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money from hardworking taxpayers to
give as much to farmers who are mak-
ing more than $750,000. We just don’t
want to subsidize them as much. That
is not punishing success.

The other point is that this is one of
those rare moments in which I think
there is bipartisan agreement that a
farm bill really ought to be for family
farmers. The purpose of the farm pro-
gram is to make sure that individual
families can stay farming, and that
means the safety net needs to be there
for that family farm. I know in Wis-
consin most of our farmers don’t make
$750,000, so it probably doesn’t affect
many of the corn and bean or dairy
farmers whom I represent. Maybe in
North Dakota and in other States there
are people with thousands of acres who
make that kind of money. I think that
is great—I think that is wonderful—but
I still think that our taxpayers
shouldn’t have to subsidize them as
much as the family farmer.

This is one of those opportunities in
which I think Congress can speak with
a bipartisan voice. I really believe, if
the Hanna-Pingree amendment or the
Blumenauer-Mulvaney amendment had
been made in order, it probably would
have passed. So this is our chance here
in the House to speak with one voice
on a bipartisan basis. Let’s not sub-
sidize folks at the high end as much,
and let’s protect that family farmer.
Let’s agree with the Senate and take
this issue off the table as one of those
contentious issues because we are
agreeing bipartisanly and bicamerally
that we ought to have a farm program
for the family farmer and somewhere
limit these subsidies. That is all we are
asking for.

With that, I ask for its passage, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MULLIN). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 380,
the previous question is ordered on the
resolution.

The question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

MORE DEMOCRAT VOICES MUST
BE HEARD

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, more Democrat leaders
are finding their voices and courage to
speak out against the continued shut-
down of government services by Senate
Majority Leader REID. This was evi-
dent on Wednesday as District of Co-
lumbia Mayor Vincent Gray crashed a
Senate Democratic press conference
near the Capitol.

Mayor Gray took the opportunity to
ask a simple and logical question of the
Senate: Would the Senate vote on the
House-passed measure to permit the
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District of Columbia to utilize tax rev-
enues it collects to fund municipal
services during this shutdown?

This measure, H.J. Res. 71, passed the
House more than a week ago with sup-
port from Washington Delegate ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON and other Demo-
crats in the House. This targeted ap-
propriations bill, like the many others
the House has passed with bipartisan
support, still languishes in the Senate.

When the Mayor approached Senator
REID to discuss the funding for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Senate Majority
Leader replied: I am on your side,
okay? Don’t screw it up.

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure whose
side the Senate Majority Leader is on,
but it has not been on the side of the
American people.

——————

A WEEK IN REVIEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield to my friend from Florida
(Mr. DESANTIS).

OBAMACARE

Mr. DESANTIS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say a few
words about accountability.

Normally, the way it works is that
Congress can consider a piece of legis-
lation. Maybe it passes. Maybe the
President signs it. You implement it.
Then the voters can decide whether
they like it, whether it lived up to its
billing, so to speak.

With ObamaCare, it was interesting
because this was rammed through Con-
gress at the beginning of 2010; yet it is
just now really being implemented. I
am starting to get a lot of people in my
district contacting my office who are
really shocked at some of the stiff pre-
mium increases they are seeing. So I
think it is useful just to review some of
the promises that were made and
whether any of those promises have
been kept. I think what you will find is
that this is a law not only that the
public opposed, not only that was
rammed through with no bipartisan
support, but a law that in many ways
is resting on false pretenses.

Promise one, the President made
this: it will lower premiums by up to
$2,600 for a typical family per year.

I have not seen that true anyplace. In
fact, people are seeing $2,500 increases.
There was a family in California, it was
reported, who saw an increase of
$10,000. So I think, right here, as this is
being implemented, we know that that
is just not going to be the case.
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Promise number two, the President
said this: “If you like your doctor, you
will be able to keep your doctor. If you
like your health care plan, you will be
able to keep your health care plan.”
Period.
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Well, we know that that is not true.
We see spouses losing spousal coverage.
We see people with major companies
losing their employer-provided insur-
ance, getting pushed into some of these
exchanges.

So the idea that ‘‘if you like your
plan, you can keep it”’ is absolutely not
proving to be true for thousands of peo-
ple throughout the country.

This is just beginning. People who
have looked at this from the Congres-
sional Budget Office to other groups
say you could have anywhere from 7 to
30 million Americans who actually lose
their employer plans because of
ObamaCare.

Of course, if you are losing your plan
and you are getting pushed into an ex-
change, you may not be able to keep
your doctor because that doctor may
not be in the network, may not be
available based on the plan that you
are having to take because you have
lost your original plan.

Promise number three—this is the
President: ‘I can make a firm pledge:
under my plan no family making less
than $250,000 will see any form of tax
increase.”

Well, we know that the individual
mandate he said wasn’t a tax. Then
when it got challenged in the Supreme
Court, his administration was saying,
yeah, uphold it because it is a tax.
That is eventually what the court did,
saying that it is a tax. That is a tax
that hits blue collar ‘salt of the
Earth” people, forcing them to buy a
product that essentially they may not
even be physically able to obtain be-
cause the Web sites don’t work, and if
not, they are going to tax you. That
certainly hasn’t been true.

But there are a whole bunch of other
things in the law that hit middle-in-
come and lower-income people. There
is a cap on flexible spending accounts.
It is actually harder under ObamaCare
to deduct medical expenses from your
income taxes. Hven a tax on indoor
tanning salons. I think there are a lot
of people who make less than $250,000 a
year who are doing the tanning salons.

Then, of course, there are a whole
bunch of other taxes—over a trillion
dollars—that may not be directly lev-
ied on somebody making less than
$250,000, but the costs will end up being
passed on. For example, the employer
mandate, the tax on health insurance
plans, the medical device tax. Those
taxes are on companies, but those costs
are going to get pushed to individuals,
and they are going to have to bear the
cost of that. And, oh, by the way, cer-
tain good health care plans that a lot
of union members have who are not
making $250,000 a year, those are con-
sidered Cadillac plans, and those will
be taxed extra going forward.

Finally, the President said: ‘I will
sign a universal health care bill into
law by the end of my first term as
President that will cover every Amer-
ican.” It is interesting—people on the
other side of the aisle will say, oh, you
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