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I said earlier that one of the most 

troubling factors in this whole topic is 
the lack of urgency here in Congress. 
We don’t talk about this. We are not 
pushing for arms control. We are not 
setting goals for the total abolition of 
nuclear weapons. Instead, we are, just 
out of habit, voting in favor of military 
budgets that contribute to the prob-
lem. 

I think, at this moment, as we ap-
proach the 80th anniversaries of these 
horrible events, this is a time for us to 
step up and to do something before it is 
too late. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
commemorate and have moments of si-
lence to remind their constituencies of 
the anniversaries of the bombing of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. I urge them 
to join with us in a bipartisan way in 
doing something about it. 

George McGovern ended his debate 
with William Buckley at Yale by say-
ing this: ‘‘Many years ago, in ancient 
wisdom, it was said: I have set before 
thee two choices, life or death. There-
fore, choose life that thee and thy seed 
may live.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that is the choice I 
want the United States to make at this 
moment. I hope that we are up to the 
task, and I hope that we don’t just con-
tinue to ignore the perils of nuclear 
warfare. 

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

f 

DISMANTLING CALIFORNIA’S CITI-
ZENS REDISTRICTING COMMIS-
SION 

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

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to my friend from California (Mr. 
KILEY). 

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, in 2010, California vot-
ers overwhelmingly voted to establish 
the Citizens Redistricting Commission. 
The voters said that they wanted to 
take the process of drawing district 
lines out of the hands of politicians. 
They said that voters should choose 
their politicians, that politicians 
shouldn’t choose their voters. 

That commission has drawn our dis-
trict lines through the last two rounds 
of redistricting. Yet, the Governor of 
California has now announced a plan to 
abolish the Citizens Redistricting Com-
mission and to seize its powers for him-
self. He initially proposed simply ig-
noring the commission, ignoring the 
constitution, and overriding his maps 
with those that he and the legislature 
drew. Yet, apparently, someone told 
him that that would get immediately 
struck down in court. 

What they are now plotting is a spe-
cial election where they will use con-
fusing ballot language and other means 
of deception to try to convince voters— 
to fool voters—into dismantling the 

very independent commission that 
they recently established. 

The point of this is that the Governor 
would like to reduce the representation 
of Republicans in Congress in our State 
to 3 Members out of 52, so that Repub-
licans will hold 6 percent of the seats 
even though Republicans typically get 
over 40 percent of the vote in statewide 
elections. It could be the single most 
egregious act of corruption in the his-
tory of our State. 

Mr. Speaker, you don’t need to take 
my word for that. You can take the 
word of Common Cause, which is a 
group that typically, almost always, 
aligns with Democrats on elections and 
voting issues. Its executive director 
said: ‘‘Point blank, it is a dangerous 
move.’’ 

Or take the word of Patricia Sinay, a 
Democrat sitting on the Citizens Redis-
tricting Commission, who said: ‘‘The 
very purpose of the State’s independent 
redistricting commission is to protect 
voters from partisan power grabs like 
this. If this were to succeed, it would 
set a dangerous precedent for sup-
pressing voters across the Nation.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, this is a moment for 
every Californian and every American 
of decency, regardless of party affili-
ation, to speak out against the abject 
corruption that our Governor is at-
tempting. 
RECOGNIZING TEVIS CUP WINNERS HEATHER AND 

JEREMY REYNOLDS 
Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today to recognize Heather 
and Jeremy Reynolds, the first- and 
second-place winners of the 69th An-
nual Tevis Cup, a grueling 100-mile en-
durance trail ride from Robie Park to 
Auburn, held on July 12 of this year. 

This year’s competition proved even 
more challenging than usual, with the 
heat and rocky road providing unfor-
giving conditions for all competitors. 

b 1800 

Of the 105 entrants, only 43 were able 
to complete the ride to Auburn. How-
ever, the couple persevered through, 
crossing the finish line in 17 hours 45 
minutes. 

Over the span of more than 20 years 
of competitive riding, the two have ac-
cumulated countless awards, including 
eight Tevis Cups and five Haggin Cups. 
Despite their many accolades, the one 
challenge they had never conquered 
was crossing the finish line together. 
In this year’s competition, they did, 
crossing the finish line with their 
hands joined together, marking an as-
tounding new achievement that has 
been a goal of theirs for over two dec-
ades. 

