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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 9, 2014.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN J.
DUNCAN, Jr., to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2014, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———————

FLORIDA BEACH RENOURISHMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. JOLLY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to discuss an issue of critical impor-
tance to my community, to Florida’s
13th Congressional District of Pinellas
County, Florida, but also to coastal
communities around the country—the
issue of beach renourishment.

There is an urgency that I want to
express today on behalf of communities
like Treasure Island, Florida. The Fed-
eral Government has invested in beach
renourishment for the past 50 years,

and it has done so alongside State and
local municipalities and State and
local governments, who have also made
a priority in investing in beach re-
nourishment.

This year alone, State and local gov-
ernments will likely invest nearly $100
million in beach renourishment
projects, and it is for good reason.
Beach renourishment addresses a very
critical issue of pre-storm mitigation,
it protects communities from flooding,
it protects communities from losses to
property, from losses to critical infra-
structure, and it ultimately reduces
disaster assistance when such assist-
ance is needed.

Beach renourishment also protects
our environment, it protects against
damage to habitats critical to environ-
ments, it encourages stronger environ-
ments, cleaner environments; and, per-
haps most importantly, beach re-
nourishment programs invested in by
State and local governments and our
Federal Government contribute to jobs
and economic growth in communities
across the country.

We have industries that exist in com-
munities in my district, like Clear-
water Beach and St. Pete Beach, and in
communities across the country whose
jobs and economic growth and local
economy rely on international visitors
and visitors from around the country.

In Florida alone, we will more than
double visits to our beaches as com-
pared to visits to all U.S. national
parks combined. It takes jobs and em-
ployees to support those visitors, and
it is critical to our local economy that
we continue the investment in beach
renourishment projects.

So I rise today with a sense of ur-
gency. When this House, this body,
considered the Water Resources Re-
form and Development Act, it passed a
responsible bill, but one that did not
include continued authorization for
important beach renourishment
projects. That legislation is now in

conference, and I am here today to ask
my colleagues that we not let this pro-
vision slip by. We must reauthorize
these programs.

So I would urge the conferees on the
Water Resources Reform and Develop-
ment Act to strongly consider bringing
back language that reauthorizes pro-
grams, or at least allows for the reau-
thorization of programs, that are soon
to expire. I ask my colleagues to be re-
ceptive to that language should it
come back.

I would like to thank today my
chairman on the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee for allowing
me to work with him in the very few
weeks that I have been here on this
issue that is of critical importance to
my district, but also to districts
around the country.

——
HONORING THE FLYING TIGERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. MICHAUD) for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commend the members of the
American volunteer group known as
the Flying Tigers for their heroic serv-
ice to the United States of America
during World War II. The Flying Tigers
consisted of ex-personnel from the
Navy, Marines, and the Army Air
Corps. Operating out of China, they
trained in secret, and shortly after the
attack on Pearl Harbor began a series
of heroic battles against the Japanese
aircraft squadrons.

Working together with the Chinese
and the Royal Air Force, the Flying Ti-
gers drove back attacks on the port of
Rangoon in Burma, and became cele-
brated for their tactical victories.

On July 4, 1942, the Flying Tigers
were absorbed into the 23rd Fighter
Group, and their distinctive shark-
faced planes remain among the most
recognizable of any aircraft from World
War II.
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Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will join me in honoring the members
of the Flying Tigers for their brave
service to our great country.

———

RECOGNIZING JODY BRUCE AND
JOSH HOFFMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Dakota (Mr. CRAMER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CRAMER. The author Henry Mil-
ler wrote: ‘“The ordinary man is in-
volved in action, the hero acts, an im-
mense difference.”

Mr. Speaker, having grown up the
son of a rural electric lineman, I am
more than a little familiar with the
not so ordinary actions of these rather
ordinary people.

They do a job most of us won’t or
can’t do, often putting themselves in
danger’s way as they carry out their
duties in all kinds of weather condi-
tions. They earn a paycheck for their
work for sure, but their contribution to
the quality of life of rural America is
to the benefit of millions of people.

But today, Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to recognize the extraordinary efforts
of two rural electric linemen from
North Dakota who stepped beyond
being involved in the action to act.

Jody Bruce from Minot, who works
for Verendrye Electric Cooperative,
and Josh Hoffman from Carrington,
who works for Northern Plains Electric
Cooperative, left the comfort zone of
middle America to facilitate the ad-
vent of safe, reliable, and affordable
electricity in a community in Haiti.

Their service and sacrifice will im-
prove the lives of many people because
electricity is a critical element to im-
prove quality of life, health care, edu-
cation, clean water, and other vital
services.

Volunteering their time and exper-
tise, they both spent 2 weeks in the
town of Caracol, providing safety train-
ing and mentoring for local linemen.
They also assisted with installing
power for residents located next to an
industrial park. When fully functional,
this facility will have the capacity to
employ 30,000 people.

Jody and Josh are the only linemen
from North Dakota to ever participate
in such a project in Haiti, a country
where only about 13 percent of the peo-
ple have reliable access to electricity.

The National Rural Electric Coopera-
tive Association International Founda-
tion has been working on a U.S. Agen-
cy for International Development-fund-
ed program to bring electricity to the
town of Caracol and nearby areas.

Today, more than 1,200 consumers in
the town have access to reliable elec-
tricity. Some homes now have anten-
nas for their TVs. In fact, some busi-
nesses are springing up, things like
Internet cafes that have been estab-
lished, and water treatment plants are
in full operation.

While we often take for granted such
basic amenities as safe, reliable elec-
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tricity in this country, we ought to say
a prayer for the men and women who
ensure that the lights are always on for
us and the families who wait for them
at home.

In the case of Jody Bruce and Josh
Hoffman, well, they deserve a ticker-
tape parade. They, Mr. Speaker, are
international heroes.

———

GRANT THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA STATEHOOD IN THE UNION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I began
this series of remarks yesterday as the
District prepares for Emancipation
Day on April 16, when Lincoln freed the
slaves in the District of Columbia be-
fore the national Emancipation Procla-
mation.

I began with the status of all the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia today
with ‘“‘Taxation Without Representa-
tion,” the slogan the Founders of our
Nation and the Framers of our Con-
stitution used to start the revolution
that created the TUnited States of
America itself. With those taxes should
come statehood.

But if there is any issue with greater
command than taxation without rep-
resentation for statehood for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, it is surely fighting
and dying for one’s country without
representation, securing the vote for
the people of Iraq and Afghanistan,
only to come home with no vote of
your own in the Congress that sent you
to war, or not coming home at all.

D.C. residents fought and died in the
war that created the United States of
America itself, and have served in
every war since, often suffering casual-
ties well beyond those of fellow Ameri-
cans, casualties that mounted in each
of the major wars of the 20th century:
World War I, more casualties than
three States; World War II, more cas-
ualties than four States; the Korean
war, by then more casualties than
eight States; and the Vietnam war,
more casualties than 10 States of the
Union.

Not only have thousands fought and
died without the vote, many served
with unusual distinction and many in
the segregated Armed Forces, although
African Americans in the District were
outnumbered by Whites until recent
years. Yet the District produced the
first African American Army general,
Benjamin O. Davis; the first African
American Air Force general, Benjamin
0. Davis, Jr., a graduate of West Point
and commander of the Tuskegee Air-
men; Wesley Davis, the first African
American Naval Academy graduate;
Charles Vernon Bush, the first African
American Air Force Academy grad-
uate, and the roster continues today—
today the first Deputy Commandant of
the U.S. Coast Guard, Admiral Manson
Brown, and the first female African
American aviator, D.C. National Guard
First Lieutenant Demetria Elosiebo.

April 9, 2014

Our country continues to deny Dis-
trict of Columbia citizens their basic
rights at home.

Today, we ask that Congress draw
the line on service in the Armed
Forces. In the name of those who have
fought or died in the Nation’s wars,
grant the citizens of the District of Co-
lumbia equal rights with other Ameri-
cans. Grant the District of Columbia
statehood in the Union.

————

A LETTER TO THE TURKISH
PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF) for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHIFF. An open letter to the
Turkish people:

Today, I write to you on an issue of
great importance to both our nations.
It is on a subject that many of you, es-
pecially the younger generation, may
know little about because it concerns a
chapter of world history that your gov-
ernment has expended enormous efforts
to conceal.

Turkey has been at the center of
human civilization from Neolithic
times to the present, and your arts,
culture, and science have enriched the
world. But interwoven with all of Tur-
key’s remarkable achievements is a
dark chapter that too many of today’s
Turks know little or nothing about.

Were you aware that your grand-
parents and great-grandparents had
many Armenian neighbors and
friends—that 20 percent of the popu-
lation of today’s Istanbul was Arme-
nian? Did you know that the Arme-
nians were well integrated into Turk-
ish society as celebrated intellects,
artists, craftsmen, and community
leaders? Have you ever wondered what
happened to the Armenians? Have you
ever asked your parents and grand-
parents how such a large, industrious,
and prosperous people largely vanished
from your midst? Do you know why
your government goes to such lengths
to conceal this part of your history?

Let me tell you a part of their story.
The rest you must find out for your-
selves.

Ninety-nine years ago this month, in
the dying years of the Ottoman Em-
pire, the Young Turk government
launched a campaign of deportation,
expropriation, starvation, and murder
against the empire’s Armenian citi-
zZens.

0O 1015

Much of the Armenian population
was forcibly removed to Syria, where
many succumbed during brutal forced
marches through the desert heat. Hun-
dreds of thousands were massacred by
Ottoman gendarmes, soldiers, and even
their own neighbors.

By the time the slaughter ended in
1923, 1.5 million Armenians had been
killed in what is now universally ac-
knowledged as the first genocide of the
20th century. The survivors scattered
throughout the Middle East and the
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wider world, with some making their
way to the United States and to Los
Angeles.

It is their grandchildren and great-
grandchildren whom I represent as a
Member of the U.S. Congress. Theirs is
a vibrant community, many tens of
thousands strong, with schools, church-
es, and businesses providing a daily
link to their ancestral homeland. It is
on their behalf that I urge you to begin
anew a national conversation in Tur-
key about the events of 1915-1923.

As a young man or woman in Turkey,
you might ask: What has this to do
with me? Am I to blame for a crime
committed long before I was born?

I would say this: yours is the moral
responsibility to acknowledge the
truth and to seek a reconciliation with
the Armenian people that your parents
and their parents could or would not. It
is an obligation you have inherited and
is one from which you must not shrink;
for though we cannot choose our own
history, we decide what to do about it,
and you will be the ones to shape Tur-
key’s future.

At the end of World War II, Germany
was a shattered nation—defeated in
battle and exposed as history’s greatest
war criminal—but in the decades since
the end of the war, Germany has en-
gaged in a prolonged effort to reconcile
with the Jewish people, who were near-
ly exterminated by the Nazis during
the Holocaust.

The German Government has pros-
ecuted war criminals, returned expro-
priated property, allied itself with
Israel, and made countless apologies to
the victims and to the world. Most im-
portantly, Germany has worked to ex-
punge the cancer of the dehumanizing
bigotry and hatred that gave rise to
the Holocaust.

This path of reflection, reconcili-
ation, and repentance must be Tur-
key’s path as well. It will not be easy.
The questions will be painful and the
answers difficult, sometimes unknow-
able.

One question stands out: How could a
nation that ruled peaceably over a di-
verse, multicultural empire for cen-
turies have turned on one of its own
peoples with such ruthlessness that an
entirely new word had to be invented
to describe what took place? ‘‘Geno-
cide.”

As in Judaism and Christianity, the
concept of repentance—or tawba—is
central to Islam. Next year will mark a
century since the beginning of the
genocide, and Armenians around the
world will mourn their dead, con-
template the enormity of their loss,
and ask: Why?

Answer them, please, with words of
repentance.

Sincerely, ADAM SCHIFF, Member of
Congress.

———
IN OPPOSITION TO THE RYAN
BUDGET
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MAFFEI) for 5 minutes.
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Mr. MAFFEI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition of the legis-
lation H. Con. Res. 96, the budget pro-
posed by the chairman of the Budget
Committee, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Unfortunately, this year’s Ryan
budget is more of the same reckless-
ness and extreme partisanship that we
have seen year after year from the
House Republican leadership.

According to the Democrats on the
House Budget Committee, under
RYAN’S plan, middle class families in
my district in central New York will
pay an average of $2,000 more each
year.

Once again, the Ryan budget ends the
Medicare guarantee as we know it, and
it would turn Medicare, instead, into a
privatized voucher program and would
shift health care costs to seniors.

It threatens to cut off critical invest-
ments in job creation and infrastruc-
ture, and it slashes education at a time
when local school districts in central
New York are already struggling to
find the resources necessary to provide
our children with the high-quality edu-
cation that they deserve.

This is not a balanced approach, and
it is not a responsible solution. People
in central New York and across the
country need better. Congress must get
serious about balancing the budget and
about reducing the national debt and
deficit, but not on the backs of our sen-
iors and not on the backs of the middle
class and certainly not on the backs of
future generations of Americans.

At a time when many central New
Yorkers are still struggling as the
economy recovers, we simply cannot
accept the irresponsible policies of the
Ryan budget.

I call on my colleagues to reject the
Ryan budget and to work together to
create a bipartisan budget that gets
our fiscal house in order and promotes
economic growth, creates jobs, protects
our seniors, and strengthens the middle
class.

————
RECENT EVIDENCE OF INFLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. FOSTER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to take note of a recent sci-
entific discovery, a result which, if
confirmed and understood in its full
theoretical context, has the potential
to change the way we think about the
beginnings of the universe.

Before coming to Congress, I was a
high-energy particle physicist and a
particle accelerator designer at Fermi
National Accelerator Laboratory for
over 20 years. While I sometimes miss
being back in the lab, I am very
pleased when I have the opportunity to
advocate in Congress for scientific re-
search and development.

Twice in my life, I have had the
privilege of participating in a funda-
mental breakthrough in science. The
first was during my Ph.D. thesis work
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when we observed a subatomic process,
known as proton decay—which was
confidently predicted by many, if not
most, of the theoretical physicists at
the time—was, in fact, not happening.

The second time was at Fermilab,
when I was part of the team that dis-
covered the top quark, which is the
heaviest known form of matter and,
quite possibly, the heaviest subatomic
particle that will ever be discovered—
or not.

So like scientists around the world,
my pulse quickened with the announce-
ment that the first independent con-
firming evidence for cosmic inflation
in the early universe had been discov-
ered.

Humans have wondered about the or-
igin of the universe for thousands of
years. Now, thanks to a team of clever
and hard-working scientists and of
Federal investments in basic science,
we appear to be an important step clos-
er to understanding the birth of the
universe.

Immediately following the big bang,
which is the moment at which the uni-
verse burst into existence, scientists
have hypothesized that the universe
underwent a period known as inflation.
During inflation, which lasted for only
a tiny fraction of a second, the uni-
verse expanded at an exponential rate.

Now, the BICEP2 team, which is a
collaboration of 12 institutes, including
universities, the National Science
Foundation, and the Department of En-
ergy and NASA laboratories, has found
direct evidence that appears to verify
the theory of inflation.

They were able to study the very
first moments of the universe at less
than a trillionth of a trillionth of a
trillionth of a second after the big
bang, and they were able to obtain di-
rect observational evidence of infla-
tion, which, until now, has been mainly
based on theoretical work.

To do this, the team constructed a
telescope at the National Science
Foundation’s U.S. Antarctic Program’s
research station at the South Pole to
observe the cosmic microwave back-
ground radiation, a faint glow left over
from the big bang.

They observed a pattern in the cos-
mic background radiation that was
consistent with being left over from in-
flation, giving us a glimpse of the uni-
verse over 13.7 billion years ago. They
were able to detect this, in large part,
because of recent advances in highly
sensitive detector technology.

This project was primarily funded by
the National Science Foundation, and
it received generous support from
NASA and from the Department of En-
ergy, as well as from private industry,
and it is an example of the importance
of Federal funding for basic science re-
search.

It is also an example of the interplay
between technology and basic science
and of how new technology will lead to
even greater advances in basic science
and vice versa.

Additionally, study after study has
shown that there are few investments
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our government can make that provide
as high a return on investment as sci-
entific research and development.

Despite this, Federal investments in
research and development are at an
historic low, comprising merely 3.8 per-
cent of the Federal budget—or 0.8 per-
cent of the GDP.

In fact, over the last 3 years, Federal
research and development expenditures
have decreased by 16.3 percent, which is
the steepest decline over a 3-year pe-
riod since the end of the space race.

These results are an important re-
minder of the value of Federal invest-
ment in research and development.
Without the proper investment in sci-
entific research, we must expect fewer
of these groundbreaking scientific dis-
coveries, at least in the United States.

The greatest long-term threat that
our country faces on both the military
and economic fronts is the threat of
losing our role as world leaders in inno-
vation and in science and technology.

Nothing is more crucial to preserving
that role than having adequate funding
for fundamental and applied scientific
research. The recent advances in cos-
mology are just one of many examples
of the breadth of intellectual capital
and state-of-the-art technology that
the U.S. currently possesses.

As Congress determines how to allo-
cate funding for these agencies in the
coming year, with many proposing
budgets that will cripple future invest-
ments in education and research, I urge
my colleagues to capitalize on these
discoveries and ensure that we are in-
vesting enough in research, science,
and education.

Because of Federal investments in
science, we have just looked signifi-
cantly farther into the early universe
than anyone has done before. This not
only tells us about the birth of the uni-
verse, but it also gives us insight into
our fundamental understanding of the
laws of physics.

This discovery by the BICEP2 team
has been globally recognized as one of
the most important fundamental
breakthroughs in science in our life-
times, a landmark of American aca-
demic achievement that will live on in
the science textbooks forever.

———

HOUSE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PRO-
POSAL UNDERMINES AMERICA’S
FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day night, I introduced legislation to
provide an extension of emergency un-
employment benefits that would ex-
tend the important safety net of unem-
ployment benefits, unemployment in-
surance to over 2 million Americans
who lost their benefits on December 28
and thereafter as a result of the failure
of this body to act to protect those
benefits.

Many of us, particularly on the
Democratic side—and I know some on
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the other side as well because they
have expressed it—would have pre-
ferred that we had dealt with this ques-
tion as we were dealing with the budg-
et issues and the budget question that
we faced at the end of last year, but we
did not, so we are left now with the
fact that we have some unfinished busi-
ness.

On Monday evening, in a bipartisan
fashion, the U.S. Senate enacted simi-
lar legislation. In fact, the bill that I
introduced on Monday night was the
precise language enacted on a bipar-
tisan basis by the U.S. Senate.

Two million Americans are living
right now with the fear of losing their
homes, losing their cars, having their
families split up because they don’t
have that basic need being met of a
roof over a head and food on the table
between their last jobs and their next
jobs.

For typical workers in America,
when they lose their jobs, it takes an
average of 37 weeks. I know, in my
home State, it is probably longer be-
fore they find their next opportunities.
In Michigan, once one loses one’s job,
one has got 20 weeks of unemployment
insurance. What happens to one after
that is what we are dealing with today.

The fact that people go from one
week to the next not knowing if they
are going to be able to keep their fami-
lies together and keep roofs over their
heads is something that this Congress
can do something about if it chooses
to.

I know there are Members of the Re-
publican Conference who are anxious to
see this enacted because several put to-
gether a letter to the Speaker, asking
that this issue be brought up imme-
diately, and that is what I hope my col-
leagues will do—bring extended unem-
ployment compensation, unemploy-
ment insurance to the floor, so that we
can protect those workers who are try-
ing to get from their last jobs to their
next jobs without starting a cycle of
poverty that could last generations.

There are some who say we don’t
need this because, number one, workers
who are on unemployment don’t want
to work. I suppose there may be an ex-
ception or a myth that we could con-
jure up about an individual who is re-
ceiving unemployment compensation
who doesn’t want to work, but for
those of you who believe that, come to
my district or, better yet, go to your
home district.

Talk to people in the unemployment
lines and ask them if they would trade
their situations today for meaningful
work. I assure you that the vast major-
ity, if not all of the people in that situ-
ation, would trade, in a minute, their
situations for a real job with a decent
wage.

There are some also who say that we
shouldn’t do this because it is not an
emergency, that these are supposed to
be emergency benefits. As far as I can
see, it is not only an emergency here in
Washington, but if you are about to
lose your house or if you are about to
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lose your car or if you don’t have
enough food on the table to feed your
kids, for you, it is an emergency.

We represent those folks, and we
ought to be thinking about them, and
we ought to take this up.

So why is it that we need to do this
in the first place? I think the Repub-
licans and Democrats could agree that
the economy is not growing at a rate
to put all Americans back to work. We
will acknowledge that. We will stipu-
late that, while there has been growth
and while there has been private sector
job creation, it is not enough.

We will probably disagree on the rea-
sons behind that, but we can agree that
the current economy is not enough to
put these folks back to work. We
should help them, but we should also
do the things that it will take to get
America back to work again.

Unfortunately, what we will deal
with in the next couple of days is a
budget that undermines economic
growth, that undermines the kind of
investments in the skills of our work-
force by cutting job training, by cut-
ting Pell grants, by cutting early child-
hood education—programs like Head
Start—that actually change the trajec-
tory for those individuals, that make
them more capable and more able to
get into the workforce in this competi-
tive economy that we are in.
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Rather than investing in our people,
what this proposed Ryan budget would
do is to cut those essential programs

and not contribute to economic
growth.

It also would cut important invest-
ments in infrastructure. Democrats

and Republicans alike agree that we
need to rebuild our infrastructure—our
roads, our bridges, our rail systems,
and our ports.

This budget takes us in the wrong di-
rection.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the Con-
gress can come together around this
question and realize that if, in the
short term, we are going to deal with
the crisis that families are facing, we
will pass an unemployment extension,
and, in the long term, we take the kind
of steps that we need to rebuild our
economy.

The budget proposed by Mr. RYAN
that will be coming to the floor will
take us in the wrong direction.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 31
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

——
O 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.
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PRAYER

Reverend Darius Pridgen, True Beth-
el Baptist Church, Buffalo, New York,
offered the following prayer:

To the grand architect of the uni-
verse, who meticulously and purpose-
fully placed each star and planet into a
predestined position in the universe,
the results of such methodical place-
ment has caused tranquility in the uni-
verse in that Mars does not clash with
Jupiter, Venus does not war with Sat-
urn, and the Sun does not compete
with the Moon.

As You have done in the universe,
You have also done in this House of the
people. May those whom You have per-
fectly placed in these hallowed seats
remember they, like the perfectly
planned universe, have been placed
here by You, not to clash, crash, and
war, but to work together for the good
of their constituents, the country, the
world, and, indeed, the universe.

In the name of the God we serve,
amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. PITTENGER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. PITTENGER led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

WELCOMING REVEREND DARIUS
PRIDGEN

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HIGGINS) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to welcome Pastor Darius
Pridgen to the House of Representa-
tives today from the True Bethel Bap-
tist Church in western New York.

Pastor Pridgen is well known and
well respected in our community for
his passionate and inspiring leadership.
We could all benefit from adopting his
style of cooperation and uniting people
of different beliefs and ideologies.

His contributions to our region are
many. In addition to being a role
model, he works through creative min-
istry to create jobs, to care for those in
need, and to influence good in his
church and far beyond.

This is most notable by his expansion
of True Bethel’s reach from east Buf-
falo into the city of Niagara Falls. Pas-
tor Pridgen is also a family man and
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encourages strong families. In addition
to his ministry, Pastor Pridgen has
served our Nation, as he is a veteran of
the United States Air Force, and he
currently serves as president of the
Buffalo City Council.

Pastor Pridgen is the embodiment of
Buffalo’s reputation as the City of
Good Neighbors, and I am honored to
have him here today to represent our
community.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
FoxX). The Chair will entertain up to
15 further requests for 1-minute speech-
es on each side of the aisle.

WILL GRIER

(Mr. PITTENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PITTENGER. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today in honor of Will Grier who,
as quarterback of the Davidson Day
School, led them to three consecutive
championships.

Over his high school career, Will
threw for 195 touchdowns, averaged 383
passing yards a game, and once threw
10 touchdown passes in a single game.
For his exploits on the field, Will Grier
was named Parade Magazine’s 2014 All-
America Player of the Year and was se-
lected as America’s top high school
football player by Football USA.

He graduated from high school a se-
mester early and is already attending
classes at the University of Florida,
where he will continue his football ca-
reer.

While I congratulate Will for his
football accomplishments, I also want
to congratulate him for remaining fo-
cused off the field. At Davidson Day, he
chose to be a positive role model, regu-
larly spending time with younger stu-
dents and always reading to the ele-
mentary classes.

Please join me in congratulating
Davidson’s and North Carolina’s Will
Grier for his accomplishments and for
his commitment to serving others.

————
T.C. GILLESPIE

(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VEASEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to a dear friend
who departed this Earth last week, who
I know is headed to glory because of
the great things he did in Tarrant
County for working men and women.

T.C. Gillespie, who was the president
of the Tarrant County Central Labor
Council, died after a long battle with
lung disease.

T.C. was such a tireless advocate for
men and women. Before he was presi-
dent of the Central Labor Council, he
was the treasurer and secretary of the
Communications Workers of America.
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T.C. just believed in people. He was
someone who helped me very early on
in my career, before I was in Congress.
He helped so many people he believed
would do the right thing for so many
workers and for so many families in
Tarrant County.

Even as I watched T.C. struggle in
the last couple of years of his life, I
would say: T.C., you don’t need to be
here; you need to be home resting.

He was having such a hard time
walking and breathing because of the
lung issue that he was having, and he
just wanted to be there for people he
believed in.

I want to thank the family and
friends he leaves behind. T.C. Gillespie
was a dear friend and a great man to so
many people in Tarrant County.

——

KELLIE HINSHAW

(Mrs. ELLMERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. ELLMERS. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to honor my friend, Mrs.
Kellie Godwin Hinshaw, who fought
and battled cancer until it took her
body this week in Dunn, North Caro-
lina. Her spirit will truly live on within
all of us.

Kellie was a friend who inspired me
in her strength to go forward even on
the worst of days. She was a strong,
loving, caring woman with an incred-
ible sense of humor. She was a daugh-
ter, sister, wife, and mother of two
beautiful boys, Kenneth and Kannon.

Kellie had adenoid cystic carcinoma,
a rare form of cancer. Despite this ter-
rible disease, Kellie and her family
chose to use this as a platform to do
good. Kellie’s Krew successfully orga-
nized and grew a bK race that has
raised well over $100,000 for adenoid
cystic carcinoma research and has
brought our whole community to-
gether.

Kellie taught our community that
“vain’ is a four-letter word and that
beauty truly comes from within. She
will be forever loved by her family, her
community, and me.

———
AMERICAN JOBS ACT

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to speak about the most im-
portant issue facing our country. Guess
what? It has nothing to do with repeal-
ing ObamaCare. It is about jobs.

Instead of bringing the American
Jobs Act to the floor, an act which
would create nearly 2 million new jobs,
my Republican colleagues remain ob-
sessed with trying to repeal
ObamaCare.

This may be the only job in America
at which you can try to do something
more than 50 times and still have a job.
It is time to move on and pass a bill
that will help to create jobs.
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In my home State of Rhode Island
and across the country, unemployment
rates remain unacceptably high. It is
time to stop rehashing old political
battles and to move on to the issues
that will help grow our economy and
get people back to work.

The American Jobs Act will boost
consumer demand and hiring by cut-
ting taxes for struggling families and
small businesses, and it will invest in
infrastructure and education. It is fully
paid for.

Why would my colleagues on the
other side oppose a bill that inde-
pendent analysts, including Moody’s
Analytics, say would create up to 1.9
million new jobs?

Madam Speaker, it is time to take up
this legislation to get our economy
back on track and to help Americans
get back to work.

———
FIVE-TIME WINNERS

(Mr. DESJARLAIS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today to recognize my constitu-
ents who work at the Frito-Lay manu-
facturing facility in Fayetteville, Ten-
nessee, for helping to win the C.E.
Doolin Award for Operations Excel-
lence for an unprecedented fifth time.

This annual nationwide award,
named for Frito-Lay’s cofounder, is the
most prestigious award given by the
company for operations and is a testa-
ment to the value we place on honest,
hard work in Tennessee’s Fourth Con-
gressional District.

I have had an opportunity to meet
and visit with numerous workers, and I
always leave with an admiration for
their sincere dedication to not only
their jobs, but to the community in
which they work. It is no wonder that
Tennessee continues to attract some of
the best businesses in the world, as we
have some of the best workers in the
world.

Congratulations to the outstanding,
hard-working individuals who received
this tremendous honor and who con-
tinue to make the great State of Ten-
nessee proud.

———

COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION
REFORM

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, this morning,
a productive meeting took place with
the Secretary of Homeland Security
and the Congressional Hispanic Caucus
with respect to the deportations going
on in our Nation.

This issue is critical to my district of
Orange County, which heartbreakingly
accounts for 43 percent of the Cali-
fornia ICE detainer requests on juve-
niles, which often lead to deportations.
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That is why I have advocated for com-
prehensive immigration reform, to en-
sure that no one is living in the shadow
of fear.

As a senior member of the House
Homeland Security Committee, I will
continue to urge the Department of
Homeland Security to continue to keep
in mind the harmful effects that these
deportations have on our communities
and the trauma they introduce into our
families, into our young people, into
our children.

As a CHC member, I join my col-
leagues as we continue to act for the
inclusion of the voices of our commu-
nity stakeholders, so that their stories
are not neglected.

Madam Speaker, the time is now to
vote on a comprehensive immigration
reform package.

————

PAT TUTHILL—RONALD WILSON
REAGAN PUBLIC POLICY AWARD

(Mr. SOUTHERLAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SOUTHERLAND. Madam Speak-
er, this month of April is Sexual As-
sault Awareness Month.

Pat Tuthill of Tallahassee, Florida,
lost her 23-year-old daughter, Peyton,
on February 24, 1999. Peyton was sexu-
ally assaulted and brutally murdered
by a convicted criminal on unsuper-
vised probation. Three months after
her daughter’s death and through her
own pain, she was determined to get
better, not bitter.

Ms. Tuthill quit her job and became a
public speaker and an advocate for vic-
tims of violent crime. She has traveled
the country, lobbying policymakers to
support legislation that strengthens
the monitoring and supervision of
criminals on parole and probation.

Last year, Ms. Tuthill’s dream be-
came a reality with the implementa-
tion of the first National Automated
Standardized Victim Notification sys-
tem.

I had the honor of meeting with Ms.
Tuthill this morning in my office in
order to congratulate her on receiving
the Ronald Wilson Reagan Public Pol-
icy Award in recognition of her efforts
by the Department of Justice.

As a father of four daughters, I thank
her for her tireless effort. I thank Ms.
Tuthill for her courage and for her
service to others. I can think of no one
who is more deserving of this award.

———
VETERANS’ JUSTICE

(Ms. KUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KUSTER. Madam Speaker, as we
continue the long process of bringing
our troops home from more than a dec-
ade of war, I want to recognize activ-
ists in my district and all across this
country who are taking action to im-
prove the lives of our returning heroes.
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For many of these brave men and
women, the invisible wounds of war
present unique challenges as they re-
turn to civilian life. Thousands of these
veterans come into contact with our
Nation’s criminal justice system every
year.

We owe our heroes a solemn debt of
gratitude, and every American who has
worn the uniform deserves the oppor-
tunity to thrive after his service is
complete.

That is why I have signed on in sup-
port of H.R. 2187, the SALUTE Act, leg-
islation that would allow for grant
funding to support the establishment
and the improvement of veterans’
treatment courts for nonviolent offend-
ers.

Activists in my district have already
begun the process of establishing a vet-
erans’ justice track, and I commend
them on their efforts.

It is time for us to recognize the sac-
rifice our servicemembers have made
on behalf of this great Nation and to
recommit ourselves to serving our he-
roes as they have served us.

———
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THANK YOU, BEVERLY COLLEY

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, today, I appreciate
the opportunity to recognize Beverly
Colley, the administrative assistant for
the Second District of South Carolina.
She will be departing the Midlands of-
fice on Friday to serve as the town
clerk of Blythewood, South Carolina,
led by Mayor Mike Ross and a dynamic
council.

Since joining the office in October
2004, Beverly has served the people of
South Carolina’s Second District with
respect and diligence. Her genuine
bright smile and desire to help those in
need has significantly impacted the
lives of those across the district, being
the first person to welcome citizens to
the office.

Beverly’s dedicated staff work has
made a difference, and I look forward
to hearing of her success as she em-
barks on a new professional career. I
wish Beverly; her son, Garin Carter;
daughter, Malika Carter; and grand-
daughter, Rhylie, all the best in the fu-
ture.

I know that the people of Blythewood
will continue to benefit from Beverly’s
extraordinary constituent service as
she serves her hometown community.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

Godspeed, Beverly.

——
EQUAL PAY

(Ms. HAHN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Ms. HAHN. Madam Speaker, we kKnow
that when women succeed, America
succeeds; but, unfortunately, our
mothers, daughters, and sisters are not
succeeding when women, on average,
earn just 77 cents to every dollar that
a man makes, and one in three women
and their families are living on the
brink of poverty.

Across the Nation, women are facing
unprecedented economic insecurity.
Pay inequity, combined with the lack
of affordable child care or paid family
leave, means women are burdened with
an unfair disadvantage and struggle to
support their families.

Pay discrimination means that Afri-
can American women are expected to
earn just 64 cents to every dollar
earned by a White man, while Latinas
earn just 54 cents.

Yesterday, I was proud to join Presi-
dent Obama and Lilly Ledbetter at the
White House to mark Equal Pay Day.
We witnessed the President sign two
critical executive orders that will em-
power women to fight pay discrimina-
tion. It is a simple principle: equal pay
for equal work.

I was disappointed that our Senate
colleagues failed to pass the Paycheck
Fairness Act and address this situa-
tion. I urge them to reconsider address-
ing the injustice of paycheck discrimi-
nation.

———
MILITARY MENTAL WELLNESS

(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.
Madam Speaker, I rise today to bring
attention to the timely issue of behav-
ioral health in our military.

Currently, our soldiers undergo com-
prehensive medical and physical ex-
aminations during recruitment to en-
sure that they are fully fit and capable
of performing their military duties;
however, currently, no similar exam-
ination for mental health competency
exists. This is a serious information
gap as our military continues to ad-
dress issues such as posttraumatic
stress disorder, traumatic brain injury,
and suicide.

Madam Speaker, the issue of mili-
tary mental wellness should be on the
mind of every Member of Congress—
and not just when this issue is back in
the news.

Prior to the Fort Hood shootings, I
introduced H.R. 4305, the Medical Eval-
uation Parity for Servicemembers Act,
which will institute a preliminary
mental health assessment at the time
recruits are first joining the military.

The bill, which was reported on today
by the Pittsburgh Tribune Review, is
not an end-all solution when it comes
to addressing this issue, but it is an
important step in tackling a well-es-
tablished information gap in the realm
of servicemember behavioral health.

I encourage Members to join in co-
sponsoring H.R. 4305.
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NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS’
RIGHTS WEEK

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, this
week is National Crime Victims’

Rights Week; therefore, it is appro-
priate that we raise the awareness of
survivors’ challenges and the advocates
who help rebuild their lives.

In the face of a victim’s trauma,
there are countless individuals across
the Nation committed to making
things right, such as the incredible
staff at the Community Action Part-
nership of Madera County, which I rep-
resent.

As cochair of the Victims® Rights
Caucus, I will have the honor tomorrow
of presenting the Ed Stout Memorial
Award for Outstanding Victim Advo-
cacy.

Programs operated by the Commu-
nity Action Partnership have met all
types of crime victims’ needs and re-
duced the barriers that sometimes pre-
vent victims from accessing services
that are so important.

In addition, individuals like Darius
Assemi and his family have shared
time and treasure to construct the
Marjaree Mason Center in Clovis,
which is a 24-hour safe haven for
women and children.

Each of us has a voice that can speak
out against violence and listen to those
who have suffered as a result of vio-
lence. We can all do our part—and we
all should. Until the day when there
are no more victims, we will all be with
those who have suffered.

——————

25TH ANNUAL NATIONAL SERVICE-
LEARNING CONFERENCE

(Mr. FITZPATRICK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Madam Speaker,
I rise today in grateful recognition of
the youth leaders who are taking ac-
tion in their communities to make our
world a better place and those who help
them get involved.

This week, right here in our Nation’s
capital, thousands of students have
gathered for the 25th Annual National
Service-Learning Conference. Their
time on the Hill will be used to visit
with their elected officials and share
how important service is to their dis-
trict and our country, as well as the
personal impact of service learning on
their lives.

A group from my district will be led
by Joan Liptrot, a tireless leader for
positive change and a woman whose
commitment to service learning and
societal advancement is without ques-
tion. At this week’s conference, she
will be presented with the Service-
Learning Practitioner Leadership
Award, which recognizes those who
have equipped young people to lead and
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serve, both through their direct work
with youth and by nurturing other
practitioners.

I have been proud to speak at this
conference in the past and to work
closely with Joan’s Youth Action

Council on projects that advance
awareness and involvement among
teens.

The work of people like Joan and
countless young people around the
country who are ready to make the
world a better place is nothing short of
commendable. I wish them the best at
this week’s conference, and I look for-
ward to working with them in Penn-
sylvania’s Eighth District.

————
RYAN BUDGET

(Mr. BARBER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BARBER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the Ryan budget
proposal, which would balance the
budget on the backs of seniors, middle
class families, and students. We must
balance the budget, but this is the
wrong way to do it.

The Ryan budget would destroy the
Medicare guarantee for Arizona seniors
I work for and for seniors across this
great country. It would implement a
voucher system and ask seniors and fu-
ture retirees to pay more. Prescription
drug costs would increase by nearly
$1,200 a year, and Medicare premiums
would soar. This is just plain wrong,
Madam Speaker.

I stand today against the reckless
Ryan budget plan because it under-
mines the promises we have made to
our seniors, it hurts middle class fami-
lies, and it would slash funding for stu-
dents who want to go to college. I urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to stand with me in opposition to this
irresponsible budget.

——

WORKING TO GET AMERICANS
BACK TO WORK

(Mr. POMPEO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POMPEO. Madam Speaker, Kan-
sans and Americans across the country
are exhausted by a job market that is
failing them. The most recent report in
March showed absolutely no improve-
ment in employment. In fact, for
women, we saw an increase in unem-
ployment.

Madam Speaker, the President’s lat-
est attempt to redefine the workweek
form 40 hours to 29 has already proved
detrimental to millions of Americans.
There are 7.2 million Americans work-
ing part-time for economic reasons.
This will leave them with less money
to take care of their families.

The President’s policies have hit
Kansans hard—things like identifying
the lesser prairie-chicken as an endan-
gered species or redefining navigable
waterways such that puddles will come
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under EPA’s control. These policies
have hit pocketbooks, paychecks, and
families.

House Republicans have advanced
hundreds of solutions that will help get
America back to work.

Madam Speaker, we are 5 years into
this administration, and it is no longer
anything but a joke to blame President
Bush for these challenges in our eco-
nomic workplace. We need the Senate
and the President to join us in pro-
viding solutions so we can create free-
dom so Americans can get back to
work.

————
HOUSE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

(Mr. MARCHANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. MARCHANT. Madam Speaker,
every American family has to live
within its means. It is time for Wash-
ington to do the same.

The House Republican budget deals
with our debts and builds an economy
that rewards Americans who work hard
and want to get ahead.

I support the conservative budget for
three simple reasons: the plan balances
the budget within 10 years, cuts waste-
ful government spending over 10 years
by $56.1 trillion, and pays down the na-
tional debt.

In addition, the Republican budget
proposal grows the economy, repeals
ObamaCare, strengthens Medicare, se-
cures Social Security for the long
term, simplifies the broken Tax Code,
promotes American energy production,
and enhances national and diplomatic
security.

In contrast, President Obama’s budg-
et never balances, hikes taxes by $1.8
trillion, and adds $8.3 trillion more to
the national debt of $17.5 trillion.

My constituents know that we can’t
afford more of the same Big Govern-
ment spending that has buried our
economy and our country in debt.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in supporting the House Republican
budget and getting our Nation’s fiscal
house in order.

