the
Coast Guard and air traffic control, I
heard that the T&I Committee, they
were poised to put a vehicle tax on
every vehicle in America. Limited gov-
ernment, constitutional Republicans
were going to tax your car. We fought
and said that is a bad idea. So they got
rid of the tax, the $560 tax or $20 tax,
whatever it was, on internal combus-
tion engine cars.

By the way, we are subsidizing EVs
and hybrids and so forth in order to get
the internal combustion engine off the
street, but now we are going to tax the
EVs that we are subsidizing, unless we
repeal the Inflation Reduction Act.
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These are the tangled webs that we
weave in a government in which politi-
cians promise to give away free stuff.
As I have said before, we are not the
United States House of free stuff. You
can’t just print money and give it to
people and say, oh, we will take care of
your problems. Yet, that is what we do.

Our best case scenario if we pass this
reconciliation package is still $560 tril-
lion in debt in 10 years. That is lit-
erally the best case scenario. I think it
is much worse, especially if our inter-
est is going up and we refinance our
debt at higher rates, which seems like-
ly, but here we are just nibbling around
the edges begging for crumbs. Please,
oh, please, please give me $150 billion a
year in savings on a $7 trillion annual
budget, up almost twice in a decade,
bloated and expanded under COVID,
bloated and expanded under both Dem-
ocrat and Republican regimes.

We have had an extraordinary first
100 days. The President has turned this
ship around. We are securing borders.
Apprehensions are down 94 percent. We
are resetting our position on the world
stage, diplomatically, economically.
We are rebuilding our military, which
was being decimated by the previous
administration, unwinding DEI, root-
ing out waste, fraud, and abuse in gov-
ernment, firing bureaucrats, identi-
fying all the things that ought to be
cut, and that is a good thing.

In Congress, my colleagues are doing
some good things. We have passed some
good bills that are hitting a wall in the
Senate: the SAVE Act, the injunctions
bill, a bunch of CRAs to undo the dam-
age of the Biden administration. We
passed five this week to undo the dam-
age of the EV mandates.

We have got to stay on offense, and
we can and we are doing a lot of great
things, but this reconciliation bill, at a
bare minimum, can do no harm, and
literally that is what we are begging
for, when we are trying to fight for $1.5
trillion in spending reductions, not
even cuts. I want to be clear. I will re-
mind everybody about Medicaid. Med-
icaid, there it is. It is going up 25 per-
cent in our budget, for better or worse.
I can make arguments, but it is going
up.

Can we at least speak the truth that
it is going up? We are begging for
crumbs to get $1.5 trillion in reductions
over 10 years. We are going to spend $86
trillion over the next 10 years. We are
just trying to save $1.5 trillion of that
massive increase for crumbs to have $50
trillion of debt at the end of that rain-
bow.

I hope we will come together. I hope
we will unite to deliver a product that
is worthy of support. I have not decided
whether I will be able to support it. We
will find out whether it has what is
needed.

HONORING THE LIFE OF DIANA DENMAN

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, I do want to
take one second before I yield to my
friend from California to honor a dear
friend of mine who passed away a cou-
ple weeks ago, Diana Denman.
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Often called the godmother of the
Texas Republican Party, she passed
away on April 17 at the age of 91.

I don’t do a lot of the floor speeches
on individuals because I feel like if I do
them for one or two and I don’t do
them for everybody that I represent
that gets tough. Obviously, veterans,
police officers, there are things that
rise to the occasion.

Diana was a legendary mentor not
just to me but to many of my friends,
many of the people that work for me,
many of my staff. She played a major
role in the political evolution in Texas
where Texas went from a historic
southern Democrat State to a bastion
of conservative Republican politics and
a warrior for freedom across the globe.

I was proud to have her support, but
more importantly, I was proud to have
her friendship. She worked closely with
some of my dear friends in politics and
former bosses like Senator TED CRUZ
and Governor Rick Perry, both of
whom are dear friends of mine.

