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controlled 111th Congress and the President
substantially increased funding for children by
$25 billion. The President’s FY11 Budget pro-
posed important increases of $6.2 billion in
children’s spending. In contrast, the Repub-
lican FY12 Budget proposal would eliminate
all gains from the last several years. To illus-
trate, the Ryan Budget would create a $150
billion funding gap in the Children’s Health in-
surance program between 2014 and 2021, re-
sulting in an 80 percent hole in the CHIP pro-
gram and a loss of coverage for approximately
7 million children. Similarly, children bore 22
percent of the cuts in the second Continuing
Resolution this year.

If children are a national priority, we need to
measure our Federal spending so that we can
understand if our choices disproportionately
harm or protect our children. Without this anal-
ysis, policymakers and the public are limited in
our ability to know how children fare in funding
proposals. | strongly believe the Federal Gov-
ernment should embrace examining our Fed-
eral budget by our investment in children. Al-
ready, there are several State and local gov-
ernments who produce a children’s budget an-
nually, including Louisiana, Ohio, the District
of Columbia, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Oregon,
and the Cities of Philadelphia and San Fran-
cisco. These budgets provide invaluable
sources of information that help us understand
whether we are meeting our goals for children.
Precedent already exists for examining the
Federal budget based on key areas of inter-
est, including spending on programs related to
homeland security, meteorology, climate, and
drug control. By creating a children’s budget at
the Federal level, we can bring a renewed at-
tention to children’s issues and programs and
guarantee a fair look at our national invest-
ment priorities.

A Children’s Budget is critical now more
than ever, with so many of our children and
youth bearing the brunt of our Nation’s eco-
nomic hardship. In 2009, 20.7 percent of chil-
dren and 23.8 percent of children under age 6
lived below the poverty line in our Nation. My
Congressional District—the Seventh District of
lllinois—had a staggering 35.5 percent poverty
rate among children in 2009. These statistics
reflect the need for a children’s budget so that
policymakers and voters understand whether
our investments match the needs of our Na-
tion’s youngest citizens.

As our Nation continues to face difficult eco-
nomic times, we should be able to answer the
fundamental question “Is it good for the chil-
dren?” The Children’s Budget Act would en-
sure that children are given due consideration
whenever the budget is discussed and would
provide policymakers, program administrators,
and parents with a clear picture of the overall
Federal investment in our children. Careful
analysis of our spending today helps us im-
prove our efforts for tomorrow. The well-being
of our children should be at the top of our na-
tional agenda. | hope my colleagues will join
me in sponsoring this important legislation.
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IN RECOGNITION OF MICHAEL P.
MURPHY

HON. JACKIE SPEIER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, April 15, 2011

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to cele-
brate the retirement of Mike Murphy, the San
Mateo County Counsel.

| had the great privilege to work with Mike
when | was a member of the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors. He is an excep-
tional public servant, legal expert, human
being and a dear friend.

Mike was born in Yokohama, Japan on No-
vember 17, 1948 as the son of a military fam-
ily. He went to Pacific Grove High School from
where he graduated in 1966. He then at-
tended the U.S. Military Academy at West
Point and graduated in 1970. He later served
on the Military Academy Advisory Committee.

Mike laid the ground work for his legal ca-
reer at Boalt Hall School of Law at UC Berke-
ley. He graduated in May of 1978 and just six
months later was admitted to the California
Bar.

In May of 1982, Mike started serving in the
office of the San Mateo County District Attor-
ney. In 1987, the civil division of the office be-
came the San Mateo County Counsel where
Mike continued to serve. He was appointed
one of two Chief Deputies in 1998 and Assist-
ant County Counsel in 2006. In 2007, he be-
came Counsel until his retirement on March
18, 2011.

Mike served as the principal land use attor-
ney for 22 years, a pressure cooker of a job
that he made appear effortless. Among his
highest achievements were the defense of the
County’s Local Coastal Program and Measure
A, a coastal protection initiative and the de-
fense of Measure T, authorizing the Devil's
Slide tunnel bypass. During his entire career,
Mike worked as a legal advisor on the San
Bruno Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan, a
landmark environmental document that he
demonstrated his legal skill in drafting.