——————

BUDGETING FOR MEDICAL
BREAKTHROUGHS

(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Speaker,
budgets don’t heal the sick or solve
centuries-long medical challenges, but
the programs budgets prioritize can.

In my district in Louisville, Ken-
tucky, medical researchers at the Uni-
versity of Louisville and the Frazier
Rehab Institute have made an incred-
ible breakthrough. Thanks to an elec-
tronic implant that stimulates the spi-
nal cord, four paralyzed men are now
moving their legs on command. With
continued therapy, they are confident
they will walk again.

The Human Locomotor Research
Center in Louisville is funded in part

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

through investments made by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. More than
80 percent of NIH funding goes to the
broader research community, fueling
the innovation that makes break-
throughs like those in Louisville pos-
sible.

The Republican budget reduces the
number of new NIH grants by 1,400, on
top of hundreds of projects NIH has al-
ready had to turn down because of last
year’s reckless, across-the-board spend-
ing cuts.

Madam Speaker, when you see a man
paralyzed for years lift his legs, you
can’t help but share in the enthusiasm
for breaking boundaries we once
thought impassible. But if we approve
this Republican budget and these cuts,
we extinguish that enthusiasm and the
hopes of millions of families waiting
for the next medical breakthrough.
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CONGRATULATING THE UNIVER-
SITY OF CONNECTICUT MEN’S
AND WOMEN’S BASKETBALL
TEAMS FOR THEIR NCAA CHAM-
PIONSHIP VICTORIES

(Mr. COURTNEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COURTNEY. Madam Speaker,
the State of Connecticut is bursting
with Huskie pride this morning as the
UConn men and the UConn women bas-
ketball teams did what was, I think, al-
most unimaginable: they both won a
national championship.

It would be great to stand here today
and talk about how the women accom-
plished a perfect season and beat a
team that was undefeated until last
night, or the men, who defied every
pundit, every odds-maker, every NCAA
know-it-all and again won the national
championship against all odds.

But I want to really focus for a sec-
ond on the fact that Geno Auriemma,
his women’s program over the years
has almost a perfect graduation rate in
terms of the women who have played in
that program.

And Kevin Ollie has three dean’s list
players on the starting five. His all-
star, Shabazz Napier, is going to grad-
uate with a full degree. He is an amaz-
ing person, and I am glad the country
got a chance to see him.

I want to conclude by reading his
final comment that he said to the press
the other night:

Basketball is second to me. I want them to
be better people once they leave Storrs cam-
pus. If T did that, forget about the wins and
losses, national championships, all that
stuff, I think I've done my job.

Coach Ollie, Coach Auriemma, you
have done your job. We are so proud of
you.

Go, Huskies.
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WOMEN DESERVE EQUAL PAY FOR
EQUAL WORK

(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to acknowledge as a simple
fact that women deserve equal pay for
equal work. Same job, same experi-
ence, same pay. But that is not hap-
pening.

On the aggregate, women earn just 77
cents on the dollar. For African Amer-
ican women, it is only 64 cents, and for
Latinas, it is a staggering 54 cents on
the dollar for every dollar earned by
white men, white non-Hispanic men
doing the same job.

As we know, the consequences are
great. These pay gaps translate into a
loss for African American women of
more than $18,000 a year, and for
Latinas, more than $24,000 a year that
they lose to this pay gap.

Families increasingly rely on wom-
en’s wages to make ends meet. The pay
gap is about our Nation’s overall econ-
omy, and it is about women’s retire-
ment security.

The fact is that when women suc-
ceed, America succeeds, and it is time
to address the pay and work-family
balance disparities that affect women.

Some have said that the argument
for equal pay for equal work is politics.

Well, Madam Speaker, it is not. It is
about pay.

It is time for 25 courageous Repub-
licans to step up and join 197 Demo-
crats to end wage discrimination and
give women what women have earned:
equal pay for equal work.

——————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 9, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule IT of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
April 9, 2014 at 9:48 a.m.:

That the Senate agreed to without amend-
ment. H. Con. Res. 90.

Appointments:

International conferences.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on the motion to suspend the
rules on which a recorded vote or the
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which
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the vote incurs objection under clause
6 of rule XX.

Any record vote on the postponed
question will be taken later.

———

EXPATRIATE HEALTH COVERAGE
CLARIFICATION ACT OF 2014

Mr. NUNES. Madam Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4414) to clarify the treatment
under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act of health plans in
which expatriates are the primary en-
rollees, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4414

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Expatriate
Health Coverage Clarification Act of 2014”°.
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF EXPATRIATE HEALTH

PLANS UNDER ACA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the provisions of (including any amendment
made by) the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act (Public Law 111-148) and of
title I and subtitle B of title II of the Health
Care and Education Reconciliation Act of
2011 (Public Law 111-152) shall not apply with
respect to—

(1) expatriate health plans;

(2) employers with respect to any such
plans for which such employers are acting as
plan sponsors; or

(3) expatriate health insurance issuers with
respect to coverage offered by such issuers
under such plans.

(b) MINIMUM ESSENTIAL COVERAGE AND ELI-
GIBLE EMPLOYER-SPONSORED PLAN.—For pur-
poses of section 5000A(f) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, and any other section of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that incor-
porates the definition of minimum essential
coverage provided under such section
5000A(f) by reference, coverage under an ex-
patriate health plan shall be deemed to be
minimum essential coverage under an eligi-
ble employer-sponsored plan as defined in
paragraph (2) of such section.

(¢) QUALIFIED EXPATRIATES AND DEPEND-
ENTS NOT UNITED STATES HEALTH RISK.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
9010 of the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act (26 U.S.C. 4001 note prec.), for cal-
endar years after 2014, a qualified expatriate
(and any dependent of such individual) en-
rolled in an expatriate health plan shall not
be considered a United States health risk.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2014.—The fee under
section 9010 of such Act for calendar year
2014 with respect to any expatriate health in-
surance issuer shall be the amount which
bears the same ratio to the fee amount de-
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury
with respect to such issuer under such sec-
tion for such year (determined without re-
gard to this paragraph) as—

(A) the amount of premiums taken into ac-
count under such section with respect to
such issuer for such year, less the amount of
premiums for expatriate health plans taken
into account under such section with respect
to such issuer for such year, bears to

(B) the amount of premiums taken into ac-
count under such section with respect to
such issuer for such year.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

1) EXPATRIATE HEALTH INSURANCE
ISSUER.—The term ‘‘expatriate health insur-
ance issuer’”” means a health insurance issuer
that issues expatriate health plans.
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(2) EXPATRIATE HEALTH PLAN.—The term
“‘expatriate health plan” means a group
health plan, health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with a group health plan,
or health insurance coverage offered to a
group of individuals described in paragraph
(3)(B) (which may include dependents of such
individuals) that meets each of the following
standards:

(A) Substantially all of the primary enroll-
ees in such plan or coverage are qualified ex-
patriates, with respect to such plan or cov-
erage. In applying the previous sentence, an
individual shall not be taken into account as
a primary enrollee if the individual is not a
national of the United States and resides in
the country of which the individual is a cit-
izen.

(B) Substantially all of the benefits pro-
vided under the plan or coverage are not ex-
cepted benefits described in section 9832(c) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(C) The plan or coverage provides benefits
for items and services, in excess of emer-
gency care, furnished by health care pro-
viders—

(i) in the case of individuals described in
paragraph (3)(A), in the country or countries
in which the individual is present in connec-
tion with the individual’s employment, and
such other country or countries as the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Secretary of Labor, may designate;
or

(ii) in the case of individuals described in
paragraph (3)(B), in the country or countries
as the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in consultation with the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Secretary of Labor,
may designate.

(D) In the case of an expatriate health plan
that is a group health plan offered by a plan
sponsor that also offers a domestic group
health plan, the plan sponsor reasonably be-
lieves that the benefits provided by the expa-
triate health plan are actuarially similar to,
or better than, the benefits provided under a
domestic group health plan offered by that
plan sponsor.

(E) If the plan or coverage provides depend-
ent coverage of children, the plan or cov-
erage makes such dependent coverage avail-
able for adult children until the adult child
turns 26 years of age, unless such individual
is the child of a child receiving dependent
coverage.

(F) The plan or coverage is issued by an ex-
patriate health plan issuer, or administered
by an administrator, that maintains, with
respect to such plan or coverage—

(i) network provider agreements with
health care providers that are outside of the
United States; and

(ii) call centers in more than one country
and accepts calls from customers in multiple
languages.

(3) QUALIFIED EXPATRIATE.—The term
‘‘qualified expatriate’” means any of the fol-
lowing individuals:

(A) WORKERS.—An individual who is a par-
ticipant in a group health plan, who is a na-
tional of the United States, lawful perma-
nent resident, or nonimmigrant for whom
there is a good faith expectation by the plan
sponsor of the plan that, in connection with
the individual’s employment, the individual
is abroad for a total of not less than 90 days
during any period of 12 consecutive months
of enrollment in the group health plan, or
travels abroad on not less than 15 occasions
during such a 12-month period.

(B) OTHER INDIVIDUALS ABROAD.—An indi-
vidual, such as a student or religious mis-
sionary, who is abroad, and who is a member
of a group determined appropriate by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services, in
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consultation with the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Secretary of Labor.

(4) DOMESTIC GROUP HEALTH PLAN.—The
term ‘‘domestic group health plan’ means a
group health plan that is offered in the
United States and in which substantially all
of the primary enrollees are not qualified ex-
patriates, with respect to such plan, and sub-
stantially all of the benefits provided under
the plan are not excepted benefits described
in section 9832(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

(5) ABROAD.—

(A) UNITED STATES NATIONALS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), for purposes of applying para-
graph (3) to a national of the United States,
the term ‘‘abroad’” means outside the 50
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico.

(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of apply-
ing paragraph (3) to a national of the United
States who resides in the United States Vir-
gin Islands, the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands, American Samoa, or
Guam, the term ‘“‘abroad’” means outside of
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puer-
to Rico, and such territory or possession.

(B) FOREIGN CITIZENS.—For purposes of ap-
plying paragraph (3) to an individual who is
not a national of the United States, the term
‘““‘abroad’” means outside of the country of
which that individual is a citizen.

(6) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United
States” means the 50 States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the United States
Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, American Samoa,
and Guam.

(7) MISCELLANEOUS TERMS.—

(A) GROUP HEALTH PLAN; HEALTH INSURANCE
COVERAGE; HEALTH INSURANCE ISSUER; PLAN
SPONSOR.—The terms ‘‘group health plan’’,
‘“‘health insurance coverage’’, ‘‘health insur-
ance issuer’”, and ‘‘plan sponsor’” have the
meanings given those terms in section 2791 of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
300gg-91), except that in applying such terms
under this section the term ‘‘health insur-
ance issuer’” includes a foreign corporation
which is predominantly engaged in an insur-
ance business and which would be subject to
tax under subchapter L of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 if it were a do-
mestic corporation.

(B) FOREIGN STATE; NATIONAL OF THE
UNITED STATES; NONIMMIGRANT; RESIDE; LAW-
FUL PERMANENT RESIDENT.—The terms ‘‘na-
tional of the United States’, and ‘‘non-
immigrant’’ have the meaning given such
terms in section 101(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)), the
term ‘‘reside’” means having a residence
(within the meaning of such term in such
section), and the term ‘‘lawful permanent
resident’” means an alien lawfully admitted
for permanent residence (as defined in such
section).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. NUNES) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUNES. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the
subject of the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?
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There was no objection.

Mr. NUNES. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Before I yield to my good friend, who
helped coauthor this bill with me, I
just have a brief statement.

The Expatriate Health Coverage
Clarification Act is a result of close bi-
partisan collaboration and extensive
discussions with the Obama adminis-
tration.

I would like to thank Mr. CARNEY for
his work on this important bill, along
with our numerous bipartisan cospon-
sors, our original cosponsors.

The bottom line is that this is a jobs
bill, one that has been carefully drafted
to address the unique problems related
to expat health insurance.

Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr.
CARNEY).

Mr. CARNEY. Madam Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and thank him for his hard work
on this very serious issue that affects
both our States, Delaware and Cali-
fornia.

Madam Speaker, in a State of 900,000
people, losing 500 jobs is a serious blow.
That is how many jobs we will lose in
my home State of Delaware if we don’t
pass this legislation on the floor today.

I am a strong supporter of the Afford-
able Care Act. So are a lot of people in
my State. But no law is perfect, and in
a law as important, as complicated,
and as technical as the Affordable Care
Act, there are bound to be a few things
that needed to be fixed.

The Affordable Care Act was uninten-
tionally written in a way that subjects
U.S. expatriate health insurance plans
to all the provisions of the ACA, which
places a unique burden on these types
of plans.

Expatriate health insurance plans
offer high-end, robust coverage to peo-
ple working outside their home coun-
try, giving them access to global net-
works of health care providers. Individ-
uals on the plan could be foreign em-
ployees working here in America,
Americans working abroad, or, for in-
stance, a German working in France.

These employees can be NGO and for-
eign aid workers, pilots, cruise ship
workers, and contractors sent to sup-
port our troops on deployment around
the globe.

Expatriate plans ensure that these
employees have worldwide access to
quality health care while working out-
side their home country.

Several U.S. health insurance compa-
nies, Cigna, MetLife, Aetna, and United
Health, offer expatriate health insur-
ance plans. The employees who write
those policies generally work here in
the United States and make up several
thousand U.S. jobs, including 500 in my
State.

These insurance companies compete
with foreign insurance companies that
also sell expatriate health insurance
plans. The issue is, these foreign plans
don’t have to comply with the Afford-
able Care Act.
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Forcing U.S. expatriate insurance
plans to comply with the Affordable
Care Act gives their foreign competi-
tors a distinct advantage. It makes
plans written in the U.S. more expen-
sive, which gives companies an incen-
tive to purchase foreign-based plans in-
stead.

As a result, it makes more sense for
U.S. expatriate insurers to move their
business overseas, resulting in a poten-
tial loss of a few thousand jobs. In
Delaware, that is going to mean 500
jobs. In California, it is 700.

The good news is that we have bipar-
tisan legislation here today that will
level the playing field.

The Obama administration has al-
ready recognized that it is burdensome
and unnecessary to require expatriate
insurance plans to comply with the Af-
fordable Care Act. In fact, the adminis-
tration has provided temporary regu-
latory relief for expat plans from near-
ly every Affordable Care Act provision
that has gone into effect so far.

The problem is this relief is only par-
tial and only temporary. The adminis-
tration can’t make this relief perma-
nent without a legislative fix.

Our legislation clarifies that the Af-
fordable Care Act does not apply to ex-
patriate health insurance plans. It en-
sures that American expatriate insur-
ance carriers are on a level playing
field with their foreign competitors, so
that American jobs stay here in Amer-
ica.

You may hear on the floor today that
this bill is about destroying the ACA,
or changing our immigration laws, or
giving a handout to insurance compa-
nies.

But let me assure you, that is not
what it is about. It is about jobs, pure
and simple.

If we don’t pass this legislation
today, people who have the expatriate
plans, and their companies that offer
them, will continue to do so, the same
as they are today. The only difference
is that the companies will buy these
plans from insurance carriers that
write the plans from abroad.

That means those insurance jobs will
go to foreign workers instead of work-
ers in America. They will go to work-
ers based in Singapore instead of those
based in Delaware.

I understand as well as anyone that
the Affordable Care Act is a political
weapon in a larger political war on
both sides of the aisle. But that is not
what this bill is about today.

All T am asking today is that we take
action so 500 hardworking Americans
in my district don’t become collateral
damage in this partisan political fight.
Let’s call a temporary truce in that
battle today to protect these jobs.

I thank Congressman NUNES and
Ways and Means staff for their hard
work on these issues, and I want to
thank the leadership on both sides of
the aisle for recognizing this as a seri-
ous problem that needs to be fixed.

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on
H.R. 4414.

April 9, 2014

Mr. McDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The Republicans have branded this
bill as clarification. But what demands
clarification is the cold, hard fact that
this legislation is a bailout for insur-
ance companies.

This has never had a hearing in the
House. It has never been discussed. We
have never had witnesses. No regular
order whatsoever. This appeared out of
nowhere.

This bill, pure and simple, is a case of
Republicans seeking special treatment
for certain insurance companies who
would like nothing more than to avoid
the responsibilities under the law and
sell inferior insurance policies to
Americans and foreign workers and
their families in the United States,
which is exactly why the American
people are fortunate to have the ACA
as the law of the land.

It is currently protecting them from
these kinds of intolerable insurance
company practices.

Republicans have focused on coming
out against bailouts for insurance com-
panies in several other ACA contexts,
but it is all sound and fury because it
means nothing.

With this legislation, however, Re-
publicans want a bailout for a few in-
surance companies that sell so-called
expatriate coverage. But why should
this situation be any different?

Why do the Republicans get to pick
and choose?

As the Republicans are now in the
business of picking and choosing win-
ners in this case, the losers are going
to be the patients.

Republicans claim this bill is a sim-
ple fix intended to clarify the ACA
when it comes to expatriate coverage,
and perhaps there is a need for that.
Perhaps there is a need. We might have
found it out if we had had one hearing.

The current guidance defines individ-
uals under expat plans as those who are
out of the country for at least 6 months
during the year. The theory is that the
people are gone more than they are
here.

But this bill overrides current regu-
lations and ignores the comments
given by the administration to define a
covered individual, and it does it and
says, you are an expat if you are out of
the country for as few as 90 days, or 15
trips.

Now, I don’t know how many people
in Seattle make 15 trips out of the
country in a year when they are work-
ing for Boeing or working for Microsoft
or all the international companies. I
have got those people in my district.

This means that to serve people who
move across the border daily, or fre-
quent fliers for work, they would be ex-
empt from the enrollees who are gone
for only a few weeks.

In addition, the legislation says that
all foreigners who are living and work-
ing in the United States but are out-
side their own country for 90 days or 15
trips can also be covered by these
plans.
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As a result, the provisions of this bill
would severely undermine current H1B
visa requirements that level the play-
ing field with American workers. If you
are bringing people in from the outside
and they go home, or they are gone for
only 90 days, well, you can somehow
pay them less.

This legislation will open the door
for U.S. employers who wish to avoid
the ACA to hire foreign workers rather
than American citizens. That is why
the United Farm Workers are against
this bill.

The United Farm Workers do a pret-
ty good job of clarifying this bill when
they say ‘‘Congress should not pass
laws that create an economic incentive
to hire guest workers over professional
U.S. agricultural workers.”

The AFL-CIO is against this bill be-
cause it would undermine the health
security of 13 million green card hold-
ers, people with work visas, and indi-
viduals who are granted visas for hu-
manitarian reasons.
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The National Immigration Law Cen-
ter is against this bill because it elimi-
nates minimum essential standards for
“‘expatriate health insurance plans pro-
vided to individuals who travel
abroad.” As a result, this bill would
deny health coverage security for low-
wage immigrant workers, including
farm workers and caregivers.

This bill contains too many loopholes
that amount to an extraordinary bail-
out for insurance companies. This bill
also establishes a precedent for em-
ployers to hire guest workers. It is
being brought here as a suspension bill
with no opportunity to amend it. It
might be that we could make it a bet-
ter bill if it had been through the proc-
ess, but it is being rammed through
here by insurance companies who want
to get a benefit.

This bill is yet another attempt on
the part of the Republicans to repeal
the Affordable Care Act. They want to
drill another hole in the bottom of the
bill. They are going to Kkeep drilling
holes—trying—this is number 53.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NUNES. Madam Speaker, just to
clarify the RECORD here, this has been
worked on in a bipartisan way, includ-
ing the two Senators from Delaware
and a Senator from New Jersey, who
happen to be Democrats.

A lot of the language that was in
here was worked out so that, in fact,
this could not only gather bipartisan
support in the House, but also quickly
pass in the Senate because, as my col-
league from Delaware pointed out, if
this doesn’t pass and doesn’t pass
quickly, these jobs are going to leave
overseas. That is why this is just a
clarification.

At this time, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH),
my good friend and former Dairy Cau-
cus cochair.

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Madam Speaker, I am a strong ACA
supporter. We have got to improve it.
We have got to make it work, and that
is the reason why I am supporting this
legislation.

Some efforts that are brought to the
floor about the ACA are about unravel-
ing it, but those of us who are the
strong supporters—when an issue is
identified that can help jobs and make
some improvements, we have the re-
sponsibility, in my view, Madam
Speaker, to advocate for those changes.

We have the Member from Delaware
(Mr. CARNEY), a strong supporter of the
ACA, who has identified a specific
problem, and I understand the concerns
of the opponents because many efforts
are being made to unravel the law, but
there has been an acknowledgement
that there is a problem, and that is
what is being addressed by Mr. CARNEY.

If the language is not as good as it
should be—and part of that may be be-
cause we didn’t have as much time to
consider it—we have strong allies in
the Senate. Senator CARPER and Sen-
ator COONS are both very strong ACA
supporters who are willing to make the
adjustments over there, not to mention
the majority leader, Senator REID.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. NUNES. I yield to the gentleman
from Vermont an additional 1 minute.

Mr. WELCH. So this is not perfect;
but we have got a situation here where
it is acknowledged by both sides, the
opponents of this bill and the pro-
ponents of this bill, that there is an
issue because of the language in the
ACA bill.

If this Congress were working the
way, ideally, it would, when there is a
problem that we could identify, we
would come up with a specific solution.

If we had more time, it might be bet-
ter language, but the fact that we
would act here to keep this alive, give
some hope to those folks that Mr. CAR-
NEY is concerned about whose jobs are
at stake, and then work with our col-
leagues in the Senate to make what-
ever improvements can be made, we
could maintain the strength of the Af-
fordable Care Act; preserve the jobs
that may be lost in Delaware, Cali-
fornia, and elsewhere; and demonstrate
some flexibility to make all our legis-
lation that, by definition, is imperfect
better.

That can be done on a bipartisan
basis.

I thank the gentleman from Dela-
ware, and I thank my colleague from
California.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Madam Speaker, I want to say to my
friend from Vermont, a member of my
committee, that this is not the way to
pass laws. This is not the way to cor-
rect problems. Problems should be
worked out through narrow fixes in a
public setting.

The
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This is a bill for an insurance com-
pany that is threatening to fire people
in Delaware and a little small part of
California, so that insurance company
is saying: well, we are going to fire
these people unless you correct our
problem.

The Republicans will not correct
their problem. They want to put a big
hole in the Affordable Care Act. Well,
you can believe the Senate may fix it,
but the suspension calendar should not
be used for bills that have never been
considered in an open hearing and that
cannot be amended on the floor of the
House.

This bill goes far beyond a narrow,
sensible fix. It says that Americans
who are out of this country for a mat-
ter of weeks can be sold policies with
harsh annual limits on their coverage,
no minimum quality standards, and it
says the families of these Americans—
who may not even be overseas, but be
living here—will get a plan that would
be of lower quality than other Ameri-
cans, even though they live here 365
days of the year.

This bill’s supporters say these expa-
triate plans are of very high quality,
but the insurers and Republicans refuse
to accept a bill that subjects the plan
even to the most basic standards of
quality and affordability.

Why? There is no reason for that, ex-
cept that they want the ACA to be in
competition with plans that are of
lower quality. This raises real con-
cerns.

Worse yet, this bill goes far beyond
its stated goal of addressing coverage
for Americans who live overseas. It is
not that narrow. It creates a whole new
second class health insurance system
for foreign workers and legal perma-
nent residents.

These individuals currently have ac-
cess to ACA-compliant plans, putting
them on an even footing with U.S.
workers. It would undercut current
law. It would weaken the rights of im-
migrants and foreign workers. It would
create powerful incentives for employ-
ers to hire foreign workers instead of
U.S. workers.

So this bill isn’t about a narrow
thing to fix some possible unemploy-
ment in these two States. That is why
this bill is opposed by organized labor.
It is opposed by immigrant advocacy
organizations.

There were long negotiations in back
rooms between Republicans, Demo-
crats, the administration, and the in-
surance companies, but there was no
agreement on this bill. No one would
compromise, and that is disappointing.
It is mainly because of the intran-
sigence of one insurance company and
the Republican leadership.

We should not advance a deeply
flawed bill because an insurance com-
pany is making threats. We shouldn’t
advance a deeply flawed bill with the
expectation that somebody else is
going to solve the problem. That is
why we are here in this House, to make
sure the legislation is as good as it can
possibly be.
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If all parties are ready to act in good
faith, they should go back to the nego-
tiating table and solve the narrow
problem that we can agree on, rather
than opening a troublesome loophole in
the ACA.

Mr. NUNES. I reserve the balance of
my time, Madam Speaker.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BECERRA).

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, let me first ac-
knowledge the work that has been done
by so many of our colleagues here
bipartisanly, the gentleman from Dela-
ware, the gentleman from California,
the committees of jurisdiction, and
leadership, I suspect, on both sides of
the aisle. I, too, have been involved in
trying to deal with this.

If you take a look at the title of the
bill, it tells you what they are trying
to do. The bill is called the Expatriate
Health Coverage Clarification Act, so
the bill tells us that it is to deal with
the issue of expatriates.

Well, who are expatriates, and how
are they impacted by the Affordable
Care Act?

An expatriate, I think most of us
would acknowledge, is an American
who is told by his or her employer, we
need to send you abroad to go work—
whatever the task is—but I need you to
go; so that expatriate, now living
abroad, will be told that he or she must
have an insurance policy that abides by
the Affordable Care Act’s protections
for Americans who get health care
here.

The insurers will say: well, we may
have to deal with different standards in
that other country, so give us some
flexibility.

That is very fair. We should make
sure that any company that has to
send a worker abroad has the flexi-
bility to make sure that they are pro-
viding good coverage, but that they are
not strapped by the regulations that
apply to coverage here in the U.S. Ev-
eryone agrees with that.

Here is the problem: this bill doesn’t
do that. It doesn’t do that, and I say
that with all due respect to my col-
league from Delaware. It doesn’t do
that.

Let me ask you this: Is someone who
works in this country 365 days of the
year someone who we would consider
an expatriate? Is an American who
spends most of his time—three-quar-
ters of his time working in the U.S. an
expatriate?

Should the family of that American
who goes abroad, but the family never
leaves the U.S., be denied the protec-
tions of the Affordable Care Act, so
that a preexisting condition can now be
used to discriminate against the child
of that American worker?

That is the difficulty with this bill.
This bill talks about expatriates, but
the reality is a lot of Americans who
never leave this country and a lot of
foreign workers, including green card
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holders who are on their way to becom-
ing citizens, who have every lawful
right to be here because they have gone
about it the right way, they are just
waiting their time so they can qualify
to become U.S. citizens—many of them
could be denied the protections that we
all now have.

We cannot be discriminated against
based on a preexisting condition. We
must be provided minimal protections.
We have a right, now, to make sure
that an insurance company doesn’t use
what we are paying in premiums to put
in the pockets of executives and big
salaries. That money has to now be
spent, by law, on health care coverage.

This bill would say no, those who are
expatriates would qualify for different
plans that don’t have to meet those Af-
fordable Care standards.

Why should more than 13 million peo-
ple who are in this country legally and
are on their way to becoming U.S. citi-
zens—who today have the same protec-
tions you and I have to not be discrimi-
nated against for preexisting condi-
tions—because this bill that is sup-
posed to be for expatriates, now be told
no, you might be offered a policy that
doesn’t have to meet the Affordable
Care standards?

Why should an American family that
sees one of its breadwinners, father or
mother, be sent abroad to work for 90
days be told no, we no longer have to
offer you an Affordable Care health
care policy that prevents discrimina-
tion against your child because he or
she has asthma?

If this were a bill to focus on the
issue of expatriates who go work
abroad, where I think it is a legitimate
concern of the insurance company to
not impose upon the insurance com-
pany costs that are beyond what are
paid here, I would agree that this goes
well beyond that, and I would urge my
colleagues to think twice before voting
for this bill this way.

Mr. NUNES. I will continue to re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 1
will yield myself the balance of my
time to close, having no further re-
quests for time.

I have been an expat. I was in the
State Department. The State Depart-
ment sent me overseas. I lived over
there. I came home 1 month a year. I
would leave. The rest of the time, I was
an expat. That is pretty clearly an
expat.

My daughter teaches at the King’s
Academy in Amman, Jordan. She is an
expat. She lives over there. She comes
home in the summertime for a month
or so. She is an expat. Everybody un-
derstands that.

What this bill says is, if you live in
Seattle and you make 15 trips a year
out of the country, then you are an
expat, or you could be considered an
expat. Now, that is not exactly what I
think most people think of when they
think of an expat—or somebody who
works as a contractor.

Suppose you work for the Federal
Government for 3 months overseas. Are
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you an expat? According to this, you
are. You can easily be put in that cat-
egory and not be offered the protec-
tions. That means you don’t have any
protections around the issues of pre-
existing conditions. You can’t nec-
essarily put your kids on your insur-
ance up until age 26.

Your lifetime limits, all of the things
that are built into the Affordable Care
Act, the insurance companies now can
say: we don’t have to offer that to you
because you are out of the country 15
times a year, or you have worked over-
seas for 90 days.

As Mr. WAXMAN said, you are cre-
ating a second class of citizen in this
country, and Mr. BECERRA raised the
issue on the reverse side. People who
come from other countries are expats,
right, because they came from some-
where else, so they can be put into a
plan that does not give them the pro-
tections of the ACA.

O 1300

That is not what I think my friend
from Delaware or my friend from Cali-
fornia really wanted to do. What is
missing here is that we did a backroom
deal. We had Members of Congress sit
in a back room somewhere with some-
body from the White House, talk about
something and decide something, and
here it is, fait accompli, no chance to
change it, no chance to make it better
or make it closer to what people really
thought.

And most interestingly for Repub-
licans is you are sending a bill to the
House and expecting that the Senate is
going to fix it. Now, our experience
here on the floor and in the Congress
the last few months, expecting the Sen-
ate to do something is, well, it is prob-
ably—it is not like wishing for the
tooth fairy, but it is certainly putting
your trust in a rather weak situation.
The House sent over—what?—500 bills
in the last session and got 12 or 15
back? And you are saying that this one
is going to be fixed? I doubt it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE,
COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES,
Washington, DC, April 8, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 1.6
million members of the American Federation
of State, County and Municipal Employees
(AFSCME), I urge you to oppose the Expa-
triate Health Coverage Clarification Act
which is scheduled for a vote tomorrow.
While the bill may be intended to address
concerns of health plans covering those who
work part of the year outside the United
States, the reach of the bill is much greater.

The bill’s definition of expatriate workers
include 13 million individuals who are lawful
permanent residents, people with work visas
and individuals who were granted visas for
humanitarian reasons. The bill exempts em-
ployers and insurance plans from meeting
Affordable Care Act (ACA) coverage stand-
ards for these millions of people living and
working in the United States. Instead, the
bill would allow these employers to use their
own judgment in determining whether cov-
erage is adequate.

This bill does much more than simply clar-
ify a technical matter of the ACA. It defines
a large group of people who will be treated
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differently by the ACA and afforded weaker
protections than others. The bill undermines
the premise that all families are entitled to
a minimum standard of coverage and could
lead to erosion in standards for other groups
and eventually all families.

We urge you to oppose the Expatriate
Health Coverage Clarification Act.

Sincerely,
CHARLES M. LOVELESS,
Director, Federal Government Affairs.
NATIONAL IMMIGRATION LAW CENTER,
April 8, 2014.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Democratic Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND DEMOCRATIC
LEADER PELOSI: We urge you to oppose H.R.
4414, the Expatriate Health Coverage Clari-
fication Act. Although intended to address
the concerns of health plan issuers serving
expatriate workers, the bill’s impact would
be much larger and deny important plan pro-
tections for millions of low-wage immigrants
and nonimmigrant workers in the U.S.

H.R. 4414 would eliminate the Affordable
Care Act’s (ACA)’s minimum essential stand-
ards for ‘‘expatriate health insurance plans’
provided to individuals who travel ‘‘abroad.”
The bill defines an ‘‘expatriate’ as anyone
who travels ‘‘abroad’ for 90 days or more in
the course of 12 months, or who takes 15 or
more trips ‘‘abroad’” over 12 months. This
overly broad definition would include law-
fully present, foreign-born workers living
and working in the U.S., including lawful
permanent residents (LPRs or green card
holders), individuals with work visas for
more highly skilled work, and dozens of
other nonimmigrant categories. Also, the
definition of ‘‘abroad’ in the legislation cap-
tures lawfully present noncitizens who are
living and working in the U.S.—or any coun-
try outside of their native country—for this
same time period. These definitions are so
broad that it leaves the bill vulnerable to
legal challenges.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) is addressing the expatriate
insurance issue and has issued proposed reg-
ulations (79 FR 15808) that would relax the
onerous administrative burdens imposed by
the ACA on expatriate insurance issuers. In
contrast to H.R. 4414’s overly broad defini-
tion of ‘‘expatriate,”” HHS has proposed a
more common sense definition which re-
quires workers to be abroad for at least 6
months out of the year.

H.R. 4414 would have an unintentional, dis-
astrous impact on low-wage immigrant
workers, including farm workers and care-
givers. We urge you to oppose the bill, and
we look forward to working with members of
Congress to close its loopholes and find
workable solutions.

Sincerely,
MARIELENA HINCAPIE,
Executive Director.
UNITED FARM WORKERS,
Keene, CA, April 8, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The United Farm
Workers opposes legislation introduced by
Congressman Carney and Congressman
Nunes, the stated purpose of which is ““To
clarify the treatment under the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act of health
plans in which expatriates are the primary
enrollees and for other purposes.”

While the purpose appears to be to clarify
the situation of expatriate workers who are
working for U.S. corporations abroad, and
who are covered under a different health care
plan than the corporation’s U.S. workers, the
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definition of qualified expatriate workers is
over-broad and would extend to guest work-
ers, and possibly legal permanent residents,
working in the United States.

The legislation as drafted would have the
effect of allowing agricultural employers in
the United States who hire so-called guest
workers to escape the ACA requirements
that would apply to professional farm work-
ers currently living in the United States,
thus making it cheaper to employ a guest
worker than to employ a U.S. citizen or legal
permanent resident.

The position of the UFW is, and always has
been, equal pay and benefits for equal work.
If two workers are working side by side in a
field, and one is an H-2A (or other ‘‘guest’’)
worker and the other is a worker with US
citizenship or Legal Permanent Resident sta-
tus, then both should be entitled to enroll in
the same health care plan. One worker
should not receive fewer health care benefits
than the other.

Congress should not pass laws that create
an economic incentive to prefer H-2A or
other types of ‘‘guest’ workers over profes-
sional US workers already working in agri-
culture.

Please vote NO on the
health care legislation.

Sincerely,

‘““‘Carney-Nunes’’

GIEV KASHKOOLI,
Political/Legislative Director,
National Vice President.
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR-
GANIZATIONS,
Washington, DC, April 8, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the
AFL-CIO, I urge you to vote against the Ex-
patriate Health Coverage Clarification Act.
The bill is intended to make adjustments to
the Affordable Care Act (ACA) to address the
concerns of health plans serving expatriate
workers and to retain American jobs, but we
are concerned it could create serious gaps in
important benefit protections for lawful per-
manent residents (green card holders) and
people with nonimmigrant visas living and
working in the United States.

As you know, this bill is intended to ac-
commodate health plans serving workers
who perform their jobs in multiple countries.
It is reasonable that some flexibility be
granted to these health plans to ensure that
compliance with the insurance laws of more
than one country does not create unreason-
able inefficiencies and new costs.

Unfortunately, the bill could undermine
benefit protections for 13 million green card
holders, people with work visas, and individ-
uals who were granted visas for humani-
tarian reasons. The bill exempts employers
and insurers from abiding by ACA insurance
coverage standards for these workers, allow-
ing them to employ their own judgment in
determining if coverage is adequate. Provi-
sions to limit the exemption to plans solely-
focused on covering expatriate workers are
inadequate.

The primary goals of the Affordable Care
Act include making major advances toward
universal coverage and providing new guar-
antees of benefit coverage standards. We
look forward to working with you to find
ways of adjusting the ACA in a manner
which preserves the insurance protections it
offers to working families.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM SAMUEL,
Director,
Government Affairs Department.
SERVICE EMPLOYEES
INTERNATIONAL UNION.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE, On behalf of SEIU,

I write to ask you to vote against the Expa-
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triate Health Coverage Clarification Act.
While the legislation aims to address the
treatment of plans that cover, expatriate
workers under the Affordable Care Act
(ACA), the legislation as drafted could result
in insufficient coverage for lawful permanent
residents and those with non-immigrant
visas working and living in the United
States.

For those plans that truly serve workers
who preform jobs in multiple countries, cer-
tain accommodations under the law may be
appropriate but this legislation is overly
broad. The current legislative language al-
lows for employers and insurers to offer cov-
erage that does not include vital ACA pro-
tections to millions of lawful permanent
residents and non-immigrant visa holders—
individuals and families that would not nor-
mally be defined as expatriate workers.

Some of the most popular provisions of the
ACA are the consumer protections the law
creates, including the end to discriminatory
practices by insurers. We want to guarantee
that as many people as possible benefit from
these important provisions. Unfortunately,
the Expatriate Health Coverage Clarification
Act is not narrowly tailored to ensure that is
the case.

If you have any questions, please contact
Ilene Stein, Assistant Legislative Director.

Sincerely,
STEPH SERLING,
Legislative Director.

Mr. NUNES. Mr. Speaker, sometimes
in this body and with the Senate we
can sit down for the common good of
the American people. Sometimes we
can sit down with Democrats and Re-
publicans working together not only in
the House but also in the Senate. And
also, sometimes, Mr. Speaker, the ar-
guments that are made on the floor are
so ridiculous that they don’t deserve a
response.

I am going to submit for the RECORD
a letter from American Benefits Coun-
cil.

AMERICAN BENEFITS COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, April 8, 2014.
Re Support for H.R. 4414—Expatriate Health
Coverage Clarification Act
HON. JOHN BOEHNER,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
HON. NANCY PELOSI,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND LEADER
PELOSI: I write on behalf of the American
Benefits Council (‘‘Council’’) to express sup-
port for H.R. 4414, the Expatriate Health
Coverage Clarification Act of 2014 (‘‘Act”).
The Act provides important clarification re-
garding application of the Affordable Care
Act (ACA) to health coverage that is pro-
vided to globally mobile employees. These
are issues of significant concern to multi-
national employers, their employees and
families.

The Council is a public policy organization
representing principally Fortune 500 compa-
nies and other organizations that assist em-
ployers of all sizes in providing employee
benefits. Collectively, our members either
sponsor directly or provide services to health
and retirement plans that cover more than
100 million Americans both within the
United States and abroad.

Most of our member companies sponsor
health coverage for a workforce that in-
cludes globally mobile employees. Council
members rely on expatriate health plans to
provide benefits that meet the unique needs
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of this employee population and their fami-
lies. Multinational employers value expa-
triate health plans for many reasons, includ-
ing the role they play in recruiting and re-
taining a productive globally mobile work-
force by ensuring coverage of their employ-
ees’ and families’ health care needs while
abroad.

The ACA was intended to reform the U.S.
health care system. Its application to expa-
triate health plans and to the employer
sponsors and people covered by such plans,
has created compliance uncertainty with re-
spect to the law’s individual and employer
mandates and certain other health plan re-
quirements. Although some of these matters
have been addressed in transition guidance
issued by the agencies, the guidance is tem-
porary and does not fully address the out-
standing concerns.

H.R. 4414 provides needed statutory clari-
fication with respect to the application of
the ACA to expatriate health plans and the
employers, employees and family members
that rely on such plans to meet the health
benefits needs of a globally mobile work-
force.

We appreciate your consideration of these
important issues.

Sincerely,
JAMES A. KLEIN,
President.

Mr. NUNES. I will also submit a let-
ter from the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, also in support of this clarifica-
tion.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, April 9, 2014.

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the world’s largest business fed-
eration representing the interests of more
than three million businesses of all sizes,
sectors, and regions, as well as state and
local chambers and industry associations,
and dedicated to promoting, protecting, and
defending America’s free enterprise system,
strongly supports H.R. 4414, ‘‘The Expatriate
Health Coverage Clarification Act of 2014,”
to preserve the ability of our country’s busi-
nesses to provide, and our citizens to obtain
appropriate health care coverage as they
conduct business and live overseas. This im-
portant bill protects the ability of American
companies to provide and workers to obtain
coverage abroad that have historically been
offered and valued.