She led a storied life. She rode her
horse into the lobby of The Mayflower
Hotel in Washington, D.C. She acted in
Hollywood where she would go on to
meet future President Reagan when
she was in Hollywood in that Golden
Age. She held many positions in the
Reagan administration in the 1980s,
and she stood strong against the Soviet
Union and Soviet aggression around
the globe. She was truly one of the last
cold warriors, and I mean that in all of
the right and good ways.

As a child of the 1980s, I consider my-
self a proud cold warrior and believe
very much that we need to stand
against aggression in the same way
President Reagan stood against that
aggression and stood for freedom and
as a beacon of hope around the world.
I think we can learn from that era, as
I learned from Diana, about doing
things with peace through strength.

I will miss Diana, and she will be re-
membered for her fierce patriotism and
her strong convictions. She was feisty.
She was committed. She loved her
country. I thank her for her steadfast
commitment to the conservative move-
ment, to the United States, to defend-
ing our country, and in service of the
Lord almighty.

I will keep to fighting to live free,
and I will remember Diana through
those actions. I will miss her dearly, as
will many of my staff who counted her
as a mentor.

When I think of the people who have
devoted their life to the cause and they
come and they go and they pass, I am
reminded that we are here for these
fleeting moments, what will be our leg-
acy? What will be the legacy of this
generation? Are we going to put this
country back on a sustainable path?
Are we going to actually honor our
constitutional commitment to having
limited government in which people
can live free? Are we going to constrain
the appetite for unchecked spending
and the racking up of debt and the defi-
cits and the interests that are Killing
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our economy, our country, and, frank-
ly, the futures of our own children, or
are we going to choose the harder
path?

As President Reagan said in 1964, it
was a time for choosing. Frankly, we
didn’t actually heed his call. We chose
poorly. We chose the path of a massive,
bureaucratic tyrannical State. We have
empowered government; we haven’t re-
duced it. We have increased spending;
we haven’t reduced it. We should actu-
ally honor that time for choosing, and
in the memory of my good friend who
served with President Reagan let’s re-
ignite that call for a time for choosing,
to choose that path, to choose the path
of the Constitution of limited govern-
ment, of freedom, of responsible spend-
ing, and turning over this country to
our children better than we inherited.

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

———

GAS PRICES ARE LOWER FOR
EVERYONE EXCEPT CALIFORNIANS

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. KILEY of
California was recognized for 30 min-
utes.)

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, there is good news for Americans
when it comes to gas prices. They are
down about 50 cents since last year, but
unfortunately this good news does not
extend to Californians. As you can see
here, we remain a stark outlier with by
far the highest gas prices in the coun-
try.

As of just a couple days ago, gas
prices in California are 29 cents higher
than second place Hawaii, an island
State. Third place is Washington. Our
gas prices are 52 cents higher than
Washington. They are 88 cents higher
than fourth place Oregon, 94 cents
higher than fifth place Nevada, a $1.16
higher than sixth place Alaska.

This is truly astounding and is one of
the main reasons why it has become so
hard for people to get by in our State.
Now, it is no mystery why this is so:
California has by far the highest gas
tax in the country, our cap-and-trade
program adds a huge amount to the
price of each gallon, as well as the re-
quirements of our fuel blend in Cali-
fornia.

All of these taxes and regulations
combine to give California by far the
highest gas prices in the country al-
ready and now we have just learned
that another refinery is closing. So two
refineries have announced they are
shutting down in California thanks to
our insane energy policies. This cer-
tainly is not going to help matters.

It is time for Governor Newsom and
the California Legislature to restore
just a little bit of common sense when
it comes to our energy policies because
we cannot afford for these trends to
continue. Indeed, it is one of the main
reasons that people have been leaving
our State in record numbers over the
last several years.
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UPDATE ON THE HIGH-SPEED RAIL PROJECT

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I will provide an update on the non-
existent high-speed rail project in Cali-
fornia. As I have noted on this floor be-
fore, I have introduced a resolution or
legislation to cut off all future Federal
funding for California High-Speed Rail.
I was with Secretary Duffy when he an-
nounced an investigation into where
the recent Federal funding has actually
gone and I have called upon the FBI Di-
rector Kash Patel to launch an inves-
tigation into what happened to the $17
billion that has already been spent.

At this point, the cost of the project
is estimated to be about $100 billion
more than it was initially sold to the
public.