In 1988, Mike and San Mateo County cele-
brated a true David vs. Goliath victory. The
Port of Oakland was about to dump 7 million
tons of dredged spoils into the ocean off the
San Mateo coast. The Half Moon Bay Fisher-
men’s Marketing Association filed a lawsuit to
stop the dumping but lost in federal court.
Mike and his colleague Stephen Toben stud-
ied the case and filed a suit for injunctive and
declaratory relief. It was their legal expertise
and perseverance that resulted in a victory in
front of the California State Court of Appeals.

While | was in the California Senate in
2003, Mike defended my financial privacy leg-
islation and faced strong opposition from multi-
national conglomerates. Again, his outstanding
legal acumen succeeded in protecting the
rights of San Mateo County residents.

Mike has also been serving on the Military
Academy Advisory Committee for the 12th
Congressional District for many years, helping
select the next generation of America’s offi-
cers.

Mike is the loving husband of Gayle Mur-
phy, his wife of 28 years, and the proud par-
ent of their two daughters Erin and Shannon.

In his well deserved retirement, Mike will un-
doubtedly enjoy the additional time he will
have to read and attend San Francisco Giants
games.
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Mr. Speaker, | ask this body to rise with me
to honor an extraordinary man, Mike Murphy,
for his dedication to public service and justice
in San Mateo County.

CELEBRATION OF ANTIQUE
TRACTOR PRESERVATION DAY

HON. JO ANN EMERSON

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, April 15, 2011

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to rec-
ognize the celebration of Antique Tractor Pres-
ervation Day in West Plains, Missouri. West
Plains, Missouri represents a growing commu-
nity that is creating a new tradition for tractor
enthusiasts across the country.

Antique tractors and farm machinery serve
as a reminder of a key part of our nation’s ag-
ricultural heritage. Antique Tractor Preserva-
tion Day provides an opportunity to display
these tractors in a venue where enthusiasts
can share their stories with one another. En-
thusiasts who share this common interest can
share their passions for buying and restoring
Antique Tractors.

Antique Tractor Preservation Day also pro-
vides others, who might not be enthusiasts, an
opportunity to learn more about agricultural
history and to better understand and appre-
ciate the significant advancements American
agriculture has made over the last century. It
is important to carry on this legacy by pre-
serving our antique tractors for generations
into the future.

Mr. Speaker, | commend Michael Hinton
and the West Plains community for their work
in creating an opportunity for enthusiasts to
come together and to celebrate this proud her-
itage and rich history.

TRASH REDUCTION ACT OF 2011
HON. JAMES P. MORAN

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, April 15, 2011

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, our 308 million
American citizens throw away nearly 496 bil-
lion pounds of trash each year, a staggering
amount by any analysis. And a sizable con-
tribution is from disposable items, including
plastic and paper bags. That's why today | am
introducing the “Trash Reduction Act of 2011”
along with my co-sponsor, Congresswoman
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON. We're asking for
your support in moving this bill favorably
through the House.

Just how bad is the problem? According to
the U.S. EPA, the average American throws
away about 4.4 pounds of trash each day or
1,600 pounds per year. That's nearly 248 mil-
lion tons of American garbage each year. To
put that in perspective, it's enough trash to fill
a football-field-sized hole over 93 miles deep.
Or create a similar-sized stack of garbage that
reaches low earth orbit. This amount of trash
could cover the state of Texas two and half
times or fill enough trash trucks to form a line
to the moon.

We consume an estimated 12 million barrels
of oil and copious amounts of natural gas an-
nually to make plastic bags that are used once
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or twice, then tossed into the garbage. The
U.S. International Trade Commission reported
in 2009 that 102 billion plastic bags were used
in the U.S. Much of the oil and natural gas
used in those bags comes from foreign coun-
tries and it's all non-renewable. Once it's used
for plastic bags and thrown away, that energy
is gone forever.