The PPACA was designed to improve ac-
cess to coverage and health care services for
people in the United States and to strength-
en this nation’s health care system. Whether
it will accomplish these goals remains to be
seen. However, it was certainly not intended
and must not be misconstrued to disadvan-
tage American companies either operating
or employing individuals in other countries
or selling products abroad. It is important to
ensure that this unintended consequence
does not occur. This bill would protect the
coverage and opportunities of American
workers, American employers, and American
products abroad. Congress must pass this bill
to explicitly exempt expatriate plans from
the myriad of PPACA requirements.

Applying these new mandates to inter-
national plans would not only be extremely
difficult and complex from an operations
standpoint due to the global nature of this
type of coverage but would also be bad pol-
icy. They would place American businesses
and expatriate American employees at a dis-
advantage in the global marketplace. Re-
quiring American companies that operate
around the globe and their foreign-based em-
ployees to buy more costly coverage would
unfairly benefit foreign competitors and for-
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eign employees. Such PPACA-compliant ex-
patriate plans are not likely to be cost-com-
petitive. In many instances, they may not
provide global coverage and would in fact
not comply with applicable local laws. Be-
cause of conflicting requirements between
these new mandates and the laws of other
countries, an employer may also have to pur-
chase multiple policies with overlapping cov-
erage or risk noncompliance with one or
more nations’ laws. Congress must protect
the ability of American companies and their
expatriates to purchase and offer appropriate
and valued plans that have long been part of
how our country operates in the global mar-
ketplace.

U.S. jobs are at stake. If this legislation
does not get enacted, American jobs associ-
ated with writing, servicing and admin-
istering these plans will be shipped overseas.

The Chamber continues to champion
health care reform that builds on and rein-
forces the employer-sponsored system while
improving access to affordable, quality cov-
erage. The Chamber urges you and your col-
leagues to support H.R. 2575, and may con-
sider including votes on, or in relation to,
this bill in our annual How They Voted
scorecard.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.

Mr. NUNES. I will also submit a re-
buttal argument for the RECORD so
that people can really get to the bot-
tom of this legislation.

| want to address some of the
misperceptions and concerns that have been
raised about this bill.

First, this bill has nothing to do with what
type of plan insurers can write and sell to ex-
patriates. The question is where they are
going to write these same plans. Here in the
United States, or overseas. The same compa-
nies are going to purchase the same plans re-
gardless of whether this bill passes. The only
question is whether or not the U.S. jobs asso-
ciated with these plans will be saved.

Next, the bill does not allow U.S. employers
to escape the ACA and offer substandard
plans. These plans are incredibly generous by
their very nature. They offer coverage in mul-
tiple countries and administration of plans that
include multiple currencies, languages, and
coverage mandates.

But let me quote from the legislation itself.
Page 6, lines 1-6, “the plan sponsor [must]
reasonably believe that the benefits provided
by the expatriate health plan are actuarially
similar to, or better than, the benefits provided
under a domestic group health plan offered by
that plan sponsor.”

Mr. Speaker, the legislation requires that the
expatriate health plan be as good as the do-
mestic health plan that is covered by the ACA.
Any suggestion otherwise does not reflect
what the legislation clearly states.

There is an employer mandate in the ACA.
Employers are required to offer a domestic
plan. If they dont, they are fined $2,000 per
employee. Employers aren’t going to drop
their current plan for their U.S. employees,
pay the $2,000 penalty for every employee on
their payroll, just so they can offer their subset
of green card employees a substandard plan.
That is a completely unrealistic scenario.

This bill does not allow, as has been sug-
gested, nonimmigrant farm workers to be of-
fered substandard plans. Under the scenario
envisioned by opponents of this bill, a farmer
would have to drop his or her own plan and
that of its U.S. workers to be allowed to offer
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an expat plan that somehow is less than the
ACA standard. Who is going to do that? That's
cutting off your nose to spite your face. But
even if they were crazy enough to do that—
the expat plan would still have to provide cov-
erage in countries outside of the United
States—they couldn’t save money by doing
this—it would likely cost the farmer more
money to provide this type of plan.

Mr. Speaker, the ACA is a complicated
piece of legislation, but this bill is not. This bill
will allow the jobs to stay in the United
States—and nothing else. This bill does not le-
gally or practically make changes beyond this
narrow scope which is why there is such
strong bipartisan support.

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

Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | commend
Representative CARNEY for proposing fixes to
the Affordable Care Act. Since the law was
passed, | have said that parts of the Afford-
able Care Act need to be improved or
changed. As Representative CARNEY has iden-
tified, there is no question that Congress
needs to clarify how the law is applied to ex-
patriate plans. The Administration has cor-
rectly exempted these plans from some ACA
requirements that do not make sense for plans
used primarily overseas, but the Administra-
tion is only able to provide temporary exemp-
tions without congressional action. | am con-
fident that the Senate will be able to make the
needed targeted changes to H.R. 4414 so that
it can pass both houses of Congress and gain
the support of the Administration. | look for-
ward to working with Representative CARNEY
to make sure that legislation providing proper
clarity to expatriate plans is signed in to law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MARCHANT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. NUNES) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4414.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

———

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 544 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 96.

Will the gentleman from Washington

(Mr. HASTINGS) kindly resume the
chair.
O 1304
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the concurrent
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resolution (H. Con. Res. 96) estab-
lishing the budget for the TUnited
States Government for fiscal year 2015
and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2016
through 2024, with Mr. HASTINGS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. When the Committee of
the Whole rose on Tuesday, April 8,
2014, 60 minutes of debate remained on
the concurrent resolution.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) each have 30
minutes remaining.

Who yields time?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Well, here we are, Mr. Chairman, re-
suming the debate we left off yester-
day. Let me try and give a summary of
what this is all about.

This is all about getting our fiscal
house in order. This is all about
prioritizing hardworking taxpayer dol-
lars. This is all about doing in our gen-
eration what we need to do to make
sure that the next generation has a se-
cure future and a debt-free future. So
that is why we are bringing a budget to
the floor, that is why we are making
those difficult decisions, and that is
why we are advocating for these impor-
tant reforms.

In much of the 20th century, a lot of
programs were created, and a lot of
laudable goals were established. But
now in the 2l1st century, I think we
have learned a thing or two about how
we can better accomplish and achieve
some of these goals such as health and
retirement security, because the way
these programs were designed nearly a
generation ago, they are now going
into bankruptcy in this generation.

If we allow that to happen, then we
will pull out from underneath those
who depend on these programs for their
health and retirement security, we will
renege on that social contract. More to
the point, we are going to do damage to
our economy if we keep this deficit and
debt going on its current course.

We asked the Congressional Budget
Office to take a look at the kind of def-
icit and debt reduction that we are pro-
posing and tell us over the long period,
over the course of this budget, what
does that do for America and for our
economy? And they tell us that getting
your economic and fiscal house in
order, reducing the deficit and bal-
ancing the budget so that you can
begin paying off the debt is good for
economic growth. In fact, it will in-
crease economic output by 1.8 percent-
age points. That is actually a lot.

What does that mean to every person
in America? About $1,100 in more take-
home pay and in higher income because
we did our jobs here. But, more impor-
tantly, what it means for the next gen-
eration is, instead of sending our bills
to them to work hard, to pay their
taxes to pay off our bills and then they
have to start working for themselves,
we are going to give them a better fu-
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ture. Because we know right now—the
CBO tells us as much—they are going
to inherit a diminished future. That is
point number one.

Point number two is that we have got
to stop spending money we don’t have.
We will hear all of these arguments
about the draconian cuts and the slash-
ing and all of this. These are the same
arguments we have heard time and
again. And when those arguments have
prevailed, they have brought us to
where we are today: extraordinarily
high deficits, deficits going back to $1
trillion by the end of this budget pe-
riod, and a debt that is about to take
off. If we don’t get this under control,
then we will not have the kind of econ-
omy that the people of this country de-
serve.

We don’t want Washington to stand
in the way of people’s success. We want
Washington to play its rightful sup-
porting role so that people can become
successful. We believe in a system of
natural rights and equality of oppor-
tunity so people can make the most of
their lives. We don’t believe in a sys-
tem where government thinks that
they must take this commanding role
within the middle of people’s lives that
ends up bankrupting this country, di-
minishing the future, and lowering eco-
nomic growth and prosperity. There is
a big difference in approaches. We want
to tackle these challenges.

What I also want to say is that we
have an important obligation to secure
this country and protect our national
defense. America, like it or not, is the
superpower nation in the world and a
duty that falls upon us to take that re-
sponsibility seriously. With that re-
sponsibility also comes the ability to
chart our own course in the world, to
help preserve the peace, and to help
pave the way for prosperity so that we
can have economic opportunity and so
that we can advance our views and our
values and the protection of individual
and human rights and democracy.

These things are good for America. A
strong America and a strong military
helps make for a peaceful America and
a prosperous America.

So we need to take the needed re-
forms to make sure that these critical
retirement programs are there, not
only intact for people in and near re-
tirement, but there for those of us who
are younger when we hope to retire. We
need to get our spending under control
s0 we can balance our budget and pay
off our debt. We need to enact pro-
growth economic reform like tax re-
form and economic development to cre-
ate jobs today.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self an additional 15 seconds.

At the end of the day, instead of
growing government spending at 5.2
percent, which is the trend, we are pro-
posing to grow it at 3.5 percent over
the next 10 years. Hardly draconian.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Some things do not improve with
age. We are here one day later, and this
Republican budget is just as bad for the
country today as it was yesterday.

Our Republican colleagues are going
to have to choose: either you claim
your budget balances or you fess up to
the American people that you are keep-
ing big parts of the Affordable Care
Act, because you can’t do both. As we
talked yesterday, the House Repub-
lican budget only reaches their claim
of balance in 10 years if they take the
revenues from the Affordable Care Act
and all the savings from the Affordable
Care Act. And if they are going to
claim that they are repealing that—as
they voted 54-plus times to do on this
floor—then their budget is automati-
cally out of balance.

Now, all of these budgets signifi-
cantly reduce the deficit as a share of
our economy in the outyears. The fun-
damental question is what choices
these budgets make in getting there.
And the Democratic budget that has
been proposed and the President’s
budget, all those budgets say we need
to have shared responsibility and we
need to work together to accomplish
that goal.

The Republican budget rigs the rules
in the favor of the most powerful and
the most wealthy—right? So if you are
a millionaire, under the Republican
budget, you get your top tax rate cut
by a full one-third, and everybody else
in this budget gets walloped. So if you
are a senior on Medicare, you will im-
mediately see your prescription drug
costs rise if you have high prescription
drug costs—right?—because they re-
open the prescription drug doughnut
hole. That is a choice they make in the
Republican budget for seniors today,
even as they choose to protect special
interest tax breaks for the very power-
ful.

They choose in this budget to say
that students, while they are still in
college, will be charged interest rates
on their student loans—that saves
them $40 billion—while they protect
tax breaks for hedge fund owners. We
don’t think that is the right choice.

I am now pleased to yield 1%2 minutes
to the gentleman from Washington
State (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a member of
the Budget Committee and the Ways
and Means Committee who has always
focused on making the right choice for
the American people.

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman,
this budget is not a real plan to address
the urgent needs of the American peo-
ple. This budget is an announcement of
a campaign for the Presidency of the
United States. This bill is intended not
to stir great debate in Congress that
ultimately delivers fiercely needed so-
lutions for Americans; instead, this bill
is written for the 2016 Republican Na-
tional Convention.
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When you listen to the chairman talk
about this budget, what you are really
hearing is the inaugural address of the
45th President of the United States, a
rousing address that asks not what you
can do for your country, but proudly
proclaims your country refuses to do a
thing for you: millions of seniors will
be tossed off Medicare; the social safe-
ty net will be gutted to pay for million-
aire tax cuts; infrastructure projects
left to rot; denying millions of Ameri-
cans health security; and Medicaid
slashed to the bone. And that is just
going to be the first 100 days.

Remember as you vote: a budget is a
statement of your moral principles of
what you think ought to go on in a so-
ciety. Today’s vote is the first vote. If
that kind of people get elected either
in the Senate or in the Presidency in
2016, this is what you are going to see.
They are putting it right out there for
everybody in America to see. And that
is why you must vote ‘“‘no.”
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Wow, that is
a doozy, I have got to tell you. That is
a doozy if that kind of people get elect-
ed.

Look, we just think we should bal-
ance the budget, have government live
within its means, and pay off our debt.
If those kinds of people get elected,

great.

With that, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY), our distinguished majority
whip.

Mr. McCCARTHY of California. Mr.
Chair, I rise today in support of the
Path to Prosperity budget.

Every day, millions of Americans are
competing in a race with an economy
that asks us to accept a new normal,
an anemic growth, an Obama economy.

I was recently in a high school speak-
ing of the challenge that America had,
and a student asked me a question
about it. I asked him did he play a
sport. He happened to be on the swim
team. I said: Let me give you an anal-
ogy of America competing worldwide
by a swim meet. Picture America in a
swim competition with every other
country. Many times at the early
years, after the 1980s, we would jump
into the pool and we would swim and
we would win. We would hang those
championship banners out. In this new
Obama economy, things changed, a
stimulus spending. Well, that meant we
had to add a weight belt, about 20
pounds. Then the tax increases came.
We had to add more weight. An on-
slaught of regulation, pretty soon you
are up to 100 pounds.

You know what? We jump in that
pool and we don’t always win. And no-
body says take the weight belt off.
They just say you just don’t swim like
you used to. Think about it. Since the
recession, part-time employment has
increased at the expense of full-time.
Over 90 million Americans are out of
the workforce all together; 46 million
live in poverty.
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You know, the CBO, Congressional
Budget Office, now says the new nat-
ural rate for unemployment is 6 per-
cent. That means 11 million Americans
not working is somehow natural in
America. That is what a weight belt
will do for you. It will drown you.

Today is different. Today we are
going to unshackle. We are going to
take that weight belt off. We have a
budget that creates a Tax Code that is
simpler and fairer, one that let’s you
keep more money in your pocket and
lets you invest differently, one that
balances and takes away that debt of
the weight belt, one that unshackles
the energy—more jobs, cheaper fuel,
more manufacturing jobs to be able to
grow. We strengthen Medicare and
Medicaid. So we take care of the cur-
rent and the future. We plan to swim
for years and compete for years in the
future.

I tell you, today, there are two dif-
ferent directions: you can stay with
this anemic growth or you can jump
into a pool with a future brighter than
we have seen before and one that we
know that will hang a new banner of
championship, that America will rise
once again with the prosperity of a bal-
anced budget, one that will take us
into a future of strength.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, the
gentleman referenced several times the
Congressional Budget Office and the
economy. I urge all our colleagues to
read the Congressional Budget Office
report. It indicates that this House Re-
publican budget will actually slow
down economic growth over the next
couple of years and slow down job
growth over the next couple years.

Yes, we need a simpler, fairer Tax
Code, but this House Republican budg-
et would provide a huge tax break to
the very wealthy and increase the tax
burden on the middle class. In fact,
they cut the top rate from 39 percent
to 25 percent. That is a full one-third
tax cut. So millionaires get an average
of $87,000 tax break. Middle-income
taxpayers have to finance that cut for
the folks at the top. That means an in-
creased tax burden of $2,000 for a mid-
dle class family. That is not good, fair
tax reform.

For somebody who knows a lot about
the economy and doing it right, I am
pleased to yield 1%2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH),
a member of the Budget Committee.

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Chair, budgets
are a reflection of our values, they are
a statement of our priorities, and they
are about the choices we make to set
the course for our future.

With this budget, Republicans are
choosing the well-off and well-con-
nected over middle class families,
choosing, for instance, $45 billion in
tax subsidies for oil companies whose
own executives say they don’t need it
over veterans of the wars in Afghani-
stan and Iraq who are out of work.

They choose a new average tax cut of
$200,000 per millionaire per year over
170,000 of our Nation’s most vulnerable
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children who would lose Head Start
services.

Mr. Chair, we just finished with
March Madness, and I am very proud of
the University of Kentucky Wildcats.
They had a great season. But isn’t one
of the cruel ironies of this debate,
Coach Calipari of the University of
Kentucky, who makes $5 million a
year, roughly, under the Republican
budget would get an additional tax cut
of $700,000 a year, while the students
who support his program would see
their Pell grants slashed nationwide by
a total of $145 billion over 10 years.
Isn’t that something? A man who
makes $5 million coaching basketball
gets a $700,000 tax break, while the stu-
dents who were suffering and working
hard to pay their way through college
get slashed. This is one of the choices
the budgets are about. This is why the
Republican budget is totally out of
step with American values. This is why
we should reject the Republican budg-
et.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self 30 seconds to say, boy, I wonder
what tax bill they are talking about,
because it is not the one that is within
the Republican budget. The Ways and
Means Committee writes tax laws. We
put out the outlines of tax reform that
say there is a trillion dollars a year of
tax expenditures, of loopholes that can
be closed to give us a fairer, simpler
Tax Code, that lowers taxes for every-
body, all families and businesses, not
whatever it is they are saying.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield my-
self an extra 30 seconds.

What we are saying is, keep the
award where it is, the maximum award,
and fully funded for the decade. That is
slashing it?

That is as opposed to the President
who is saying let’s grow it and then
have some cliff and show no way or
means of paying for it. The President
and his budget is making a promise in
Pell grants that he shows no way of
keeping. We think we should make a
promise and keep it; that is why we
fully fund the current award at Pell.

And, oh, by the way, we also are cog-
nizant of the fact that a lot of studies
show us we are raising tuition. We are
contributing to tuition inflation. And
we need to get to the bottom of that
before we Keeping throwing more
money at a system that is raising tui-
tion.

Mr. Chair, with that, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WENSTRUP).

Mr. WENSTRUP. Mr. Chair, in this
House, we take the constitutional
power of the purse very seriously. We
also take the future of young Ameri-
cans very seriously, and we take the
notion of leaving something better for
the next generation very seriously.

Again, this year, the majority has
proposed a budget that responsibly bal-
ances our budget within 10 years. It se-
cures our social safety net for the most
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needy and for seniors. It repeals the
uncertainty forced on Ohioans and all
Americans by ObamaCare.

The budget begins to unburden future
generations from the tyranny of the
debt being left to them by today’s deci-
sionmakers. The CBO estimates it will
pay $223 billion in interest payments
this year—$223 billion in interest. That
is enough to build 100 new Brent
Spence bridges, which is an aging
bridge that spans the Ohio River in
Cincinnati, a critical artery for our Na-
tion’s highways reaching from Michi-
gan to Florida.

Going back to those payments, left
unchecked, they will balloon to $880
billion within 10 years. That is about
how much we are spending on Social
Security every year right now. Amer-
ican prosperity cannot afford to throw
our money away to interest payments.

Vice President JOE BIDEN is fond of
saying, ‘“‘Don’t tell me what you value;
show me your budget, and I will tell
you what you value.” It is a revealing
quote, Mr. Chair, especially since Sen-
ate Democrats yet again refuse to even
consider a budget. I guess according to
the Vice President, Senate Democrats
don’t really value anything at all.

It is disrespectful to the American
people and to hardworking Americans
that this budget debate isn’t happening
in the Senate. As we have seen in re-
cent years, the Senate Majority Leader
has decided not to introduce a budget.
In fact, the only time the Senate has
introduced a budget recently was when
the Senators knew that they wouldn’t
be paid unless they did so.

I know that Ohio families and Ohio
businesses budget and plan for the fu-
ture. They should be able to expect at
least as much from their government,
and the House is meeting our obliga-
tion with this budget.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, I just
want to respond to a couple of points
the chairman made about tax reform.
You know, Republican etiology in
Washington has been that of trickle-
down economics. The idea is you pro-
vide the wealthiest people in the coun-
try with a tax break and somehow it
trickles down and lifts everybody up.
The problem is that theory was proven
bankrupt in the early 2000s. Under the
Bush administration, we tried that—
lower tax rates at the top. The econ-
omy did not do any better. In fact,
what we got was huge deficits.

Now in this Republican budget, they
are right back to the same old veiled
theory. They called for reducing the
top tax rate for millionaires from 39
percent down to 25 percent, and they
claim that they are going to do this in
a deficit-neutral way. When you do the
math, what that means is you are
going to have to increase the tax bur-
den on middle class taxpayers to fi-
nance tax breaks for folks at the top.

Just to give our Republican col-
leagues an opportunity to say that that
is not what they intended, in the Budg-
et Committee, we offered an amend-
ment calling it Protect the American
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Middle Class from Tax Increases, say-
ing, okay, at least tell the Ways and
Means Committee that one of your
principles as you reduce tax breaks for
millionaires is not to increase the tax
burden on the middle class, and every
Republican on the Budget Committee
voted against that provision.

I am pleased that we have the author
of that amendment with us on the floor
right now. I yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from the great State of New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chair, this
budget is fundamentally unserious. We
have heard this now for 4 years in a
row. My friends on the other side of the
aisle come down to the floor with their
draconian budget claiming they are re-
luctantly forced to make tough deci-
sions because the specter of a debt cri-
sis is right around the corner—this, de-
spite the fact that our deficit is falling
at the fastest rate since the end of the
Second World War. We said this: we
would do it, and we did it.

This supposedly looming debt crisis
is going to be so incredibly bad for this
country that we need to reluctantly
gut programs that help low and mod-
erate Americans to prevent it.

And you stand there and stand up
there and talk to us about tax-and-
spend Democrats? You can’t balance
your budget without the Affordable
Care Act. Isn’t that a honey? You have
done everything to dismantle it, over
50 votes to get rid of it. Now you are
using it and the revenues to balance
your budget. Ho, ho, ho. How very con-
venient of you. Their prescription to
prevent this impending disaster is ex-
actly what their Randian world view
prescribes in the first place.

Tax cuts for the wealthy paid for on
the backs of those not so wealthy. Un-
fortunately, it leads to only one con-
clusion. The Republican Party does not
care about our deficits.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman from New Jersey another 15
seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chair, in the
words of Vice President—remember
him—Dick Cheney, he proclaimed,
“Deficits don’t matter.”

So, you have had a call to religion.
You have come back. Your budget, the
deficit is simply an excuse to cut the
social safety net. So I say, let’s vote
down this phony budget and get on
with the real thing, Mr. Chair.

The CHAIR. The Chair would remind
Members to direct their remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair,
just in order to balance the time, I
think we will let the gentleman from
Maryland yield to another speaker so
we can catch up.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. If I could just in-
quire how much time remains.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland has 20% minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Wisconsin has
18 minutes remaining.
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 1%2 minutes to the
gentleman from the great State of New
York (Mr. JEFFRIES), a terrific member
of the Budget Committee.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my distinguished friend for
yielding.

The GOP budget is a product of the
same type of extreme philosophy that
gave rise to the reckless Republican
shutdown last year. It is like a heat-
seeking missile aimed directly at the
American people. It is a parade of
horribles too numerous to catalogue,
but in the time that I have allotted I
will try to highlight the most egre-
gious aspects.

It will cut $125 billion from the SNAP
program, making it difficult for mil-
lions of food insecure Americans to get
access to the nutrition needed to live a
healthy life. It will cut $260 billion
from higher education spending, de-
priving young Americans of the oppor-
tunity to get a college education and
robustly pursue the American dream.
It will cut $732 billion from the Med-
icaid program, making it hard for older
Americans to get access to this vital
safety net program. It will turn Medi-
care into a voucher program—that is a
Trojan horse—effectively ending Medi-
care as we know it. It will balance the
budget on the backs of working fami-
lies, middle class folks, senior citizens,
the poor, the sick, and the afflicted.

The Democratic plan is designed to
create progress for the greatest number
of Americans possible. The Republican
plan is all about prosperity for the few,
and for that reason we should vote it
down.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, yesterday, I was Dracula; now I
am conducting a parade of horribles
and firing heat-seeking missiles at the
American people. I am interested to
see what comes next.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlelady from  Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACKBURN), a distinguished member of
the Budget Committee.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the chairman and the oppor-
tunity to stand and discuss the budget
that we have before us.

I find it so interesting that our con-
stituents are watching this. They are
paying attention because they are con-
cerned, and with good reason.

As one of my constituents said in a
town hall meeting: I have got to tell
you, I have got too much month left at
the end of my money, and I am tired of
it. I am tired of what this economy has
been doing to my opportunities—wage
stagnation, increases in health care
costs.

The American people are over it, and
they are ready to see the Federal Gov-
ernment start to live within its means.
Think about it like this. This is the
week when millions of Americans are
sitting around the kitchen table look-
ing at their income tax form, filling it
out, trying to make certain that they
do it right.
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Let me ask you a question: Is it fair,
is it right, for the men and women, the
taxpayers, hardworking taxpayers in
this country, is it right and fair to re-
quire them to send money to Wash-
ington, money that they don’t have,
money that causes them to struggle to
meet their bills and to live within their
means—they are struggling every
month, and they have to send money to
Washington to a government that re-
fuses to live within its means.

This is what we are talking about,
and this is why a budget that actually
makes $5.1 trillion worth of spending
cuts is important. It is why it is impor-
tant that we have a budget that says
there is a pathway to economic growth.
It is because it is what the American
people want to see happen.

I think our constituents find it very
interesting that our colleagues across
the aisle came to the Budget Com-
mittee room. What did they want to
do? Plus it up, spend more—$1.5 trillion
in taxes. More, let’s take more from
the taxpayer, let’s grow the size of the
government, let’s make it bigger, let’s
make it more bloated.

That is their solution to how to deal
with what we have here in Washington
as a spending crisis. We don’t have a
revenue problem; we have a spending
problem, we have a priority problem,
and we see this play out regularly.

Mr. Chairman, it is why it is impor-
tant for us to have a budget that bal-
ances in 10 years. I have to tell you, as
a mom and a grandmom, I look a lot at
what is happening to our children and
our grandchildren.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentlewoman an addi-
tional minute.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. You can call it
draconian, you can call it all of these
names, you can call all of wus
Neanderthals. But let me tell you what
this is: this is a budget that is for our
children because it is for reduced regu-
lation, reduced taxation, reducing liti-
gation, it is for innovation and job cre-
ation. That is what this budget is for.
It is for fairness, because if we don’t
get this under control it will be my 5-
year-old and my 4-year-old grand-
children that are facing draconian
taxes, draconian rates, draconian cuts
in order to be able to stand and live
here in America.

So as we look at this, yes, we put the
focus on right-sizing government, flexi-
bility for the States, accountability to
the American taxpayer, accountability
to the children who are going to in-
herit the consequences of the decisions
we make today.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentlelady used the term ‘‘draco-
nian’’ a couple of times, and the chair-
man keeps referring to comments that
Democrats have made as ‘‘overblown.”
I would just remind the body that it
was just a few days ago that the senior
Republican, the chairman of the House
Appropriations Committee, called the
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budget we are debating on the floor of
the House draconian. That is what he
called it—not a Democrat. So I think
Members should keep that in mind as
we proceed.

I am now very pleased to yield 1%
minutes to the gentlelady from Florida
(Ms. CASTOR), a terrific member of the
Budget Committee.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

The people I know and the people I
meet work very hard every day. They
want an opportunity for a good job,
they want good schools, safe commu-
nities, and the promise that when they
retire they can live their years in dig-
nity. They want a government that is
fair and helps make progress towards
the American dream.

But this Republican budget is not for
the hardworking people of America.
This Republican budget is crafted by
the special interests for the special in-
terests. Republicans stack the deck
against working families and small
businesses. Incomes of CEOs and the
top 1 percent are soaring, but everyone
else is working harder to get by.

We need an economy that is firing on
all cylinders for everybody, creating
jobs that pay enough to keep up. Yet
the Republican budget raises taxes on
middle class families in order to cut
taxes for people who earn over $1 mil-
lion.

Republicans ignore one of the most
important ways to cut the debt and the
deficit, and that is have more Ameri-
cans working. If the middle class suc-
ceeds, then America succeeds.

Republicans refuse to find one special
interest loophole in the Tax Code. If
you are incredibly rich, then you are
incredibly lucky because this budget is
for you. You pay less. But if you are
like the vast majority of Americans,
hold on, because you are going to pay
more.

If you are a student who wants to at-
tend college, Republicans make that
harder by cutting Pell grants and stu-
dent loans.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentlewoman an additional 30
seconds.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if you have a job in construction
at America’s ports or in transpor-
tation, this Republican budget could
cost you your job and new opportuni-
ties.

If you believe America should remain
the world leader in medical and sci-
entific research, sorry, the Republican
budget slashes research at the National
Institutes of Health or in universities
and research institutions.

If you are an older American, the Re-
publican budget asks you to pay much
more for Medicare, long-term care, and
nursing care. It takes away that secure
lifeline that has been in place since
Democratic Congresses passed Medi-
care and Medicaid so that you will be

April 9, 2014

able to live your retirement years in
dignity without the fear of poverty.

This Republican budget is a cynical,
special-interest driven vision of Amer-
ica. I recommend a strong ‘‘no’’ vote in
opposition.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
am now pleased to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY), a distinguished member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague.

This budget—I am not going to call
somebody Dracula. I am sure it is sin-
cere—but it is all about cutting taxes
at the public’s expense. It disinvests in
America. So we disinvest in R&D, we
disinvest in our future. The gentlelady
from Tennessee talked about children
and the tax burden. What about their
education? What about opportunity?
What about the roads and bridges and
tunnels and transit systems they won’t
have because they have crumbled be-
cause we have disinvested? That is
what this budget is all about. It is ab-
solutely on the wrong path and it is
handing over our future to foreign
competition.

I urge defeat of this budget, and I
urge more sensible solutions for the fu-
ture.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, when we call for ‘‘revenue neutral
tax reform,” that means tax reform
that keeps raising the same amount of
revenue we raise today, do it through a
better Tax Code so we are not picking
winners and losers, so we can grow the
economy and create jobs.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUCSHON).

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Chairman, when I
tour businesses in the Eighth District
of Indiana and meet with Hoosier fami-
lies, they tell me they are concerned
about the enormous debt burdening our
country.

Just like Hoosier families and busi-
nesses that have to make hard deci-
sions when money is tight, Washington
must do the same in order to sustain
our role as the leader in the free world.

We are over $17 trillion in debt. It is
clear Washington, D.C., has a spending
problem, and there are two very dif-
ferent pathways to address this issue.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle would continue us on the
failed status quo pathway of more
spending, more taxes, and more debt.
Their plan does not address the long-
term drivers of our debt. It raises taxes
on families who are already struggling
to make ends meet and has no inten-
tion of balancing, ever. And it does
nothing to protect and strengthen the
Medicare safety net promised to our
seniors. Put simply, their plan does not
implement serious reforms necessary
to put us on a path to a sustainable fu-
ture.

Mr. Chairman, our budget has a dif-
ferent vision for America. Our budget
plan saves $5.1 trillion over the next
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decade, pays down our debt, and en-
courages a growing and healthy econ-
omy. Our plan expands opportunities
for all Americans by focusing on higher
education and job training. We encour-
age a simpler, fairer Tax Code that
saves Americans thousands of hours
spent every year on tax compliance.
Our plan protects the social safety net
programs by encouraging upward mo-
bility and providing States with the
flexibility to meet the needs of their
residents.

One of the most important aspects of
our budget plan provides Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for our Nation’s sen-
iors. We preserve traditional Medicare
for those in or near retirement, while
also offering options for Medicare that
strengthens this vital program so it is
still around for future generations.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
support the Ryan budget plan, which
puts our country on a pathway back to
prosperity.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

It does not strengthen Medicare to
reopen the prescription drug doughnut
hole, which is exactly what this Repub-
lican congressional budget does.

If you are a senior with high pre-
scription drug costs under this budget,
it will cost you $1,200 more per year.
The whole reason we closed the pre-
scription drug doughnut hole was to
prevent seniors in that position from
having to undergo such economic hard-
ship. But this Republican budget re-
opens that doughnut hole now.

With respect to tax reform and pick-
ing winners and losers, the reality is
that this Republican budget does pick
winners and losers. The big winners are
people at the very top of the income
scale because millionaires will see
their top tax rate cut by a full one-
third.

The result of that is that middle-in-
come taxpayers are going to have to fi-
nance that in order to maintain what
they call the deficit neutrality of it.
That means that middle-income tax-
payers with kids are going to pay an
average of $2,000 more to finance the
tax cuts for millionaires.
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So millionaires are the winners, and
middle class taxpayers are the losers.
As I said just a moment ago, we gave
our Republican colleagues an oppor-
tunity in the committee to say no,
that is not their intention, but they
voted against the amendment to pro-
tect American middle class taxpayers.

I am now pleased to yield 1%2 minutes
to the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
POCAN), one of our terrific members of
the Budget Committee.

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
the fourth year in a row that the Re-
publicans have introduced their road-
map for the future.

If they took over the House, the Sen-
ate, and the Presidency, what would
they do? Who would be the winners and
losers?
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The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee said this is a win-win budget. It
is a win if you are in the top percentile,
and it is a win if you are in the second
percentile, but the rest of us—the 98
percent—certainly aren’t winning.

We lose 1.1 million jobs in 2015 and 3
million jobs in 2016 in the Republican
budget. That is like firing every single
person in the State of Wisconsin. We
lose by slashing investments in infra-
structure and science, in transpor-
tation and education, and for our sen-
iors. The middle class taxpayers pay
for it.

We also lose on the fact that this has
fuzzy math. The logic is terrible. To
say this actually balances in 10 years is
to say that Cheez Whiz is like real Wis-
consin cheese. They cut the Affordable
Care Act’s benefits, but they keep the
revenues, and they keep the savings,
which is simply impossible.

I hope the American public realizes
that, if the Republicans take over, this
is their roadmap. These are the cuts
you are going to see, so I urge a ‘‘no”’
vote on the budget.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
am now pleased to yield 12 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOG-
GETT), a member of the Budget Com-
mittee and of the Ways and Means
Committee.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, this
budget is too weak. It is too weak in
all the wrong places and in all the
wrong ways. It is weak on opportunity.
It is weak on competitiveness. It is
weak on dealing with the tax avoidance
and loopholes that would allow us to
invest in America. The House Repub-
lican budget actually grows the def-
icit—the opportunity deficit.

A strong budget would help our stu-
dents earn degrees without mortgaging
their futures in order to achieve their
full God-given potential, and it would
enable an educated workforce that will
allow us to be competitive in the world
economy.

A strong budget would invest in life-
saving medical research, which would
grow our economy and would respond
to the folks from San Antonio who are
here today to ask for more for Alz-
heimer’s research, not by taking it
from AIDS or cancer research, but by
investing more to get the cures in
order to save the lives and create the
jobs that America ought to be about.

A strong budget would invest in in-
frastructure, in roads and rails and
bridges and harbors, like the Chinese
are doing to move goods and move peo-
ple and be competitive.

A strong budget would ensure sen-
iors’ dignity in retirement, not what
AARP says about this budget—that it
would weaken the programs that pro-
vide the very foundation of health and
retirement security for current and fu-
ture generations.

I urge the rejection of this weak Re-
publican budget in favor of needed in-
vestments in our education, our infra-
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structure, our research, and our retire-
ment security.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. DOGGETT. Those investments
can be made by simply asking those
who have been so privileged and who
have enjoyed so many tax loopholes to
pay their fair share for the future of
America. I believe it is an investment
for a stronger America, which will af-
ford more opportunity to every family.

I ask for the rejection of this budget
in favor of a strong budget that is
strong for America, strong for our
economy, and strong for opportunity.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, apparently, a strong budget
means we need to borrow more from
the Chinese to fund our government.

With that, I would like to yield 3
minutes to the distinguished Wiscon-
sinite, Mr. DUFFY, who does know the
difference between real cheese and
Cheez Whiz.

Mr. DUFFY. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, as I sit and listen to
this debate today, there is no doubt the
Democrats’ position is let’s just keep
the status quo, don’t change anything,
let’s continue on with our $17 trillion
debt, let’s continue to borrow and
spend and spend and borrow and never
change course.

We know that is their position by
way of the amendments they offered in
the Budget Committee and by the con-
versation you hear on the floor today.
Mr. Chairman, we also know that, by
way of the Senate budget, when they
put one out, because it never balances,
and we know that because of the Presi-
dent’s budget that he puts out, because
it never balances.

It passes off this massive liability to
the next generation, and their policies
have a real impact on the country as a
whole.

We talk about seniors. The Medicare
trust fund is going broke in 12 years—
it is going bankrupt—and my friends
across the aisle, Mr. Chairman, don’t
want to change it. They want to leave
our seniors today and our future sen-
iors in jeopardy with a trust fund that
is going broke.

It is hard to lead. It is hard to put
ideas on the table and say: listen, my
friends, let’s come together, let’s be re-
sponsible, let’s make it sustainable,
let’s fix it—when the response is: don’t
do a darned thing, continue on the
course to a bankrupted trust fund.

That doesn’t serve our seniors well.
That doesn’t serve our next generation
of seniors well.

Speaking of Medicare, there is only
one party in this town that took over
$700 billion out of Medicare and used it
for ObamaCare—they raided it—and
that is the Democrat Party, Mr. Chair-
man. That is unacceptable, and to
come to the floor today and tell us and
the American people that they are here
to protect it just isn’t true.
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We are on the course to a fiscal ca-
lamity, and if that happens, who are
the people who are hurt the most
among us? The people who are hurt the
worst are the poorest, the ones who are
most in need of government assistance.

We should look to our churches and
to our communities for that help, but
there is a role for government. If you
have a debt crisis, if you have a fiscal
crisis, and if you have people who have
a hard time heating their homes or
putting food on their tables or who
have kids who want to go to college or
if you want to build roads and bridges,
there is not money there for those
projects.

If you want to be able to invest in
your future, you have to make sure you
have a budget that is sustainable.
When you pay $230 billion in interest
alone today, when the Fed is printing
money to buy down that interest rate
and when the President says, in 10
years, interest on the debt is going to
be $880 billion—you can build a lot of
roads, bridges, feed a lot of people, and
send a lot of kids to school for almost
$1 trillion a year.

Let’s fix this problem. Let’s work to-
gether. Let’s balance our budget. It
starts right here in the House with the
Budget Committee.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I hope all Members of the House will
check the facts with respect to the im-
pact of the Affordable Care Act on
Medicare. If you actually look at what
has happened since the Affordable Care
Act was enacted, the per capita rate of
increase in health care costs in this
country has actually gone down.

Talk to seniors on Medicare. Any-
body who is paying attention right
now, I ask them: What has their Part B
premium done over the last couple of
years? It has been steadier. In fact, this
year, it went down in real terms. The
value that seniors have gotten under
Medicare has actually improved sig-
nificantly, in part, due to the Afford-
able Care Act.

Now, unlike the Democratic budget,
which used some of the savings from
getting rid of overpayments to some of
the big insurance companies in Medi-
care and using those savings to
strengthen things like the prescription
drug benefit, the Republican budget
keeps every dime of the Medicare sav-
ings from the Affordable Care Act, but
they don’t use any of it to strengthen
Medicare.

In fact, they reopen the prescription
drug doughnut hole. They start charg-
ing seniors now for preventative health
services. Ultimately, they actually end
the Medicare guarantee by turning
Medicare into a voucher program, SO
that, if you actually wanted to stay in
traditional Medicare, you would be
paying a whopping high premium.

That is not the way we should go,
and that is all in a budget that con-
tinues to provide tax breaks to the
very wealthy in this country. Those
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are not the right priorities for Amer-
ica.

Now, I would like to yield 1%2 min-
utes to the gentlelady from New York
(Ms. VELAZQUEZ), the ranking member
of the Small Business Committee and a
Member who has focused on the right
priorities for America and who recog-
nizes that small business is the engine
of growth and opportunity.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I thank the rank-
ing member for yielding, for fighting,
and for being a real fiscal leader for
small businesses in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this budget. Far from being a
path to prosperity, it is actually a path
to the poorhouse. Sadly, just as it falls
short in so many other ways, the Ryan
budget clearly fails small businesses.

