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right thing and make the right invest-
ments in our economy. That’s what 
we’re doing. That’s what this agenda 
has done as we move forward. 

And I’ll pass it back to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TONKO. Thank you so much for 
joining us this evening, Mr. DRIEHAUS. 

And Representative GARAMENDI, 
thank you. And I’m sure you have some 
final statements that you’d like to 
make. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I do, and I’d just 
like to run through a list. 

You’ve been very, very forthright in 
pointing out the differences between 
the Republican agenda and the Demo-
cratic agenda. I’ll put my reading 
glasses on here. I’m going to go 
through this very, very quickly be-
cause I know we only have a few mo-
ments. 

The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act. Jobs. We talked about 
it. All House Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ 
The Worker Homeownership and Busi-
ness Assistance Act; 93 percent of the 
Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ Health insur-
ance reform; all House Republicans 
voted ‘‘no.’’ Student Aid and Fiscal Re-
sponsibility Act; all House Republicans 
voted ‘‘no.’’ Cash for Clunkers; 55 per-
cent of the Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ 
Hiring Incentives to Restore Employ-
ment, the HIRE Act; 97 percent of the 
Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ We passed 
every one of those. Many of those are 
now law. 

The Wall Street reform passed this 
House. Every Republican in this House 
voted ‘‘no.’’ American Workers, State, 
Business Relief Act; 93 percent of the 
Republicans voted ‘‘no.’’ Small Busi-
ness and Infrastructure Jobs Tax Act; 
98 percent voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Bottom line here is that every effort 
that has been made to advance the 
economy has been done by the Demo-
cratic Party, and it is working, as you 
so carefully pointed out. 

Thank you for bringing this to our 
attention and giving us the oppor-
tunity to point out the extraordinary 
contrast here. Our efforts to move the 
economy, to take action, to do what 
must be done to move the economy for-
ward, we have done it. The Republicans 
have consistently and every time ei-
ther voted ‘‘no’’ or tried to block it. 

Thank you so very much for leading 
us in this discussion, Representative 
TONKO. 

Mr. TONKO. Thank you, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI. 

I would just close with this and 
thank my colleagues for joining me. 
The change is working. The contrast is 
stark. The choice is clear. 

And so I appreciate my colleagues 
sharing some very strong thoughts 
about what’s happening here for the 
good. It has been a climb out of the 
toughest times America has known, 
but we need to continue to pursue in 
the direction, I believe, that has been 

strengthening our economy and, there-
fore, the American families, the Amer-
ican workers, and the American small 
business community. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back. 
f 

WHAT HAVE THE DEMOCRATS 
DONE WHILE IN CHARGE? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OWENS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. I appreciate the honor to be 
recognized to address you here on the 
floor of the House. I appreciate the op-
portunity to listen to the speakers in 
the previous hour and the opportunity 
to do a bit of rebuttal even though I’ve 
been a little more attentive in previous 
presentations. 

Looking at the decline in the econ-
omy that they show in their bar graph, 
it seems as though it could be that 
when President Bush was no longer 
President, things got better a lot fast-
er. As I watched that, the graph doesn’t 
go back quite so far enough to really 
understand what happened during the 8 
years of the Bush administration. But I 
remember what they said. 

Remember what they said when they 
stood here on this floor night after 
night, hour after hour, year after year, 
the 30–Something Group and others 
that would stand here and tell Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker, through this micro-
phone and project it out across the C– 
SPAN cameras that, if they were just 
in the majority, they’d fix America. If 
you would just give them the gavels, 
they’ll solve all of the problems in 
America. And they made that case over 
and over again night after night. 

And lo and behold, what happened? I 
don’t think it was intentional or will-
ful. I think it was a matter of cir-
cumstance—race by race, circumstance 
by circumstance, district by district— 
that the majority changed from Repub-
licans to Democrats. 