But we did get some news this week
and maybe I have been a little too un-
kind to high-speed rail.

The new CEO—and, by the way, this
is the fifth CEO—so there have been
five more CEOs than there have been
riders. Five CEOs, zero riders. But the
new CEO came out with some exciting
news. He announced that he has a goal
by the year 2045 of completing the line
going from Palmdale to Gilroy.

So let’s parse that statement, a goal
of by 2045 going from Gilroy to
Palmdale to Gilroy.

Well, 2045 is, of course, 20 years from
now. I will note that when the project
was passed in 2008, it was supposed to
be done, the entire thing, by 2020. So
the whole thing was supposed to be
done 5 years ago, but now the CEO is
saying I have got an exciting ambitious
plan. We are going to have Palmdale to
Gilroy completed in 20 years. And this
is just the goal.

There have been a number of goals in
the past, in the tortured 17-year his-
tory of this project, and they have
blown right past them, missing dead-
line after deadline with more cost over-
runs than we can even keep track of.
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Then, finally, when you look at what
his goal—which is very unlikely to ac-
tually be reached—is, it is to go from
Palmdale to Gilroy. Where are these
places?

Remember, the initial project was
supposed to ultimately go from Los
Angeles to San Francisco, the two
main population hubs of California.

Well, Palmdale is a ways away from
L.A. It is about 37 miles northeast of
Los Angeles, so if traffic is good, it will
take you an hour in your car or 2 hours
if you are using existing public trans-
portation.

Think about this. You are taking our
high-speed rail which, by the way, isn’t
going to be that fast. It will probably
be the slowest high-speed rail system
in the world if it even gets built. Then
you get out at Gilroy, and you have to
somehow have a car there and drive an-
other hour or you hop on public transit
for another 2 hours of travel just to get
into L.A.

It is similar on the north part of it.
Gilroy is 70 miles from San Francisco,
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and you would be going for at least an-
other hour, probably more, you would
certainly be driving more than an hour
after hopping off there if you actually
wanted to get into the city.

Of course, I am being facetious when
I say that this is an exciting, ambi-
tious plan. It is just another example
of why we need to end this project once
and for all. There is absolutely no rea-
son that State or Federal taxpayers
should continue to fund a project that
is going absolutely nowhere, especially
when our roads are in such bad shape,
among the worst in the entire world.

It is time to redirect this spending
toward transportation needs that will
actually improve the quality of life for
Californians.

COVERED CALIFORNIA TRACKERS

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, an investigation by CalMatters has
revealed something extremely dis-
turbing when it comes to the personal
health information of Californians.

It has been revealed that the website
of Covered California, which is the
State’s ObamaCare exchange, had a
tracker that was collecting the per-
sonal health information of Califor-
nians, and then transmitting that in-
formation for marketing purposes.

Specifically, the CalMatters inves-
tigation discovered that trackers on
the website of Covered California col-
lected and sent personal information to
Linkedin through one of the company’s
trackers called an Insight tag. This in-
formation included very personal
health information, whether the indi-
vidual was blind, disabled, pregnant,
whether they used prescription drugs,
their gender identity, whether they are
a victim of domestic abuse, how often
they sought care at inpatient or out-
patient facilities.

A spokesperson for Covered Cali-
fornia even admitted they installed
these trackers as part of a marketing
campaign, and the trackers, by the
way, were not removed until this
CalMatters report was published. This
illegal action was undertaken despite
the fact that Linkedin has publicly ad-
vised on their website that the Insight
tags ‘‘should not be installed on web
pages that collect or contain sensitive
data and that pages offering specific
health-related or financial services or
products to consumers,” that should
not be there, either.

However, despite these warnings,
Covered California proceeded. I believe
this raises a serious issue under
HIPAA, a law designed to protect the
privacy of individuals’ personal health
information.

I have written to Secretary of Health
and Human Services, Robert F. Ken-
nedy, Jr., to ask for an investigation
into what happened in California, into
how this was allowed to happen and to
any illegal violations that may have
occurred. Specifically, I am asking
Secretary Kennedy to investigate
whether Covered California violated
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