Under this budget, resources that
help small companies launch, grow,
and hire will be cut by nearly $11 bil-
lion. A wide range of resources will be
gutted—from contracts, to access to
capital, to international trade assist-
ance, to job training.

This budget is not the right budget to
help those businesses that are the
backbone of the American economy at
a time when this economy is still
struggling.

Studies have shown that many of
these small business programs generate
more than $3 in Federal revenue for
every dollar spent. What type of eco-
nomic policy says that you cut pro-
grams that generate income for the
Treasury?

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. We just held a
press conference today with so many
small business people who have bene-
fited from these types of programs.
They are businesses that opened up in
2006. Today, we had a lady who provides
IT services to the DOD and to many
Federal agencies. Her business has
grown from six people to 130 employ-
ees. These are the types of programs
that we need in place in order to grow
our economy.

Republicans like to say that they are
the champions of small businesses.
They oppose the ACA, claiming it will
harm small firms. They oppose Dodd-
Frank, saying that it will hinder the
ability of small businesses to get lend-
ing from traditional financial services;
and yet they cut the very lending pro-
grams that provide, through the Fed-
eral Government, access to capital for
small businesses.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has again expired.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. When we look at
this budget, we know that the rhetoric
does not match the reality. Rather
than paying lip service to small busi-
nesses, we must invest in the programs
that help them grow and create jobs.
That is what we need, job creation in
our country. We must do better.
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Vote ‘“no’ on this budget.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. At this
time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RODNEY
DAVIS).

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. I
want to thank Chairman RYAN for en-
gaging the House in this very impor-
tant process.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
real alternatives and routes we can
take for the future of this country and
for the future of our children.

As a father to a 17-year-old daughter
and twin 13-year-old boys, writing the
fiscal path of this country is the reason
that I ran for the opportunity to serve
in this institution. Part of serving in
this institution is creating a vision for
America’s financial future. This budget
balances.

Putting a budget on the floor of the
House and putting forth a vision for
America’s fiscal future that balances is
something that we need to do on a reg-
ular basis.

It is sad that I had to fight for a pro-
vision to be put into this bill called No
Budget, No Pay. As we know, the Sen-
ate will not take this budget process
up, and they shouldn’t be paid. I fought
for that proposal because, if Members
of Congress are not willing to put in
the work to help balance our country’s
checkbook and fulfill their constitu-
tional duties, they should not be paid.

For hard-working taxpayers, this
budget allows you to keep more of your
paycheck while, again, balancing our
budget. Compare that with the Presi-
dent’s budget, which we will have a
chance to vote on this week.

I would urge my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to vote ‘“‘yes’ on
the President’s budget if you think it
is the future for America, but that
budget raises taxes by more than $1
trillion, and it never balances.

We have got a clear choice here. For
our seniors, this budget ends
ObamaCare’s raid on Medicare, and it
puts seniors back in charge of their
health care decisions. This budget also
preserves Medicare for our current sen-
iors, and it ensures that this vital pro-
gram is available for all future genera-
tions.

O 1400

For our students, this budget guaran-
tees Pell grants for those who dream of
going to college but need a little help.
Right now, the program is estimated to
become insolvent by 2016. Every year
we don’t have a plan, we risk the fu-
ture of millions of students and con-
tribute to the rising cost of tuition. As
someone who represents nine univer-
sities and colleges and eight commu-
nity colleges in my district, having no
plan is unacceptable.

For our veterans, this budget main-
tains advanced appropriations to en-
sure veterans still receive their bene-
fits, regardless of what happens in
Washington. Additionally, this budget
would dedicate another $400 million to
veterans programs.
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I did not come to Washington sit idly
by and remain content with the cur-
rent state of our Nation. I came here to
make Washington work and provide
the hardworking taxpayers of Illinois’
13th Congressional District with a bet-
ter vision for America.

This is a better vision for America,
Mr. Chairman.

And the attacks will come. Don’t let
the attacks get in the way of the facts.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK), a
distinguished member of the Budget
Committee and the Ways and Means
Committee.

Mrs. BLACK. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee for yielding.

Mr. Chair, our Nation is $17.4 trillion
in debt and out-of-control spending
here in Washington has no end in sight.
In fact, the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office estimates that, on our
current trajectory, we will return to $1
trillion annual budget deficits by the
year 2022. This situation is untenable
and threatens the Nation that we leave
behind for our children and grand-
children.

As 1 stand here and look at these
young adults, they are the ones that
are going to have to pay for our lack of
courage to do what we need to do to
balance this budget and get our coun-
try and our spending under control.

The vast majority of Americans
agree that the Federal Government
should live within its means and that
it should balance its budget the same
way that American families do. That is
why it was so disappointing that Presi-
dent Obama’s FY 2015 budget proposal
would increase Federal spending and
never balance, despite calling for an
additional $1.8 trillion in taxes from
hardworking Americans. In fact, the
President’s budget proposal would add
an additional $8.3 trillion to the na-
tional debt.

The American people and these chil-
dren deserve better than this. That is
why I am proud that my House Repub-
lican Budget colleagues and I have
again acted where President Obama
and the congressional Democrats failed
to lead.

This Path to Prosperity is our vision
to control Washington spending and to
help get our economy moving again so
Americans can get back to work. This
responsible budget proposal would cut
spending by $5.1 trillion, balance the
budget in 10 years, and put us on a path
to pay off our debt. We accomplish all
of this without raising taxes on the
hardworking American people.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join me in passing this budget pro-
posal.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
am now pleased to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER), the distinguished Democratic
whip, who has focused on these impor-
tant issues successfully for a long time.
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Mr. HOYER. I have focused on them;
how successfully is an item of debate
with myself.

I thank the ranking member for
yielding.

This Republican budget, as I have
said before, is an exercise in how not to
achieve fiscal sustainability.

Both the Bowles-Simpson and Rivlin-
Domenici bipartisan commissions de-
termined that the responsible approach
to achieving fiscal sustainability is
through a combination of balanced def-
icit reduction and strategic invest-
ments in long-term economic growth.

The Bowles-Simpson report says:
“We must invest in education, infra-
structure, and high-value research and
development to help our economy
grow, keep us globally competitive,
and make it easier for business to cre-
ate jobs.”

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee voted against Bowles-Simpson.

This budget disinvests in those prior-
ities, which will help us create jobs and
grow our middle class. It undercuts our
ability to invest in economic competi-
tiveness and the growth we need to se-
cure the goal of a sustainable fiscal fu-
ture.

At the same time, the Republican
budget does not follow the bipartisan
commission’s framework for achieving
deficit savings: a balanced approach
that combines new revenue with spend-
ing reductions.

There are no new revenues in this
budget, and its spending cuts are se-
vere and irresponsible, cutting even
deeper than the painful sequester.

As I said yesterday, GOP Appropria-
tions Committee Chairman HAL ROG-
ERS called those sequester levels ‘‘unre-
alistic and ill-conceived,” to which the
chairman then rose and said: He said
that last year.

He may have said it last year, but
the proposals you make are unchanged
from last year, essentially; and this
year, just a few days ago, he said your
cuts were draconian.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I believe the
gentleman is supposed to make his re-
marks to the chairman.

Mr. HOYER. He is correct.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is re-
minded to address his remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I regret
the chairman was taking my remarks
personally. Of course, they were meant
simply from a policy perspective of
how bad the policy is, not the chair-
man himself, who is a wonderful indi-
vidual.

In closing, let me say I urge every
one of my colleagues who is troubled
about our deficits and debt and who is
deeply concerned about creating jobs
and growing our economy to do the
right thing: oppose this budget.

The chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, who has called the num-
bers in this budget draconian, appar-
ently intends to vote for it. Mr. Chair-
man, I don’t understand that. If I
thought, as I do, that these numbers
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were draconian, the only alternative I
would have is to vote ‘‘no.”

I lament the fact that we are not ad-
dressing in a bipartisan, comprehensive
way putting America on a fiscally sus-
tainable path. That would be the best
economic stimulus that we could do for
America. What a shame that, again, we
have wasted that opportunity.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Let me just pick up where Mr. HOYER
left off and ask the question: Why
would the Republican chairman of the
Appropriations Committee call this
Republican budget draconian? After
all, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee has said today: Don’t worry. Ac-
tually, we’re going to continue to grow
the government just a little more slow-
ly.

But what that ignores is the fact that
the portion of the budget that the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over is that
portion of the budget that we have
used historically in this country to
make investments that help our econ-
omy grow. They are investments in our
kids’ education, from early education,
to K-12, to college education.

That is the part of the budget that
we have used to invest in research and
development with discoveries at places
like NASA that have had huge spinoff
benefits for the rest of the country and
the economy, investments that actu-
ally helped lead to the Internet, that
have been hugely beneficial to our
economy. That portion of the budget
doesn’t grow a little less slowly. They
cut that portion of the budget. In fact,
as a share of our economy, it is cut by
40 percent below the lowest level since
the 1950s, since we have been Kkeeping
track.

And so that is why we are saying
that our global economic competitors
are going to be cheering this Repub-
lican budget. We are talking about we
would like to see a Make It In America
agenda. This is a ‘‘make it everywhere
except America’ agenda. This actually
provides tax cuts for U.S. corporations
that move jobs overseas, and yet it
cuts investments in jobs and economic
development right here at home. That
is why it is so misguided. That is why
the Republican chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee says it is draco-
nian.

What is worse, it makes those cuts in
our kids’ education, basic R&D, and
makes the cut in the senior prescrip-
tion drug benefit while protecting
these tax breaks for the most powerful
and the very wealthy.

The chairman has referred a number
of times to tax expenditures. In fact, he
mentioned the other day that, on an
annual basis, tax expenditures are over
a trillion dollars, in fact, more per year
than Social Security, Medicare, and
Medicaid. Some of those tax expendi-
tures have worthy policy goals, but a
lot of them are there because very pow-
erful special interests have gotten an
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exemption for themselves to the kind
of Tax Code that everybody else has to
pay for.

What we have said is we should get
rid of some of those tax breaks for the
purpose of helping to reduce our deficit
so we don’t have to hit our kids’ edu-
cation so hard, so we don’t have to
disinvest from basic R&D, so we don’t
have to make the kind of cuts that the
Republican chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee calls draconian. But,
no, Republicans don’t want to do that.
They say every time you close a tax
loophole, you have got to use it to re-
duce the tax rate for wealthier Ameri-
cans. We don’t say, if you identify a
spending program that mno longer
makes sense, you have to go spend it
somewhere else. But when it comes to
special interest tax expenditures, that
is exactly the Republican position. You
can only use it to bring down tax rates
for multimillionaires.

As a result, while the winners in this
Republican budget are those folks at
the very top, they sock it to everybody
else. They sock it to seniors on Medi-
care; they sock it to our kids’ edu-
cation; and they sock it to the funda-
mental economic power of this country
when they disinvest in the things that
have helped make us a global power,
and that is the wrong decision for
America.

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
on this Washington Republican budget,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Let me try and translate for the
viewer what is happening here.

Every time you hear the word ‘in-
vest,”” that means take from hard-
working taxpayers and spend in Wash-
ington; and then when that is not
enough, ‘‘invest’” means borrow—near-
ly half of which is from other coun-
tries—from the next generation and
spend in Washington.

Just so you know, when they keep
saying invest, invest, invest, or you are
not investing enough, disinvest, it
means tax, borrow, and spend here in
Washington, as if we know better how
people should spend their money.

The analysis we hear about jobs lost
and how this isn’t going to work and it
is going to cost all these jobs is the
same analysis that said the stimulus
was going to be a boon. It is the same
analysis they said that if we just bor-
row and spend $780 billion in Wash-
ington on shovel-ready jobs, unemploy-
ment will never reach 10 percent and
we will create millions of new jobs. It
didn’t work.

It all comes down to this. Rather
than prioritize our spending, rather
than holding the Federal Government
accountable and more transparent to
make sure that taxpayer dollars are
being spent wisely and prudently, rath-
er than balancing the budget and pay-
ing off debts so the next generation has
a debt-free inheritance, rather than
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taking on the bloated Tax Code that is
mired with special interest giveaways
and tax breaks and loopholes, rather
than opening up this incredible store of
oil and gas that could give us a huge
renaissance of more jobs and lower gas
and home heating prices and a better
foreign policy, rather than preserving
our military and giving our troops
what they need, rather than growing
our economy and creating what is esti-
mated by the CBO to give each person
an average of $1,100 more in take-home
pay because of that faster economic
growth, rather than doing any of that,
just do more of the same. Stick with
the status quo.

That is what this rhetoric is. It is a
straw man argument. It is basically an
argument that says let’s affix certain
views to our opponents so that we can
defeat these awful views that we say
they have and win the debate by de-
fault so that we can stick with the sta-
tus quo and keep doing more of the
same.
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Mr. Chairman, here is where we are
headed. This debt, this red line is the
status quo. This is where America is
going. It is not a Republican or a Dem-
ocrat thing. It is a math thing.

What we are saying with this budget
is, the status quo isn’t working. We
can’t do more of the same because we
are headed in the wrong direction. Ev-
erybody in this country knows this.

This is our plan. It is actually a plan.
Pay off the debt, grow jobs, and chal-
lenge the status quo. And that is why I
urge adoption of this budget.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BRADY) and the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY) each will control
30 minutes on the subject of economic
goals and policies.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Good afternoon. The biggest chal-
lenge facing America today is a Fed-
eral Government that simply won’t
live within its means.

Now, spending cuts can get us back
halfway to a balanced budget. But if we
want to finish the job, we need to grow
our economy so we can not only bal-
ance this budget, but begin paying
down this dangerous $17 trillion na-
tional debt.

Under the Full Employment and Bal-
anced Growth Act of 1978, the Joint
Economic Committee, which I chair,
provides analysis and recommenda-
tions about the goals and policies set
forth in the Economic Report of the
President to assist the House of Rep-
resentatives in its consideration of this
budget resolution.

During the next few moments, the
members of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee will answer three questions:

Why has the Obama recovery been so
weak and disappointing, when com-
pared with past recoveries?
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How would a gradual reduction of
Federal spending relative to the size of
our economy, as envisioned in the
budget resolution, help hardworking
Americans by accelerating economic
growth, accelerating job creation, and
increasing real wages?

And finally, how would the reforms
envisioned in the Republican budget
help Congress to make better tax and
spending decisions in the future?

To call the current recovery a dis-
appointment to the American people,
well, it is an understatement. The cur-
rent recovery ranks either dead last or
near the bottom on virtually every eco-
nomic measure when compared to
other recoveries of the past half a cen-
tury. The economy’s poor performance
has left the United States with an
enormous growth gap.

Real gross domestic product, our
economy, our output, has grown at
slightly more than half the average of
other recoveries. Not surprisingly,
given the recovery’s anemic rate of
economic growth, private sector pay-
roll employment, that is, jobs along
Main Street, have also increased by
only more than half the average of
other recoveries.

If you look at the paychecks, what
people have in their budget at home
after taxes, well, for middle -class
Americans, for middle class people,
their wages have only increased by
one-third of the average of other recov-
eries, and less than half of the next-
worst recovery.

So the middle class is struggling. But
Wall Street, it is roaring. The S&P 500
Total Return Index, adjusted for infla-
tion, has more than doubled. This, Mr.
Chairman, is the recovery that left
Main Street and middle class families
behind.

The Joint Economic Committee has
compared this recovery to the average
of other recoveries over the last 50
years and has identified this dangerous
growth gap.

And what is missing from the econ-
omy because of this disappointing re-
covery?

Our economy should be $1.3 trillion
larger today, over $1 trillion larger
today, if this had just been an average
economic recovery, rather than dead
last.

And had the number of jobs along
Main Street grown at the average rate
of others, we would have 5.7 million
more Americans working today than
what they are under this disappointing
recovery.

Last month, we reached a milestone.
The number of jobs along Main Street
finally matched its peak from when the
recession began. This milestone would
be good news, except that it comes
about 4 years late.

So after all these years, now 6 years,
we are just back to breaking even on
the number of jobs along Main Street.

If you look at the economy, propor-
tionately, there are fewer adults work-
ing today than when the recession
ended. We have actually gone back-
wards as an economy since the recov-
ery supposedly began.
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So no matter how you try to slice
and dice the numbers, there is no hid-
ing the fact that a smaller percentage
of Americans are working today than
when the recession ended.

Turning from jobs to income that
hardworking families receive, this re-
covery, regrettably, is even more dis-
appointing. Since the recession ended,
real personal income per person has
barely edged up. I think it is 3.8 per-
cent, barely noticeable. That is less
than half what it should be in an aver-
age recovery.

But what does it mean to an average
family?

What it means is that the average
person in America is missing over
$3,000 a year from their paycheck. And
an average family of four in America
today is missing $1,086 a month from
their family budget. Imagine that.

Imagine, for every family in America
having an extra $1,000 a month to pay
utilities, to save for college, for which
costs are exploding, to pay for the new
health care costs under the Affordable
Care Act, to invest maybe in that new
washer, dryer, repair that car.

$1,000 a month is missing from the
average family because of the slow
growth policies of the White House
and, regrettably, congressional Demo-
crats.

That is why middle class families are
being left behind. That is why we can
no longer stay the course in America.
Families like this are missing too
much money for Washington to con-
tinue to do the same old things that
leave them behind.

I could fill this entire hour with dif-
ferent statistics that make the same
point, but by every measure the recov-
ery is so disappointing. The question
is, why? What is different about it?

Well, some blame the housing bubble,
its collapse and the financial panic, for
the persistent weakness in our labor
markets. Recoveries following the col-
lapse of a debt-financed asset price
bubble like this are typically slower
than our recovery. We know that.

While the collapse of the housing
bubble undoubtedly has had some lin-
gering effects, it is not the main factor,
let alone the only factor for this dis-
appointing recovery.

What is unique about this recovery is
the combination of the slow growth
economic policies that President
Obama has pursued.

For example, looking back from 1982
to 2000, Federal spending declined as a
percentage of the economy and the pri-
vate sector boomed, creating more
than 37 million jobs.

Under President Obama, the opposite
happened. Federal spending exploded to
a post-World War II high of 24 percent
of the economy, and we lost jobs.

Presidents Kennedy and Reagan,
they reduced the aftertax cost for new
business investment. The Joint Eco-
nomic Committee has shown that there
is a strong correlation between when
businesses invest in building equip-
ment and software and the creation of
real jobs along Main Street.
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In contrast, President Obama in-
creased taxes on successful small busi-
nesses, on capital gains, and dividends,
and slowed this recovery.

Looking back, Presidents Clinton
and Reagan took a balanced approach
toward environmental, health, and
safety regulations. By contrast, the
Obama administration has launched a
regulatory tsunami; red tape at the
highest levels the last 3 years, histori-
cally high, and that slowed job cre-
ation along Main Street.

Presidents Kennedy, Reagan, and
Clinton opened new markets for Amer-
ican sales through international trade
agreements. Aside from completing the
agreements left unfinished by Presi-
dent Bush, and despite having a first-
rate trade team in place, opening new
markets, tearing down the ‘‘America
Need Not Apply”’ sign, allowing our
companies’ workers to compete on a
level playing field, that is now stalled
under this White House.

Presidents Kennedy, Reagan, and
Clinton didn’t burden a weak economy
with costly new entitlement programs.
By contrast, President Obama rammed
the Affordable Care Act through Con-
gress on party-line votes.

The controversial Affordable Care
Act is heightening uncertainty, boost-
ing taxes by more than $1 trillion, un-
dermining key industries like medical
devices and small businesses, and caus-
ing millions of Americans, including
families in my community, to lose ac-
cess to doctors and to health insurance
plans that they liked.

Now they are paying more for a plan
they didn’t ask for, and are forced to
do it or pay a tax.

Notice that these past approaches to
taxes and regulations, international
trade were taken by both Republican
and Democrat Presidents, approaches
that both parties have recognized as
good for our economy. Yet President
Obama’s actions remain remarkably
out of sync with those sound policies.

He continues to stay the course,
while millions of Americans, they can’t
find full-time work. Millions more have
just given up looking for work. Fewer
and fewer people are in the workforce.

It is not the elderly who are retiring,
it is younger people, college graduates
who spent all that time and all that
money, and now they are working be-
hind a cash register.

You have got middle class Ameri-
cans, again, missing over $1,000 from
their monthly budget that could be
helping them meet their needs because
of the President’s economic policies.

What we do know, and what is incor-
porated in the Republican budget, is an
economic policy mix that would do the
opposite. It would ignite a boom in our
economy through simple and well-
known policy, the sound dollar that
protects families against inflation and
losing their purchasing power.

Gradual decline of Federal spending
as a percentage of the economy, that is
a key one. Tax reform that lowers the
aftertax cost for business investment,
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grows our economy; balanced regula-
tion and opening new markets around
the world for American companies and
workers—that is the best way to
strengthen our economy, create mil-
lions of new jobs, and get America back
on the right track again.

The budget resolution proposed by
Republicans in the House says no more
slow growth. No more stay the course.
We will not settle for a second-rate
economy.

Our families deserve better. They de-
serve $1,000 more a month, and this is
the path to get us there.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, the
budget offered by our Republican col-
leagues is not, by any stretch of the
imagination, the solution to our prob-
lems.

It is the problem, because this is not
a budget; it is a retreat. It is a retreat
from the high ideals, noble goals, and
bold dreams that have made this coun-
try so great.

As the author and columnist Nich-
olas Kristof recently pointed out, a
new ranking of livability in 132 coun-
tries shows that the United States has
fallen to 16th, fallen. But apparently,
our Republican friends think that is
just a little too high.

We now rank 24th in inequality in
the attainment of education. But the
Republican budget would cut Pell
grants that help low-income students
afford college.

We rank 29th in life expectancy, and
24th in nutrition and basic medical
care, and the Ryan budget would cut
funding for food stamps and Medicaid,
and raise the eligibility of Medicare.
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We rank just 70th in health, and Re-
publicans want to repeal the Affordable
Care Act and snatch health care cov-
erage away from millions who just re-
ceived it.

This is not a budget, Mr. Chair. This
is a call to Americans to dream small
and aim low. This is an attempt to
shift costs onto the shoulders of the
middle class, the young, and the elder-
ly in a way that would cripple our abil-
ity to compete.

I believe we are a better people than
this and a greater Nation. Look at just
about any poll on the subject these
days, and you can see that Americans
are most concerned about jobs and
growing our American economy. What
the American people want to see from
the Congress is a plan that will help ac-
celerate the growth of our economy
and create good jobs, but the crushing
austerity of the Ryan plan would do
just the opposite.

This makes no sense because we
know what actually works and what
actually grows jobs and what doesn’t.
We have seen it, and we have lived it.
The record speaks for itself. It shows
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whose ideas actually work in the real
world and whose don’t.

Since 1961, the private sector has
added a total of 66 million jobs. Twen-
ty-four million of them were added
under Republican Presidents, and a
whopping 42 million were added under
Democratic Presidents.

Let’s take a look at this chart. Under
President Clinton, this country grew a
whopping 22.6 million jobs, and he left
office running an annual surplus of
over $128 billion projected to grow into
the trillions. Then, under the 8 years of
President Bush, we added only 1.2 mil-
lion jobs—what a stark difference—and
the budget surplus was turned into an
annual $1.4 trillion deficit.

When President Obama took office,
our economy was shedding over 800,000
jobs a month, and the Bush administra-
tion left office with the worst job cre-
ation record in 75 years. Nevertheless,
in the 5 years since President Obama
took office, we have created 4.7 million
jobs, nearly four times what was cre-
ated under President Bush, and we
have more than halved the annual def-
icit.

The actions swiftly implemented by
the President and Democratic Congress
quickly turned the economy around,
and job losses diminished; and, as this
next chart shows, those actions have
worked. We have been gaining jobs for
the last 49 months.

In that time, the economy has added
8.9 million private sector jobs, regain-
ing more than all of the jobs lost dur-
ing the great recession.

This chart shows what I call the deep
red Republican valley, where we were
shedding over 800,000 jobs a month.
Since President Obama took office
with his economic plan, we have been
growing jobs.

Democrats understand that, in order
to maintain our leadership in the world
economy, America needs to contin-
ually sharpen its competitive edge; and
we understand that, while investing in
the future may carry some risk, refus-
ing to do so carries an iron-bound cer-
tainty, the certainty of a slow decline
and crippling decay.

Instead of investing in the future and
in the next generation, the Ryan budg-
et guts funding for education, work-
force training, critical infrastructure,
scientific research, public health, clean
energy, advanced manufacturing, and
public safety, all the investments need-
ed to make the American economy of
tomorrow competitive and put us on
the cutting edge.

Instead of fully preparing the next
generation for tomorrow’s economy,
the Ryan budget cuts funding for early
childhood education, K-12 education,
special education, and higher edu-
cation. It slashes grants and charges
students more interest on their college
loans.

It lets the higher education tax cut
expire, saddling our young people with
even more student loan debt; and we
know now that student loan debt is
now larger than credit card debt in our
country. It is a crippling concern.
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Sadly, the cuts extend far beyond
education. The Ryan budget proposes
draconian cuts to nutrition assistance,
home heating assistance, and rental as-
sistance. SNAP, which provides food
security for millions of American chil-
dren, is cut more than $135 billion, and
200,000 fewer women and children would
get basic nutrition through the WIC
program.

We can all agree that the economic
recovery has been too slow, and yet
this Republican budget cuts critical in-
vestments to create jobs and enhance
our competitiveness.

In 2015 alone, the budget cuts $52 bil-
lion from efforts to update our crum-
bling transportation infrastructure.
That amounts to over 1.5 million jobs.
The budget cuts the National Insti-
tutes of Health and National Science
Foundation, threatening our edge in
medical and scientific innovation.

The Republican budget even elimi-
nates funding for the arts, humanities,
and public broadcasting, which support
the institutions that enrich our lives
and chronicle our cultural and artistic
heritage.

Further, the Ryan budget would cut
health care funding and increase costs
for seniors. It would raise the age to
qualify for Medicare to 67 and bring
back the dreaded doughnut hole that
leaves too many seniors to choose be-
tween their medication and putting
food on the table.

After nearly a century of talking
about doing it, we have finally ex-
panded health care to cover more
Americans. Yes, there have been bumps
along the way, as there have been with
the implementation of trans-
formational social programs, like with
Medicare and Part D prescription
drugs; but the important thing is that
it is working.

Already, 7 million people have signed
up through the health insurance mar-
ketplaces, and another 3 million young
adults have been able to remain on
their parents’ health plans until they
turn 26.

Under the Ryan plan, these 10 million
Americans who thought, at long last,
they had reliable and affordable health
care insurance would have it snatched
away from them, but it is even worse
than that.

By 2024, a staggering total of 40 mil-
lion people would become uninsured
under the Ryan plan. The CBO projects
that 25 million people, who would have
gained coverage under the Affordable
Care Act, will, instead, have to go
without it, and there are another 14 to
20 million people who would lose insur-
ance as a result of the block granting
and Medicaid cutting laid out in the
Ryan budget.

After 53 failed attempts to repeal the
Affordable Care Act, the Ryan budget
hopes to succeed in taking us back-
wards to those dark days when people
with preexisting conditions couldn’t
get coverage, when protections against
lifetime limits didn’t exist.

No-cost preventive services, like
mammograms and cervical cancer

April 9, 2014

screenings, would be no more. It would
take us back to a time when women
were charged more just because they
were women and when the insurance
companies called the shots.

From the smallest children to the
oldest seniors who rely on Medicaid for
health care and to cover long-term
health bills, the Ryan Medicaid cuts
will negatively affect literally mil-
lions. Women who make up almost 70
percent of adult Medicaid beneficiaries
will especially feel the sting. The most
vulnerable will be hurt the most.

Mr. Chair, budgets are about choices,
and we face a truly watershed choice
now. We can choose to continue to do
things that have lifted the hopes of
millions, provided unparalleled oppor-
tunities, and made our country the
envy of the world.

We can choose to continue to help
those who need it the most and provide
a measure of care to those who have
the least; or we can choose to go down
a radically different road, concede the
future to the bold, defer to others, ex-
pect less, and turn our faces away from
the downtrodden and the dispossessed.

Yes, we can make that choice; but
please, Mr. Chair, let’s stop referring to
this as a budget and call it what it
really is, a retreat, an act of surrender.
It is giving up on the America we have
always known.

This is not a blueprint. It is a black
eye. We are a better people than this
and a greater Nation. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.”” America does not
retreat.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chair, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN), a key mem-
ber of the Joint Economic Committee,
a businessman who knows that more
than half of Americans today believe
we are still in a recession, that they
have given up and feel like this coun-
try is surrendering, and he knows the
impact.

Mr. PAULSEN.
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, I want to just speak for a
few minutes in favor of the Republican
budget resolution. This is a budget res-
olution that stands in stark contrast
today compared to what the President
has offered in his budget.

It is a budget that balances. It is a
budget that is responsible. It is a budg-
et that is thoughtful. It addresses the
spending side of the ledger to be more
fiscally responsible, and it also in-
cludes, Mr. Chair, a roadmap for
progrowth tax reform to create a
healthier economy.

Yes, we need to spend less, but our
national debt and our budget imbal-
ance have grown so big that we can’t
fix them alone by simply addressing
spending. We have also got to grow our
economy and put people back to work
to bring in more revenue.

We are suffering from a growth gap.
Normally, the economy doubles every
20 years; but because of excessive
Washington spending, budget deficits,

I thank the gen-
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high debt, these onerous regulations
that come out of Washington, and
higher taxes, the economy is now set to
double every 30 years; so we have lit-
erally added 10 years onto our growth
cycle.

What does that mean? The growth
gap means this, Mr. Chair: it means,
for disposable income, since the end of
the recession nearly 5 years ago, every
man, woman, and child has been robbed
of almost $3,200 every year.

It means that a family of four has
been robbed of about $13,000. That is an
additional average of aftertax income
and disposable income. That is real
money to a family. What could you do
with $13,000?

Our economy is performing way
below average. We can do a lot better
than performing below average. This
budget expands opportunities for
American workers by equipping them
with the skills that they need to suc-
ceed in a 21st century economy.

It lays a path to reform a broken Tax
Code by simplifying and lowering tax
rates, by eliminating special interest
loopholes, and by moving us to an
internationally competitive tax sys-
tem, so that U.S. employers can com-
pete fairly in a global economy.

We need commonsense tax reform to
keep American businesses
headquartered here in the U.S., so that
we can sell to customers overseas,
bring the earnings back, keep our head-
quarter companies here, keep the inno-
vation here, and keep the jobs here.

This budget also cuts cronyism, cor-
porate welfare, and waste. It ends the
Dodd-Frank bailouts of big banks. It
eliminates billions in corporate wel-
fare, and very importantly, it protects
and strengthens important programs
that our seniors rely on and ensures
that these programs will be there for
future generations.

It is time to stop spending money
that we don’t have. We can no longer
borrow 40 cents of every dollar that we
spend.

Finally, Mr. Chair, this budget not
only balances by growing our economy
and making government more effi-
cient, it also puts the country back on
a path to actually paying down the na-
tional debt because the longer we wait
to address the drivers of our debt, the
harder our choices will be later.

This is a budget proposal and a blue-
print that puts the country back on
track for a balanced and responsible
path. I would ask my colleagues to join
me in supporting the passage of the Re-
publican budget.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Chair, I now yield 7 minutes
to the gentleman from the great State
of Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), who is a
champion of working families.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding.

Mr. Chair, since February of 2010,
more than 8 million jobs have been cre-
ate in the our Nation. Over the last
year, the unemployment rate has fallen
by four-fifths of a percentage point.
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These numbers demonstrate the sig-
nificant progress we have made in
growing our economy and putting
Americans back to work after the
worst economic crisis since the Great
Depression.

However, there is still far more we
can do to strengthen our economy and
begin to reduce the growing income in-
equality in our great Nation.
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Sadly, instead of proposing a budget
that would help us expand the middle
class, Republicans have, again, offered
a budget that seeks to help the wealthy
at the expense of the many. Just as in
the years past, the 2015 Ryan budget
would slash nondefense discretionary
spending without regard for the dev-
astating consequences these cuts would
have on the lives of Main Street Ameri-
cans.

This year’s Ryan budget would cut an
additional $791 billion from the
postsequester funding caps from fiscal
year 2006 through fiscal year 2024. As in
the past, the budget also offers an ideo-
logical wish list of policies that will in-
crease the unemployment rate, hurt
low-income families, and harm our sen-
iors—all to protect the interests of the
wealthiest among us.

The Ryan budget does not extend
emergency unemployment benefits,
even though these benefits would help
our broader economy, as well as the
millions of families that have suffered
the devastating consequences of long-
term unemployment.

Never before has Congress failed to
provide Federal unemployment insur-
ance when the unemployment rate—es-
pecially for the long-term unem-
ployed—is as high as it is today.

This budget would also hit middle
class families with thousands of dollars
in additional taxes every year, while
lowering the top tax rate for the rich.

The Ryan budget would repeal the
Affordable Care Act, taking health care
from millions of middle-income Ameri-
cans. It would gut Medicaid, taking
health care from millions of our poor-
est families, and it would destroy the
commitments we have made to our Na-
tion’s seniors by turning Medicare into
a voucher program.

This budget would also be dev-
astating for our Federal workforce, the
people who care for our veterans, who
protect our homeland, who ensure the
food we eat is safe, and who conduct
the research on which we are relying to
find new treatments for cancer and
other devastating diseases.

Let me remind my colleagues that
the Republicans have been attacking
our Federal employees for years, treat-
ing them as if they were the piggybank
for deficit reduction.

Federal workers have already sac-
rificed $140 billion towards reducing
this Nation’s deficit through a 3-year
pay freeze and retirement contribution
increases. Now, House Republicans
want to squeeze another $125 billion
out of these middle class workers. How
will they do this?
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The Ryan budget would increase Fed-
eral employee pension contributions to
6.53 percent, an increase of more than
5.5 percentage points for many current
Federal workers, but it would not in-
crease any benefits provided to these
same workers.

Of course, proposals for increasing
the contributions Federal employees
make to their pension funds are not
new. This year’s budget also includes a
provision prohibiting new Federal em-
ployees from enrolling in the retire-
ment system that has served Federal
employees since the 1920s.

Let me make this clear. Under the
Ryan budget, one leg of the so-called
three-legged stool on which Federal
employees have relied for security in
their retirement would be ripped out
from under them. New Federal employ-
ees would be left to rely solely on the
savings they accumulate in their
Thrift Savings Plan and on Social Se-
curity.

As if that wasn’t enough, the Ryan
budget would also eliminate the stu-
dent loan repayment program for Fed-
eral workers, even though this is a
vital recruitment and retention incen-
tive used to attract the best and
brightest to serve the American people.

The budget also proposes to cut the
Federal workforce by 10 percent. Con-
trary to the claims of some that our
government is growing out of control,
the Federal Government has actually
cut 85,000 jobs in the last 12 months.

An additional arbitrary workforce re-
duction isn’t likely to yield the savings
the Republicans expect because much
of the current work of the government
would simply be shifted to more expen-
sive contractors. Such a reduction
would, however, impede the govern-
ment’s ability to provide needed serv-
ices to the American people in a timely
manner.

I agree that Congress must act to put
our fiscal house in order, but we must
do this in a balanced manner that in-
creases economic stability and cer-
tainty in the marketplace. We must
not do this on the backs of our neediest
citizens, and we must not do this on
the backs of the Federal employees
who make government work for our
Nation every day.

Republicans fail to understand that
we simply cannot cut our way to pros-
perity. Expanding opportunity and in-
vesting in America today will increase
government revenues in the years to
come and put our economy back on the
path to prosperity.

For the good of our Nation, I urge my
colleagues to reject the Ryan budget.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we hear all the votes
and the claims from our Democrat
friends about how great the economy is
going and what great leadership they
have shown from the White House to
get people back to work. They claim
millions and millions and millions of
jobs, but Americans don’t feel that way
and for good reason.
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Let’s put all this job surge in per-
spective. Now, here is the average
economy recoveries—because America
does face tough times from time to
time. We normally bounce back pretty
strongly, but not this time and not
under this President.

If you look at job creation in the last
4 years, this is the average of the other
recoveries. This is the Reagan average.
That was real economic growth, and as
you can tell, only twice in the last 4
years or more has the Obama recovery
even met average.

Only 2 months out of more than 4
years has this recovery even been
merely average, and it has never
reached the real strong growth of the
Reagan recovery because unemploy-
ment, by the way, reached higher
points in this recession.

So, clearly, by underperforming, by
being so disappointing, what this chart
really shows is the millions of Ameri-
cans—middle class Americans—who
have been left behind by this dis-
appointing recovery. You look at this
and you wonder: Well, so what does
this mean to the economy?

In the next chart, I will show you
what is missing. People back home and
people all across America are saying
that you have got to get this economy
going, it is just hurting us so badly;
but because, again, this President and
our Democratic friends choose to slow
the growth of America, we are now
missing, gosh, almost $4 trillion—$3.7
trillion, to be exact, is missing from
our economy.

That should be in our Main Street
businesses. It ought to be in our small
businesses. It ought to be driving our
economy, instead of trailing China. In-
stead of being lectured by the rest of
the world, America should have a
strong economy by now. This is a dis-
appointing recovery.

The Republican budget actually
starts to restrain spending and has tax
reform to grow the economy. While you
have heard some claim that trillions of
dollars of cuts will devastate the Fed-
eral safety net, the truth is that the
Republican budget over the next 10
years grows by about 3 percent a year.
That is because America’s population
is growing as well.

Only in Washington is growth and
spending a cut. What it does is it cuts
the waste, fraud, and abuse in this big,
flat, bloated government, and it makes
smart investments, though, in defense,
in Medicare, and in infrastructure.

Our Democrat friends are crying
today for more emergency unemploy-
ment benefits, but those benefits are
for when the unemployment rate is
going up and getting higher, but,
today, in all 50 States, that rate is
going down and going lower. What we
should be focusing on is getting people
back to work, not a check, but a good-
paying job.

Instead, the White House has obsti-
nately blocked the Keystone XL pipe-
line and those thousands of jobs. They
have obsessively pushed the Affordable
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Care Act on our small businesses who
are cutting hours, cutting workers,
cutting wages, and hurting the econ-
omy—and then all the new regulation.

The Republican budget preserves
Medicare and Medicaid, and for Med-
icaid, which is our health care for the
poor, the budget grows for them, but it
does an important thing. It gives back
to the States the ability to tailor
health care for their States to meet
their patients in their communities
and in their regions. That is the way it
ought to be done.

The Democrats hollow out our de-
fense, hollow out our intelligence sys-
tem, and ignore our veterans. The Re-
publican budget restores our military
strength to the presequester levels. We
focus on our veterans in America. They
deserve no less.

The Republican budget saves Medi-
care both for those who are in or near
retirement, but, more importantly, for
those who wonder if Medicare will be
there for them. It offers options for
younger workers, including just stay-
ing in traditional Medicare or tailoring
a plan that is right for them and their
families.

The Democrats ignore the challenges
facing America. They ignore this dis-
appointing recovery. They say: just
stay the course, the country is doing
fine.

But the country isn’t doing fine. Our
families, they aren’t doing fine at all,
and they are missing $1,000 a month
from their paychecks because this
White House and this Democrat Senate
continue to stay the course.

Let’s change the course for America.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman,
how much time is remaining on this
side?

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
New York has 12 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Texas has 11%
minutes remaining.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I yield myself 1 minute.

Now, my good friend from Texas
pointed out that the recovery has been
slow, but at least it is a recovery. It is
not a loss of jobs, as we see in this
chart, the long, red valley of job loss,
shedding over 800,000 jobs a month
when President Obama took office, and
we have job growth.

I would like to see it stronger and
better, too, but at least it is job
growth. The former President Bush left
us with a $1.4 trillion deficit when he
inherited a surplus and the worst job
growth record in 75 years.

I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from the great State of Maryland (Mr.
DELANEY). He is a former CEO of a pub-
lic company which has brought great
expertise to the Joint Economic Com-
mittee.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentlelady from New
York for yielding me this time to stand
up, rise, and speak out against Mr.
RYAN’s budget.
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While I have many significant policy
objections that are embedded in Mr.
RYAN’s budget, my main objection is
based on the fact that the budget is
built upon a fundamentally flawed ana-
lytical framework. I think it is impor-
tant to focus on that when we think
about budgets, Mr. Chairman.