And the problem that you have when 
you find yourself in the majority is 
you’re responsible for governing. And 
even though they claimed the mantle 
of responsibility in all of those years, 
those 12 years leading up to the 2006 
election when the majority in this 
House shifted, they claimed the mantle 
of responsibility. But when it was 
passed to them by the voters in Novem-
ber of 2006, and when Speaker PELOSI 
was passed the gavel here—I believe 
the date was January 3, 2007, Mr. 
Speaker, and you can correct me if I 
am wrong on that date—then they’d 
achieved the goal that they’d called for 
for all of that time. 

And I watched what happened. The 
election returns came in in November 
in 2006. It was apparent that the Demo-
crats had won the majority in 2006, 
that there was going to be a new Demo-

crat Speaker. It was most likely going 
to be NANCY PELOSI. And the incoming 
most likely chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee would be CHARLIE 
RANGEL, who became the chair of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

And he did the national talk show 
circuit from November, December, Jan-
uary, and February, all the way across 
every network. And they asked him 
over and over again, Tell us about the 
Bush tax cuts. Which ones of those tax 
cuts would you want to keep, which 
ones do you want to let expire? The 
questions came out over and over and 
over again. And, Mr. Speaker, I don’t 
want to allege that CHARLIE RANGEL 
never gave a straight answer. I just 
don’t remember one. But I do know 
that by February of 2007, the 
SmartMoney had analyzed the answers 
and the voids in those answers of CHAR-
LIE RANGEL and concluded there wasn’t 
a single Bush tax cut that he would 
like to keep. 

And here we are today in this year of 
May 2010, and it’s obvious the Bush tax 
cuts will expire at the end of this year. 
And it will be obvious that the conclu-
sions that SmartMoney drew in No-
vember and December of 2006 and Janu-
ary and February of 2007 were accurate. 

And we saw, in the beginning of 2007, 
a dramatic drop in industrial invest-
ments because SmartMoney in Amer-
ica understood that the cost of capital 
was going to go up because taxes were 
going to go up, and that burden was 
going to come down on those who in-
vested in, yes, their future profits and 
also creating jobs. Jobs get created by 
the private sector, not the public sec-
tor, unless you punish the private sec-
tor and take the money and you drop it 
into the public sector. That’s the only 
way the public sector creates jobs. 

So we saw this happen in 2006 and 
2007. Lo and behold, the dog that had 
chased the car for 12 years finally 
caught it. And what happened? What 
happened was industrial investment 
dropped off. The economy began to de-
cline, and they pushed the economy 
down because they were punishing 
business every month of all of those 
years beginning in 2007 with Pelosi. 
She had the Speakership of the United 
States House of Representatives, 2007, 
2008, 2009, and now into 2010. 

And furthermore, the argument was, 
well, they couldn’t do enough because 
we had a President Bush who would 
veto the crazy anticapitalist ideas. The 
people who were opposed to free enter-
prise were in charge of the House of 
Representatives, but occasionally the 
President of the United States, Presi-
dent Bush, would veto a bad idea. And 
it would come back here to the House 
and we’d uphold his veto, and so they 
were restrained. 

And during that period of time, 
Speaker PELOSI pushed and promoted 
and supported 44 votes in the House of 
Representatives that were designed to 
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unfund, underfund, or undermine our 
troops, 44 votes. And I’m not pulling 
that out of my head or out of my hat, 
Mr. Speaker. I have the data. I have 
the Excel spreadsheet, and I have it all 
linked to each one of those issues that 
were pushed. 

The effort was to attack President 
Bush and undermine the support for 
President Bush by challenging his posi-
tion as Commander in Chief. And in 
doing so, it undermined our military in 
a time of war when their lives are on 
the line. 

And I asked the question, When 
someone in this House of Representa-
tives—let alone the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives—speaks 
against a military operation, when 
they argue that we ought to all sack up 
our bats and go home from Iraq and 
from Afghanistan, when they make 
that argument, what happens to some 
al Qaeda terrorist that’s sitting in a 
mud hut somewhere in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan? 

b 2100 

He has got the satellite dish on top. 
I mean, I have flown over those, those 
mud huts, and added up—I don’t re-
member the exact number now, but it 
was over 50 percent of those huts had a 
satellite dish sitting on top of them. 
They are sitting there watching sat-
ellite TV. And these terrorists are 
making bombs, IEDs, and they are 
planning to set these bombs up to deto-
nate them against Americans. 