Disposable paper bags are no better. In
1999, 14 million trees were cut to produce the
10 billion paper grocery bags used by Ameri-
cans that year alone. Paper and paperboard
products made up 20.7% of the municipal
waste discarded in 2008—more than any
other type of refuse measured by tonnage. Ac-
cording to the Environmental Paper Network,
the pulp and paper industry is the fourth larg-
est emitter of greenhouse gases among man-
ufacturing industries, contributing 9% of total
manufacturing-related carbon dioxide emis-
sions. Most of energy use comes from
powering paper mills.

There is no doubt that disposable retail
plastic and paper bags are bad for the envi-
ronment. Both paper and plastic bags con-
sume valuable natural resources, generate
profuse waste, and pollute the environment.
They keep us dependent on nonrenewable re-
sources like foreign oil and impose burdens
that Americans bear in the form of higher gar-
bage costs, visual blight, and the destruction
of wildlife. Millions of animals are entangled in
or ingest plastic waste. That same waste
leaches toxins into the ground and our drink-
ing water.

While recycling efforts should be applauded,
recycling rates are dismally low. Only between
one and three percent of all plastic bags are
recycled, with a slightly higher ten to 15 per-
cent paper-bag-recycling rate. Plus, the recy-
cling process uses energy, water, and gen-
erates additional greenhouse gasses.

But we can do something about this gar-
gantuan garbage nightmare. We can reduce
the number of bags we use with market-based
incentives. Requiring shoppers to internalize
the costs of disposable bags has been shown
to dramatically reduce their use and substan-
tially increase reusable bag utilization. For ex-
ample, after placing a fee on plastic bags, Ire-
land reportedly reduced consumption by 90%.
China, after banning the use of ultra-thin plas-
tic bags, is estimated to have eliminated 40
billion bags in the first year.

Critics have called this a regressive tax that
falls on poor communities. This is simply un-
true. Wealthy Americans consume substan-
tially more resources and disposable shopping
bags than the poor. Additionally, Americans of
all incomes can purchase or be given a reus-
able bag and avoid this fee altogether. Plus,
this fee is good for business. Business will be
able to recoup their investment of time and ef-
fort through a tax credit and profits from reus-
able bag sales.

One need look no further than the District of
Columbia to measure success. In 2009 the
District imposed a five-cent tax on plastic bags
that led to spectacular reductions in dispos-
able bag use. The number of plastic bags
dropped from the 2009 monthly average of
22.5 million to just 3 million per month by the
end of 2010. River cleanup volunteers re-
ported over a 60% decrease in the volume of
plastic bags they collected during cleanup ac-
tivities—and this was only three months after
the fee took effect.

DC businesses approve of the fee as well.
78% of businesses interviewed report either a
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positive or neutral impact on their business.
People keep shopping and keep buying. 58%
of DC business owners say the law has not
affected their sales. And it's those dire pre-
dictions of falling sales that were used to
scare business owners into opposing the fee.
It's one of the many false predictions of bag-
fee opponents.

While we can be proud of our environmental
achievements and landmark laws, we need to
do more to reduce our mountains of trash
madness. Nothing is more fitting for this year’s
Earth Day celebration than helping reduce
garbage.

This small disposable bag charge helps
people understand that paper and plastic bags
are not without cost. They impact the environ-
ment, support foreign dictators, and make Ev-
erests of trash. Our bill begins to shift America
away from its current disposable culture back
to a simpler time when Americans understood
the value of reusing what they bought.

————

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2012

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 14, 2011

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H. Con. Res. 34) estab-
lishing the budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 2012 and setting forth
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2013 through 2021:

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair,
Congressman PAUL RYAN’s budget goes be-
yond what is necessary to restore fiscal sol-
vency. It unfairly targets our nation’s low in-
come communities and senior citizens, while
protecting the interests of the wealthiest Amer-
icans.

My colleague’s budget, which has been em-
braced by his party returns to the “trickle
down” economics that contributed to the re-
cent recession by cutting the tax rate for the
wealthiest individuals and corporations from
35 to 25%.