The fundamental driver—or the goal
of the Ryan budget is to have our defi-
cits at zero in 10 years. I believe Mr.
RYAN does this because he thinks it is
good political optics, and it sounds
good. The problem with this goal is it
is fundamentally, economically and fis-
cally, the wrong goal. It is unneces-
sary, and it is unrealistic.

It is unrealistic based on the fact of
the demographics the country is fac-
ing. We are somewhere through the
midway of this aging of the population
that we like to talk about, Mr. Chair-
man, where the population of people
over 65—our citizens over 65 will double
from 1980 to 2020 to 2030. This puts tre-
mendous burdens on the Federal Gov-
ernment.

But it is also an unnecessary goal. A
zero deficit is an unnecessary goal if
you think about the basic math of defi-
cits and debt. The reason our debt has
grown to such a significant level in
this country is because, for the last
several years, our deficits, as expressed
as a percentage of the economy, have
exceeded the economic growth on an
annual basis for the economy. The
math of that results in a growing debt,
which is problematic.

Unless we change the direction of our
debt, we will have very limited finan-
cial flexibility in the future, particu-
larly if interest rates go up; but, in
fact, if we get our deficits to a rate
below the rate of growth in the econ-
omy, then definitionally, the debt in
this country will go down.

Most experts agree that we should be
targeting deficits of 1 to 2 percent and
economic growth of at least 2 to 3 per-
cent. That will cause our debt to go
down to historical levels and give this
country the financial flexibility that it
needs.

So if you seek an unrealistic goal or
if you seek the wrong goal in budgeting
and forecasting, you are forced to over-
correct. There are two ways to overcor-
rect in budgets—or at least in the Fed-
eral budget. The first way you can
overcorrect is to raise taxes to an ex-
cessive level. The second way you can
overcorrect is to cut spending to unre-
alistic levels.

Mr. RYAN, obviously, doesn’t choose
to raise taxes. In fact, he cuts taxes
which, again, is an unusual and puz-
zling conclusion, particularly based on
the fact that our tax revenues as a per-
centage of the economy across the last
several years have been lower than the
historical 50-year average for this
country.

So to think that we should be cutting
taxes against that backdrop, again, is a
puzzling decision, but since he chooses
to cut taxes, he is then forced to over-
correct on the spending side.
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To put this into perspective, in very,
very simple perspective, the Ryan
budget takes discretionary spending,
things like education, infrastructure,
and investments in basic medical re-
search, to 1.7 percent of our economy.
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This is in the context of a historical
average for these same investments of
3 percent. We can’t really talk about
growing or shrinking numbers in abso-
lute dollars; we always have to talk
about these numbers, if we want any
kind of budget integrity, in terms of a
percentage of the economy.

He effectively cuts in half our invest-
ments in infrastructure, education, and
basic medical research as a percentage
of the economy as compared to the 50-
year average. That is the overcorrec-
tion he does because he is trying to
achieve a goal that is both unrealistic
and unnecessary.

It is not clear to me, Mr. Chairman,
someone who has spent his whole ca-
reer in the private sector building com-
panies, how anyone with reasonable
cognitive abilities would think, in
light of the challenges this country
faces to create jobs, as we have dis-
cussed, to compete in a global economy
and to transfer our economy based on
what is happening with technology,
that it is the right answer—that it is
the right answer to cut our invest-
ments in research, in infrastructure
and education by half.

That is the fundamental flaw in the
analytical framework that is embedded
behind Mr. RYAN’s budget, which only
reinforces my conclusion that this is a
political document; this is not a sub-
stantive document.

This is not a document that was cre-
ated by looking at the facts, thinking
about economics, understanding how
deficits and debt interrelate and what
we need to actually make this country
competitive, create jobs, and put our-
selves on a long-term fiscally sound
trajectory.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. May I inquire
as to the time remaining?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Texas has 1172 minutes remaining. The
gentlewoman from New York has 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 4 minutes.

Amid all the predictions of doom and
gloom, the truth is the Republican
budget grows by 3 percent a year over
the next decade. It doesn’t shrink; it
grows. The population grows, and so
that makes sense.

It does cut wasteful spending, and
there is a lot of wasteful spending to
cut. More importantly, it grows the
economy and tackles the biggest chal-
lenge America has, which is a broken
Tax Code. This resolution begins to
rein in the IRS.

This budget begins to save Social Se-
curity and Medicare for families and
younger generations so they can count
on them, and it makes sure that we
don’t hollow out our defense. This is
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the only budget that balances. More
importantly, it is the only budget that
says that is not enough. It begins to
pay down the national debt, and it says
our goal in America will be to have a
debt-free America. Think about that.
After all these years of dangerous defi-
cits, America could be debt free, eco-
nomically the strongest in the world,
and financially the strongest in the
world.

But today, if we don’t change course,
look what happens. Today, a baby born
in Woodlands, Texas, their share of the
debt is almost $50,000. A new baby owes
Uncle Sam a Lexus. If we don’t change
our ways, by the time that child is 13,
that child will owe Uncle Sam a second
Lexus. By the time that child is 22, fin-
ishing college and beginning to start
their life and live their dreams, they
will owe Uncle Sam another Lexus.

Now, the good news is young people
don’t actually buy luxury sedans for
the Federal Government, but they pay
the price in a very different way. All
that debt slows the economy, so there
will be fewer jobs for them to compete
for; and all of that debt means higher
taxes and higher interest rates, so
there will be fewer jobs to compete for,
and they will have less money in their
paycheck as a result.

Our Democrat friends say: that is
fine, let’s stay the course; let’s not
change anything; the economy is great;
our deficits are fantastic, and our
country is going the right direction.

But that is not the truth in America
today. We need to spend less as a gov-
ernment in a smart way. We need to
grow the economy in a strong way. We
can’t ignore the challenges facing us.
We have to save Medicare and Social
Security. This is the budget that grows
America’s future and doesn’t shrink it.
This is the budget that America needs.
We can’t afford to stay the course.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1
minute.

The gentleman from the great State
of Texas says that the Republicans
have been cutting the deficit, but the
facts are different.

Under President Clinton, we created
a stunning 22 million jobs, and he left
this country with a surplus. Under
George Bush, in 8 years, he only cre-
ated 1.2 million jobs and left us with a
$1.4 trillion deficit. And in the 5 years
that President Obama has been in of-
fice, he has created 4.7 million jobs,
which is 5 times more than his prede-
cessor did, and cut the deficit in half.
So the record of cutting deficits is on
the side of the Democratic administra-
tions and policies.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CARDENAS), a newly elected Member
and a member of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Chairman, I
have owned a business and know what
it is like to be a job creator in this
country, and I am very proud of it.
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This week, House Democrats intro-
duced our budget alternative, a budget
dedicated to the priorities of the Amer-
ican people: creating jobs, raising new
ladders of opportunity, and building an
economy that works for everyone. It is
in stark contrast to the broken prior-
ities of the Ryan budget. The Ryan
budget will take $2,000 more in taxes
away from American families—that is
working class families—without clos-
ing one tax loophole for the corporate
rich.

The Ryan budget is an attack on sen-
iors, students, workers, and middle
class families, all for the sake of pro-
tecting loopholes for the wealthy and
special interests. The budget will have
a devastating impact on jobs. Repub-
licans would lay waste to our commit-
ments to education, lifesaving medical
research, clean energy, modern infra-
structure, and high-tech manufac-
turing. The Ryan budget will cripple
our growth and surrender the future
jobs of American kids to other nations
like China, India, and Russia. The
Ryan budget devastates our middle
class.

The Ryan budget even rejects com-
prehensive immigration reform. The
Ryan budget denies people the impor-
tant bipartisan legislation that would
create 120,000 American jobs each year
for the first 10 years should that legis-
lation be passed and empower small
businesses, spur innovation, super-
charge the economy, and reduce the
deficit by over $900 billion.

The Ryan budget is nothing less than
a job-killing recipe. Democrats are
strengthening the middle class, em-
bracing economic growth, and we want
responsible deficit reduction. Com-
prehensive immigration reform is in-
vesting in the future and creating jobs
for our future, creating jobs for Ameri-
cans.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 1 minute.

I might point out that President
Bush did not leave this country with a
deficit; Speaker NANCY PELOSI and her
Democrat colleagues left this Nation
with a deficit. And it continued to
grow. The first year of their govern-
ance, the deficit doubled. The second
year, it tripled. Then it went to a tril-
lion dollars, trillion dollars, and tril-
lion dollars. And only under a Repub-
lican House have we started to cut the
growth in the deficit today.

The truth is, on immigration reform,
Democrats held the Presidency, the
House and the Senate, and they did
nothing. When it comes to reducing the
deficit, they held the House, the Sen-
ate, and the White House, and they did
nothing. When it comes time to grow
the economy and give the middle class
a fighting chance, they held the House
and the Senate and the Presidency and
did nothing.

Let’s not stay the course, because
that has got us going the wrong direc-
tion. We need to change it. The Repub-
lican budget does that.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. May I inquire how much time re-
mains?

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
New York has 3% minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Texas has 8 min-
utes remaining.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the distinguished Democratic whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chair, I was sitting
in my office downstairs, and I heard
Mr. BRADY make the extraordinary
claim that it was the Pelosi leadership
that led to the doubling of deficits.

I would remind the gentleman, as he
ought to know and I am sure he does
know, not a single economic plan was
passed in 2007 or 2008 that changed the
Bush economic plan, not a single bill.
And to make the assertion that the
deepest recession he and I have experi-
enced, Mr. Chairman, in our lifetimes,
which occurred under the Bush admin-
istration with Bush economic policies
was somehow the responsibility of a
Pelosi-led Congress is absolutely ab-
surd, incorrect, and the gentleman
ought to know better.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

You know, I know the facts hurt. I
know they hurt, Mr. Whip. The deficit
doubled the first year under Speaker
PELOSI and your leadership.

Mr. HOYER. Does the gentleman
refer to 2007?

Mr. BRADY of Texas. The deficit tri-
pled under your leadership.

The CHAIR. The gentleman will sus-
pend.

The gentleman from Texas has the
time. The gentleman from Texas is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I know the
facts hurt. I know these deficits hurt
real people. And I know the Democrats
now want to revise history: they didn’t
create the deficits; they didn’t create
this slow economic recovery; every-
thing is going great. But it is not.

You created record deficits. You took
what was turning into lower and lower
deficits and a trend toward a balanced
budget and you exploded it, and our
American families are hurting today.
Millions more can’t find a job. Young
people with college degrees are work-
ing behind a cash register. The deficits
are frightening and scaring America. It
came under Democrat leadership and it
has continued under this Democrat
Presidency. I know the facts hurt, but
those are the facts.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. Members are reminded
to direct their remarks to the Chair.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I yield myself 30 seconds.

The facts speak for themselves.
George Bush’s administration left us
with a $1.4 trillion deficit. They cut
taxes, led us into two wars, and they
blew the deficit.

Look at the Democratic deficit. We
had a surplus from Bill Clinton, and
President Obama halved the deficit.
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I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. I tell the gentleman
from Texas, I do know the statistics:
800,000 jobs lost in the last month of
the Bush administration; 800,000 jobs in
1 month, the worst job production
since Herbert Hoover under the Bush
administration.

Yes, this administration has had
tough times because we inherited such
a struggling, devastated economy from
the Bush administration. The gen-
tleman knows those figures are accu-
rate, and he ought to admit those
facts.

The budget deficit went up 87 percent
under George Bush when he inherited a
balanced budget. He inherited a bal-
anced budget. The gentleman ought to
be truthful with the American people,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The President doesn’t allocate fund-
ing. He doesn’t spend one dime Con-
gress doesn’t give him. A Republican
Congress balanced the budget for Presi-
dent Clinton. And under President
Bush, a Democrat Congress doubled
and tripled and then went to trillion-
dollar deficits. This Congress, your leg-
islative branch, you passed a nearly
trillion-dollar stimulus without one
Republican vote. You passed trillions
of dollars with the Affordable Care Act
that has continued to destroy the econ-
omy and drive deficits even higher.
That is the truth. Those are the facts.
I know they hurt, but we are not revis-
ing history today. We are talking
about changing the course of this coun-
try away from deficits, away from this
second-rate economy toward a country
that actually can grow, and grow
stronger.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The Chair again reminds
Members to direct their remarks to the
Chair.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, unfortu-
nately, we don’t have the time, but I
would like to take the time at some
point in time to discuss the facts with
the gentleman from Texas, and I will
take a Special Order out to do exactly
that, to discuss the economic success
of Democratic administrations and Re-
publican administrations and bringing
down the deficit.

And let me say further, I will repeat
to the gentleman, no change in the
Bush economic program was affected in
2007 and 2008 because George Bush was
the President and would have vetoed
anything we passed. So the representa-
tion to the contrary, Mr. Chairman, is
inaccurate.
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Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 30 seconds.
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Mr. Whip, I am your huckleberry. I
will be glad to have the debate with
you in a Special Order or anywhere
else. The fact is this country is strug-
gling. Your leadership has failed us as
a Democrat governance in this White
House. It is time to change course.

The CHAIR. Again, the Chair would
remind Members to direct their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to my friend from Ohio
(Mr. JORDAN).

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I would just say: When do you stop
blaming the former President? For
goodness’ sake, we are in the fifth year
of the Obama Presidency. Here is the
problem. The first year of Ronald Rea-
gan’s second term, the growth rate, the
economic growth rate, was 7% percent.
For goodness’ sake. Ronald Reagan was
able to turn things around that quick-
ly. We are meandering along, bouncing
along at a pathetic 2 percent growth
rate. We could be so much better if we
had the right policies in place and pass
the right kind of budget and the right
kind of vision for the country. That is
the point the gentleman is making.
Quit blaming George Bush. We are in
the fifth year of the Obama Presidency.
If you want to look to a comparison:
the fifth year of Ronald Reagan’s Pres-
idency, a 7T¥2 percent growth rate.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire as
to how much is remaining.

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
New York has 1 minute remaining. The
gentleman from Texas has 4% minutes
remaining.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Our economy is recovering from the
depths of the Great Recession, but too
many Americans are still left behind.
This budget kicks them even further
back with draconian cuts. We were sent
here to create jobs, not eliminate
them.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the Ryan austerity plan
would slow our economy and cost us
jobs over the next 3 years.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican budget
would make life harder for the vulner-
able Americans from cradle to grave. It
represents a choice to be less competi-
tive and less compassionate.

Voting for this budget is voting to
slow our recovery, lower our hopes, and
dim our dreams. It is not a budget; it is
a retreat, and Americans deserve bet-
ter.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no” on
this draconian Republican budget, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I would inquire
of the gentlelady if you would like to
make your concluding remarks, or
have you done so?

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I have made mine within the
timeframe we had.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I will close out
as well, and I yield myself the balance
of my time.
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Mr. Chairman, if you like the direc-
tion the country is going, I guess there
is no reason to change. If we want
young people who don’t believe they
will ever earn as much or have a stand-
ard of living as their parents do, let’s
just stay the course. If we want a Na-
tion with a second-rate economy where
millions of people have given up look-
ing for work, where the average family
is missing over $1,000 every month from
their paycheck, let’s just stay the
course. If we want a Nation that con-
tinues that debt and debt and debt and
debt—we are now becoming financially
weaker each year rather than finan-
cially stronger—well then let’s stay
the course. If you want a Medicare and
Social Security that a lot of younger
people have given up hope will be there
for them and many seniors are worried
won’t last for them either, well then
let’s just stay the course. And if we
want a President who will hollow out
our defense and our intelligence, who
will continue to waste money the tax-
payers have earned, then let’s just stay
that course.

Or we can take a different direction
for this Nation. We can impose smart
spending cuts that actually get us back
toward a balanced budget. We can grow
the economy through tax reform and
balanced regulation that actually gets
Main Street pumping again, gives peo-
ple hope again.

We believe there is a brighter future
for America, but first it starts with liv-
ing within our means, it begins with
growing this economy, and it concludes
with increasing the wages of women
and men and fathers and sons and
young people and women and minori-
ties who now today have given up hope.

The Republican budget is about op-
portunity. It is about not giving up on
America, it is about not settling for a
second-rate economy in a financially
strapped Nation that can no longer
compete against China, Brazil, Europe,
and our other competitors around the
world. It really is about changing the
direction of this Nation in a way that
gives power to people, that gives power
to Main Street, gives power to middle
class families rather than taking it all
for Washington.

We know the path we are on isn’t
working. We can no longer stay the
course. It is time to change so the Re-
publican budget spends less, grows the
economy, solves the biggest challenges
in America, and gives us hope that
America can continue to be the strong-
est economy in the world through the
next 100 years.

That is the goal America should be
setting, that is the direction the Re-
publican budget puts in place. It uses
two smart, I think, revolutionary
ideas: dynamic scoring, so we know the
real-life effect of this budget and our
growth; it focuses on controllable
spending as a percentage of the econ-
omy, that is the right way to measure
how we are doing as a Nation; and it
uses a number of innovative ap-
proaches, again, to grow the economy,
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to shrink the deficit, and what I like

most of all, it doesn’t merely balance

the budget, it puts us on a path to a

debt-free America. That is something

that can give us hope, that can give us
opportunity, that is the direction that
we ought to go.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. All time for debate has
expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the concurrent
resolution shall be considered for
amendment under the 5-minute rule
and is considered read.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CON. RES. 96

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015.

(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-
mines and declares that this concurrent res-
olution establishes the budget for fiscal year
2015 and sets forth appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2016 through 2024.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget

for fiscal year 2015.
TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND
AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.

Sec. 102. Major functional categories.

TITLE II-RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM

LEVELS

Sec. 201. Long-term budgeting.

TITLE III-RESERVE FUNDS
301. Reserve fund for the repeal of the

2010 health care laws.

302. Deficit-neutral reserve fund for the
reform of the 2010 health care
laws.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund related
to the Medicare provisions of
the 2010 health care laws.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for the
sustainable growth rate of the
Medicare program.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund for re-
forming the tax code.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund
trade agreements.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund
revenue measures.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund
rural counties and schools.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund
transportation.

Deficit-neutral reserve fund to re-
duce poverty and increase op-
portunity and upward mobility.
TITLE IV—ESTIMATES OF DIRECT

SPENDING

Sec. 401. Direct spending.

TITLE V—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 501. Limitation on advance appropria-

tions.

Sec. 502. Concepts and definitions.

Sec. 503. Adjustments of aggregates, alloca-
tions, and appropriate budg-
etary levels.

Limitation on long-term spending.

Budgetary treatment of certain
transactions.

Application and effect of changes
in allocations and aggregates.

Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates.

Transfers from the general fund of
the Treasury to the Highway
Trust Fund that increase public
indebtedness.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 303.

Sec. 304.

Sec. 305.

Sec. 306. for

Sec. 307. for

Sec. 308. for

Sec. 309. for

Sec. 310.

504.
505.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 506.
Sec. 507.

Sec. 508.
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Sec. 509. Separate allocation for overseas
contingency operations/global
war on terrorism.

510. Exercise of rulemaking powers.

TITLE VI—POLICY STATEMENTS

601. Policy statement on economic
growth and job creation.

Policy statement on tax reform.
Policy statement on replacing the
President’s health care law.

Policy statement on Medicare.

Policy statement on Social Secu-
rity.

Policy statement on higher edu-
cation and workforce develop-
ment opportunity.

Policy statement on deficit reduc-
tion through the cancellation
of unobligated balances.

Policy statement on responsible
stewardship of taxpayer dollars.

Policy statement on deficit reduc-
tion through the reduction of
unnecessary and wasteful
spending.

Policy statement on unauthorized
spending.

Policy statement on Federal regu-
latory policy.

Sec. 612. Policy statement on trade.

Sec. 613. No budget, no pay.

TITLE I—.RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS

RECOMMENDED
AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2015 through
2024:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Sec.

Sec.

602.
603.

Sec.
Sec.

604.
605.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 606.

Sec. 607.

Sec. 608.

Sec. 609.

Sec. 610.

Sec. 611.

SEC. 101. LEVELS AND

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$2,533,841,000,000.
$2,676,038,000,000.
$2,789,423,000,000.
$2,890,308,000,000.
$3,014,685,000,000.
$3,148,637,000,000.
$3,294,650,000,000.
$3,456,346,000,000.
$3,626,518,000,000.
$3,807,452,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion, the appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the

$2,842,226,000,000.
$2,858,0569,000,000.
$2,957,321,000,000.
$3,059,410,000,000.
$3,210,987,000,000.
$3,360,435,000,000.
$3,460,524,000,000.
$3,587,380,000,000.
$3,660,151,000,000.
$3,706,695,000,000.

enforcement of this concurrent resolution,
the appropriate levels of total budget out-
lays are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015: $2,920,026,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016: $2,889,484,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017: $2,949,261,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:
(4) DEFICITS (ON-BUDGET).—For purposes of
the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion, the amounts of the deficits (on-budget)
are as follows:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:
(5) DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT.—The appro-
priate levels of the public debt are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,034,773,000,000.
$3,185,472,000,000.
$3,320,927,000,000.
$3,433,392,000,000.
$3,5677,963,000,000.
$3,632,642,000,000.
$3,676,374,000,000.

-$386,186,000,000.
-$213,446,000,000.
-$159,838,000,000.
-$144,466,000,000.
-$170,787,000,000.
-$172,290,000,000.
-$138,741,000,000.
-$121,617,000,000.
-$6,124,000,000.
$131,078,000,000.

$18,304,357,000,000.
$18,627,533,000,000.
$19,172,590,000,000.
$19,411,553,000,000.
$19,7173,917,000,000.
$20,227,349,000,000.
$20,449,374,000,000.
$20,822,448,000,000.
$20,981,807,000,000.
$21,089,365,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of debt held by the public are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$13,213,000,000,000.
$13,419,000,000,000.
$13,800,000,000,000.
$13,860,000,000,000.
$14,080,000,000,000.
$14,427,000,000,000.
$14,579,000,000,000.
$14,940,000,000,000.
$15,080,000,000,000.
$15,176,000,000,000.

SEC. 102. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity and outlays for fiscal years 2015 through
2024 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $528,927,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $566,503,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $573,792,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $573,064,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $597,895,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $584,252,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $611,146,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $593,795,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $624,416,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $611,902,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $638,697,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $626,175,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $653,001,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $640,499,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $669,967,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $661,181,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $687,393,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $672,922,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $706,218,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $685,796,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $38,695,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,029,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $39,734,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,976,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $40,642,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,229,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $41,589,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,822,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $42,513,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,553,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $43,497,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,114,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $44,004,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,701,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $45,271,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $41,749,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $46,287,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,667,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $47,349,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,624,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $27,941,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,927,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $28,493,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,240,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $29,113,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,750,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $29,764,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,350,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $30,413,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,938,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $31,096,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,589,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $31,782,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,174,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $32,493,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,870,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $33,210,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,576,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $33,955,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,304,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $4,228,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,751,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $3,820,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,416,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $2,048,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $1,762,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,192,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $1,788,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,278,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $1,851,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,384,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$16,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$346,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$1,018,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$1,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$1,914,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$2,188,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:
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(A) New budget authority, -$6,113,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$6,699,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $34,289,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,311,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $34,491,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,747,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $35,077,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,204,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $33,047,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,316,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $36,859,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,779,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $38,169,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,877,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $36,428,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,379,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $38,979,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,749,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $39,927,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,733,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $40,592,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,752,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $19,042,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,556,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $22,506,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,313,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $20,527,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,992,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $18,506,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,883,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $18,654,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,970,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $19,008,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,440,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $19,263,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,763,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $19,764,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,249,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $20,017,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,516,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $20,635,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,131,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$3,239,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$14,762,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$4,518,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$18,633,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$7,672,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$23,217,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$7,385,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$24,136,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$6,658,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$28,258,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$3,937,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$26,052,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$4,034,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$20,982,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:
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(A) New budget authority, -$4,794,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$23,197,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$5,073,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$24,597,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$5,118,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$25,793,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $34,713,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $80,659,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $68,529,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $69,907,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $74,454,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $75,199,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $75,978,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $77,558,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $77,501,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $78,163,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $78,373,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $79,056,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $79,369,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $80,231,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $80,529,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $81,409,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $81,829,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $82,872,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $83,353,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $84,024,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $14,556,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,608,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $15,303,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,425,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $15,269,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,292,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $15,414,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,840,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $15,387,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,841,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $15,283,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,008,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $15,421,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $15,658,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,408,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $15,954,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,490,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $16,302,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,910,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $73,908,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $91,759,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $82,372,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $84,521,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $86,699,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $87,137,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $89,536,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $89,808,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $85,278,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $86,074,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $86,555,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $87,130,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $87,749,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $88,403,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $89,167,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $89,839,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $90,661,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $91,360,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $92,094,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $92,926,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $419,799,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $416,573,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $367,238,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $370,205,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $377,752,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $375,839,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $376,732,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $377,346,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $390,437,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $390,404,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $415,814,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $405,309,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $419,124,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $418,298,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $433,512,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $432,149,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $449,181,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $447,991,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $472,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $471,312,000,000.
(12) Medicare (570):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $519,196,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $519,407,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $558,895,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $558,964,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $570,144,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $570,341,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $590,695,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $591,117,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $651,579,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $651,878,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $692,307,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $692,644,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $737,455,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $738,042,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $815,257,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $817,195,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $836,296,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $837,883,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $859,011,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $866,262,000,000.
(13) Income Security (600):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $505,729,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $505,032,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $487,645,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $490,122,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $489,766,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $487,105,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:
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(A) New budget authority, $492,129,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $484,280,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $493,996,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $490,014,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $512,717,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $508,689,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $520,016,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5615,475,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $529,438,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $529,111,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $530,839,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $525,624,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $525,701,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $515,225,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $31,442,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,517,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $34,245,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $37,133,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,133,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $40,138,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,138,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $43,383,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,383,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $46,747,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,747,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $50,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,255,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $53,941,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,941,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $57,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $58,441,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,441,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $153,027,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $152,978,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $164,961,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $164,807,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $163,858,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $163,269,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $162,388,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $161,646,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $174,305,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $173,499,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $179,269,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $178,380,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $183,571,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $182,676,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $195,680,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $194,719,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $192,458,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $191,491,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $189,292,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $188,262,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $54,011,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,250,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $56,932,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $56,298,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $56,770,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,319,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $58,405,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,095,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $60,239,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $60,501,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $62,146,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,649,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $64,263,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $63,734,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $66,967,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,411,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $69,031,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $68,455,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $71,166,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $70,568,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $23,710,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,618,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $23,064,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,826,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $21,587,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,674,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $23,269,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,973,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $24,040,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,582,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $24,759,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,331,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $25,556,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,139,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $26,353,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,939,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $27,097,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,691,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $27,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,491,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $365,987,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $365,987,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $416,238,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $416,238,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $482,228,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $482,228,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $553,820,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $553,820,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $611,852,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $611,852,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $659,310,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $659,310,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $693,159,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $693,159,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $723,805,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $723,805,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $751,215,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $751,215,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $770,124,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $770,124,000,000.
(19) Allowances (920):
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Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$36,364,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$22,676,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$47,825,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$36,706,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$51,416,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$45,014,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$54,566,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$49,571,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$56,672,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$53,542,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$61,825,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$58,102,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$64,552,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$61,040,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$66,871,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$63,946,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$68,992,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$66,322,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$65,972,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$64,338,000,000.

(20) Government-wide savings (930):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $25,904,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,052,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$14,151,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$1,701,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$30,525,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$17,482,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$38,302,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$27,789,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$46,446,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$35,547,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$55,5659,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$44,608,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$63,060,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$53,317,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$75,189,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$64,007,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$87,334,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$75,209,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$117,125,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$96,353,000,000.

(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$78,632,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$78,632,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,652,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,652,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,974,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,974,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$84,602,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$84,602,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$91,824,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$91,824,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$93,787,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$93,787,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$98,176,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$98,176,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$101,529,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$101,529,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$105,731,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, -$105,731,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$113,422,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$113,422,000,000.

(22) Overseas Contingency Operations/Glob-
al War on Terrorism (970):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $85,357,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,580,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,823,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,585,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,893,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $31,032,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,647,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $29,946,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,647,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $4,402,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $1,827,000,000.

TITLE II—RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM

LEVELS
SEC. 201. LONG-TERM BUDGETING.

The following are the recommended rev-
enue, spending, and deficit levels for each of
fiscal years 2030, 2035, and 2040 as a percent of
the gross domestic product of the United
States:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—The appropriate
levels of Federal revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2030: 18.8 percent.

Fiscal year 2035: 19.0 percent.

Fiscal year 2040: 19.0 percent.

(2) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—The appropriate lev-
els of total budget outlays are not to exceed:

Fiscal year 2030: 18.5 percent.

Fiscal year 2035: 17.9 percent.

Fiscal year 2040: 17.2 percent.

(3) DEFICITS.—The appropriate levels of
deficits are not to exceed:

Fiscal year 2030: -0.3 percent.

Fiscal year 2035: -1.1 percent.

Fiscal year 2040: -1.8 percent.

(4) DEBT.—The appropriate levels of debt
held by the public are not to exceed:

Fiscal year 2030: 43.0 percent.

Fiscal year 2035: 31.0 percent.

Fiscal year 2040: 18.0 percent.

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS
SEC. 301. RESERVE FUND FOR THE REPEAL OF
THE 2010 HEALTH CARE LAWS.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, that only consists of a full repeal
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act and the health care-related provisions of
the Health Care and Education Reconcili-
ation Act of 2010.

SEC. 302. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
THE REFORM OF THE 2010 HEALTH
CARE LAWS.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
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thereon, that reforms or replaces the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act or the
Health Care and Education Reconciliation
Act of 2010, if such measure would not in-
crease the deficit for the period of fiscal
years 2015 through 2024.
SEC. 303. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND RE-
LATED TO THE MEDICARE PROVI-
SIONS OF THE 2010 HEALTH CARE
LAWS.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, that repeals all or part of the de-
creases in Medicare spending included in the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
or the Health Care and Education Reconcili-
ation Act of 2010, if such measure would not
increase the deficit for the period of fiscal
years 2015 through 2024.

SEC. 304. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
THE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH RATE
OF THE MEDICARE PROGRAM.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, that includes provisions amending
or superseding the system for updating pay-
ments under section 1848 of the Social Secu-
rity Act, if such measure would not increase
the deficit for the period of fiscal years 2015
through 2024.

SEC. 305. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
REFORMING THE TAX CODE.

In the House, if the Committee on Ways
and Means reports a bill or joint resolution
that reforms the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, the chair of the Committee on the
Budget may revise the allocations, aggre-
gates, and other appropriate levels in this
concurrent resolution for the budgetary ef-
fects of any such bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, if such measure would not increase
the deficit for the period of fiscal years 2015
through 2024.

SEC. 306. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
TRADE AGREEMENTS.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution re-
ported by the Committee on Ways and
Means, or amendment thereto or conference
report thereon, that implements a trade
agreement, but only if such measure would
not increase the deficit for the period of fis-
cal years 2015 through 2024.

SEC. 307. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
REVENUE MEASURES.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this concurrent resolution for the budgetary
effects of any bill or joint resolution re-
ported by the Committee on Ways and
Means, or amendment thereto or conference
report thereon, that decreases revenue, but
only if such measure would not increase the
deficit for the period of fiscal years 2015
through 2024.

SEC. 308. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
RURAL COUNTIES AND SCHOOLS.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels and
limits in this resolution for the budgetary ef-
fects of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, that makes changes to or provides
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for the reauthorization of the Secure Rural

Schools and Community Self Determination

Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-393) by the

amounts provided by that legislation for

those purposes, if such legislation requires
sustained yield timber harvests obviating

the need for funding under Public Law 106-

393 in the future and would not increase the

deficit or direct spending for the period of

fiscal years 2015 through 2019, or the period

of fiscal years 2015 through 2024.

SEC. 309. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
TRANSPORTATION.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this resolution for any bill or joint resolu-
tion, or amendment thereto or conference re-
port thereon, if such measure maintains the
solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, but
only if such measure would not increase the
deficit over the period of fiscal years 2015
through 2024.

SEC. 310. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO
REDUCE POVERTY AND INCREASE
OPPORTUNITY AND UPWARD MOBIL-
ITY.

In the House, the chair of the Committee
on the Budget may revise the allocations,
aggregates, and other appropriate levels in
this resolution for any bill or joint resolu-
tion, or amendment thereto or conference re-
port thereon, if such measure reforms poli-
cies and programs to reduce poverty and in-
crease opportunity and upward mobility, but
only if such measure would neither adversely
impact job creation nor increase the deficit
over the period of fiscal years 2015 through
2024.

TITLE IV—ESTIMATES OF DIRECT
SPENDING

SEC. 401. DIRECT SPENDING.

(a) MEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For means-tested direct spending, the
average rate of growth in the total level of
outlays during the 10-year period preceding
fiscal year 2015 is 6.8 percent.

(2) For means-tested direct spending, the
estimated average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 10-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 percent
under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for means-tested
direct spending:

(A) In 1996, a Republican Congress and a
Democratic president reformed welfare by
limiting the duration of benefits, giving
States more control over the program, and
helping recipients find work. In the five
years following passage, child-poverty rates
fell, welfare caseloads fell, and workers’
wages increased. This budget applies the les-
sons of welfare reform to both the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program and
Medicaid.

(B) For Medicaid, this budget assumes the
conversion of the Federal share of Medicaid
spending into a flexible State allotment tai-
lored to meet each State’s needs, indexed for
inflation and population growth. Such a re-
form would end the misguided one-size-fits-
all approach that has tied the hands of State
governments. Instead, each State would have
the freedom and flexibility to tailor a Med-
icaid program that fits the needs of its
unique population. Moreover, this budget as-
sumes the repeal of the Medicaid expansions
in the President’s health care law, relieving
State governments of its crippling one-size-
fits-all enrollment mandates.

(C) For the Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program, this budget assumes the con-
version of the program into a flexible State
allotment tailored to meet each State’s
needs. The allotment would increase based
on the Department of Agriculture Thrifty
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Food Plan index and beneficiary growth.
Such a reform would provide incentives for
States to ensure dollars will go towards
those who need them most. Additionally, it
requires that more stringent work require-
ments and time limits apply under the pro-
gram.

(b) NONMEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For nonmeans-tested direct spending,
the average rate of growth in the total level
of outlays during the 10-year period pre-
ceding fiscal year 2015 is 5.7 percent.

(2) For nonmeans-tested direct spending,
the estimated average rate of growth in the
total level of outlays during the 10-year pe-
riod beginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 per-
cent under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for nonmeans-
tested direct spending:

(A) For Medicare, this budget advances
policies to put seniors, not the Federal Gov-
ernment, in control of their health care deci-
sions. Those in or near retirement will see no
changes, while future retirees would be given
a choice of private plans competing along-
side the traditional fee-for-service Medicare
program. Medicare would provide a pre-
mium-support payment either to pay for or
offset the premium of the plan chosen by the
senior, depending on the plan’s cost. The
Medicare premium-support payment would
be adjusted so that the sick would receive
higher payments if their conditions wors-
ened; lower-income seniors would receive ad-
ditional assistance to help cover out-of-pock-
et costs; and wealthier seniors would assume
responsibility for a greater share of their
premiums. Putting seniors in charge of how
their health care dollars are spent will force
providers to compete against each other on
price and quality. This market competition
will act as a real check on widespread waste
and skyrocketing health care costs.

(B) In keeping with a recommendation
from the National Commission on Fiscal Re-
sponsibility and Reform, this budget calls for
Federal employees—including Members of
Congress and congressional staff—to make
greater contributions toward their own re-
tirement.

TITLE V—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT
SEC. 501. LIMITATION ON ADVANCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House, except as
provided for in subsection (b), any bill or
joint resolution, or amendment thereto or
conference report thereon, making a general
appropriation or continuing appropriation
may not provide for advance appropriations.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—An advance appropriation
may be provided for programs, projects, ac-
tivities, or accounts referred to in subsection
(c)(1) or identified in the report to accom-
pany this concurrent resolution or the joint
explanatory statement of managers to ac-
company this concurrent resolution under
the heading ‘‘Accounts Identified for Ad-
vance Appropriations’’.

(c) LIMITATIONS.—For fiscal year 2016, the
aggregate level of advance appropriations
shall not exceed—

(1) $58,662,202,000 for the following pro-
grams in the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs—

(A) Medical Services;

(B) Medical Support and Compliance; and

(C) Medical Facilities accounts of the Vet-
erans Health Administration; and

(2) $28,781,000,000 in new budget authority
for all programs identified pursuant to sub-
section (b).

(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
“‘advance appropriation’ means any new dis-
cretionary budget authority provided in a
bill or joint resolution, or amendment there-
to or conference report thereon, making gen-
eral appropriations or any new discretionary
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budget authority provided in a bill or joint
resolution making continuing appropriations
for fiscal year 2016.

SEC. 502. CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS.

Upon the enactment of any bill or joint
resolution providing for a change in budg-
etary concepts or definitions, the chair of
the Committee on the Budget may adjust
any allocations, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels in this concurrent resolution
accordingly.

SEC. 503. ADJUSTMENTS OF AGGREGATES, ALLO-
CATIONS, AND APPROPRIATE BUDG-
ETARY LEVELS.

(a) ADJUSTMENTS OF DISCRETIONARY AND
DIRECT SPENDING LEVELS.—If a committee
(other than the Committee on Appropria-
tions) reports a bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, providing for a decrease in direct
spending (budget authority and outlays flow-
ing therefrom) for any fiscal year and also
provides for an authorization of appropria-
tions for the same purpose, upon the enact-
ment of such measure, the chair of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may decrease the allo-
cation to such committee and increase the
allocation of discretionary spending (budget
authority and outlays flowing therefrom) to
the Committee on Appropriations for fiscal
year 2015 by an amount equal to the new
budget authority (and outlays flowing there-
from) provided for in a bill or joint resolu-
tion making appropriations for the same
purpose.

(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO FUND OVERSEAS CON-
TINGENCY OPERATIONS/GLOBAL WAR ON TER-
RORISM.—In order to take into account any
new information included in the budget sub-
mission by the President for fiscal year 2015,
the chair of the Committee on the Budget
may adjust the allocations, aggregates, and
other appropriate budgetary levels for Over-
seas Contingency Operations/Global War on
Terrorism or the section 302(a) allocation to
the Committee on Appropriations set forth
in the report of this concurrent resolution to
conform with section 251(c) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (as adjusted by section 251A of such
Act).

(¢) REVISED CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
BASELINE.—The chair of the Committee on
the Budget may adjust the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate budgetary
levels to reflect changes resulting from tech-
nical and economic assumptions in the most
recent baseline published by the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

(d) DETERMINATIONS.—For the purpose of
enforcing this concurrent resolution on the
budget in the House, the allocations and ag-
gregate levels of new budget authority, out-
lays, direct spending, new entitlement au-
thority, revenues, deficits, and surpluses for
fiscal year 2015 and the period of fiscal years
2015 through fiscal year 2024 shall be deter-
mined on the basis of estimates made by the
chair of the Committee on the Budget and
such chair may adjust such applicable levels
of this concurrent resolution.

SEC. 504. LIMITATION ON LONG-TERM SPENDING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House, it shall not
be in order to consider a bill or joint resolu-
tion reported by a committee (other than the
Committee on Appropriations), or an amend-
ment thereto or a conference report thereon,
if the provisions of such measure have the
net effect of increasing direct spending in ex-
cess of $5,000,000,000 for any period described
in subsection (b).

(b) TIME PERIODS.—The applicable periods
for purposes of this section are any of the
four consecutive ten fiscal-year periods be-
ginning with fiscal year 2025.

SEC. 505. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF CERTAIN
TRANSACTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section

302(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
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1974, section 13301 of the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990, and section 4001 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989, the report
accompanying this concurrent resolution on
the budget or the joint explanatory state-
ment accompanying the conference report on
any concurrent resolution on the budget
shall include in its allocation under section
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
to the Committee on Appropriations
amounts for the discretionary administra-
tive expenses of the Social Security Admin-
istration and the United States Postal Serv-
ice.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of apply-
ing sections 302(f) and 311 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, estimates of the
level of total new budget authority and total
outlays provided by a measure shall include
any off-budget discretionary amounts.