When Americans are victims of this, 
we need to ask this question, what hap-
pens in the mind of that al Qaeda ter-
rorist that’s sitting in that mud hut 
making his bomb, watching Al Jazeera 
TV, when he sees the Speaker of the 
House come out on the floor and speak 
up and oppose the war in Iraq or Af-
ghanistan? 

What happens when there is a debate 
on the floor that goes on over and over 
and over again, and the left-wing rad-
ical liberals in this Congress that call 
themselves progressives that are iden-
tified by the socialists in America as 
their candidates say that we should 
pull out of those countries without any 
hesitation, just do the best we can to 
keep from getting shot in the back. 

Do you think, Mr. Speaker—and this 
is a rhetorical question—but do you 
think that that terrorist is more likely 
to build more bombs or less, plant 
more bombs or less, detonate more 
bombs or less, are there more Ameri-
cans lost or fewer Americans lost, be-
cause the enemy has been encouraged 
by 44 votes on the floor of the House of 
Representatives in 2007 and 2008 in that 
Congress. 

That’s what’s happened here, Mr. 
Speaker. President Bush was going to 
retire regardless of what happened and 
the actions on the part of the Speaker 
PELOSI, and this country was going to 
move forward. And even though the 

President of the United States now, 
our Commander in Chief, as in the 
spring of 2008, took the position that he 
wanted to pull the troops out of Iraq 
immediately, without any hesitation, 
just simply try to keep from being shot 
in the back on the way out of Iraq. 

That was his position. And I argued 
that if that was his position, then if he 
is elected President, the enemy will be 
dancing in the streets in greater num-
bers than they did on September 11, 
2001. 

Now, we don’t know if that turned 
out to be a true prediction, because 
now President Obama, then candidate 
and Senator Obama, changed his posi-
tion. From the spring of 2008 until elec-
tion day in November of 2008, he 
walked a line of changing his position 
from being for immediate withdrawal 
to being for a slower withdrawal from 
Iraq. 

What we have seen also happen is, 
now, President Obama has adopted the 
exact position in Iraq that President 
Bush negotiated. It’s called the Status 
of Forces Agreement, Mr. Speaker, the 
SOFA agreement. That agreement was 
negotiated by the Bush administration 
and it was with the Iraqis, and it was 
signed on November 17, 2008, by Ambas-
sador to Iraq Ryan Crocker, and just a 
very impressive public servant who 
never received his due respect for the 
job that he did for all of us in that 
country for the time that he was there, 
Ryan Crocker. 

I want to say a few more good things 
about Ryan Crocker. I met with him 
very late in the night, I have sat there 
in those hot and uncomfortable places 
in Iraq with the top officers, with Ad-
miral Mullen, for example, Ryan 
Crocker, General Petraeus, a number of 
other very top leaders in our military 
and our State Department personnel. 

Ryan Crocker understands the Mid-
dle East. Ryan Crocker served well 
there. He was instrumental in the ne-
gotiations of the Status of Forces 
Agreement. He was the one who put 
that hand to that agreement on No-
vember 17, 2008. And today, the letter 
of the Status of Forces Agreement is 
being followed by President Obama. 
Good for him. I appreciate that. I sup-
port it. It’s something I called for. 

If it were President Bush doing that, 
I would be for that. I just don’t think 
the American people see it the same 
way because he is not as proud of that 
decision as perhaps he would be of a 
different posture that we have in that 
part of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a number of in-
terests in America. Our national secu-
rity interests are paramount. Those 
are constitutional. The responsibility 
of the President of the United States 
and the Federal Government is to de-
fend us, to defend our shores, to defend 
the American people. 

And our military and our troops, and 
those people that put on uniforms, day 

after day after day, are the ones that 
deserve our gratitude and our respect. 
And we need to do them just duty here 
on the floor of the House, and not back 
up from those responsibilities just to 
provide them with the resources that 
they need. 