This ten percent decrease represents $800
billion dollars in new tax cuts for the wealthiest
among us at a time when so many are strug-
gling. The $800 billion in tax cuts represents
$115 billion dollars cut from healthcare, $119
billion from income security, $223 billion from
education, job training and social services,
and $276 billion dollars in cuts to transpor-
tation initiatives that provide jobs.

There is absolutely no justification for these
huge tax cuts. The wealthiest tax brackets
should not profit at the expense of programs
keeping struggling families from poverty.

The Economic Policy Institute states that “A
study just released by the Heritage Center for
Data Analysis projects that The Path to Pros-
perity [Republican Budget Plan] will help cre-
ate nearly one million new private-sector jobs
next year, bring the unemployment rate down
to 4% by 2015, and result in 2.5 million addi-
tional private-sector jobs in the last year of the
decade.” This is an overwhelmingly presump-
tuous estimation.

Unemployment fell to 4% for only one rel-
atively brief episode in recent memory, and
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that was after nearly a decade of strong eco-
nomic growth. So the Heritage Center’s claim
is very bold.

The Congressional Budget Office predicts
that the unemployment rate will be 5.9% in
2015. The Heritage Center’s forecasts for the
Ryan plan are even bolder in the out years: It
predicts unemployment will fall to an unprece-
dented 2.8% by 2021. Simply put, this is in-
credible and wholly unrealistic.

The Economic Policy Institute calls “the
Ryan budget a job killer,” and goes on to say,
“The chances that this plan would drive the
U.S. economy to 2.8% unemployment are
near zero, but the chances of it repeating the
mistakes of the Bush tax cuts and driving the
economy into a ditch are very real.”

The Republican’s 2012 budget cuts $2 tril-
lion dollars more than President Obama’s
Debt Commission advised, and those cuts
come from vital social services and safety nets
for low income families, children and seniors.

Since 1965, Americans have relied on the
Federal government to provide healthcare se-
curity. The changes and cuts to Medicare pro-
posed in this budget deeply threaten the secu-
rity of our senior citizens. The proposed repeal
of guaranteed eligibility means that Americans
who are 54 years old today will not be guaran-
teed to receive Medicare when they turn 65.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that these changes to Medicare will triple the
cost for new beneficiaries by 2030 and in-
crease costs for current recipients, including
the 2.9 million people in Texas who received
Medicare in 2010.

The Republican proposal will enact dam-
aging changes to Medicaid, threatening
healthcare resources for the 60 million people,
half of them children that rely on this program
to stay healthy. A block grant for funding or a
cap on federal Medicaid spending would in-
crease the cost for states and the low income
families who benefit from the program.

Harris County has one of the highest Med-
icaid enrollment records in Texas. Limits and
cuts to Medicaid funds would significantly hurt
the citizens of Texas’s 18th District. Harris
County averages between 500,000 and
600,000 Medicaid recipients monthly, thou-
sands of people who may not have access to
healthcare under this budget.

Changes to Medicaid advocated by Repub-
licans would be devastating to senior citizens
who rely on the Medicaid safety net for long
term care and nursing home costs not covered
by Medicare. The AARP estimates cutting this
safety net would put 54,000 Texas nursing
home residents in jeopardy.

The Majority party’s budget cuts do not just
impact those who rely on Medicaid and Medi-
care; they also prevent 32 million Americans
from obtaining health insurance under the Af-
fordable Care Act. By inserting a repeal of this
historic legislation into a budget, Republicans
threaten millions seeking insurance, including
the 6.2 million Texans who do not have health
care coverage.

Underserved and low income Americans will
see deep cuts to the programs that keep them
safe and healthy, like the Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program (SNAP), which pro-
vides food assistance to 44.3 million people,
would be transferred to a block grant under
the Republican plan. Shifting the cost to the
states would force them to cut benefits to cur-
rent recipients or create a waiting list of fami-
lies that can’t afford food on their own. This
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