(c) ADJUSTMENTS.—The chair of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may adjust the alloca-
tions, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els for legislation reported by the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform that
reforms the Federal retirement system, if
such adjustments do not cause a net increase
in the deficit for fiscal year 2015 and the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2015 through 2024.

SEC. 506. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF
CHANGES IN ALLOCATIONS AND AG-
GREGATES.

(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of the
allocations, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels made pursuant to this concur-
rent resolution shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration;

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that
measure; and

(3) be published in the Congressional
Record as soon as practicable.

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
gregates resulting from these adjustments
shall be considered for the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates included in this concur-
rent resolution.

(c) BUDGET COMPLIANCE.—The consider-
ation of any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, for which the chair of the Com-
mittee on the Budget makes adjustments or
revisions in the allocations, aggregates, and
other appropriate levels of this concurrent
resolution shall not be subject to the points
of order set forth in clause 10 of rule XXI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives or
section 504.

SEC. 507. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ESTI-
MATES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Costs of Federal housing loans and loan
guarantees are treated unequally in the
budget. The Congressional Budget Office uses
fair-value accounting to measure the costs of
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, but determines
the cost of other Federal loan and loan-guar-
antee programs on the basis of the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990 (“FCRA”).

(2) The fair-value accounting method uses
discount rates which incorporate the risk in-
herent to the type of liability being esti-
mated in addition to Treasury discount rates
of the proper maturity length. In contrast,
FCRA accounting solely uses the discount
rates of the Treasury, failing to incorporate
all of the risks attendant to these credit ac-
tivities.

(3) The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that if fair-value were used to esti-
mate the cost of all new credit activity in
2014, the deficit would be approximately $50
billion higher than under the current meth-
odology.

(b) FAIR VALUE ESTIMATES.—Upon the re-
quest of the chair or ranking member of the
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Committee on the Budget, any estimate pre-
pared by the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office for a measure under the terms
of title V of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, ‘‘credit reform’, as a supplement to
such estimate shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, also provide an estimate of the cur-
rent actual or estimated market values rep-
resenting the ‘‘fair value’ of assets and li-
abilities affected by such measure.

(c) FAIR VALUE ESTIMATES FOR HOUSING
PROGRAMS.—Whenever the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office prepares an esti-
mate pursuant to section 402 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 of the costs which
would be incurred in carrying out any bill or
joint resolution and if the Director deter-
mines that such bill or joint resolution has a
cost related to a housing or residential mort-
gage program under the FCRA, then the Di-
rector shall also provide an estimate of the
current actual or estimated market values
representing the ‘‘fair value” of assets and
liabilities affected by the provisions of such
bill or joint resolution that result in such
cost.

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—If the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office provides an esti-
mate pursuant to subsection (b) or (c), the
chair of the Committee on the Budget may
use such estimate to determine compliance
with the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
and other budgetary enforcement controls.
SEC. 508. TRANSFERS FROM THE GENERAL FUND

OF THE TREASURY TO THE HIGH-
WAY TRUST FUND THAT INCREASE
PUBLIC INDEBTEDNESS.

For purposes of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, or the
rules or orders of the House of Representa-
tives, a bill or joint resolution, or an amend-
ment thereto or conference report thereon,
that transfers funds from the general fund of
the Treasury to the Highway Trust Fund
shall be counted as new budget authority
and outlays equal to the amount of the
transfer in the fiscal year the transfer oc-
curs.

SEC. 509. SEPARATE ALLOCATION FOR OVERSEAS
CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS/GLOB-
AL WAR ON TERRORISM.

(a) ALLOCATION.—In the House, there shall
be a separate allocation to the Committee on
Appropriations for overseas contingency op-
erations/global war on terrorism. For pur-
poses of enforcing such separate allocation
under section 302(f) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the ‘‘first fiscal year”
and the ‘‘total of fiscal years’” shall be
deemed to refer to fiscal year 2015. Such sep-
arate allocation shall be the exclusive allo-
cation for overseas contingency operations/
global war on terrorism under section 302(a)
of such Act. Section 302(c) of such Act shall
not apply to such separate allocation. The
Committee on Appropriations may provide
suballocations of such separate allocation
under section 302(b) of such Act. Spending
that counts toward the allocation estab-
lished by this section shall be designated
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985.

(b) ADJUSTMENT.—In the House, for pur-
poses of subsection (a) for fiscal year 2015, no
adjustment shall be made under section
314(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
if any adjustment would be made under sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
SEC. 510. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.

The House adopts the provisions of this
title—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and as such
they shall be considered as part of the rules
of the House of Representatives, and these
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rules shall supersede other rules only to the
extent that they are inconsistent with other
such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House of Representatives
to change those rules at any time, in the
same manner, and to the same extent as in
the case of any other rule of the House of
Representatives.

TITLE VI—POLICY STATEMENTS
SEC. 601. POLICY STATEMENT ON ECONOMIC
GROWTH AND JOB CREATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Although the United States economy
technically emerged from recession nearly
five years ago, the subsequent recovery has
felt more like a malaise than a rebound.
Real gross domestic product (GDP) growth
over the past four years has averaged just
over 2 percent, well below the 3 percent trend
rate of growth in the United States.

(2) The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
did a study in late 2012 examining why the
United States economy was growing so slow-
ly after the recession. They found, among
other things, that United States economic
output was growing at less than half of the
typical rate exhibited during other recov-
eries since World War II. CBO said that
about two-thirds of this ‘‘growth gap’” was
due to a pronounced sluggishness in the
growth of potential GDP—particularly in po-
tential employment levels (such as people
leaving the labor force) and the growth in
productivity (which is in turn related to
lower capital investment).

(3) The prolonged economic sluggishness is
particularly troubling given the amount of
fiscal and monetary policy actions taken in
recent years to cushion the depth of the
downturn and to spark higher rates of
growth and employment. In addition to the
large stimulus package passed in early 2009,
many other initiatives have been taken to
boost growth, such as the new homebuyer
tax credit and the ‘‘cash for clunkers’ pro-
gram. These stimulus efforts may have led to
various short term ‘‘pops’ in activity but
the economy and job market has since re-
verted back to a sub-par trend.

(4) The unemployment rate has declined in
recent years, from a peak of nearly 10 per-
cent in 2009-2010 to 6.7 percent in the latest
month. However, a significant chunk of this
decline has been due to people leaving the
labor force (and therefore no longer being
counted as ‘‘unemployed’) and not from a
surge in employment. The slow decline in
the unemployment rate in recent years has
occurred alongside a steep decline in the
economy’s labor force participation rate.
The participation rate stands at 63.0 percent,
close to the lowest level since 1978. The
flipside of this is that over 90 million Ameri-
cans are now ‘‘on the sidelines” and not in
the labor force, representing a 10 million in-
crease since early 2009.

(6) Real median household income declined
for the fifth consecutive year in 2012 (latest
data available) and, at just over $51,000, is
currently at its lowest level since 1995. Weak
wage and income growth as a result of a sub-
par labor market not only means lower tax
revenue coming in to the Treasury, it also
means higher government spending on in-
come support programs.

(6) A stronger economy is vital to lowering
deficit levels and eventually balancing the
budget. According to CBO, if annual real
GDP growth is just 0.1 percentage point
higher over the budget window, deficits
would be reduced by $311 billion.

(7) This budget resolution therefore em-
braces pro-growth policies, such as funda-
mental tax reform, that will help foster a
stronger economy and more job creation.
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(8) Reining in government spending and
lowering budget deficits has a positive long-
term impact on the economy and the budget.
According to CBO, a significant deficit re-
duction package (i.e. $4 trillion), would boost
longer-term economic output by 1.7 percent.
Their analysis concludes that deficit reduc-
tion creates long-term economic benefits be-
cause it increases the pool of national sav-
ings and boosts investment, thereby raising
economic growth and job creation.

(9) The greater economic output that
stems from a large deficit reduction package
would have a sizeable impact on the Federal
budget. For instance, higher output would
lead to greater revenues through the in-
crease in taxable incomes. Lower interest
rates, and a reduction in the stock of debt,
would lead to lower government spending on
net interest expenses. According to CBO, this
dynamic would reduce unified budget deficits
by an amount sufficient to produce a surplus
in fiscal year 2024.

(b) PoLICY ON ECONOMIC GROWTH AND JOB
CREATION.—It is the policy of this resolution
to promote faster economic growth and job
creation. By putting the budget on a sustain-
able path, this resolution ends the debt-
fueled uncertainty holding back job creators.
Reforms to the tax code to put American
businesses and workers in a better position
to compete and thrive in the 21st century
global economy. This resolution targets the
regulatory red tape and cronyism that stack
the deck in favor of special interests. All of
the reforms in this resolution serve as means
to the larger end of growing the economy
and expanding opportunity for all Ameri-
cans.

SEC. 602. POLICY STATEMENT ON TAX REFORM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) A world-class tax system should be sim-
ple, fair, and promote (rather than impede)
economic growth. The United States tax
code fails on all three counts — it is notori-
ously complex, patently unfair, and highly
inefficient. The tax code’s complexity dis-
torts decisions to work, save, and invest,
which leads to slower economic growth,
lower wages, and less job creation.

(2) Over the past decade alone, there have
been more than 4,400 changes to the tax code,
more than one per day. Many of the major
changes over the years have involved carving
out special preferences, exclusions, or deduc-
tions for various activities or groups. These
loopholes add up to more than $1 trillion per
year and make the code unfair, inefficient,
and highly complex.

(3) In addition, these tax preferences are
disproportionately used by upper-income in-
dividuals.

(4) The large amount of tax preferences
that pervade the code end up narrowing the
tax base. A narrow tax base, in turn, requires
much higher tax rates to raise a given
amount of revenue.

(5) It is estimated that American taxpayers
end up spending $160 billion and roughly 6
billion hours a year complying with the tax
code — a waste of time and resources that
could be used in more productive activities.

(6) Standard economic theory shows that
high marginal tax rates dampen the incen-
tives to work, save, and invest, which re-
duces economic output and job creation.
Lower economic output, in turn, mutes the
intended revenue gain from higher marginal
tax rates.

(7) Roughly half of United States active
business income and half of private sector
employment are derived from business enti-
ties (such as partnerships, S corporations,
and sole proprietorships) that are taxed on a
“pass-through’ basis, meaning the income
flows through to the tax returns of the indi-
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vidual owners and is taxed at the individual
rate structure rather than at the corporate
rate. Small businesses, in particular, tend to
choose this form for Federal tax purposes,
and the top Federal rate on such small busi-
ness income reaches 44.6 percent. For these
reasons, sound economic policy requires low-
ering marginal rates on these pass-through
entities.

(8) The United States corporate income tax
rate (including Federal, State, and local
taxes) sums to just over 39 percent, the high-
est rate in the industrialized world. Tax
rates this high suppress wages and discour-
age investment and job creation, distort
business activity, and put American busi-
nesses at a competitive disadvantage with
foreign competitors.

(9) By deterring potential investment, the
United States corporate tax restrains eco-
nomic growth and job creation. The United
States tax rate differential with other coun-
tries also fosters a variety of complicated
multinational corporate behaviors intended
to avoid the tax, which have the effect of
moving the tax base offshore, destroying
American jobs, and decreasing corporate rev-
enue.

(10) The ‘“worldwide” structure of United
States international taxation essentially
taxes earnings of United States firms twice,
putting them at a significant competitive
disadvantage with competitors with more
competitive international tax systems.

(11) Reforming the United States tax code
to a more competitive international system
would boost the competitiveness of United
States companies operating abroad and it
would also greatly reduce tax avoidance.

(12) The tax code imposes costs on Amer-
ican workers through lower wages, on con-
sumers in higher prices, and on investors in
diminished returns.

(13) Revenues have averaged about 17.5 per-
cent of the economy throughout modern
American history. Revenues rise above this
level under current law to 18.4 percent of the
economy by the end of the 10-year budget
window.

(14) Attempting to raise revenue through
tax increases to meet out-of-control spend-
ing would damage the economy.

(15) This resolution also rejects the idea of
instituting a carbon tax in the United
States, which some have offered as a ‘“‘new”’
source of revenue. Such a plan would damage
the economy, cost jobs, and raise prices on
American consumers.

(16) Closing tax loopholes to fund spending
does not constitute fundamental tax reform.

(17) The goal of tax reform should be to
curb or eliminate loopholes and use those
savings to lower tax rates across the board—
not to fund more wasteful Government
spending. Tax reform should be revenue-neu-
tral and should not be an excuse to raise
taxes on the American people. Washington
has a spending problem, not a revenue prob-
lem.

(b) POLICY ON TAX REFORM.—It is the pol-
icy of this resolution that Congress should
enact legislation that provides for a com-
prehensive reform of the United States tax
code to promote economic growth, create
American jobs, increase wages, and benefit
American consumers, investors, and workers
through revenue-neutral fundamental tax re-
form that—

(1) simplifies the tax code to make it fairer
to American families and businesses and re-
duces the amount of time and resources nec-
essary to comply with tax laws;

(2) substantially lowers tax rates for indi-
viduals, with a goal of achieving a top indi-
vidual rate of 25 percent and consolidating
the current seven individual income tax
brackets into two brackets with a first
bracket of 10 percent;
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(3) repeals the Alternative Minimum Tax;

(4) reduces the corporate tax rate to 25 per-
cent; and

(b) transitions the tax code to a more com-
petitive system of international taxation.
SEC. 603. POLICY STATEMENT ON REPLACING

THE PRESIDENT'S HEALTH CARE
LAW.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The President’s health care law has
failed to reduce health care premiums as
promised. Health care premiums were sup-
posed to decline by $2,500. Instead, according
to the 2013 Employer Health Benefits Survey,
health care premiums have increased by 5
percent for individual plans and 4 percent for
family since 2012. Moreover, according to a
report from the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, premiums for individual market
plans may go up as much as 50 percent be-
cause of the law.

(2) The President pledged that Americans
would be able to keep their health care plan
if they liked it. But the non-partisan Con-
gressional Budget Office now estimates 2
million Americans with employment-based
health coverage will lose those plans.

(3) Then-Speaker of the House, Nancy
Pelosi, said that the President’s health care
law would create 4 million jobs over the life
of the law and almost 400,000 jobs imme-
diately. Instead, the Congressional Budget
Office estimates that the law will reduce
full-time equivalent employment by about
2.0 million hours in 2017 and 2.5 million hours
in 2024, ‘‘compared with what would have oc-
curred in the absence of the ACA.”.

(4) The implementation of the law has been
a failure. The main website that Americans
were supposed to use in purchasing new cov-
erage was broken for over a month. Since the
President’s health care law was signed into
law, the Administration has announced 23
delays. The President has also failed to sub-
mit any nominees to sit on the Independent
Payment Advisory Board, a panel of bureau-
crats that will cut Medicare by an additional
$12.1 billion over the next ten years, accord-
ing to the President’s own budget.

(56) The President’s health care law should
be repealed and replaced with reforms that
make affordable and quality health care cov-
erage available to all Americans.

(b) POLICY ON REPLACING THE PRESIDENT’S
HEALTH CARE LAW.—It is the policy of this
resolution that the President’s health care
law must not only be repealed, but also re-
placed, for the following reasons:

(1) The President’s health care law is a
government-run system driving up health
care costs and forcing Americans to lose
their health care coverage and should be re-
placed with a reformed health care system
that gives patients and their doctors more
choice and control over their health care.

(2) Instead of a complex structure of sub-
sidies, ‘‘firewalls,”” mandates, and penalties,
a reformed health care system should make
health care coverage portable.

(3) Instead of stifling innovation in health
care technologies, treatments, and medica-
tions through Federal mandates, taxes, and
price controls, a reformed health care sys-
tem should encourage research and develop-
ment.

(4) Instead of instituting one-size-fits-all
directives from Federal bureaucracies such
as the Internal Revenue Service, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, and the
Independent Payment Advisory Board, indi-
viduals and families should be free to secure
the health care coverage that best meets
their needs.

(5) Instead of allowing fraudulent lawsuits,
which are driving up health care costs, the
medical liability system should be reformed
while at the same time reaffirming that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

States should be free to implement the poli-
cies that best suit their needs.

(6) Instead of using Federal taxes, man-
dates, and bureaucracies to address those
who have trouble securing health care cov-
erage, high risk pools should be established.

(7) Instead of more than doubling spending
on Medicaid, which is driving up Federal
debt and will eventually bankrupt State
budgets, Medicaid spending should be
brought under control and States should be
given more flexibility to provide quality, af-
fordable care to those who are eligible.

(8) Instead of driving up health care costs
and reducing employment, a reformed health
care system should lower health care costs,
which will increase economic growth an em-
ployment by lowering health care inflation.
SEC. 604. POLICY STATEMENT ON MEDICARE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) More than 50 million Americans depend
on Medicare for their health security.

(2) The Medicare Trustees Report has re-
peatedly recommended that Medicare’s long-
term financial challenges be addressed soon.
Each year without reform, the financial con-
dition of Medicare becomes more precarious
and the threat to those in or near retirement
becomes more pronounced. According to the
Congressional Budget Office—

(A) the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund will
be exhausted in 2026 and unable to pay sched-
uled benefits; and

(B) Medicare spending is growing faster
than the economy and Medicare outlays are
currently rising at a rate of 6 percent per
year over the next ten years, and according
to the Congressional Budget Office’s 2013
Long-Term Budget Outlook, spending on
Medicare is projected to reach 5 percent of
gross domestic product (GDP) by 2040 and 9.4
percent of GDP by 2088.

(3) The President’s health care law created
a new Federal agency called the Independent
Payment Advisory Board (IPAB) empowered
with unilateral authority to cut Medicare
spending. As a result of that law—

(A) IPAB will be tasked with keeping the
Medicare per capita growth below a Medicare
per capita target growth rate. Prior to 2018,
the target growth rate is based on the five-
year average of overall inflation and medical
inflation. Beginning in 2018, the target
growth rate will be the five-year average in-
crease in the nominal GDP plus one percent-
age point, which the President has twice pro-
posed to reduce to GDP plus one-half per-
centage point;

(B) the fifteen unelected, unaccountable
bureaucrats of IPAB will make decisions
that will reduce seniors access to care;

(C) the nonpartisan Office of the Medicare
Chief Actuary estimates that the provider
cuts already contained in the Affordable
Care Act will force 15 percent of hospitals,
skilled nursing facilities, and home health
agencies to become unprofitable in 2019; and

(D) additional cuts from the IPAB board
will force even more health care providers to
close their doors, and the Board should be re-
pealed.

(4) Failing to address this problem will
leave millions of American seniors without
adequate health security and younger gen-
erations burdened with enormous debt to pay
for spending levels that cannot be sustained.

(b) PoLICY ON MEDICARE REFORM.—It is the
policy of this resolution to protect those in
or near retirement from any disruptions to
their Medicare benefits and offer future
beneficiaries the same health care options
available to Members of Congress.

(c) ASSUMPTIONS.—This resolution assumes
reform of the Medicare program such that:

(1) Current Medicare benefits are preserved
for those in or near retirement.
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(2) For future generations, when they
reach eligibility, Medicare is reformed to
provide a premium support payment and a
selection of guaranteed health coverage op-
tions from which recipients can choose a
plan that best suits their needs.

(3) Medicare will maintain traditional fee-
for-service as an option.

(4) Medicare will provide additional assist-
ance for lower-income beneficiaries and
those with greater health risks.

(5) Medicare spending is put on a sustain-
able path and the Medicare program becomes
solvent over the long-term.

SEC. 605. POLICY STATEMENT ON SOCIAL SECU-
RITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) More than 55 million retirees, individ-
uals with disabilities, and survivors depend
on Social Security. Since enactment, Social
Security has served as a vital leg on the
‘“‘three-legged stool” of retirement security,
which includes employer provided pensions
as well as personal savings.

(2) The Social Security Trustees Report
has repeatedly recommended that Social Se-
curity’s long-term financial challenges be
addressed soon. Each year without reform,
the financial condition of Social Security be-
comes more precarious and the threat to sen-
iors and those receiving Social Security dis-
ability benefits becomes more pronounced:

(A) In 2016, the Disability Insurance Trust
Fund will be exhausted and program reve-
nues will be unable to pay scheduled bene-
fits.

(B) In 2033, the combined Old-Age and Sur-
vivors and Disability Trust Funds will be ex-
hausted, and program revenues will be un-
able to pay scheduled benefits.

(C) With the exhaustion of the Trust Funds
in 2033, benefits will be cut nearly 25 percent
across the board, devastating those cur-
rently in or near retirement and those who
rely on Social Security the most.

(3) The recession and continued low eco-
nomic growth have exacerbated the looming
fiscal crisis facing Social Security. The most
recent CBO projections find that Social Se-
curity will run cash deficits of $1.7 trillion
over the next 10 years.

(4) Lower-income Americans rely on Social
Security for a larger proportion of their re-
tirement income. Therefore, reforms should
take into consideration the need to protect
lower-income Americans’ retirement secu-
rity.

(6) The Disability Insurance program pro-
vides an essential income safety net for
those with disabilities and their families.
According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO), between 1970 and 2012, the number
of people receiving disability benefits (both
disabled workers and their dependent family
members) has increased by over 300 percent
from 2.7 million to over 10.9 million. This in-
crease is not due strictly to population
growth or decreases in health. David Autor
and Mark Duggan have found that the in-
crease in individuals on disability does not
reflect a decrease in self-reported health.
CBO attributes program growth to changes
in demographics, changes in the composition
of the labor force and compensation, as well
as Federal policies.

(6) If this program is not reformed, fami-
lies who rely on the lifeline that disability
benefits provide will face benefit cuts of up
to 25 percent in 2016, devastating individuals
who need assistance the most.

(7) In the past, Social Security has been re-
formed on a bipartisan basis, most notably
by the ‘‘Greenspan Commission” which
helped to address Social Security shortfalls
for over a generation.

(8) Americans deserve action by the Presi-
dent, the House, and the Senate to preserve
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and strengthen Social Security. It is critical
that bipartisan action be taken to address
the looming insolvency of Social Security.
In this spirit, this resolution creates a bipar-
tisan opportunity to find solutions by requir-
ing policymakers to ensure that Social Secu-
rity remains a critical part of the safety net.

(b) POLICY ON SOCIAL SECURITY.—It is the
policy of this resolution that Congress
should work on a bipartisan basis to make
Social Security sustainably solvent. This
resolution assumes reform of a current law
trigger, such that:

(1) If in any year the Board of Trustees of
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund annual Trustees Report de-
termines that the 75-year actuarial balance
of the Social Security Trust Funds is in def-
icit, and the annual balance of the Social Se-
curity Trust Funds in the 75th year is in def-
icit, the Board of Trustees shall, no later
than September 30 of the same calendar
year, submit to the President recommenda-
tions for statutory reforms necessary to
achieve a positive 75-year actuarial balance
and a positive annual balance in the 75th-
year. Recommendations provided to the
President must be agreed upon by both Pub-
lic Trustees of the Board of Trustees.

(2) Not later than December 1 of the same
calendar year in which the Board of Trustees
submit their recommendations, the Presi-
dent shall promptly submit implementing
legislation to both Houses of Congress in-
cluding his recommendations necessary to
achieve a positive 75-year actuarial balance
and a positive annual balance in the 75th
year. The Majority Leader of the Senate and
the Majority Leader of the House shall intro-
duce the President’s legislation upon receipt.

(3) Within 60 days of the President submit-
ting legislation, the committees of jurisdic-
tion to which the legislation has been re-
ferred shall report the bill which shall be
considered by the full House or Senate under
expedited procedures.

(4) Legislation submitted by the President
shall—

(A) protect those in or near retirement;

(B) preserve the safety net for those who
count on Social Security the most, including
those with disabilities and survivors;

(C) improve fairness for participants;

(D) reduce the burden on, and provide cer-
tainty for, future generations; and

(E) secure the future of the Disability In-
surance program while addressing the needs
of those with disabilities today and improv-
ing the determination process.

(¢) PoLICY ON DISABILITY INSURANCE.—It is
the policy of this resolution that Congress
and the President should enact legislation on
a bipartisan basis to reform the Disability
Insurance program prior to its insolvency in
2016 and should not raid the Social Security
retirement system without reforms to the
Disability Insurance system.

SEC. 606. POLICY STATEMENT ON HIGHER EDU-
CATION AND WORKFORCE DEVELOP-
MENT OPPORTUNITY.

(a) FINDINGS ON HIGHER EDUCATION.—The
House finds the following:

(1) A well-educated workforce is critical to
economic, job, and wage growth.

(2) 19.5 million students are enrolled in
American colleges and universities.

(3) Over the last decade, tuition and fees
have been growing at an unsustainable rate.
Between the 2002-2003 Academic Year and the
2012-2013 Academic Year—

(A) published tuition and fees for in-State
students at public four-year colleges and uni-
versities increased at an average rate of 5.2
percent per year beyond the rate of general
inflation;

(B) published tuition and fees for in-State
students at public two-year colleges and uni-
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versities increased at an average rate of 3.9
percent per year beyond the rate of general
inflation; and

(C) published tuition and fees for in-State
students at private four-year colleges and
universities increased at an average rate of
2.4 percent per year beyond the rate of gen-
eral inflation.

(4) Over that same period, Federal finan-
cial aid has increased 105 percent.

(5) This spending has failed to make col-
lege more affordable.

(6) In his 2012 State of the Union Address,
President Obama noted that, “We can’t just
keep subsidizing skyrocketing tuition; we’ll
run out of money.”.

(7) American students are chasing ever-in-
creasing tuition with ever-increasing debt.
According to the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York, student debt more than quad-
rupled between 2003 and 2013, and now stands
at nearly $1.1 trillion. Student debt now has
the second largest balance after mortgage
debt.

(8) Students are carrying large debt loads
and too many fail to complete college or end
up defaulting on these loans due to their
debt burden and a weak economy and job
market.

(9) Based on estimates from the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the Pell Grant Program
will face a fiscal shortfall beginning in fiscal
year 2016 and continuing in each subsequent
year in the current budget window.

(10) Failing to address these problems will
jeopardize access and affordability to higher
education for America’s young people.

(b) POLICY ON HIGHER EDUCATION AFFORD-
ABILITY.—It is the policy of this resolution to
address the root drivers of tuition inflation,
by—

(1) targeting Federal financial aid to those
most in need;

(2) streamlining programs that provide aid
to make them more effective;

(3) maintaining the maximum Pell grant
award level at $5,730 in each year of the
budget window; and

(4) removing regulatory barriers in higher
education that act to restrict flexibility and
innovative teaching, particularly as it re-
lates to non-traditional models such as on-

line coursework and competency-based
learning.
(¢) FINDINGS ON WORKFORCE DEVELOP-

MENT.—The House finds the following:

(1) Over ten million Americans are cur-
rently unemployed.

(2) Despite billions of dollars in spending,
those looking for work are stymied by a bro-
ken workforce development system that fails
to connect workers with assistance and em-
ployers with trained personnel.

(4) According to a 2011 Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) report, in fiscal
year 2009, the Federal Government spent $18
billion across 9 agencies to administer 47
Federal job training programs, almost all of
which overlapped with another program in
terms of offered services and targeted popu-
lation.

(5) Since the release of that GAO report,
the Education and Workforce Committee,
which has done extensive work in this area,
has identified more than 50 programs.

(3) Without changes, this flawed system
will continue to fail those looking for work
or to improve their skills, and jeopardize
economic growth.

(d) PoLICY ON WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT.—
It is the policy of this resolution to address
the failings in the current workforce devel-
opment system, by—

(1) streamlining and consolidating Federal
job training programs as advanced by the
House-passed Supporting Knowledge and In-
vesting in Lifelong Skills Act (SKILLS Act);
and
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(2) empowering states with the flexibility
to tailor funding and programs to the spe-
cific needs of their workforce, including the
development of career scholarships.

SEC. 607. POLICY STATEMENT ON DEFICIT RE-
DUCTION THROUGH THE CANCELLA-
TION OF UNOBLIGATED BALANCES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) According to the most recent estimate
from the Office of Management and Budget,
Federal agencies were expected to hold $739
billion in unobligated balances at the close
of fiscal year 2014.

(2) These funds represent direct and discre-
tionary spending made available by Congress
that remains available for expenditure be-
yond the fiscal year for which they are pro-
vided.

(3) In some cases, agencies are granted
funding and it remains available for obliga-
tion indefinitely.

(4) The Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 requires the Office
of Management and Budget to make funds
available to agencies for obligation and pro-
hibits the Administration from withholding
or cancelling unobligated funds unless ap-
proved by an act of Congress.

(5) Greater congressional oversight is re-
quired to review and identify potential sav-
ings from unneeded balances of funds.

(b) POLICY ON DEFICIT REDUCTION THROUGH
THE CANCELLATION OF UNOBLIGATED BAL-
ANCES.—Congressional committees shall
through their oversight activities identify
and achieve savings through the cancellation
or rescission of unobligated balances that
neither abrogate contractual obligations of
the Government nor reduce or disrupt Fed-
eral commitments under programs such as
Social Security, veterans’ affairs, national
security, and Treasury authority to finance
the national debt.

(c) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Congress, with the
assistance of the Government Accountability
Office, the Inspectors General, and other ap-
propriate agencies should continue to make
it a high priority to review unobligated bal-
ances and identify savings for deficit reduc-
tion.

SEC. 608. POLICY STATEMENT ON RESPONSIBLE
STEWARDSHIP OF TAXPAYER DOL-
LARS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The budget for the House of Representa-
tives is $188 million less than it was when
Republicans became the majority in 2011.

(2) The House of Representatives has
achieved significant savings by consolidating
operations and renegotiating contracts.

(b) POLICY ON RESPONSIBLE STEWARDSHIP
OF TAXPAYER DOLLARS.—It is the policy of
this resolution that:

(1) The House of Representatives must be a
model for the responsible stewardship of tax-
payer resources and therefore must identify
any savings that can be achieved through
greater productivity and efficiency gains in
the operation and maintenance of House
services and resources like printing, con-
ferences, utilities, telecommunications, fur-
niture, grounds maintenance, postage, and
rent. This should include a review of policies
and procedures for acquisition of goods and
services to eliminate any unnecessary spend-
ing. The Committee on House Administra-
tion should review the policies pertaining to
the services provided to Members and com-
mittees of the House, and should identify
ways to reduce any subsidies paid for the op-
eration of the House gym, barber shop, salon,
and the House dining room.

(2) No taxpayer funds may be used to pur-
chase first class airfare or to lease corporate
jets for Members of Congress.
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(3) Retirement benefits for Members of
Congress should not include free, taxpayer-
funded health care for life.

SEC. 609. POLICY STATEMENT ON DEFICIT RE-
DUCTION THROUGH THE REDUC-
TION OF UNNECESSARY AND WASTE-
FUL SPENDING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Government Accountability Office
(““GAO”) is required by law to identify exam-
ples of waste, duplication, and overlap in
Federal programs, and has so identified doz-
ens of such examples.

(2) In testimony before the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, the
Comptroller General has stated that address-
ing the identified waste, duplication, and
overlap in Federal programs ‘‘could poten-
tially save tens of billions of dollars.”

(3) In 2011, 2012, and 2013 the Government
Accountability Office issued reports showing
excessive duplication and redundancy in
Federal programs including—

(A) 209 Science, Technology, Engineering,
and Mathematics education programs in 13
different Federal agencies at a cost of $3 bil-
lion annually;

(B) 200 separate Department of Justice
crime prevention and victim services grant
programs with an annual cost of $3.9 billion
in 2010;

(C) 20 different Federal entities administer
160 housing programs and other forms of
Federal assistance for housing with a total
cost of $170 billion in 2010;

(D) 17 separate Homeland Security pre-
paredness grant programs that spent $37 bil-
lion between fiscal year 2011 and 2012;

(E) 14 grant and loan programs, and 3 tax
benefits to reduce diesel emissions;

(F) 94 different initiatives run by 11 dif-
ferent agencies to encourage ‘‘green build-
ing”’ in the private sector; and

(G) 23 agencies implemented approxi-
mately 670 renewable energy initiatives in
fiscal year 2010 at a cost of nearly $15 billion.

(4) The Federal Government spends about
$80 billion each year for approximately 800
information technology investments. GAO
has identified broad acquisition failures,
waste, and unnecessary duplication in the
Government’s information technology infra-
structure. Experts have estimated that
eliminating these problems could save 25
percent — or $20 billion — of the Government’s
annual information technology budget.

(5) GAO has identified strategic sourcing as
a potential source of spending reductions. In
2011 GAO estimated that saving 10 percent of
the total or all Federal procurement could
generate over $50 billion in savings annually.

(6) Federal agencies reported an estimated
$108 billion in improper payments in fiscal
year 2012.

(7) Under clause 2 of Rule XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, each stand-
ing committee must hold at least one hear-
ing during each 120 day period following its
establishment on waste, fraud, abuse, or mis-
management in Government programs.

(8) According to the Congressional Budget
Office, by fiscal year 2015, 32 laws will expire,
possibly resulting in $693 billion in unauthor-
ized appropriations. Timely reauthorizations
of these laws would ensure assessments of
program justification and effectiveness.

(9) The findings resulting from congres-
sional oversight of Federal Government pro-
grams should result in programmatic
changes in both authorizing statutes and
program funding levels.

(b) POLICY ON DEFICIT REDUCTION THROUGH
THE REDUCTION OF UNNECESSARY AND WASTE-
FUL SPENDING.—Each authorizing committee
annually shall include in its Views and Esti-
mates letter required under section 301(d) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 rec-
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ommendations to the Committee on the

Budget of programs within the jurisdiction

of such committee whose funding should be

reduced or eliminated.

SEC. 610. POLICY STATEMENT ON UNAUTHOR-
IZED SPENDING.

It is the policy of this resolution that the
committees of jurisdiction should review all
unauthorized programs funded through an-
nual appropriations to determine if the pro-
grams are operating efficiently and effec-
tively. Committees should reauthorize those
programs that in the committees’ judgment
should continue to receive funding.

SEC. 611. POLICY STATEMENT ON FEDERAL REG-
ULATORY POLICY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Excessive regulation at the Federal
level has hurt job creation and dampened the
economy, slowing our recovery from the eco-
nomic recession.

(2) In the first two months of 2014 alone,
the Administration issued 13,166 pages of reg-
ulations imposing more than $13 billion in
compliance costs on job creators and adding
more than 16 million hours of compliance pa-
perwork.

(3) The Small Business Administration es-
timates that the total cost of regulations is
as high as $1.75 trillion per year. Since 2009,
the White House has generated over $494 bil-
lion in regulatory activity, with an addi-
tional $87.6 billion in regulatory costs cur-
rently pending.

(4) The Dodd-Frank financial services leg-
islation (Public Law 111-203) resulted in
more than $17 billion in compliance costs
and saddled job creators with more than 58
million hours of compliance paperwork.

(5) Implementation of the Affordable Care
Act to date has added 132.9 million annual
hours of compliance paperwork, imposing
$24.3 billion of compliance costs on the pri-
vate sector and an $8 billion cost burden on
the states.

(6) The highest regulatory costs come from
rules issued by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA); these regulations are pri-
marily targeted at the coal industry. In Sep-
tember 2013, the EPA proposed a rule regu-
lating greenhouse gas emissions from new
coal-fired power plants. The proposed stand-
ards are unachievable with current commer-
cially available technology, resulting in a
de-facto ban on new coal-fired power plants.
Additional regulations for existing coal
plants are expected in the summer of 2014.

(7) Coal-fired power plants provide roughly
forty percent of the United States electricity
at a low cost. Unfairly targeting the coal in-
dustry with costly and unachievable regula-
tions will increase energy prices, dispropor-
tionately disadvantaging energy-intensive
industries like manufacturing and construc-
tion, and will make life more difficult for
millions of low-income and middle class fam-
ilies already struggling to pay their bills.

(8) Three hundred and thirty coal units are
being retired or converted as a result of EPA
regulations. Combined with the de-facto pro-
hibition on new plants, these retirements
and conversions may further increase the
cost of electricity.

(9) A recent study by Purdue University es-
timates that electricity prices in Indiana
will rise 32 percent by 2023, due in part to
EPA regulations.

(10) The Heritage Foundation recently
found that a phase out of coal would cost
600,000 jobs by the end of 2023, resulting in an
aggregate gross domestic product decrease of
$2.23 trillion over the entire period and re-
ducing the income of a family of four by
$1200 per year. Of these jobs, 330,000 will
come from the manufacturing sector, with
California, Texas, Ohio, Illinois, Pennsyl-
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vania, Michigan, New York, Indiana, North
Carolina, Wisconsin, and Georgia seeing the
highest job losses.

(b) PoLICY ON FEDERAL REGULATION.—It is
the policy of this resolution that Congress
should, in consultation with the public bur-
dened by excessive regulation, enact legisla-
tion that—

(1) seeks to promote economic growth and
job creation by eliminating unnecessary red
tape and streamlining and simplifying Fed-
eral regulations;

(2) pursues a cost-effective approach to
regulation, without sacrificing environ-
mental, health, safety benefits or other bene-
fits, rejecting the premise that economic
growth and environmental protection create
an either/or proposition;

(3) ensures that regulations do not dis-
proportionately disadvantage low-income
Americans through a more rigorous cost-
benefit analysis, which also considers who
will be most affected by regulations and
whether the harm caused is outweighed by
the potential harm prevented;

(4) ensures that regulations are subject to
an open and transparent process, rely on
sound and publicly available scientific data,
and that the data relied upon for any par-
ticular regulation is provided to Congress
immediately upon request;

(5) frees the many commonsense energy
and water projects currently trapped in com-
plicated bureaucratic approval processes;

(6) maintains the benefits of landmark en-
vironmental, health safety, and other stat-
utes while scaling back this administration’s
heavy-handed approach to regulation, which
has added $494 billion in mostly ideological
regulatory activity since 2009, much of which
flies in the face of these statutes’ intended
purposes; and

(7) seeks to promote a limited government,
which will unshackle our economy and cre-
ate millions of new jobs, providing our Na-
tion with a strong and prosperous future and
expanding opportunities for the generations
to come.

SEC. 612. POLICY STATEMENT ON TRADE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Opening foreign markets to American
exports is vital to the United States econ-
omy and beneficial to American workers and
consumers. The Commerce Department esti-
mates that every $1 billion of United States
exports supports more than 5,000 jobs here at
home.

(2) A modern and competitive inter-
national tax system would facilitate global
commerce for United States multinational
companies and would encourage foreign busi-
ness investment and job creation in the
United States

(3) The United States currently has an an-
tiquated system of international taxation
whereby United States multinationals oper-
ating abroad pay both the foreign-country
tax and United States corporate taxes. They
are essentially taxed twice. This puts them
at an obvious competitive disadvantage.

(4) The ability to defer United States taxes
on their foreign operations, which some erro-
neously refer to as a ‘‘tax loophole,” cush-
ions this disadvantage to a certain extent.
Eliminating or restricting this provision
(and others like it) would harm TUnited
States competitiveness.

(5) This budget resolution advocates funda-
mental tax reform that would lower the
United States corporate rate, now the high-
est in the industrialized world, and switch to
a more competitive system of international
taxation. This would make the United States
a much more attractive place to invest and
station business activity and would chip
away at the incentives for United States
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companies to keep their profits overseas (be-
cause the United States corporate rate is so
high).

(6) The status quo of the current tax code
undermines the competitiveness of United
States businesses and costs the United
States economy investment and jobs.

(7) Global trade and commerce is not a
zero-sum game. The idea that global expan-
sion tends to ‘‘hollow out’ United States op-
erations is incorrect. Foreign-affiliate activ-
ity tends to complement, not substitute for,
key parent activities in the United States
such as employment, worker compensation,
and capital investment. When United States
headquartered multinationals invest and ex-
pand operations abroad it often leads to
more jobs and economic growth at home.

(8) American businesses and workers have
shown that, on a level playing field, they can
excel and surpass the international competi-
tion.

(b) PoLicY ON TRADE.—It is the policy of
this resolution to pursue international trade,
global commerce, and a modern and competi-
tive United States international tax system
in order to promote job creation in the
United States.