Together, Heather and Jeremy Rey-
nolds embody perseverance, teamwork, 
and competitive excellence. Their 
achievement serves not just as per-
sonal fulfillment but also as an inspira-
tion to their peers, fellow competitors, 
and our community at large. 

It is an honor to represent remark-
able individuals such as Heather and 
Jeremy in Congress. Therefore, on be-

half of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, I proudly extend my 
heartfelt congratulations to Heather 
and Jeremy Reynolds for their excep-
tional athletic achievement at the 69th 
annual Tevis Cup and commend them 
for their unwavering dedication to the 
tradition and sport of equine endurance 
riding. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from California for his 
remarks, and as I always say to Cali-
fornians, don’t take Arizona’s water. 

Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to the 
time remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BRESNAHAN). The gentleman from Ari-
zona has 25 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
am going to try to do a run-through of 
a couple things here. I am going to try 
to walk through some economics. Then 
I am going to actually try to walk 
through some warnings that are in the 
documents that are around us that 
very few people seem to bother to read. 
Then I am going to actually do some 
things that are hopeful because I think 
sometimes I am a bit dour, and I don’t 
do enough of this. 

First off, in August, Republicans are 
going to go out and tell the morality of 
people’s taxes not going up next year. 
What we did in the reconciliation budg-
et: incentives to invest in America, to 
build new plants of equipment, for 
working people to have some things to 
actually draw them back into the labor 
force, no tax on tips, no tax on over-
time, some of these things. 

If you actually look at one of the rea-
sons those things are in there, and we 
are actually starting to see some of the 
models of the economic side, seeing 
some very optimistic things that we 
think are going to change labor force 
participation, small changes. 

The left will actually sort of do a bit 
of schizophrenia such as you cut spend-
ing over here, but too much of this 
money is borrowed. I agree too much is 
borrowed. I want to cut more spending, 
but then you attack us when we try to 
actually point out misalignment, bad 
acts. 

What was the report that just came 
out a couple days ago, where we found 
2.8 million of our brothers and sisters 
enrolled in subsidized ACA plans as 
well as Medicaid plans. 

They don’t want to talk about that 
because it screws up their pitch when 
you actually walk through what we see 
in the math. We know the American 
people believe and understand the mo-
rality and the great economics of en-
couraging those that are able-bodied, 
able to work to participate in society. 

If anyone is a geek out there—it is 
probably 4 or 5 years old—the Univer-
sity of Chicago, four of their Ph.D. 
economists wrote a brilliant paper 
talking about: If you actually ask peo-
ple to participate in society, in the 
economy, to take a job, even if you 
give them welfare or government sub-
sidies, because they have an attach-
ment to the economy, to work, at the 
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end of 10 years, those who had the work 
requirements actually end up much 
wealthier and off of government sup-
port. It is the morality of learning to 
get up, building an attachment, learn-
ing skills, and moving up in an organi-
zation. 

There was a time when it was actu-
ally the left’s ethos, that the argument 
of work is moral. Somehow that left 
the Democratic Party. 

Let’s walk through a couple things. I 
have used this board for months now. It 
will probably be the last time I use it. 
Understand baseline over the next 10 
years, according to Congressional 
Budget Office, we are going to spend 
$86 trillion. Think of the screaming and 
gnashing of teeth and protests that are 
all ginned up, you cut $800 billion from 
this, and a little bit from a couple 
other things, it was less than 2 percent 
of that spending. 

Are you telling me that the left 
doesn’t believe that if you are spending 
$86 trillion as your baseline spending, 
and understand—I am going to show 
you some of the charts and how much 
of this is basically demographics. We 
got old. Our healthcare costs money. 

I am going to show you a couple 
charts that I really want folks to un-
derstand. But for the American people, 
when you see someone from the Demo-
cratic Party behind a microphone say-
ing, they cut spending. It is this off of 
the base of this. It is the lack of under-
standing. 

One of the points that you keep try-
ing to make over and over again is, was 
it the Democrats’ plan that they want-
ed to raise taxes on everyone? Because 
that was automatic; that was coming 
at the end of this year. 

Your taxes were going up back to the 
pre-2017 tax reform. Every once in a 
while, you will get someone who says, 
well, you shouldn’t have extended the 
tax policy for the highest income. 
Okay. That is a tiny, tiny portion of 
the total dollar amount. When they 
had control of everything, they didn’t 
do it. 