And that means a consistent message 
from the Commander in Chief on down 
and a strategy that we believe that we 
can win, and it means to say to the 
leftwing radicals in the United States 
of America, Don’t tell me you are for 
the troops and tell me you are also 
against their mission. You have to sup-
port the troops and their mission. 

What’s interesting is that when 
George Bush was the Commander in 
Chief, you said you supported the 
troops but not their mission. Now that 
Barack Obama is the Commander in 
Chief, you don’t really answer to that 
at all, except for the most part, you 
left wing radicals, you say support the 
troops out of a level of pandering to 
the, let me say, the mission of patriot-
ism, but you don’t support their mis-
sion. We cannot, Mr. Speaker, ask our 
military to put their lives on the line 
on a mission that we don’t believe in. 

No. We have got to ask them to put 
their lives on the line for the cause of 
liberty and a mission that we believe 
in. If we don’t believe in the mission, 
we should not send them, they should 
not go. But it’s up to the call of the 
Commander in Chief to do so. After all, 
he is Commander in Chief. 

He orders our Armed Forces, he sets 
the foreign policy, and if we don’t like 
what the President of the United 
States does when it comes to that, we 
have got about two choices. One is 
elect a new President and the other is 
look into the Constitution for another 
solution. I am not ready to do that be-
cause I don’t believe there is just cause 
at this point to look in the Constitu-
tion for another solution. 

In fact, I believe that the President 
of the United States has eclipsed my 
anticipation for what he might have 
been doing in Iraq. In Afghanistan, it’s 
relatively stable; it’s not been extraor-
dinarily brilliant. He did send only 75 
percent of the minimum number of 
troops that were requested by General 
McChrystal, and they have a very dif-
ficult task. 

But the prospects of being successful 
in that task, I believe, are greater than 
the prospects of the State Department 
being successful in setting up institu-
tions that never existed before in parts 
of the country of Afghanistan that 
don’t have a history of those institu-
tions of centralized government reach-
ing out. 

We have the foreign policy question 
that’s before us, Mr. Speaker, and we 
have the question of the United States 
economy. And we have a bunch of peo-
ple that are self-professed experts that 
come here to this floor that never 
signed the front of a paycheck. They 
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don’t have the first idea what it takes 
for a free market economy to thrive or 
prosper. 

They believe that if you raise taxes 
it’s just taking a little more out of the 
pot of the greedy capitalists. And if 
you raise regulations, they have got 
plenty of time to fill out all the paper-
work because, after all, what else are 
they going to do with those resources? 
It creates jobs when you create more 
paperwork for the private sector do. 

Why would you want these people to 
be in charge of our economy? They 
demagogue Republicans and say that 
we are in support of Wall Street. It’s 
Democrats that are cashing checks 
from Wall Street. And it’s big banking 
and international banks and invest-
ment banking, large interests that are 
sending the biggest checks to Demo-
crats all the while they are hedging 
their bets. 

And if you are a big business interest 
and you have a crony relationship with 
the United States Congress, you have 
got a pretty good deal going because 
you can have the United States Con-
gress raise the regulations and raise 
the burden of government to keep your 
competition out. You want to drive out 
your competition, what’s the simple 
solution to that complex problem? 
Raise the regulations, raise the taxes, 
you are only competing against fewer 
people. 

I have seen this happen in my life-
time over and over again. I spent my 
life in the contracting business as a 
small contractor. I started out as this 
tiny little old guy that bought a old 
beaten-up bulldozer. Then I worked it 
for a while and fixed it a lot. And then 
I bought another machine and hired 
another man and after a while we had 
enough machines we could go out and 
do a job like grade a road or some-
thing. 

When I was looking at building State 
highways, I began to look around, and 
I realized there were only a handful of 
contractors that were big enough to 
bid these projects. So I went to the 
State and said break these projects up, 
will you? I would like to bid some 
projects that are under a million dol-
lars. 