SEC. 613. NO BUDGET, NO PAY.

It is the policy of this resolution that Con-
gress should agree to a concurrent resolution
on the budget every year pursuant to section
301 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
If by April 15, a House of Congress has not
agreed to a concurrent resolution on the
budget, the payroll administrator of that
House should carry out this policy in the
same manner as the provisions of Public Law
113-3, the No Budget, No Pay Act of 2013, and
place in an escrow account all compensation
otherwise required to be made for Members
of that House of Congress. Withheld com-
pensation should be released to Members of
that House of Congress the earlier of the day
on which that House of Congress agrees to a
concurrent resolution on the budget, pursu-
ant to section 301 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974, or the last day of that Con-
gress.

The CHAIR. No amendment shall be
in order except those printed in House
Report 113-405.

Each amendment may be offered only
in the order printed in the report, may
be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as
read, and shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent. The adoption of an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall constitute the conclusion
of consideration of the concurrent reso-
lution for amendment.

After conclusion of consideration of
the concurrent resolution for amend-
ment, there shall be a final period of
general debate which shall not exceed
10 minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the
Budget.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. MULVANEY

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 113-405.

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015.

(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-
mines and declares that this concurrent res-
olution establishes the budget for fiscal year
2015 and sets forth appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2016 through 2024.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budg-

et for fiscal year 2015.
TITLE I—-RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND
AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended

amounts.

Sec. 102. Major functional categories.

TITLE II—DIRECT SPENDING

Sec. 201. Direct spending.

TITLE III—POLICY STATEMENT

Sec. 301. Policy statement on Presidential

data and policies.

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS

RECOMMENDED
AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2015 through
2024:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

levels and

SEC. 101. LEVELS AND
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Fiscal year 2024:
(4) DEFICITS (ON-BUDGET).—For purposes of
the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion, the amounts of the deficits (on-budget)
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:
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$4,580,858,000,000.

-$563,943,000,000.
-$534,569,000,000.
-$448,300,000,000.
-$395,4'76,000,000.
-$471,490,000,000.
-$458,094,000,000.
-$440,075,000,000.
-$449,351,000,000.
-$374,391,000,000.
-$297,668,000,000.

(5) DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT.—The appro-
priate levels of the public debt are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$18,686,049,000,000.
$19,486,596,000,000.
$20,239,159,000,000.
$20,940,631,000,000.
$21,652,866,000,000.
$22,361,537,000,000.
$23,052,216,000,000.
$23,737,820,000,000.
$24,380,608,000,000.
$24,980,565,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of debt held by the public are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$2,579,425,000,000.
$2,756,952,000,000.
$2,960,779,000,000.
$3,131,856,000,000.
$3,281,119,000,000.
$3,465,278,000,000.
$3,663,729,000,000.
$3,860,286,000,000.
$4,069,085,000,000.
$4,283,190,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$13,591,802,000,000.
$14,256,587,000,000.
$14,843,459,000,000.
$15,370,490,000,000.
$15,981,956,000,000.
$16,602,649,000,000.
$17,213,324,000,000.
$17,849,633,000,000.
$18,440,724,000,000.
$18,986,039,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$84,425,000,000.

$107,952,000,000.
$152,779,000,000.
$175,856,000,000.
$158,119,000,000.
$171,278,000,000.
$190,729,000,000.
$207,286,000,000.
$231,085,000,000.
$249,190,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this concurrent resolu-
tion, the appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,207,329,000,000.
$3,269,270,000,000.
$3,415,383,000,000.
$3,5717,619,000,000.
$3,782,980,000,000.
$3,978,461,000,000.
$4,151,262,000,000.
$4,341,912,000,000.
$4,509,701,000,000.
$4,671,785,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this concurrent resolution,
the appropriate levels of total budget out-
lays are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:

$3,143,368,000,000.
$3,291,521,000,000.
$3,409,079,000,000.
$3,527,332,000,000.
$3,752,609,000,000.
$3,923,372,000,000.
$4,103,804,000,000.
$4,309,637,000,000.
$4,443,476,000,000.

SEC. 102. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity and outlays for fiscal years 2015 through
2024 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $636,642,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $631,280,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $569,176,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $592,448,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $577,059,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $578,212,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $586,290,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $578,662,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $594,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $585,786,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $603,536,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $591,358,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $612,309,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $601,232,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $622,294,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $610,434,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $637,407,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $623,036,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $654,543,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $638,219,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $38,992,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,086,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $35,823,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,886,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $38,001,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,463,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $40,630,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,938,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $44,175,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,842,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $46,619,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,245,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $47,691,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,372,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $49,552,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,482,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $52,257,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,661,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $53,605,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,735,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $29,307,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,839,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $29,872,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,098,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $30,517,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,296,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $31,190,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,797,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $31,886,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $31,268,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $32,590,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,032,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $33,287,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,119,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $34,110,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,829,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $34,963,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,516,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $35,824,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,174,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $7,276,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,620,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $5,493,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,232,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $4,362,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,540,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $4,039,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,634,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $3,848,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,838,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $4,139,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,149,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $4,689,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,557,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $4,599,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,711,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $2,046,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $1,134,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $4,218,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,274,000,000.

(6) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $37,224,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $41,349,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $39,041,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $41,809,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $40,483,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $42,070,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $40,921,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $41,775,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $41,844,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $42,713,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $43,070,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,728,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $43,865,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $44,241,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $44,866,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,120,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $46,030,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,209,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $46,831,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,031,000,000.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $16,805,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,953,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $22,774,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,937,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $26,050,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,883,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $24,721,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,482,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $18,284,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,017,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $18,460,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,045,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $18,265,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,791,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $18,019,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,719,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $18,297,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,775,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $18,363,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,773,000,000.
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$5,597,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$30,472,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$2,488,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$31,493,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$5,541,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$32,398,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$5,966,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$34,779,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $649,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$26,473,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $9,876,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$23,010,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $4,504,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$19,255,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $5,518,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$24,415,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $7,237,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$26,709,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:
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(A) New budget authority, $8,411,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$28,684,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $103,036,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $97,825,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $104,006,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $102,309,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $105,507,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $105,642,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $107,134,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $105,375,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $90,760,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $104,156,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $92,607,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $100,883,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $94,486,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $99,026,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $96,516,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $98,836,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $98,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $99,558,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $102,274,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $102,224,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $43,452,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,865,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $11,931,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,755,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $11,975,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,398,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $12,834,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,147,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $13,110,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,197,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $13,374,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,958,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $13,767,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,394,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $14,079,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,981,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $14,408,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,946,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $14,598,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,897,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $119,387,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $117,350,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $112,886,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $113,357,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $118,248,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $114,847,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $123,214,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $120,107,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $126,460,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $124,328,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $129,820,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $127,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $132,667,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $130,395,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $135,231,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $133,499,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $136,338,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $135,037,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $136,157,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $135,733,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $522,827,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $512,193,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $547,922,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $549,421,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $571,302,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $578,542,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $596,443,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $597,459,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $626,796,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $627,997,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $668,279,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $657,048,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $690,729,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $689,115,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $727,139,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $724,669,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $765,608,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $763,167,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $804,072,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $802,627,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $532,454,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $532,324,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $574,941,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $574,888,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $581,535,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $581,436,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $595,126,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $594,983,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $654,304,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6564,127,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $696,643,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $696,478,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $743,885,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $743,717,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $824,172,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $823,992,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $850,147,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $849,958,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $870,141,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $869,945,000,000.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $537,399,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $535,963,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $546,350,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $549,292,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $551,622,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $548,598,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $558,261,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $547,955,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $577,957,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $570,240,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(A) New budget authority, $590,235,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $582,713,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $603,845,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $595,615,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $622,482,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $619,967,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $631,837,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $623,391,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $639,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $625,245,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $32,246,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,388,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $35,273,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $35,274,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $38,811,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,811,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $42,391,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,391,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $46,076,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,076,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $49,867,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,867,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $53,720,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,720,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $57,794,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,794,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $62,181,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,181,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $66,591,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,591,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $161,189,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $158,524,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $169,322,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $174,653,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $175,705,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $174,046,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $184,423,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $174,971,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $192,648,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $190,186,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $201,063,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $198,298,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $209,647,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $206,741,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $218,987,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $224,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $228,415,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $225,132,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $238,094,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $224,121,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $54,036,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,843,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $56,559,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,934,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $59,250,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,223,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $58,535,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $58,192,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $59,776,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,331,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $60,986,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,208,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $62,190,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,734,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $63,635,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $63,109,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $65,118,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,549,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $69,616,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $69,171,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $26,563,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,706,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $27,247,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,464,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $29,181,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,610,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $31,550,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,139,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $34,077,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,798,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $36,392,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $35,459,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $38,843,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $41,472,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,316,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $44,131,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,007,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $46,638,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,944,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $348,074,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $348,074,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $410,576,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $410,576,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $483,679,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $483,679,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $565,227,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $565,227,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $641,890,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $641,890,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $705,785,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $705,785,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $759,722,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $759,722,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $807,961,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $807,961,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $855,812,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $855,812,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $894,074,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $894,074,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $45,644,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,285,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $60,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,315,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $64,251,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,795,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $66,398,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,619,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $66,843,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $68,095,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $58,284,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,613,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $68,761,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $68,499,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $41,563,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,051,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $49,470,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $52,717,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $60,662,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $60,591,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$79,627,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$79,627,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$87,634,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$87,634,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$86,614,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$86,614,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$85,742,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$85,742,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$82,803,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$82,803,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,164,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,164,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$85,610,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$85,610,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$88,097,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$88,097,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$90,601,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$90,601,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$92,827,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$92,827,000,000.

TITLE II—DIRECT SPENDING
SEC. 201. DIRECT SPENDING.

(a) MEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For means-tested direct spending, the
average rate of growth in the total level of
outlays during the 10-year period preceding
fiscal year 2015 is 6.8 percent.

(2) For means-tested direct spending, the
estimate average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 10-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 percent
under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for means-tested
direct spending:

(A) Earned Income Tax Credit Reforms:

(i) Expand EITC for workers without quali-
fying children.

(ii) Conform treatment of State and local
government EITC and child tax credit (CTC)
for SSI.

(B) Health-Related:

(i) Align Medicare drug payment policies
with Medicaid policies for low income bene-
ficiaries.

(ii) Increase income-related premium
under Medicare Parts B and D.

(iii) Modify Part B deductible for new en-
rollees.

(iv) Introduce home health co-payments
for new beneficiaries.
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(v) Introduce a Part B premium surcharge
for new beneficiaries who purchase near
first-dollar Medigap coverage.

(vi) Encourage the use of generic drugs by
low-income beneficiaries.

(vii) Limit Medicaid reimbursement of du-
rable medical equipment based on Medicare
rates.

(viii) Rebase future Medicaid Dispropor-
tionate Share Hospital (DSH) allotments.

(ix) Reduce fraud, waste, and abuse in Med-
icaid.

(x) Strengthen the Medicaid drug rebate
program.

(xi) Exclude brand-name and authorized
generic drug prices from Medicaid Federal
upper limit (FUL).

(xii) Improve and extend the Money Fol-
lows the Person Rebalancing Demonstration
through 2020.

(xiii) Provide home and community-based
services to children eligible for psychiatric
residential treatment facilities.

(xiv) Create demonstration to address over-
prescription of psychotropic medications for
children in foster care.

(xv) Permanently extend Express Lane Eli-
gibility (ELE) option for children.

(xvi) Expand State flexibility to provide
benchmark benefit packages.

(xvii) Extend the Qualified Individuals (QI)
program through CY2015.

(xviii) Extend the Transitional Medical As-
sistance (TMA) program through CY2015.

(xix) Prohibit brand and generic drug com-
panies from delaying the availability of new
generic drugs and biologics.

(xx) Modify length of exclusivity to facili-
tate faster development of generic biologics.

(xxi) Ensure retroactive Part D coverage of
newly-eligible low-income beneficiaries.

(xxii) Establish integrated appeals process
for Medicare-Medicaid enrollees.

(xxiii) Create pilot to expand PACE eligi-
bility to individuals between ages 21 and 55.

(xxiv) Accelerate the issuance of State in-
novation waivers.

(b) NONMEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For nonmeans-tested direct spending,
the average rate of growth in the total level
of outlays during the 10-year period pre-
ceding fiscal year 2015 is 5.7 percent.

(2) For nonmeans-test direct spending, the
estimated average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 10-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 percent
under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for nonmeans-
tested direct spending:

(A) Opportunity, Growth, and Security Ini-
tiative:

(i) Reduce subsidies for crop insurance
companies and farmer premiums.

(ii) Reform the aviation passenger security
user fee to more accurately reflect the costs
of aviation security.

(iii) Offset Disability Insurance (DI) bene-
fits for period of concurrent Unemployment
Insurance (UI) receipt.

(iv) Enact Spectrum License User Fee and
allow the FCC to auction predominantly do-
mestic satellite services.

(v) Limit the total accrual of tax-favored
retirement benefits.

(B) Surface Transportation Reauthoriza-
tion:

(i) Invest in surface transportation reau-
thorization.

(C) Early Childhood Investments:

(i) Support Preschool for All.

(ii) Extend and expand voluntary home vis-
iting.

(D) Agriculture:

(i) Reauthorize Secure Rural Schools.

(ii) Enact Food Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS) fee.

(iii) Enact bio based labeling fee.
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(iv) Enact Grain Inspection, Packers, and
Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) fee.

(v) Enact Animal Plant and Health Inspec-
tion Service (APHIS) fee Education.

(E) Education:

(i) Recognize Educational Success, Profes-
sional Excellence, and Collaborative Teach-
ing (RESPECT).

(ii) Reform and expand Perkins loan pro-
gram.

(iii) Provide mandatory appropriation to
sustain recent Pell Grant increases.

(iv) Expand and reform student loan in-
come-based repayment.

(v) Implement College Opportunity and
Graduation Bonus Program.

(vi) Establish State Higher Education Per-
formance Fund.

(F) Energy:

(i) Reauthorize special assessment from do-
mestic nuclear utilities.

(ii) Establish Energy Security Trust Fund
Enact nuclear waste management program.

(iii) Enact nuclear waste management pro-
gram.

(G) Health and Human Services:

(i) Reduce Medicare coverage of bad debts.

(ii) Better align graduate medical edu-
cation payments with patient care costs.

(iii) Reduce Critical Access Hospital (CAH)
payments from 101 percent of reasonable
costs to 100 percent of reasonable costs.

(iv) Prohibit CAH designation for facilities
that are less than miles from the nearest
hospital.

(v) Reduce fraud, waste, and abuse in Medi-
care.

(vi) Accelerate manufacturer discounts for
brand drugs to provide relief to Medicare
beneficiaries in the coverage gap.

(vii) Suspend coverage and payment for
questionable Part D prescriptions and in-
complete clinical information.

(viii) Establish quality bonus payments for
high-performing Part D plans.

(ix) Adjust payment updates for certain
post-acute care providers.

(x) Equalize payments for certain condi-
tions commonly treated in inpatient reha-
bilitation facilities (IRFs) and skilled nurs-
ing facilities (SNF's).

(xi) Encourage appropriate use of inpatient
rehabilitation hospitals by requiring that 75
percent of IRF patients require intensive re-
habilitation services.

(xii) Adjust SNF payments to reduce hos-
pital readmissions.

(xiii) Implement bundled payment for post-
acute care.

(xiv) Exclude certain services from the in
office ancillary services exception.

(xv) Modify the documentation require-
ment for face-to-face encounters for durable
medical equipment, prosthetics, orthotics,
and supplies (DMEPOS) claims.

(xvi) Modify reimbursement of Part B
drugs.

(xvii) Modernize payments for clinical lab-
oratory services.

(xviii) Expand sharing Medicare data with
qualified entities.

(xix) Clarify the Medicare Fraction in the
Medicare DHS statue.

(xx) Implement Value-Based Purchasing
for SNFs, Home Health Agencies (HHAS),
Ambulatory Surgical Centers (ASCs), and
Hospital Outpatient Departments (HOPDs).

(xxi) Strengthen the Independent Payment
Advisory Board (IPAB) to reduce long-term
drivers of Medicare cost growth.

(xxii) Emnact survey and certification re-
visit fees.

(xxiii) Invest in CMS Quality Measure-
ment.

(xxiv) Increase the minimum MA coding
intensity adjustment.

(xxv) Align employer group waiver plan
payments with average MA plan bids.
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(xxvi) Allow CMS to reinvest civil mone-
tary penalties recovered from home health
agencies.

(xxvii) Allow CMS to assess a fee on Medi-
care providers for payments subject to the
Federal Payment Levy Program.

(xxviii) Extend special diabetes program at
the National Institutes of Health and Indian
Health Services.

(xxix) Permit HIS/Tribal/Urban Indian
Health programs to pay Medicare like rates
for outpatient services funded through the
Purchased and Referred Care program.

(xxx) Extend Health Centers.

(xxxi) Create a competitive, value-based
graduate medical education grant program
funded through the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund.

(xxxii) Extend the Medicaid primary care
payment increase through CY2015 with modi-
fications to expand provider eligibility and
better target primary care services.

(xxxiii) Invest in the National Health Serv-
ices Corps.

(xxxiv) Program management implementa-
tion funding.

(xxxv) Provide dedicated, mandatory fund-
ing for Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control
Program (HCFAC) program integrity.

(xxxvi) Continue funding for the Personal
Responsibility Education Program and
Health Profession Opportunity Grants.

(xxxvii) Repurpose Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) Contingency
Fund to support Pathways to Jobs initiative.

(xxxviii) Establish hold harmless for Fed-
eral poverty guidelines.

(xxxix) Expand access to quality child care.

(x1) Modernize child support.

(x1i) Provide funding for Aging and Dis-
ability Resource Centers.

(x1ii) Reauthorize Family Connection
Grants.

(x1iii) Support demonstration to address
over-prescription of psychothropic medica-
tions for children in foster care (funding in
Adminstration for Children and Families).

(H) Homeland Security:

(i) Permanently extend and reallocate the
travel promotion surcharge.

(I) Housing and Urban Development:

(i) Provide funding for Project Rebuild.

(ii) Provide funding for the Affordable
Housing Trust Fund.

(J) Interior:

(i) Establish dedicated funding for Land
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) pro-
grams.

(ii) Provide funding for a National Park
Service Centennial Initiative.

(iii) Extend funding for Payments in Lieu
of Taxes (PILT).

(iv) Enact Federal oil and gas management
reforms.

(v) Reform hard rock mining on public
lands.

(vi) Repeal geothermal payments to coun-
ties.

(vii) Terminate Abandoned Mine Lands
(AML) payments to certified States.

(viii) Establish an AML hard rock reclama-
tion fund.

(ix) Increase coal AML fee to pre-2006 lev-
els.

(x) Reauthorize the Federal Land Trans-
action Facilitation Act of 2000 (FLTFA).

(xi) Permanently reauthorize the Federal
Lands Recreation Enhancement Act
(FLREA).

(xii) Increase duck stamp fees.

(xiii) Extend the Palau Compact of Free
Association.

(K) Labor:

(i) Create Back to Work Partnerships for
the long term unemployed.

(ii) Establish a New Career Pathways pro-
gram for displaced workers.
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(iii) Establish Summer Jobs Plus program
for youth.

(iv) Support Bridge Work and other work-
based UI program reforms.

(v) Enhance UI program integrity.

(vi) Extend Emergency Unemployment
Compensation.

(vii) Implement cap adjustments for UI
program integrity activities.

(viii) Strengthen UI system solvency.

(ix) Improve Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation (PBGC) solvency.

(x) Provide the Secretary of the Treasury
authority to access and disclose prisoner
data to prevent and identify improper pay-
ments.

(xi) Reform the Federal Employees’ Com-
pensation Act (FECA).

(L) Transportation:

(i) Establish a mandatory surcharge for air
traffic services.

(ii) Establish a co-insurance program for
aviation war risk insurance.

(M) Treasury:

(i) Establish a Pay for Success Incentive
Fund.

(ii) Reauthorize and reform the Terrorism
Risk Insurance Program.

(iii) Authorize Treasury to locate and re-
cover assets of the United States and to re-
tain a portion of amounts collected to pay
for the costs of recovery.

(iv) Increase delinquent Federal non-tax
debt collections by authorizing administra-
tive bank garnishment for non-tax debts.

(v) Increase levy authority for payments to
Medicare providers with delinquent tax debt.

(vi) Allow offset of Federal income tax re-
funds to collect delinquent State income
taxes for out-of-State residents.

(vii) Reduce costs for States collecting de-
linquent income tax obligations.

(viii) Implement tax enforcement program
integrity cap adjustment.

(ix) Provide authority to contact delin-
quent debtors via their cellphones.

(x) Reauthorize the State Small Business
Credit Initiative.

(N) Veterans Affairs:

(i) Establish Veterans Job Corps.

(ii) Extend round-down of cost of living ad-
justments (compensation).

(iii) Extend round-down of cost of living
adjustments (education).

(iv) Provide burial receptacles for certain
new casketed gravesites.

(v) Make permanent the pilot for certain
work study activities.

(vi) Increase cap on vocational rehabilita-
tion contract counseling.

(vii) Increase annual limitation on new
Independent Living cases.

(viii) Improve housing grant program.

(ix) Extend supplemental service disabled
veterans insurance coverage.

(O) Corps of Engineers:

(i) Reform inland waterways funding.

(P) Environmental Protection Agency:

(i) Enact pre-manufacture notice fee.

(ii) Establish Confidential Business Infor-
mation management fee.

(Q) International Assistance Programs:

(i) Mandatory effects of discretionary pro-
posal to implement 2010 International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) agreement (non-scoreable).

(R) Other Defense—Civil Programs:

(i) Increase TRICARE pharmacy copay-
ments.

(ii) Increase annual premiums
TRICARE-For- Life (TFL) enrollment.

(iii) Increase TRICARE pharmacy copay-
ments.

(iv) Increase annual premiums for TFL en-
rollment.

(S) Office of Personnel Management:

(i) Streamline FEHBP pharmacy benefit
contracting.
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(ii) Provide FEHBP benefits to domestic
partners.

(iii) Expand FEHBP plan types.

(iv) Adjust FEHBP premiums for wellness.

(T) Social Security Administration:

(i) Provide dedicated, mandatory funding
for program integrity (benefit savings).

(ii) Allow SSA to electronically certify
certain RRB payments.

(iii) Eliminate aggressive Social Security
claiming strategies.

(iv) Establish Workers Compensation In-
formation Reporting.

(v) Extend SSI time limits for qualified
refugees.

(vi) Improve collection of pension informa-
tion from States and localities.

(vii) Lower electronic wage
threshold to 25 employees.

(viii) Move from annual to quarterly wage
reporting.

(ix) Reauthorize and expand demonstration
authority for DI and SSI.

(x) Terminate step-child benefits in the
same month as step-parent.

(xi) Use the Death Master File to prevent
Federal improper payments.

(U) Other Independent Agencies:

(i) Dispose of unneeded real property.

(ii) Create infrastructure bank.

(iii) Enact Postal Service financial relief
and reform.

(W) Multi-Agency:

(i) Enact immigration reform.

(ii) Auction or assign via fee 1675-1680
megahertz.

(iii) Reconcile OPM/SSA retroactive dis-
ability payments.

(iv) Establish a consolidated TRICARE
program (mandatory effects in Coast Guard,
Public Health Service, and National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration).

(v) Special Immigrant Visa extension.

(¢) IN GENERAL.—

(1) This section is required by section 3(e)
of H. Res. 5 (113th Congress), which requires
information related to Means-Tested and
Nonmeans-Tested programs and is required
to be included in a proposed concurrent reso-
lution on the budget.

(2) The reforms of programs listed herein
are derived from Table S-9 (page 177) in-
cluded in the Budget Volume of the Presi-
dent’s Budget Submission for Fiscal Year
2015.

(3) All the reforms of both Means-Tested
and Nonmeans-Tested programs are hereby
incorporated into this section by reference
as they are detailed in the President’s Budg-
et Submission for Fiscal Year 2015.

TITLE III—POLICY STATEMENT
SEC. 1. POLICY STATEMENT ON PRESIDENTIAL
DATA AND POLICIES.

The budgetary assumptions underlying
this concurrent resolution are based on the
data and policies contained in the ‘‘Fiscal
Year 2015 Budget of the U.S. Government’’,
prepared by the Office of Management and
Budget on behalf of the President and sub-
mitted to Congress on March 4 and March 10,
2014, pursuant to section 1105(a) of title 31,
United States Code. This concurrent resolu-
tion adopts and incorporates by reference all
data, policy provisions and information con-
tained therein.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 544, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

It is good to be back this year to
once again offer the President’s budget

reporting
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as an amendment to the Republican
budget. That is right; it is the Presi-
dent’s budget that I will be offering
again this year.

You may recall, Mr. Chairman, that I
did this two years ago in an effort to
try and drive a debate over what I
thought was a misguided document, a
document that the President had of-
fered us that I thought offered bad
ideas for the future of this country. I
came in and offered an amendment—as
none of my Democratic colleagues saw
fit to do so—and for various reasons
failed to get a single vote on that par-
ticular amendment.

My colleagues at that time, Mr.
Chairman, took the position that my
amendment really was not the Presi-
dent’s budget. In hindsight, there were
things that we could have tightened
up, and we did. We tightened up all the
loose ends. There is no question now we
specifically reference the President’s
budget in this amendment. This is the
President’s budget.

Last year, I tried to come and do it
again. Last year, I came in with a
blank piece of paper. Last year I came
in with a blank piece of paper because
the President had not offered his budg-
et in a timely fashion, as required by
law. Perhaps rightly so, I was ruled out
of order, and we did not have a chance
to have a vote on that particular
amendment last year.

The President has solved that prob-
lem for us this year. Still a little late,
but at least we have the President’s
budget now in time to debate it here on
the floor during budget week, and I am
looking forward to doing that. I am
looking forward to doing that, Mr.
Chairman, because this budget does a
lot of things that I disagree with. It
does a lot of things that folks on the
other side may agree with. But I think
it merits a debate. Any time the Presi-
dent of the United States takes the
time and the energy to produce a budg-
et, I think it at least merits 20 minutes
of debate on the floor of the House of
Representatives.

I look forward to doing that today,
and I look forward to having my
friends defend a budget that does
things such as continuing the Afford-
able Care Act, adopting immigration
reform, supporting common core, cre-
ating a new infrastructure bank, cre-
ating a $1 billion climate fund, increas-
ing airport fees on passengers, making
Pell grants a mandatory spending pro-
gram, creating a preschool program for
everybody, increasing duck stamp fees,
extending emergency unemployment
compensation, increasing costs for
TRICARE on our veterans, and extend-
ing the Federal health benefit pro-
grams to same sex partners.

I think it is a valid discussion that
we should have every year. I was very
glad to learn, by the way, that I am not
the first person to do this. I was talk-
ing to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON), who did this with President
Reagan’s budget back in the 1980s. I
would like to see it become a regular
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feature in this House, and look forward
to the debate as we go forward today.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
some things never change. As the gen-
tleman from South Carolina said, he
offered this political stunt 2 years ago,
and it is no less of a political stunt
today than it was 2 years ago.

Mr. Chairman, I am a strong sup-
porter of the President’s budget and of
the President’s policies. This is not a
vote on the President’s budget and his
policies.

Do you know what I wish it were? 1
wish the Speaker of this House would
bring up the President’s proposal to
shut down those tax incentives that ac-
tually encourage multinational cor-
porations to ship American jobs over-
seas and instead use some of those sav-
ings to invest in jobs here at home. I
wish the Speaker of this House would
let us vote on that President’s policy. I
wish the Speaker of this House would
bring up the bipartisan immigration
bill. One has already passed the Senate.
We have a version over here in the
House. Mr. Chairman, let’s vote on
that President’s policy. I wish the
Speaker of the House would let us vote
on the President’s minimum wage pro-
posal, to make sure that more people
would be able to prosper in our econ-
omy. We haven’t had a vote on that.
Mr. Chairman, I wish that we could
have a vote on the President’s proposal
to extend emergency unemployment
compensation. The Senate has passed
that. Let’s have a vote over here.

This is a political stunt, just like it
was before and, by the way, the White
House sees it as a political stunt again
this year, just as they were right to
call it that the other year.

This is, in fact, the President’s budg-
et right here, right here. This is it, Mr.
Chairman.

It is interesting to hear our Repub-
lican colleagues who claim to be in
favor of transparency, accountability,
saying that this is the President’s
budget and then allocating 10 minutes
per side. I thought we didn’t even want
to take up thousand-plus page bills, we
don’t even want to take those up. Yet,
now supposedly we are going to debate
and vote on something that is over
2,000 pages, less time on the President’s
budget than on any of the other pro-
posals before the House. Give me a
break.

If this was serious, it would be a
total abuse of process. In fact, the Con-
gressional Budget Office hasn’t even
had a chance, Mr. Chairman, to evalu-
ate and score the President’s budget
yvet. So you have got the House Repub-
lican budget, and you have got the
Democratic party, all those are written
to CBO, but CBO hasn’t had a chance to
go through that this quickly. I am sur-
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prised to hear the gentleman thinks
the House can go through this in 20
minutes. So let’s not play games.

The White House has made clear if
you want to support the President’s
priorities and the framework of the
President’s budget going forward, you
should support the Democratic alter-
native, which I will offer tomorrow.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank my colleague from South
Carolina for bringing this budget for-
ward. In fact, this is President Obama’s
budget.

I wouldn’t be surprised if President
Obama referred to his budget as a ‘‘po-
litical stunt.” If you look at the his-
tory of President Obama’s budget,
which he is legally required to file
every year, he is in the sixth year of
his Presidency. Do you know that 5 of
those 6 years President Obama failed to
meet the legal deadline to file his
budget?

During that 5 out of 6-year period,
every single year of those 6 years,
President Obama made time to fill out
his Final Four brackets.

0 15630

Now, if his Final Four brackets do
about as good as his budget does for
the country—because if you look at the
President’s budget, which we’re here
debating, and I am speaking against, as
my colleague from South Carolina is,
the President’s budget shows his prior-
ities for the country, just like we are
lying about our priorities for the coun-
try to get our budget back into bal-

ance, to get our economy moving
again.
What does President Obama do?

President Obama raises over $1 trillion
in new taxes, job-crushing taxes, that
will pull our economy even further
back than he has already brought it,
but you would think, if you listen to
liberal orthodoxy that that $1 trillion
is going to get us to a balanced budget,
right?

They always say they need more
money and former taxes to balance the
budget. Look what happens, Mr. Chair,
the President’s budget never, ever gets
to balance, with over $1 trillion in new
taxes that he takes out of this econ-
omy, Kkilling jobs across America,
never gets to balance.

Our budgets that we are bringing for-
ward do not raise a dime in new taxes
and, in fact, gets to balance within the
10-year window, which underscores the
difference in our visions for the coun-
try. We show through real policy that
actually controlling the spending in
Washington, forcing Washington to live
within its means, is what gets our
economy moving again and what gets
us to balance.

President Obama proves with his own
budget that, with over $1 trillion in
new job-crushing taxes he never, ever
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gets to balance; but, again, 5 out of the
President’s 6 years in office, only one
time has he actually met the legal
deadline to file his budget.

He always met the deadline to make
his Final Four picks. I think he’s
shown what his priorities are. We are
showing ours.

I urge a ‘‘no”
Obama’s budget.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, the
gentleman referred to the House Re-
publican budget a couple times. Just to
remind my colleagues that the House
Republican budget claims to balance in
10 years. It also claims to get rid of all
the Affordable Care Act, all of
ObamaCare, but the reality is it has
over $2 trillion in revenues and savings
from the Affordable Care Act.

Here is what The Heritage Founda-
tion had to say about the budget:

Perhaps the biggest shortcoming of this
budget is that it keeps the tax increases as-
sociated with ObamacCare.

So our Republican colleagues keep
saying their budget balances in 10
years, then they keep saying they are
repealing all of Affordable Care Act.
Both things cannot be true.

Now, what is true about the House
Republican budget is the priorities it
reflects, and, once again, it protects
and rigs special interests tax breaks for
very powerful groups at the expense of
the rest of the country.

Yes, as I indicated earlier, the Presi-
dent has proposed that we get rid of
some of the tax breaks that actually
have a perverse incentive for compa-
nies to ship jobs overseas, to close
those tax breaks, use that revenue to
invest in our infrastructure and help
power our economy right here at home.

From a Republican colleague’s per-
spective, oh, no, you can’t cut one spe-
cial interest tax break, not for hedge
fund owners, not for Big Oil companies.
No, no, you can’t do that.

But you know what you can do? You
can come after the senior prescription
drug benefit by reopening the doughnut
hole, costing seniors another $1,200 a
month. You can come after our kid’s
education. You can charge college stu-
dents higher interest to raise about $40
billion, higher interest while they are
still in school, before they get a job.

You can do all that, but, hey, hands
off the big special interests. So I am
glad that the previous speaker re-
minded us exactly what this Repub-
lican budget does

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MULVANEY. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JORDAN).

Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-
position, like I assume everyone who
speaks on this amendment is going to
do today. It is amazing the other
party—everyone is opposed to it.

Here is what it does simply: you cut
to the chase, it hollows out national
defense, it raises trillions in new taxes
over the next 10 years, add about $8
trillion to the national debt—from $17
trillion to approximately $25 trillion—
it does all that, never, ever, ever get-
ting to balance.

vote on President
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Sometimes, we talk about numbers.
Here is why it matters. In the end, you
think about what makes the country
special, moms and dads making sac-
rifices, so their kids can have a life
better than they did, that they can get
to their goals.

With this kind of vision and this kind
of budget, this kind of plan for where
we are going to go, it will make it that
much tougher for young people to get
the opportunities they need to experi-
ence the American Dream.

That is why it is so important. All
those policies that the ranking member
mentioned in his opening statement,
they are in this budget. This is not a
political stunt. This is just putting up
what the President says is actually
going to make the country better. We
know it is going to make the country
worse. We are offering a chance for the
Democrats to stand up and defend this,
and they won’t.

So I would urge a ‘“‘no” vote on this.
It is same old, same old; cut national
defense, raise taxes, add to the debt,
never ever balance, and continue to
create this environment that is not
conducive to economic growth.

Again, as I said to the minority whip
in an earlier debate, in the fifth year of
Ronald Reagan’s Presidency, we were
growing at 7% percent. Here, we are in
the fifth year of the Obama Presidency,
meandering along, bumping along at 2
percent growth rate, that is the prob-
lem.

This budget will continue that same
poor economic performance, and that is
why we should vote against it.

I thank the gentleman for bringing it
to the floor.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, we are
finished with our speakers and reserve
the balance and right to close.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland has the right to close.

Mr. MULVANEY. Then I will yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chair, my friend from Maryland
made a couple of different points. He
said that he wishes he could vote for
the things in the President’s budget. I
will say to him again here, I'll say it to
you, I will say to anyone listening the
same thing I said to the Rules Com-
mittee, the same thing I have said the
last 3 years: I keep waiting for one of
my colleagues across the aisle to do ex-
actly that.

You think I want to be here offering
the President’s budget? If my col-
leagues across the aisle would like the
opportunity to vote on the President’s
budget and the items that are con-
tained in it, they have the ability to do
so by simply offering this particular
amendment.

Failing that, they will have an oppor-
tunity to hear today because, if you
look at our amendment, it specifically
says that the budgetary assumptions
underlying this current resolution are
based on the data and the policies in
the President’s budget.
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It goes on to say that the concurrent
resolution adopts and incorporates by
references all data, policy provisions,
and information contained therein.

Everything that is in the President’s
budget is in this amendment. They
have plenty of opportunity to vote on
this. They can do it themselves. They
can vote for what I have offered here
today.

Lastly, I will address the point, and
my good friend makes a point every
single year that this is a political
stunt. I want to tell a story as to why
it is not this year. It is a real story. It
happened to me. It happened to you. It
happened to everybody here who rep-
resents folks back home.

I get a letter, Mr. Chairman, from
the Social Security Administration,
telling me that they were closing the
field offices in my district.

By the way, they closed field offices
in everybody’s district. In the letter,
they said they did that because we had
cut their budget by $1 billion for 3
years in a row.

I am no longer on the Budget Com-
mittee, but as Mr. VAN HOLLEN knows,
I used to serve on that committee, and
I don’t remember us cutting the Social
Security Administration by $1 billion
each of the last 3 years.

So I wrote them a letter and said:
you said you are closing the field of-
fices in my district because we cut
your budget. Would you please provide
me with evidence of that?

What they wrote back is a letter that
said: we got $1 billion less from Con-
gress than the President asked for in
his budget.

They got more than they did the year
the year before and more than they did
the year before that. The actual money
they had to spend went up, but because
they didn’t get what the President
asked for in his budget, they closed the
offices in our districts that serve our
constituents.

This is a very important document.
Clearly, the Social Security Adminis-
tration thinks it is an important docu-
ment. It is at least important enough
for us to vote on in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman,
how much time remains?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The gentleman just mentioned Social
Security Administration funds for op-
erations. Let me tell you, if you vote
for the House Republican budget today,
you are going to be decimating the
funds available for those kind of ongo-
ing operations because they cut that
part of the budget that allows for the
administration of the Social Security
Administration and cut it big time.

So it is interesting to hear my col-
league talk about the President’s budg-
et in that regard, but I would suggest
he look at the impact from the House
Republican budget.
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Let me just say, Mr. Chair, I indi-
cated earlier that we with like to vote
on the President’s policies. We have
been waiting a very long time to vote
on comprehensive immigration reform.
In fact, we filed a discharge petition to
do it.

We would like to vote on increasing
the minimum wage. We filed a dis-
charge petition to do it. We would like
to vote on emergency unemployment
insurance. We filed a discharge petition
on that.

The Speaker of the House has refused
to allow democracy to work. Now, we
have what is clearly a stunt. As I said,
I am a supporter of the President’s
budget; I support the President’s pol-
icy. I think it is a stunt. The White
House recognizes it as a stunt. We will
have, tomorrow, the Democratic alter-
native that has the support of the
White House.

I still find it incredulous that our
colleagues are telling us that they real-
ly are giving 10 minutes per side of de-
bate to what they claim is before us,
which is 2,000 pages, right?

These are our colleagues that went
around the country calling for trans-
parency and accountability. They real-
ly want Members to vote on something
that the Congressional Budget Office
has not had a chance to score?

Apparently, they are going to do it
next week because they are in the proc-
ess of looking through the President’s
budget. So even if this were on the
level, which it is not, you can’t com-
pare apples to apples without the Con-
gressional Budget Office analysis.

So I am so glad our Republican col-
leagues were able to speed-read
through this thing in 10 minutes and
make judgments. The good news for
them is that is not the President’s
budget either.

So let’s not play games. Let’s recog-
nize that, as we debate these budgets,
we are debating the country’s prior-
ities. We are debating very different
priorities. Once again, the House Re-
publican budget chooses to double
down on rigging the rules for very pow-
erful special interests.

If you are a millionaire, you are
going to get a one-third cut in your tax
rate under the House Republican budg-
et. You know who is going to pay for
it? Middle-income taxpayers will have
to pay more to finance that tax break
for the wealthy—in fact, $2,000 for a
family with kids, on average.

You know who else is going to have
to pay for that? Our kids’ education,
Early Head Start, Head Start, K-12,
college kids.

You know what else is going to pay?
Our competitiveness as a country be-
cause we are not going to make the in-
vestments that, historically, have
helped power this country forward in
the area of transportation and infra-
structure.

Republican budget, you know when
the trust fund goes insolvent? This
summer. Nothing in there, nothing in
the Republican budget to address that

issue, just swoosh, down the tubes in-
solvent.

Hopefully, we will have an oppor-
tunity to actually vote on the Presi-
dent’s proposal, as I said, to eliminate
some of the special interests tax breaks
that encourage companies to move jobs
overseas, close those down, so we can
invest in our transportation right here
at home.

So let’s not fall for this political
stunt. I mean, I have to believe that if
my colleagues seriously wanted a de-
bate a 2,000-page document, that even
they would agree that it merits more
than 10 minutes, even they would agree
that we should have the benefit of the
Congressional Budget Office’s analysis
before we ask this body to take on that
responsibility.