But just from a point—and this is 
more for everyone to understand, par-
ticularly even staff. You see the blue 
here, nondefense/defense, every dime of 
that is borrowed. I think this year we 
will probably borrow, let’s call it, $400 
billion for Medicare. We are going to 
actually hold a contest shortly to see 
who can guess the final borrowing for 
this year. 

The economy has actually been pret-
ty good. We are tracking customs re-
ceipts. Many of you think of it as tar-
iffs. We may have another $70 billion 
on top of baseline. It is probably going 
to come at $2.2 trillion of borrowing 
this year. 

This doesn’t have the tax reform, 
many of those things built into that 
base. How do I help folks understand? 
Here is where we are already at, and 
this will make sense in a little while. 

For every dollar we take in in tax re-
ceipts, we spend $1.39. We spend $1.39 
for every dollar we take in tax receipts. 

If you saw that previous chart, you 
would have noticed that only about 24 
to 26 percent is in discretionary, what 
we really get to vote on. That is why 
we end up having to use what we call 
these reconciliation budgets. 

The 1974 Budget Control Act allows 
us to move a bill, if it has certain fiscal 
properties to it, through the Senate 
without having to get 60 votes. It is all 
a dance to deal with the 60 votes. If we 
were actually a little more honest 
about math, maybe we wouldn’t have 
to do this dance. 

Why this is important is—I am a lit-
tle freaked out because this is the 
MedPAC report. I know every Member 
of Congress has read every word of it 
because it is really important. There is 
a chart in here that if you actually 
read the footnotes—now, look, for any-
one that is paying attention, I am try-
ing to bring Medicare Advantage back 
where the incentives actually are 
about helping populations be healthier 
and not about risk scoring them that— 
it is a concentration of illness, but the 
incentives are that if populations are 
healthier, the plans can make more 
money. 

But inside here is also a great data 
point, Mr. Speaker. This year, we are 
going to spend, let’s call it, a trillion 
dollars on Medicare. 

b 1810 

How many of you would guess what 
we are going to spend in 7 years? The 
model in here says in 7 years, we go 
from $1 trillion a year on Medicare to 
$2 trillion. We double Medicare spend-
ing in 7 years. 

Now, part of that is demographics. 
Starting, functionally, 30 years ago, we 
started having a lot fewer children. So 
if we took today and stepped back 20 
years ago, we had about 35 million of 
our brothers and sisters who were 65 
years old, 30 years ago. Today, we are 
approaching about 70 million of our 
brothers and sisters who are 65 and up, 
so more than double. 

Go back 20 years ago, the number of 
18 years olds we had is pretty much the 
same as the number of 18 year olds we 
have today. Next year, the number of 
18 year olds goes down, the year after 
that it goes down, and the year after 
that it goes down. 

Is that Republican or Democrat or is 
it just demographics? It is a little hard 
to campaign on that. It is a little hard 
to attack the other side, but the fact of 
the matter is, if we all read our data, 
we don’t have a choice. 

This is the Social Security Medicare 
actuary report, another thing I know 
every Member here has actually read. 
Seven years from now, the Medicare 
part A trust fund, which is about 38 
percent of Medicare spending—the rest 
comes out of the general fund and 
members’ participation, I think is 
about 15 percent, the fees they pay— 
but that 38 percent, that trust fund is 
gone in 7 years, meaning hospitals, sur-
gery centers will have an 11 percent 
cut, but I know we are all going to talk 

and work on how we are going to revo-
lutionize the cost of healthcare. 

One of the classic problems around 
here, Mr. Speaker, is for some reason 
the left—and many of us on the right— 
we talk about healthcare as a finance 
problem. The ACA was a finance bill. It 
was who had to pay, who got sub-
sidized. Medicare for All is a finance 
bill. I would argue the Republican al-
ternative from a few years ago was a fi-
nance bill. It had a little better actu-
arial curve, but it was a finance bill: 
who got subsidized, who has to pay. 

I beg of our brothers and sisters 
around here, open up your brain. We 
live in a time of miracles. We are going 
to have some conversations about how 
you change the view of healthcare. It is 
all about what we pay. Can we change 
the cost by doing it better, faster, 
cheaper with technology and our broth-
ers and sisters being healthier? 