They said, well, we don’t like to do 
that because it takes a lot of adminis-
trative hassle to deal with too many 
contractors. We would rather deal with 
this half a dozen we have got that we 
are comfortable working with. So I had 
to run for the State Senate to get that 
changed. When we lowered that stand-
ard down, we were able to bring more 
competition in. 

It’s not enough. It’s a small part of 
the solution, but it illustrates a prob-
lem, Mr. Speaker. Big business will al-
ways try to promote regulation to keep 
their competition out. It’s how it 
works. 

Think of it this way. I will take it 
down to the lowest common denomi-

nator, a simple thing that metaphori-
cally can explain this to everyone 
that’s listening, Mr. Speaker. Just 
imagine that they hadn’t yet discov-
ered gold in Colorado. So some miner 
out there with a pan is panning his way 
up the stream, and he finds a nugget of 
gold. He pans his way in, and he goes 
around and he finds that vein. Then he 
gets out his pick axe and he starts to 
chop out this rock, and here is this 
gold in this rock. 

b 2110 

Son of a gun, gold in Colorado. 
There’s no settlements around there. 
So he breaks out his gold and processes 
it and takes it down and sells it, and 
pretty soon the rumor goes like wild-
fire: there’s gold in Colorado. The gold 
rush is on. People come rushing in. Ev-
erybody gets their pickaxe, and they 
start to mine for gold. 

Now, you may think that this doesn’t 
connect, Mr. Speaker, but it does be-
cause the miners then set up their 
tents and they’re there and they are 
working away. And now that they’re 
making a little bit of money and 
they’re selling their gold, they need 
some things. Somebody’s got to bring 
them some food, somebody will open up 
a bar, somebody will start a band so 
they’ve got some entertainment to 
draw the stress down at night. 

And these miners would be out there, 
and after a while their hair gets so long 
that they have to climb up into a tree 
to get a haircut. And sooner or later 
one of those miners is going to get out 
the clippers and cut somebody’s hair. 
When that happens, Mr. Speaker, then 
somebody else will line up and decide, 
that’s a pretty good haircut for what I 
need out here. So he’ll get in the line 
and climb into the chair, and there will 
be a second haircut, then a third hair-
cut. And after a while, this fellow 
that’s pretty good cutting hair will be 
so busy being a barber he doesn’t have 
time to pick up his pickaxe and mine 
for gold. 

And then he decides, I’m going to 
have to charge you guys; you’re taking 
me out of my cash-flow endeavor. And 
so he begins to charge the people that 
he’s cutting their hair maybe a dime 
for a haircut. Now he’s making a little 
bit of money, and pretty soon, eventu-
ally, somebody else will see that and 
decide, I can get into this business. 
That guy is making a dime for every 
haircut. He can cut 10 heads a day, 
that’s a buck a day—that’s pretty good 
wages in those days—and he’ll set up a 
barber shop and he’ll do it for a nickel. 
Now that first barber is thinking, I 
would have been better off to keep out 
there with a pickaxe mining gold. 

And so we’ve got two barbers that are 
competing, then a third barber, and a 
fourth, and a fifth. And pretty soon the 
first barber that got in, he decides that 
it isn’t fair because he has all of this 
technological equipment. He’s got the 

electric clippers and he’s got the nice 
clean sheet to put around their neck 
and he’s better at taking care of those 
ingrown hairs and he does a little anti-
septic while he’s at it. And his equip-
ment is clean and well maintained and 
the other guy has a pair of scissors and 
a comb. 

So he’ll go to the State legislature 
and argue that barbers should be li-
censed so that there is a standard qual-
ity of care for haircuts. It isn’t because 
he believes so much in that standard 
quality of care. It’s because he knows 
that he can regulate some of his com-
petition out of business. That’s what 
goes on in the barbershops in the gold 
mining towns in Colorado 150 years 
ago, but that’s also what goes on in big 
business in the United States of Amer-
ica today. 

That’s what is going on, Mr. Speaker. 
Big business says, Come and regulate 
me because it’s a cost of doing business 
at big-business level, the multibillion 
dollar level. And by the way, those peo-
ple that can only do business down in 
the few millions, they’re not going to 
be able to compete. 