If we don’t, we will have problems 
like what is shown on this chart. 
Today, 16 percent of all tax receipts go 
just to interest. In 9 budget years, ac-
tually 9 years straight up, in 9 years, 30 
percent of all U.S. tax receipts go just 
to interest. Heaven forbid, if we had a 
1 point movement in interest rates, my 
math is 45 percent of all tax receipts 
would go to interest. 

When you see people come behind 
these microphones, how many people 
are saying: Hey, how do we convince 
the bond markets? The bond markets 
are basically on the edge of running 
this country now because when you 
borrow $6 billion a day—next year, I 
think we borrow $6.5, maybe $7 billion 
a day. In 9 years, we are over $10 billion 
a day. Let’s see. That is, what, $70,000 
to $72,000 a second. 

I have this aggregator on my news, 
and there are some crazy articles. A 
couple leftwing economists are saying: 
Borrowing doesn’t matter, people are 
always willing to buy U.S. debt. 

Okay. Let’s pretend these leftwing 
economists are right. We can continue 
to borrow and borrow and borrow. They 
purposely sort of forget the punch line. 
Let’s say we could borrow forever. At 
what point are there no more services, 
purchases, government helping our 
brothers and sisters because it is all 
covering the interest costs on the 
bonds? 

So let’s say—I think you are a little 
insane—you believe we can just borrow 
forever, you are a monetarist, but even 
the fragility in the monetarists, you 
saw in the previous few years of infla-
tion that their model didn’t work. 
Also, in addition to that, we are going 
to pay the interest. In 9 years, baseline 
under a favorable interest rate model, 
30 percent of all U.S. tax receipts go to 
interest and, Heaven forbid, if interest 
rates were to come up 1 percent be-
cause we have to—this coming year, I 
think we are going to refinance $11 tril-
lion, the year after that I think it is $13 
trillion because we stay so short on the 
financing term, we sell short-term debt 
instead of longer-term debt because it 
turns out there is not as big an appe-
tite. We are in this world where in 9 
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budget years, it will be $10 billion a 
day. 

I am just going to run through a 
number of these things fairly quickly 
just to sort of get to the point. Na-
tional health expenditures as a per-
centage of GDP, this will make sense 
in a moment. In 2033—so functionally, 
what, 8 years from now—over 20 per-
cent of the economy will just be 
healthcare. Why? 

The Joint Economic Committee 2 
years ago wrote a report—and I 
thought I was going to get the crap 
kicked out of me, but we spent months 
and months and months grabbing every 
bit of literature and saying: Can some-
one tell me what obesity costs Amer-
ica? What it costs society? What it 
costs family formation? What does it 
cost? We came up with a number 2 
years ago of $9.1 trillion in additional 
healthcare costs. We had some mor-
tality statistics, the number of mul-
tiple chronic conditions, the misery 
out there. 

What is fascinating is we have some 
articles right now talking about that 
we may have actually hit something 
crazy, and it is an odd way to phrase it, 
but it is what the researchers think, we 
may have already hit what we call 
peak obesity. 

When we published the report 2 years 
ago, we still had about 4 or 5 more 
years of growth of obesity. In some 
States, actually approaching 50 percent 
of their population are technically 
obese under the BMI calculations. 

It looks like in the last 12 months we 
may have started to bend the curve. We 
are trying to recalculate. Is this a sign 
of incredible hope that we know so 
much misery in our society—because 
there is a brilliant paper from about 7 
years ago saying the leading contrib-
utor to income inequality in America, 
it turns out, isn’t education. It turns 
out it is health. 

When you think about it, the cascade 
of costs of someone with severe diabe-
tes, when we already know diabetes is 
33 percent of U.S. healthcare. What if 
things like this actually could help our 
brothers and sisters? Is this Republican 
or Democrat? It is just good policy. It 
has just always been uncomfortable to 
talk about. 

Maybe society is starting to open up, 
saying, hey, maybe a healthier society 
actually is a really good, really moral 
thing. 

Look, as we walk through these, I 
want to come back and sort of hit a 
punch line here. These charts have 
been available to us for years. The 
curve keeps getting steeper. When you 
have someone say they are a protector 
of Medicare, that is great. I am with 
you. It is an earned benefit. We made a 
societal promise, are they telling the 
truth about its financing? Oh, David, 
we can’t do that, someone will say 
something mean about us. 

In 7 years, what else will also be 
empty? The Social Security trust fund. 

I am sure you all dove into the Social 
Security Medicare actuary report and 

saw the point in there where it says in 
2032, 2033—actually we think it is 2032— 
our brothers and sisters on Social Se-
curity will take a 24 percent cut. Our 
model says we double senior poverty in 
America. That is absolutely immoral. 

Have you also read the papers, the 
scale of tax hikes, of policy? Now, is 
the left offering to work with those of 
us on the right who are willing to step 
on the third rail and do the moral 
thing to actually take these on? Hell, 
no. 

b 1820 
Mr. Speaker, I have talked to so 

many people on the Committee on 
Ways and Means and other committees 
who basically look at me in terror and 
run out of the room. 

The political consultants care more 
about the power of the politics than 
the fact that in 7 years, Medicare is $2 
trillion a year. In 7 years, the Medicare 
trust fund is empty. In 7 years, the So-
cial Security trust fund is empty. 

In the first full year, if we want to 
backfill that shortfall on Social Secu-
rity, one of the rough numbers we have 
is $618 billion. Basically, what is that? 
It is two-thirds of what the entire de-
fense budget is. 

There is a lack of understanding of 
the scale of almost the dystopianism 
that comes from what happens when 
these trust funds are empty. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire as to how much time is 
remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona has 6 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
will learn to talk faster. 

To the poor person trying to take my 
words down, I apologize. 

I am going to skip over some of the 
other charts. 

Mr. Speaker, you get the punch line. 
In the next decade, the vast majority 
of debt is driven by interest and 
healthcare costs. We are often very un-
comfortable talking about it. 

Let’s actually talk about things that 
are great and that if we would get the 
policy right, we could lower that 
healthcare cost. It is not just an argu-
ment about who gets subsidized and 
who gets financed. It is what would be 
really good for society and really good 
for the budget. 

We all saw The Economist article the 
last couple of days that talked about 
the miracle of how much the statistical 
benefits were having on the number of 
cures for cancer, particularly lung can-
cer and blood cancers, and their model 
that we are on the cusp of having 
major breakthroughs. 

We saw this article a couple of days 
ago about a Microsoft platform. I 
didn’t even know they were special-
izing in this. What was stunning about 
the datasets they had in here was that 
AI systems diagnosed patients four 
times more accurately than a human 
doctor. 

I just upset some of my brothers and 
sisters in the doc caucus, but the data 

is the data. Mr. Speaker, should we le-
galize technology? If I have something 
I can blow into called a Breath Biopsy 
and if it is statistically as accurate or 
more accurate than a human and 
knows what I have, should it be al-
lowed to prescribe? 

It is uncomfortable, but it would help 
crash the cost of healthcare. It would 
actually help us with the fact that we 
have a shortage of medical profes-
sionals. 

We are on the cusp of these things. 
As a matter of fact, that technology 
has been around for 5 years except it is 
functionally illegal. We don’t reim-
burse it, and we don’t allow it to pre-
scribe. We are on the cusp. 

An hour ago, Sam Altman with 
OpenAI was down the hallway. He and 
I had a few minutes of conversation 
about a new healthcare stat that is 
going to go public in about a month. 
He seemed incredibly optimistic that 
its accuracy will be off the charts. 

Should we legalize the use of tech-
nology to help our society be 
healthier? Should we allow it to pre-
scribe? It is uncomfortable because this 
place is a protection racket. We have 
to understand. Congress is mostly 
about one thing. It is about money. 
The left pretends it isn’t. The right 
pretends it isn’t. It is about money. 

When we start to say maybe we can 
use technology as a competition to 
help our brothers and sisters be 
healthier and, therefore, change the 
cost of healthcare, somebody is going 
to say: I make money on that. You are 
now going to have me compete against 
a data system that is more accurate 
than I am? 

We see it over and over. A new Apple 
Watch AI model can reveal hidden 
health conversations. Here are a couple 
things I have been most interested in 
the last couple of years. There is a 
great article. I did a whole speech on it 
a couple of years ago. 