So we should not accept big business 
as the purest form of free enterprise 
capitalism. We should look at big busi-
ness as coming here to this Capitol, 
ask us to level the playing field, all the 
while they’re looking to turn into a 
playing field that it’s often difficult for 
a small business to climb into. 

So, Mr. Speaker, that is the status of 
big business regulation versus small 
business regulation, and it sets the 
tone for I think what we’re about to 
take up next. Although I recognize 
that in a moment we will be asked to 
yield for the esteemed chair of the 
Rules Committee as soon as she gets 
prepared. But in the meantime, I see 
that the gentleman from Texas is 
about to get prepared. 

I would suggest that, Mr. Speaker, 
we need to take a look at this regula-
tion that’s coming in from the Senate 
and the regulation of the financial 
services industry and the credit indus-
try in America. This idea that here in 
the United States of America we would 
establish government entities that 
would look in on every business in 
America, anybody that’s got a credit 
transaction, whether it would be AIG 
doing business with a large investment 
bank or some smaller entity—Mr. 
Speaker, I will pick that up in a mo-
ment, but I would be so happy to yield 
so that the gentlelady who chairs the 
Rules Committee can conduct business. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 08:06 Jun 20, 2013 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR10\H25MY0.002 H25MY0W
R

E
IE

R
-A

V
IL

E
S

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 B
O

U
N

D
 R

E
C

O
R

D



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 156, Pt. 7 9315 May 25, 2010 
REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 

REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) 
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO 
CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
RESOLUTIONS, AND PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111–494) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 1392) waiving a re-
quirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII 
with respect to consideration of certain 
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, and providing for con-
sideration of motions to suspend the 
rules, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

WHAT HAVE THE DEMOCRATS 
DONE WHILE IN CHARGE? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, as I 
watch this regulation that’s coming 
through in the financial services com-
ponent of this, it’s a regulation that 
sets up Tim Geithner, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, to decide which busi-
nesses are too big to be allowed to fail, 
which businesses would be deemed to 
fail, and all he needs is the agreement 
of the FDIC and the agreement of the 
Chairman of the Fed. Those things con-
cern me a great deal. But this con-
versation could go almost in any direc-
tion, Mr. Speaker, because I am pre-
pared to yield to my good friend, the 
gentleman and the judge from Texas, 
LOUIE GOHMERT. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, I appreciate 
my friend for yielding, but I want to 
follow up on that very point. 

We’re told that there is going to be a 
financial ‘‘reform’’ bill that sounds 
more like a financial ‘‘deform’’ bill. All 
these reforms end up being deformities. 
But this in particular, financial re-
form? To get us out of the mess that 
had been building through the nineties 
and through this past decade, for the 
last 20 years? 

And nonetheless, as I understand, in 
this bill we’re going to take up, it still 
has the Systemic Risk Council that is 
going to pick the winners and losers in 
America. That is so grossly un-Amer-
ican; it has no place in our law coming 
out of this body. That’s the kind of 
thing that the Revolution was started 
over, that some King was going to get 
to tell them who would be the business 
that would stand and who would fall, 
because the Americans here wanted to 
be able to let the market decide that. 

Now, one thing we’ve seen, and it has 
been accentuated, is you do need a gov-
ernment that will ensure that people 
play fairly and play right. We saw that 
down on the coast as President Obama 
expressed that we have gotten a rela-
tionship too cozy between his adminis-
tration and the Big Oil companies. Now 

we’ve heard people say on television 
that Republicans took contributions, 
Democrats take contributions; but it 
was the Department of the Interior in 
1998 and 1999, some of the Clinton ad-
ministration people, that pulled the 
language from the offshore leases that 
would allow the oil companies, ulti-
mately, to make millions and millions 
and millions at the expense of the gov-
ernment and the taxpayer getting full 
value for the leases for those offshore 
oil and gas developments. 