AI discovered a whole new categories 
of antibiotics. Remember we were all 
panic-stricken that we had diseases 
and bacterial infections that we didn’t 
have antibiotics for. The antibiotics 
weren’t working. AI discovered a whole 
new category of antibiotics that the 
literature said it would take humans 20 
years to develop. 

Instead of being afraid of the tech-
nology, maybe we should get our heads 
straightened up. In our society we have 
a shortage of young people. Baby 
boomers like me with gray hair are 
getting older, and we are going to con-
sume a lot more healthcare. Can we 
embrace the technology? That tech-
nology sets us free when we start to re-
alize the things that are going on. 

We just had a doctor of radiology in 
our office. He walked us through the 
statistical abstract of breast cancer 
and the scans and showed that his AI 
platform was remarkably more accu-
rate. It is cheaper, faster, and more ac-
curate. Why wouldn’t we embrace it? 
We don’t reimburse it. 

The barriers to entry here are protec-
tion rackets saying we are not fighting 
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for what is fastest, best, and cheapest. 
We are often here because we know our 
incumbency. 

We really are on the edge of miracles. 
How do I get the left and the right to 
understand the math is the math? De-
mographics are the primary driver of 
U.S. sovereign debt. It is hard to cam-
paign against the other side. Maybe we 
can take a couple of months off and ac-
tually do good, quality policy and le-
galize properly vetted and properly cer-
tified AI to prescribe. 

This August, with the wearables, I 
am going to do an experiment with this 
Oura Ring. I am buying some Dexcoms 
to manage my glucose. Have we all 
seen the app where we can take a pic-
ture of food and it calculates glucose 
and calories? 

How can we create the incentives? 
Maybe we should look at the ACA. In-
stead of just smoking in three age cat-
egories, we can add a fifth category 
that is an incentive for our brothers 
and sisters to manage their health. 

Mr. Speaker, 16 percent of U.S. 
healthcare spending is people who are 
not taking their drugs for hypertension 
and are not taking their statin. Mr. 
Speaker, 16 percent of U.S. healthcare 
spending is over $600 billion a year. 

There are solutions. We can make a 
difference. Embrace the technology. 
Change the cost. Have a healthier soci-
ety. It is the most powerful thing we 
can do for U.S. sovereign debt. 

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

f 

TRUMP’S RECKLESS TARIFF 
POLICIES 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Ms. KAPTUR of 
Ohio was recognized for 30 minutes.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I am 
deeply concerned about the devastating 
impact that President Trump’s reck-
less tariff policies are having on our 
American automotive industry and its 
workers. 

The latest financial figures from 
Jeep Stellantis, for example, the proud 
maker of Jeep and Ram vehicles—and 
they are so popular—paints a deeply 
disturbing picture. Nearly $2.7 billion 
in losses are tied directly to these tar-
iffs. That translates into plant shut-
downs, canceled programs, and over 900 
American workers already laid off. 

Similarly, the General Motors chief 
executive officer said tariffs cost GM 
$1.1 billion this quarter and that the 
next quarter will be worse. This is real 
money. 

In an industry that America has been 
striving to bring back to full produc-
tion in this country, we have lost so 
many jobs abroad to cheap labor and 
places that have no labor rights. This 
is what happens with tariffs when we 
lead with flashy headlines instead of 
well-thought-out trade strategy. 

Tariffs without a plan don’t punish 
China. They don’t balance our trade ac-
counts. Our trade accounts get worse. 
They punish Toledo. Bad tariff policy 
punishes manufacturing America. 

These tariffs punish Ohio. They pun-
ish Michigan. They punish Indiana. 
They punish Illinois, America’s manu-
facturing heartland. Tariffs punish 
Missouri. They punish Wisconsin. 

They punish every worker on the line 
who is just trying to build a better life 
for themselves. The families and the 
workers who work in these plants do 
hard work. They deserve to earn a fair 
wage with good working conditions and 
benefits, including health and retire-
ment benefits. 
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Mr. Speaker, American workers need 
real trade reform, balanced trade ac-
counts, and sensible tariff policies, not 
gimmicks. I urge the Trump adminis-
tration to stop the damage now before 
the bleeding gets worse. 

Our chief trading partner in northern 
Ohio is Canada. We like Canada. Our 
industry is integrated. Parts pass over 
the border sometimes six or seven 
times. Tariffs make no sense in an in-
tegrated economy. 