When we had the Inspector General 
in front of us in the Natural Resources 
hearing a couple years ago, I asked 
why he had not talked to the couple of 
people that the Inspector General said 
were apparently responsible for that 
language being pulled out of the leases 
that hurt the revenue of the govern-
ment and helped the massive oil com-
panies at the time. He said, Well, 
they’ve left government service; we 
can’t talk to them. Well, certainly you 
can at least try to talk to them, but 
the Inspector General indicated that 
they left government service. 
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Well, after I’d heard the President 
announce that we had to end this cozy 
relationship between people in his ad-
ministration and the big oil company, I 
wondered: Whatever happened to those 
two people? 

Well, it turns out one of the people 
with whom, apparently, the inspector 
general did not talk but felt probably 
had the best information on why that 
language was left out—when she was 
not working for the government, she 
went and worked for a company called 
British Petroleum. Perhaps my friend 
has heard of British Petroleum. In fact, 
after the inspector general said he 
couldn’t talk to her about why that 
language was pulled—the language 
that helped the oil companies so much 
during 1998 and 1999—and why she 
would pull language that hurt our gov-
ernment, it turns out she has now re-
turned to government service. In fact, 
she did last summer. This administra-
tion hired her to be the Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of MMS, the Minerals 
Management Service, which is the 
agency of this administration that is 
supposed to ensure that blowout pre-
venters work properly. 

Well, we’ve got people here in the 
House who had asked for the results of 
the tests that were done by MMS with-
in 2 weeks of the blowout preventer’s 
failing. Apparently, the information 
has come back from this administra-
tion’s MMS: We are not providing that 
information to you, maybe to a Demo-
cratic chairman of the committee but 
not to you guys. 

You would think that this would be 
public information, that MMS would 
want to be as transparent as they’re 
demanding the CIA be, but apparently, 
they’re not willing to be as transparent 

as they want the CIA to be. They’re 
more in the nature of obscurity like 
the Federal Reserve continues to try to 
be and is. So they won’t release the in-
formation of how badly bungled the 
tests were. You have to figure they 
didn’t go well or they would have re-
leased that information to show that 
they were exonerated, that they did 
proper tests. 

In fact, as a trial judge back in my 
days in the courtroom, oftentimes, one 
side would produce evidence to show 
that the fact that there is no evidence 
indicates a fact. I think here the fact 
that they won’t produce those test re-
sults indicates that the MMS of this 
administration is too cozy with British 
Petroleum because of the interactive 
business that has gone on here. It must 
not have gone well. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. GOHMERT. Certainly, I’ll yield 
to my friend. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Just remind me. 
I’m standing here thinking we’re draw-
ing a rational conclusion that the Min-
erals Management Service would not 
release the information that showed 
the results of the testing of the blow-
out preventer. 

Mr. GOHMERT. If they had even 
done the testing, actually, yes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. If they’d done the 
testing. 

There are reports out there that 
there is testing that had failed some 10 
days or so before the well, itself, had 
failed. Now, I don’t know if that’s true 
or not. I don’t want to start a rumor. 

Mr. GOHMERT. They won’t release 
the records. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. But are we draw-
ing a rational conclusion here that we 
could have a government that we could 
draw conclusions from based upon their 
response or lack of response and not 
the answer to the question? 

I would yield. 
Mr. GOHMERT. Well, yes, it would 

certainly appear that that’s exactly 
right. If the MMS of this administra-
tion will not produce the records to 
show exactly what testing was done 
and exactly what the results were, 
which should be public record for heav-
en’s sake—they’re public waters con-
trolled by our government—then 
you’ve got to pretty well figure it 
would not make this administration 
look very good. 

I yield. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. The gentleman 

from Texas, we’ve got an open govern-
ment. This is the most open, the most 
honest government in history, and we 
are drawing conclusions based upon not 
getting an answer as opposed to the an-
swer that we might get if they would 
just simply give us the information. I 
mean, this really saddens my heart to 
hear this. I’m not that surprised, but it 
saddens my heart, Mr. GOHMERT. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, that also 
brings us back to this problem with the 
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