The American automotive industry 
needs investment here at home, on our 
continent, not more outsourcing. We 
don’t need that. We need job insourcing 
before more jobs disappear and more 
families pay the price. 

Our communities need economic cer-
tainty, not higher prices, not pink 
slips, not utter chaos, and not tariff re-
gimes that change every couple of 
days. America needs a trade and tariff 
regime that yields good jobs, well-paid 
workers, and prices for cars, trucks, 
and consumer goods that Americans 
can afford to buy. 

I urge Members of this House and the 
Trump administration to take a look 
at what is happening in the real econ-
omy. Let’s fix it before it gets much 
worse. America doesn’t need that. 

ADVANCING GEOTHERMAL ENERGY 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to speak about the new horizons 
of advancing geothermal energy. 

Geothermal energy is one of the most 
fascinating, promising, yet underused 
clean energy sources in our country. 
The problem with it? You can’t see it. 

You can’t see it, so a lot of people, 
when they are walking, when they are 
in the woods, when they are going to 
work, they never think about the 
power of the Earth. Beneath our feet, 
due to the temperature differentials 
between the air we breathe and the 
temperatures in the soil, lies a con-
stant supply of heat from the Earth’s 
core. 

In developed communities, we have 
vast subterranean water and waste-
water lines that have been built over 
the last hundred years. Not just in this 
country but all over the world where 
we have more developed societies, 
there is waste energy that is renew-
able, reliable, and constantly available 
in those vast, underground, big pipes 
that run through all of our cities and 
towns. 

Geothermal energy doesn’t depend on 
the weather. It doesn’t depend on the 

season or geographical conditions. It 
exists as a consistent and dependable 
source for a clean energy grid. When 
you go underground, generally, you 
have a 45- to 75-degree constant tem-
perature all year long. 

The United States has enormous un-
tapped geothermal potential, enough to 
power millions of homes while slashing 
greenhouse gas emissions and lowering 
energy bills. We estimate—just think 
about this—Cleveland, Ohio, a big 
city—I had the privilege of rep-
resenting part of it for a long time. 
There, their water and wastewater pu-
rification systems are the highest cost 
for that city. 

The energy cost of wastewater proc-
essing is the largest cost in any city. 
Think about that. Every year, the puri-
fied water is thrown back into the lake 
when it leaves the plant. That city 
throws into Lake Erie the equivalent 
of a waste heat load of nearly 400,000 
barrels of oil annually. Think about 
that. That is waste heat that we, as a 
country, could be capturing. 

That is just one untapped location 
along just one great lake, Lake Erie. 
Imagine if we could add in Cleveland, 
Lorain, Avon Lake, Sandusky, Oregon, 
and Toledo in Ohio. That doesn’t even 
count going north up into Detroit and, 
on the north side of Lake Erie, the cit-
ies in Canada. 

There is a whole lot of energy wast-
ed, being dumped into the lake. We 
have to capture it. 

By investing in geothermal tech-
nology, communities across our coun-
try and the world can strengthen en-
ergy security; reduce reliance on dirty 
fuels; create good-paying jobs in engi-
neering, drilling, and maintenance; and 
lower energy costs for industry, public 
facilities, neighborhoods, and all kinds 
of companies. 

Geothermal energy has a small land 
footprint. It can even be co-located 
with other renewables or energy-hun-
gry data centers, which so need it. 

If we are serious about building a re-
silient energy-independent future, we 
need an all-of-the-above energy strat-
egy, including unpacking the power 
that is already beneath us in the Earth 
and being wasted. 

Check out Vancouver, Canada, and 
what it has accomplished with geo-
thermal energy since the 2010 Olym-
pics. They have really had a plan and 
strategy that is remarkable. 

Check out a city in Europe called 
Szeged, in Hungary. That is Toledo, 
Ohio’s sister city for 40 years. 

The good news is the Trump adminis-
tration appears ready to posture across 
America to draw forth geothermal 
power, and we are interested in doing 
exactly that, particularly in manufac-
turing America. 

I am privileged to also represent a 
vast agricultural region in grain dry-
ing. It is so expensive when we have to 
dry corn, soybeans, and so forth. The 
agricultural community uses huge 
amounts of energy. 

Let’s create new jobs. Let’s lower the 
consumer’s energy bills. Let’s 
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