So let’s not fall for sham. Let’s reject
the amendment by Mr. MULVANEY; and
then, tomorrow, let’s vote in support of
the Democratic alternative.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. MULVANEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MULVANEY. Mr. Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MS. MOORE.

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 113-405.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. FUDGE), I have an amendment at
the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015.

(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-
mines and declares that this concurrent res-
olution establishes the budget for fiscal year
2015 and sets forth appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2016 through 2024.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budg-

et for fiscal year 2015.

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts.

Sec. 3. Major functional categories.

Sec. 4. Direct spending.

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2015 through
2024:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:
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Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:
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$3,915,253,000,000.
$4,112,238,000,000.

$163,459,000,000.
$176,904,000,000.
$195,554,000,000.
$214,111,000,000.
$225,418,000,000.
$236,853,000,000.
$253,030,000,000.
$269,631,000,000.
$288,735,000,000.
$304,785,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,443,426,000,000.
$3,400,616,000,000.
$3,473,245,000,000.
$3,601,639,000,000.
$3,809,035,000,000.
$4,000,203,000,000.
$4,166,166,000,000.
$4,397,911,000,000.
$4,555,131,000,000.
$4,711,021,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,257,765,000,000.
$3,448,528,000,000.
$3,518,207,000,000.
$3,610,258,000,000.
$3,806,896,000,000.
$3,968,446,000,000.
$4,139,595,000,000.
$4,372,838,000,000.
$4,516,239,000,000.
$4,657,148,000,000.

(4) DEFICITS (ON-BUDGET).—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution, the
amounts of the deficits (on-budget) are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

-$560,465,000,000.
-$595,585,000,000.
-$533,230,000,000.
-$505,840,000,000.
-$566,793,000,000.
-$582,956,000,000.
-$591,914,000,000.
-$646,860,000,000.
-$600,986,000,000.
-$544,910,000,000.

(56) DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT.—Pursuant to
section 301(a)(5) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the appropriate levels of the pub-

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

lic debt are as follows:

$18,429,000,000,000.
$19,181,000,000,000.
$19,926,000,000,000.
$20,661,000,000,000.
$21,438,000,000,000.
$22,222,000,000,000.
$23,007,000,000,000.
$23,827,000,000,000.
$24,633,000,000,000.
$25,419,000,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of debt held by the public are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:

$2,697,300,000,000.
$2,852,943,000,000.
$2,984,977,000,000.
$3,104,418,000,000.
$3,240,103,000,000.
$3,385,490,000,000.
$3,547,681,000,000.
$3,725,978,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$13,338,000,000,000.
$13,973,000,000,000.
$14,554,000,000,000.
$15,109,000,000,000.
$15,744,000,000,000.
$16,421,000,000,000.
$17,137,000,000,000.
$17,944,000,000,000.
$18,732,000,000,000.
$19,505,000,000,000.

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity and outlays for fiscal years 2015 through
2024 for each major functional category are:
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(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $529,658,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $567,234,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $569,522,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $570,714,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $577,616,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $570,915,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $586,874,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $573,937,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $595,151,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $586,488,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $604,440,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $595,519,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $613,753,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $604,662,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $624,066,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $619,436,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $639,335,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $627,590,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $656,669,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $637,835,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $50,508,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,984,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $47,680,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,034,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $48,736,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,276,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $49,838,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,793,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $50,917,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,826,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $52,065,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,328,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $52,734,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,044,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $54,172,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,255,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $55,361,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $51,339,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $56,602,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,465,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $37,883,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,551,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $32,476,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,333,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $32,138,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,622,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $32,836,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,627,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $33,535,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,294,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $34,272,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,693,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $35,014,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,286,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $35,782,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,036,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $36,556,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,797,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $37,360,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,582,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $11,560,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,834,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $7,636,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,312,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $6,012,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,137,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $5,816,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,870,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $5,902,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,285,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $5,994,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,407,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $6,111,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,656,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $6,226,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,841,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $6,445,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,048,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $6,982,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,270,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $45,712,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,218,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $43,251,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,709,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $41,598,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,697,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $42,276,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,266,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $43,392,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,648,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $44,969,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $44,622,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $44,848,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $44,846,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $46,092,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,734,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $47,264,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,919,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $48,610,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $47,617,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $18,881,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,632,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $23,171,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,772,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $22,822,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,023,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $22,707,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,904,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $21,743,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,344,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $21,887,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,443,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $22,392,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,851,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $22,590,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,080,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $23,081,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,553,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $23,457,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,932,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $12,072,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $150,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $13,392,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$832,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $11,227,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$4,423,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $11,747,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$5,165,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $11,383,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$10,430,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $13,715,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$8,647,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $13,025,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$4,179,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $14,142,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$4,528,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $14,326,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$5,476,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $14,798,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$6,172,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $224,774,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $162,667,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $156,720,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $167,973,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $111,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $140,956,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $101,705,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $120,192,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $100,697,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $115,763,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $101,764,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $110,317,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $102,870,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $109,213,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $104,030,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $110,557,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $105,210,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $112,416,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $106,439,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $114,299,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $49,327,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,739,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $28,387,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,053,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $18,337,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,410,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $14,462,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,759,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $14,408,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,822,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $14,275,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,720,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $14,498,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,953,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $14,532,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,787,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $14,775,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,580,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $15,068,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,704,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

(A) New budget authority, $216,018,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $162,097,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $158,111,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $167,376,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $125,492,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $143,292,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $118,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $129,483,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $115,816,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $125,274,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $117,265,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $120,183,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $118,614,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $119,104,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $120,472,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $119,992,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $122,325,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $121,611,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $124,279,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $123,548,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $507,449,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $497,501,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $556,738,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $561,299,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $614,352,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $613,019,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $634,932,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $635,653,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $666,537,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $666,783,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $710,614,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $700,055,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $737,724,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $736,844,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $776,912,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $775,495,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $816,381,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $815,137,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $858,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $857,258,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $523,538,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $523,428,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $570,723,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $570,644,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:
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(A) New budget authority, $585,270,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $585,194,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $610,478,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $610,392,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $672,921,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $672,827,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $720,722,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $720,624,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $771,048,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $770,949,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $854,586,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $854,479,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $883,245,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $883,135,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $913,236,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $913,119,000,000.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $548,028,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $537,560,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $552,594,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $551,208,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $555,223,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $551,226,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $552,717,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $547,180,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $572,561,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $569,575,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $585,693,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $581,811,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $599,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $595,008,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $618,433,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $617,739,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $627,486,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $621,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $635,068,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $624,020,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $31,442,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,517,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $34,245,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $37,133,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,133,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $40,138,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,138,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $43,383,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,383,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $46,747,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,747,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $50,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,255,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $53,941,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,941,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $57,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $58,441,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,441,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $158,993,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $155,978,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $170,961,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $169,517,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $168,858,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $168,150,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $167,388,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $166,463,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $179,305,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $178,471,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $184,269,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $183,317,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $188,571,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $187,569,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $200,680,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $199,612,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $197,458,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $196,384,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $194,292,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $193,155,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $71,342,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,338,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $62,293,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,627,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $61,045,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,242,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $61,594,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,704,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $63,347,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,367,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $65,273,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,951,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $67,423,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,906,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $70,160,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $69,530,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $72,257,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $71,603,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $77,968,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $77,291,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $27,402,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,605,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $27,946,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,804,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $28,521,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,925,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $29,309,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,836,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $30,142,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,612,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $30,952,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,430,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $31,842,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,326,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $32,741,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,227,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $33,585,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,079,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:
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(A) New budget authority, $34,498,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,979,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $367,414,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $367,414,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $426,582,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $426,582,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $506,101,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $506,101,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $595,624,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $595,624,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $670,430,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $670,430,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $733,465,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $733,465,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $786,127,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $786,127,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $837,776,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $837,776,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $889,086,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $889,086,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $934,712,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $934,712,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $4,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $1,566,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,873,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $4,696,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $7,440,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $6,354,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,333,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $7,843,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,606,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $3,704,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $7,629,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $5,183,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,706,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $8,793,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,037,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $14,517,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,193,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $21,340,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,164,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, -$78,532,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$78,532,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,378,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,378,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,632,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,632,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, -$83,956,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$83,956,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, -$90,374,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$90,374,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, -$91,882,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$91,882,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, -$95,566,000,000.
(B) Outlays, -$95,566,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, -$98,215,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(B) Outlays, -$98,215,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, -$101,362,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$101,362,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, -$107,098,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$107,098,000,000.

(21) Overseas Contingency Operations (970):

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $85,357,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,250,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $25,625,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $6,504,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $2,225,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $902,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $714,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $35,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $27,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $27,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, $27,000,000.

SEC. 4. DIRECT SPENDING.

(a) MEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For means-tested direct spending, the
average rate of growth in the total level of
outlays during the 10-year period preceding
fiscal year 2015 is 6.8 percent.

(2) For means-tested direct spending, the
estimated average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 10-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 percent
under current law.

(3) This concurrent resolution retains the
social safety net that has lifted millions of
Americans out of poverty and protects both
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram and Medicaid from draconian spending
cuts.

(b) NONMEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For nonmeans-tested direct spending,
the average rate of growth in the total level
of outlays during the 10-year period pre-
ceding fiscal year 2015 is 5.7 percent.

(2) For nonmeans-test direct spending, the
estimated average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 10-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2015 is 5.4 percent
under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for nonmeans-
tested direct spending:

(A) For Medicare, this budget rejects pro-
posals to end the Medicare guarantee and
shift rising health care costs onto seniors by
replacing Medicare with vouchers or pre-
mium support for the purchase of private in-
surance. Such proposals will expose seniors
and persons with disabilities on fixed in-
comes to unacceptable financial risks, and
they will weaken the traditional Medicare
program. Instead, this budget builds on the
success of the Affordable Care Act, which
made significant strides in health-care cost
containment and put into place a framework
for continuous innovation. This budget sup-
ports comprehensive reforms to give physi-
cians and other care providers incentives to
provide high-quality, coordinated, efficient
care, in a manner consistent with the goals
of fiscal sustainability. It makes no changes
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that reduce benefits available to seniors and
individuals with disabilities in Medicare.

(B) Any savings derived from changes or
reforms to Medicare and Social Security
should be used to extend the solvency of
these vital programs and not be used to off-
set the cost of cutting taxes.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 544, the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. MOORE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I am so proud
to be here with my distinguished col-
leagues from the Congressional Black
Caucus to present our budget for fiscal
year 2015.
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We have spent the last week, 2 weeks
analyzing the House Republican budg-
et, and you have heard here on this
floor today the flaws in this budget: it
doesn’t reflect the needs of our Nation;
it achieves deficit reduction by impos-
ing more austerity provisions at the
expense of our most vulnerable popu-
lations; and it stifles economic growth
and our ability to compete on a global
scale.

But instead of just criticizing the
majority’s budget, the Congressional
Black Caucus once again has done the
due diligence to put together a budget
alternative which we believe meets the
highest priorities of all Americans.

First of all, it reduces the deficit re-
sponsibly. Secondly, it constructs a
meaningful job creation package,
something Americans desperately
need. It invests in our infrastructure
and education so we can grow our econ-
omy. It ends the ongoing threat of
spending cuts due to sequestration. It
raises revenue through the Tax Code
fairly. We just cannot cut our way to
prosperity. And, finally, it extends a
compassionate hand towards those who
live in poverty, which is the signature
and the heart of the Congressional
Black Caucus budget.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
FUDGE), the chairwoman of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus.

Ms. FUDGE. I thank you for yielding.

As chair of the Congressional Black
Caucus, I am proud to once again pro-
pose a fiscally sound and morally re-
sponsible alternative budget.

The CBC has a long history of intro-
ducing an alternative budget that pro-
tects and invests in programs that are
vital to our communities. Our budget
emphasizes the CBC’s commitment to
eradicating poverty in America by in-
creasing economic opportunities
through robust investments in edu-
cation and infrastructure, affordable
housing, domestic manufacturing,
small businesses, and job training.

Though tough decisions are required
to ensure our country’s fiscal future,
we do not believe the well-being of the
most vulnerable in this Nation must be
sacrificed for us to remain on the path
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to economic recovery. The CBC alter-
native budget for fiscal year 2015 re-
mains true to the principle of oppor-
tunity for all.

The Ryan budget, on the other hand,
completely misses the mark. It dis-
regards the fact that millions of Amer-
icans struggle to feed their families
and find jobs. It requires sacrifices of
the most wvulnerable, including the
youngest and eldest among us.

As reported by the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, some 69 percent
of the cuts in Chairman RYAN’s budget
come from programs that serve people
of limited means. These dispropor-
tionate cuts, which account for $3.3
trillion of the budget’s $4.8 trillion in
nondefense cuts over the next decade,
contrast sharply with the Ryan budg-
et’s rhetoric about helping the poor
and promoting opportunity. Need I say
more about that?

To my colleagues in the House, the
CBC substitute budget is the best blue-
print. Let’s build a stronger, better,
and more fiscally responsible America
together. I encourage all of my col-
leagues to vote for the Congressional
Black Caucus budget.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
California is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the budget substitute
offered by the Congressional Black
Caucus is a good faith effort to lift a
growing portion of our population out
of chronic poverty and despair, a goal
all of us share. It attempts to do so
over the next 10 years by raising $2.3
trillion of taxes on corporations and
the wealthy and running up an addi-
tional $4.3 trillion of debt to increase
overall Federal spending by $6.7 trillion
to fund so-called stimulus spending rel-
ative to the Republican budget. My
fear is that it will accomplish exactly
the opposite of what it intends, harm-
ing the very people it is trying to help.

Let’s start with some fundamentals
on tax policy.

First, we need to understand that
businesses do not pay business taxes.
There are only three possible ways for
business taxes to be paid: they are paid
by consumers as higher prices; they are
paid by employees as lower wages; and
they are paid by investors as lower
earnings—your 401(k) or pension plan,
for example.

Secondly, we need to understand
what a trillion dollars is. Divided by
the number of U.S. households, it
comes to about $8,200 for every family
in America.

As much as we like talking about
taxing the wealthy, there aren’t
enough wealthy people in this country
to make more than a dent in these
numbers. Indeed, many of the so-called
wealthy are actually small businesses
filing under subchapter S.

Raising taxes by $2.3 trillion ulti-
mately, then, means that families, on
average, will have $18,000 less to spend
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on their own needs that they will pay
through higher prices in stores,
through lower wages at work, or as
lower retirement savings.

In addition, the CBC budget would
plunge our Nation $4.3 trillion further
into debt after 10 years relative to the
House Republican budget. That is more
than $35,000 per household. That is not
a theoretical number. That amount,
plus interest, will have to be paid back
in future taxes just as surely as if it
appeared on your credit card state-
ment. In fact, families will be required
to pay this debt back before they pay
their credit card, and the IRS is quite
insistent that they do.

Again, not all of that will be direct
taxes. Much of it will be hidden in
higher prices, lower wages, and lower
retirement savings for families. But
make no mistake; it must all be paid
back, and families will bear that bur-
den.

Let’s look at the massive increase in
spending designed to jump-start the
economy. That policy has already
failed us, and failed us miserably, and
here is why:

Government cannot inject a single
dollar into the economy until it has
first taken that dollar out of the econ-
omy. If I take a dollar from Peter and
give it to Paul, it is true Paul is going
to have an extra dollar to spend. He is
going to take it into a store. The store-
keeper is going to order more inven-
tory, the manufacturer is going to
order more resources, and that dollar
will ripple through the economy.

But we have completely forgotten
the other half of that equation. Peter
now has one less dollar to spend in that
economy—one less dollar to ripple
through it. So, in the end, we have not
stimulated the economy at all. That is
why the trillions of dollars we have al-
ready spent trying to stimulate the
economy have not worked.

Indeed, this does great damage to the
economy because we are transferring
huge amounts of capital from the pro-
ductive sector, which invests its money
based on the highest economic return
of a dollar, to the public sector, which
invests based on the highest political
return of the dollar. Those are two
very different things. Indeed, that is
the difference between FedEx and the
post office; it is the difference between
Apple Computer and Solyndra; it is the
difference between the Reagan recov-
ery and the Obama recovery.

So I beg my colleagues to reconsider.
We have tried these policies and they
do not work. Under this administra-
tion, we have seen record tax increases,
record spending increases, and record
debt. The result is tragic.

The poverty rate for Americans of
African heritage has grown from 12 per-
cent in 2008 to 16.1 percent today. Me-
dian income for White households has
declined by 3.6 percent during this ad-
ministration, but it has dropped by 10.9
percent for African American house-
holds. Compare that to the Reagan
yvears, when median income increased
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for all Americans by 4.4 percent but
grew by 4.5 percent for African Amer-
ican households.

No one doubts the sincerity of the
Congressional Black Caucus in bring-
ing this budget substitute to the floor,
but there is an old saying: You can’t
fix a broken bucket by pouring more
water in it; at some point, you have to
fix the bucket.

The House Republican budget does
this by reducing the tax and regulatory
burdens that are choking investment
in job creation and that are causing
the long, cold winter that our country
has endured. If we want to see morning
again in America, we need to restore
the policies that have produced it be-
fore.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN), the assistant
minority leader.

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlelady for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Republican budget and in
support of the alternative put forth by
the Congressional Black Caucus.

Put simply, the Republican budget is
bad for seniors, bad for young people,
and bad for America’s economic future.
It may be a path to prosperity for the
investor class in our society, but it is a
path to permanent struggle for Amer-
ica’s working families.

The Republican budget is a disaster
for our senior citizens. It brings back
the doughnut hole for Medicare pre-
scription drugs. We eliminated the
doughnut hole with the Affordable Care
Act, but this Republican budget brings
it back.

The Republican budget ends the
Medicare guarantee of earned benefits
and replaces it with a risky voucher
scheme. American workers deserve the
guarantee of earned benefits. This Re-
publican budget slashes $732 billion
from Medicaid. Mr. Chairman, two-
thirds of Medicaid’s funds serve seniors
and disabled Americans.

The Republican budget is a disaster
for our children and young people. It
guts Head Start and cuts school
lunches and Pell grants.

This budget repeals the Affordable
Care Act provision that allows young
people to stay on their parents’ health
plans until their 26th birthday. It al-
lows discrimination against people
with preexisting conditions like diabe-
tes, heart disease, and asthma.

This Republican budget rigs the sys-
tem so that only the children of the
well-off and well-connected can get
ahead, while the children of the less
well-off are consigned to a life of per-
manent struggle.

This budget rejects the one measure
that could immediately unleash more
economic activity and grow our econ-
omy: comprehensive immigration re-
form.

In contrast, the CBC budget con-
tinues our long history of fiscal sound-
ness and moral responsibility. We
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make tough choices to secure our fi-
nancial future, but we do not believe
that the most vulnerable in our Nation
should be sacrificed on the altar of po-
litical expediency.

The CBC budget focuses on eradi-
cating poverty in America through ro-
bust investments in education, infra-
structure, affordable housing, manufac-
turing, and small business develop-
ment. Our budget targets funds to
needy communities.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Ms. MOORE. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. CLYBURN. It contains our 10-20—
30 initiative, requiring that at least 10
percent of Federal funds in certain ac-
counts are directed to areas that have
had a poverty rate of 20 percent or
more for the last 30 years.

Mr. Chairman, our budgets should re-
flect our Nation’s values and establish
what kind of future we want for our
citizens. It is fundamentally unfair
that 69 percent of the cuts in the Re-
publican budget come from services to
low-income and hardworking Ameri-
cans.

We can do better. We must do better.
The CBC budget is better. We should
support it and reject the Republican
budget.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
am now pleased to yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SANFORD), the former Governor.

Mr. SANFORD. I thank my col-
league.

I rise in respectful opposition to the
CBC budget for the reasons that my
colleague from California just enumer-
ated.

I have listened to this debate over
the last few minutes, and the Ryan
budget has been called a draconian
budget, a phony budget, an extreme
budget, a reckless budget, a heat-seek-
ing missile aimed at the American pub-
lic budget, but what it has not been
recognized as is a brave budget. And I
say that because it gets at what no
other budget in this process gets at,
which is entitlement spending. The
President’s budget doesn’t. The CBC
budget doesn’t. The Democratic alter-
native doesn’t. The Progressive budget
doesn’t. It’s only this budget that real-
ly begins to address the elephant in the
room.

Is it perfect? No.

Will I vote against some of the appro-
priations bills that come along in its
wake? I suspect, yes.

O 1600

But it has been said that a journey of
a thousand miles begins with that first
step. And to the credit of the Ryan—
the Republican budget, it begins that
first step at addressing entitlement re-
form in a way that has not been the
case because, to do nothing would, in-
deed, be to launch a heat-seeking mis-
sile into the pocketbook, the wallet,
the purse of every American as we wait
for the day of reckoning to occur,
which is 2025.
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In 2025, there will only be enough
money for interest and entitlements
and nothing else. So we can talk about
all these other worthy programs, but
without addressing that terminal date
of 2025, we are in real trouble.

I think that there are particular
problems with this amendment. As you
look at taxes going up by $2.3 trillion,
you look at spending going up by $6.7
trillion, and you look at an additional
$4.3 trillion of debt, it says we have
real problems.

But, again, the operative number is
what happens to the value of our cur-
rency, to future inflation, and to the
value of our savings if we do nothing,
which is, again, addressed in this Ryan
budget with its address of entitlement
spending. To do nothing is indeed ex-
treme, and it is reckless.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I am
very happy now to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT), the leader of the Congressional
Black Caucus’ Budget Task Force.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlelady for yield-
ing.

I rise in support of the Congressional
Black Caucus budget, which is a more
credible and responsible alternative
than the underlying Republican budg-
et.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican Com-
mittee budget starts off by cutting
taxes by $4 trillion and claims this can
be revenue neutral.

Simple arithmetic, therefore, re-
quires a $4 trillion tax increase, and
the budget doesn’t mention a word
about where that money is going to
come from, not a loophole closing or
any other tax increase. And therefore,
the budget starts off with a $4 trillion
hole in it.

Their budget then expects people to
believe that they will make $4 trillion
in cuts by repealing the Affordable
Care Act provisions for tax credits and
Medicaid changes that have resulted in
millions of people getting insurance for
the first time. They are going to lose
that coverage.

Do they think that is going to hap-
pen?

Do they think they are going to be
able to increase the age for Medicare
recipients and reopen the doughnut
hole?

Do they think they are going to be
able to make the cuts in the budget to
Medicaid, denying access to health
care to millions of low-income Ameri-
cans, requiring millions to lose their
nursing home coverage?

We know that that is not credible.
Neither is it credible that over $100 bil-
lion in cuts to supplemental food as-
sistance—we know that is not credible.
They tried to cut $40 billion last year,
then $20 billion, couldn’t do that. They
ended up with 8. Now they are going to
say, well, all of a sudden we can do 100.

The budget fails to say where the
other cuts are going to come from,
whether it is going to come from edu-
cation or job training or research or
transportation, or other.
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You have unspecified cuts. And to
the extent that they are unspecified,
that $4 trillion isn’t going to happen.
So they have a $4 trillion hole in reve-
nues. They have a $4 trillion hole in
spending cuts, $8 trillion hole in their
budget.

You can talk about it being balanced,
but until you come up with the spe-
cifics of where that $8 trillion is going
to come from, it is just not a serious
budget.

In stark contrast, the Congressional
Black Caucus budget puts numbers on
the page. We show our math. We show
not only that we can raise $2 trillion in
revenues, we show where it can come
from by laying out over $4 trillion in
options, specifics, not $4 trillion un-
specified, but $4 trillion specified, $2
trillion needed to make the budget.

We eliminate sequestration. We have
proposed a $500 billion jobs package
that will end the recession by putting
millions back to work, and approxi-
mately $400 billion for an antipoverty
initiative that will restore cuts to the
social safety net and enable people to
get job training and education to make
them able to work their way out of
poverty.

Mr. Chairman, this is
straightforward arithmetic.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman an additional 20 sec-
onds.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Our budget
calls for policy changes and com-
prehensive immigration reform, a pub-
lic option for health care, and others,
and it will be scored at $1.8 trillion,
real live reduction in the deficit, com-
pared to the CBO baseline.

Our budget is a credible, job-creating
alternative to the unrealistic, draco-
nian plan offered by our Republican
colleagues, which has an $8 trillion
hole in it.

I ask you to support the Congres-
sional Black Caucus budget.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, it
has been the honor of a lifetime to
serve on the Budget Committee under
the leadership of our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN), to whom I yield
such time as he may consume.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the
gentleman. And I also want to thank
the CBC for offering a budget. I think
that is what is important that is hap-
pening here, people are coming to the
floor of Congress offering their ideas,
offering their solutions.

One of the things that they are so
clearly concerned about, that they
have their method of dealing with in
the budget is, what do you do about
poverty. This is something that we are
also deeply concerned about.

A year ago we decided to look at our
strategies from the Federal Govern-
ment’s perspective on fighting poverty
because, after all, we are in the 50th
year, the 50th anniversary of the so-
called War on Poverty.

simple,
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We wanted to say, is there a good ac-
counting of all those Federal poverty
programs that we can look at to see if
they are working well, if they need up-
dating, because, after all, they were
put in place largely in the mid- to late
part of the 20th century.

No such accounting occurred. So we
spent the last year looking through all
these programs, looking at all the au-
dits and the Government Account-
ability Office reports and the inspector
general reports and outside academics’
opinions of these things. We took it all
together, and we realized that the Fed-
eral Government has nearly 100 pro-
grams aimed at fighting poverty,
spending about $800 billion a year doing
S0.

And look at the results. We have the
highest poverty rate in a generation.
Deep poverty is the highest, on record.
Forty-six million people are living in
poverty.

So we are asking ourselves, does one
more program from the Department of
Health and Human Services, is that
going to do the trick all of a sudden?

It is not working. So our concern is
that we have moved from a war on
eradicating poverty to simply treating
the symptoms of poverty to make it
more tolerable, to manage poverty.

We are measuring our success—and
this is how this debate always goes—
based upon how much money we throw
at programs, based on inputs, not based
on outcomes.

How many people are we truly get-
ting out of poverty?

As we look at these programs, the
best thing we should do is go and listen
to people who are fighting poverty; go
listen to people who have successfully
fought poverty.

I got up real early Monday morning
in Martindale-Brightwood—it is a low-
income neighborhood in Indianapolis,
Indiana—to learn from people who are
successfully fighting poverty, who are
really doing amazing things, seeing po-
tential and great lives realizing their
potential.

We can learn a lot by getting out of
this town, by finding out what works,
and getting behind them and helping
make sure what works continues.

But if we suffocate this debate with
more one-size-fits-all, with more Wash-
ington knows best, with one more pro-
gram, you know, the 93rd one is going
to be the charm, then we are not going
to get at the root cause of the problem.

The goal here is to get at the root
cause of poverty to break the cycle of
poverty, so I think there is a lot we all
need to learn about this.

Hopefully, what we are accom-
plishing here, in our budget, is letting
people who are closer to the problem
have a little more flexibility, a little
more discretion, so that they can cus-
tomize and tailor solutions to meet the
unique and particular needs of the peo-
ple in their communities who are actu-
ally striving and fighting poverty.

One more point. When we stack all
these programs on top of each other,
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we have done something inadvertently
in this government, and that is, we
have built barriers toward self-suffi-
ciency. We have made it harder for a
rational person to leave benefits and go
into work because they lose more when
they do that.

We have got tax rates, single moms
making less than $40,000 a year with
kids that are, like, 80 percent, mean-
ing, you go to work, you lose more in
benefits than you gain going to work.
We have got to do something about
that. That should not be a Republican,
Democrat thing. That is just plain old
economics.

So I think we need to rethink our ap-
proach, and not measure based on in-
puts, not measure based on how much
money we can throw at programs, but
measure based on what is working, who
is doing a good job, how can we support
them, how can we learn and listen from
them.

Oh, and why don’t we start meas-
uring success based on outcomes?

That is what we are trying to
achieve.

We have got a long ways to go, but I
hope that that is the kind of conversa-
tion we can get to.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time I have remain-
ing?

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from
Wisconsin has 4% minutes.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I am so
happy at this time to yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE), the chair of the Democratic
whip’s Task Force on Poverty and Op-
portunity, and also a distinguished
member of the Budget Committee.

Ms. LEE of California. First, let me
thank Congresswoman MOORE for your
very bold leadership on the Budget

Committee, and also for leading us
today in this debate.
And too, of course, Congressman

BOBBY ScOTT, the chair of our Congres-
sional Black Caucus. Just want to
thank you all for bringing forth really
what is a very pro-American budget.

I rise in strong support of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus budget. I just
have to say, Chairman RYAN and I, we
constantly talk about how to lift peo-
ple out of poverty. I have to say that
his poverty report, and I just have to
respond to what he said because we
know that the War on Poverty and the
programs and the safety net, they have
worked. They have saved millions and
millions of people from falling into the
ranks of the poor, and have lifted peo-
ple out of poverty.

If we raised the minimum wage right
now, these single moms that you talk
about, who rely on food stamps and
Medicaid because they can’t get a de-
cent living wage, yeah, they would be
very happy. And I think the country
would be a lot better, if, in fact, we
raised the minimum wage, which, of
course, the Congressional Black Caucus
budget promotes and allows for and in-
vests in in terms of job creation and in
terms of ensuring that the safety net is
preserved.
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Instead of ending subsidies for Big
0il, tax breaks for corporate jets, tax
breaks for companies that site off-
shore, the Republican budget cuts at
least $125 million from SNAP.

In stark contrast, the CBC budget
provides $388 billion to eradicate pov-
erty in America, restoring cuts to
SNAP, extending unemployment insur-
ance, and targeting resources to those
most in need.

Our budget also addresses health dis-
parities and protects and strengthens
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid, restoring the cuts the Ryan
budget would make.

This budget provides $230 billion to
revitalize our Nation’s infrastructure
and creates a $500 billion jobs program
to our initiatives in our budget to ac-
celerate the Nation’s economic recov-
ery, including $7 billion in a summer
jobs program.

A budget is a moral document. It re-
flects who we are as a country. The
CBC’s budget reflects the best of Amer-
ican values.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this balanced,
pro-growth, pro-jobs budget.

Finally, it ends the overseas contin-
gency account. This perpetual spending
on war needs to end. Nation-building at
home must begin.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, we
are ready to close when the gentlelady
has finished her presentation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I am so
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES),
a freshman on the Budget Committee.
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Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distin-
guished gentlelady, my good friend,
from the Badger State for her leader-
ship.

Mr. Chair, 50 years ago, President
Lyndon Baines Johnson came to this
very Chamber and declared a war on
poverty, and as a result of the legisla-
tive efforts that were brought about in
connection with the Great Society vi-
sion, tens of millions of Americans
were lifted out of an impoverished con-
dition and set on the trajectory toward
the middle class.

The CBC is here today because we
recognize that there is still a lot of
work that needs to be done, particu-
larly in the aftermath of the collapse
of the economy, the Great Recession,
the worst economic condition since the
Great Depression.

That is why the CBC budget invests
in the American economy, invests in
job training and education, invests in
transportation and infrastructure, in-
vests in research and development, in-
vests in affordable housing, invests in
creating manufacturing jobs.

The CBC budget would renew unem-
ployment compensation in order to
make sure that the long-term unem-
ployed, who are collateral damage of
the Great Recession, can get back into
the mainstream of our economy.

The CBC budget will give Americans
a raise to $10.10 an hour by lifting the
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minimum wage. By the way, that will
help grow the economy because we
have a consumer demand problem, and
as a result of the increase in spending
resulting from the minimum wage in-
crease, everybody in America will ben-
efit.

The CBC does this in a fiscally re-
sponsible way that will reduce the def-
icit, but it does it in a manner that
does not balance the budget on the
backs of working families, middle class
folks, senior citizens, the poor, the
sick, and the afflicted; and that is not
even an exhaustive list of what the
Ryan budget does.

So I am urging all of our colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’” on the CBC alternative,
invest in America, invest in our econ-
omy, and invest in our workers.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I thank all of
my colleagues in the Congressional
Black Caucus who have worked hard on
this budget.

I was so happy that the chair of the
Budget Committee came to the floor.
We, obviously, don’t have time to con-
tinue this conversation on poverty, and
I think that there is much to talk
about since we shouldn’t blame poverty
programs or blame the poor; but we
need to look at inequality, the state of
our economy, and an unfair Tax Code.

Indeed, 2007 and 1928, 2 years that
ushered in the Great Depression and
the Great Recession, chronicled the
highest inequality in our country, and
that might, in fact, talk about where
our budget priorities ought to be. I
urge my colleagues to vote for the Con-
gressional Black Caucus budget.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, it is human nature, I
think, to resist concluding that our be-
liefs have been disproven by experi-
ence. The more we invest in our mis-
takes, the less willing we often are to
recognize and correct them; but sooner
than later, we have to acknowledge
from our own experience that certain
policies work and certain policies
don’t, whether they are tried by Repub-
licans or Democrats.

My Democratic colleagues are right
to praise the Clinton administration’s
handling of the economy; but we must
ask: What were those policies?

In 1995, he announced that the era of
Big Government is over. Working in co-
operation with the Republican Con-
gress, they reduced Federal spending
by a miraculous 4 percent of GDP.
They enacted what amounted to the
biggest capital gains tax cut in Amer-
ican history.

They reformed entitlement spending
by abolishing the open-ended welfare
system. They produced four budget sur-
pluses in a row, and the economy flour-
ished, and it expanded for all Ameri-
cans.

My colleagues are also right to heap
scorn on George W. Bush’s handling of
the economy; but we have to ask again:
What were those policies?
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Well, he increased Federal spending
by 2 percent of GDP. He enacted the
biggest expansion of entitlement
spending since the Great Society. He
began the era of stimulus spending. He
ran up what, at the time, were record
budget deficits. Don’t my colleagues
see that they are advocating the same
policies that got us into this mess?

My objection to President Obama is
not that he has changed Bush’s poli-
cies, but, rather, that he has not
changed them. He has taken the worst
of them and doubled down on them.
The CBC substitute takes us further
down this path of debt and doubt and
despair.

In 1862, Abraham Lincoln sent this
message to the Congress—and I think
that they are words meant for us
today. He said:

The dogmas of the quiet past are inad-
equate to the stormy present. The occasion
is piled high with difficulty, and we must
rise with the occasion. As our case is new, so
we must think anew and act anew. We must
disenthrall ourselves, and then we shall save
our country.

I invite my friends to think anew and
act anew; to disenthrall ourselves from
the policies that have failed; and to re-
turn to the policies of individual lib-
erty, constitutionally limited govern-
ment, and personal responsibility that
produced the most prosperous, happy,
and free society in the history of civili-
zation. In short, freedom works, and it
is time that we put it and our country
back to work.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chair, | rise today in sup-
port of the Congressional Black Caucus’s
budget alternative to the extreme Republican-
led Ryan budget. Congressional Republicans
have offered up a budget that continues their
legislative reign of terror completely under-
mining our Nation’s future by protecting the
wealthiest.

The CBC has put forth a “real” budget that
finds responsible ways to reduce our Nation’s
deficit and recommits the Federal Government
to eradicating poverty. In Los Angeles County,
where my district is located, we have the high-
est poverty rate among all of the Californian
counties. The CBC budget works to help dis-
tricts like mine by making a $500 billion invest-
ment over three years into jobs to accelerate
our Nation’s economic recovery and put Amer-
icans back to work.

Many Californians find it difficult to make
ends meet without the support of Federal
safety net programs. Our budget strengthens
and protects the social safety net by restoring
cuts to the SNAP program, extending emer-
gency unemployment insurance and increas-
ing economic opportunities through targeted
investments in education, infrastructure, af-
fordable housing, domestic manufacturing,
small businesses, and scientific research.

Mr. Chair, it is clear that the Republican
Leadership is not serious about putting our
Nation back on the track to prosperity. It is
time for a change. Therefore, | urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to do the
right thing and make a true investment into
our Nation’s future by voting for the Congres-
sional Black Caucus’s budget alternative.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair, on
January 8, 1964, President Johnson came be-
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fore the nation to deliver his State of the
Union address and declared a war on poverty.
It has been 60 years since President Johnson
gave us that charge, but we have yet to
achieve a country free from the burdens of
poverty. As President Johnson said all those
years ago, “It will not be a short or easy strug-
gle, no single weapon or strategy will suffice,
but we shall not rest until that war is won. The
richest nation on earth can afford to win it. We
cannot afford to lose it.”

Well, Mr. Chair, President Johnson was cor-
rect. The struggle has been neither short nor
easy, but he was also right when he said we
would not rest until the war on poverty was
won. There is no silver bullet, no single weap-
on or strategy for confronting something as
complex as our nation’s struggle with poverty.
That is why | rise today in support of the
budget put forth by the Congressional Black
Caucus (CBC). This budget is neither a single
weapon nor a single strategy, but rather a
multi-faceted dynamic approach to responsible
governing that will strengthen our economy
and reduce our deficit by approximately $1.8
trillion over the next ten years.

Mr. Chair, a budget can act as a mirror; a
mirror that reflects the priorities, ideals and
morality of a nation. When we hold the budget
proposed by Chairman RYAN up to the mirror,
we see an image that distorts the ideals that
provide the foundation for this country. We
see an image that prioritizes protecting the
wealthy over championing middle class fami-
lies, small businesses and the poor. We know
what we need to do to help those Americans
who are struggling. We need to extend emer-
gency unemployment insurance; we need to
raise the minimum wage; we need to support
the Affordable Care Act; invest in education;
invest in job training; and we certainly have to
invest in our infrastructure. We need a plan to
create jobs. Mr. Chair, the dynamic budget
proposed by the CBC addresses all of these
issues and more. Under Mr. RYAN’s Path to
Poverty, these critical issues are not ad-
dressed. In fact, they are purposely ignored.

Mr. Chair, our tax code is hurting many
Americans. It is a code that rewards and pro-
tects the rich at the expense of middle class
families and the poor. Taken together, the
ideas proposed by the CBC would equal
roughly $4.3 trillion in revenue enhancement
over the next decade in ways that are fairer to
more Americans. The CBC only directs the
appropriate committees in the House and Sen-
ate to find $2.0 trillion in revenue enhance-
ments.

Those of us who champion the CBC budget
provide a number of ways to reach that $2.0
trillion mark. For instance, we could end spe-
cial tax breaks and close tax loopholes avail-
able only to the wealthiest Americans. This
alone could get us $1 trillion over the next ten
years. We could also stop the wealthiest
among us from using overseas tax havens to
avoid paying their fair share. Along these
same lines, let us rid our tax code of ridiculous
loopholes like deductions for yachts and the
loophole for corporate jets. Additionally, we
could find $880 billion over the next decade if
we taxed capital gains and dividends as ordi-
nary income. We all have constituents back
home who work hard all week. They put in
their 40 hours, often times more, to provide for
their families. At the end of the week they get
a check from which taxes have been withheld
at rates for ordinary income. This amount is



H3112

taxed higher than the gains made in from
stocks. The Congressional Research Service
(CRS) has said that these rates are “the sin-
gle greatest driver of income inequality over a
recent 15 year period was runaway income
from capital gains and dividends.” It does not
seem to me, Mr. Chair, unreasonable to ask
that the Wall Street banker sitting on a stock
portfolio, to pay the same tax rates as a
teacher in Florida or a factory worker in
Maine.

Mr. Chair, we have a truly disturbing income
inequality situation in this country. Such in-
equality is unfair to those who work diligently
to create growth for this country, but who do
not get to reap the benefits there from. This
inequality is bad for the social fabric that binds
this country together. While corporations and
top level executives make record profits and
payout larger and larger bonuses, middle
class Americans are left further and further be-
hind as they struggle through this jobless re-
covery.

Additionally, sequestration did not do any fa-
vors for the middle class or poor. Sequestra-
tion was the brutal swing of a cudgel of de-
spair aimed right at the hopes and dreams of
poor and middle class families. Head Start
programs were scaled back, summer sessions
were cut, instructors were cut, and students
were put on waitlists rather than in class-
rooms. Seniors were placed in danger of fac-
ing food insecurities when Meals on Wheels
had to cut down on their deliveries. Sequestra-
tion led to federal funding being cut for edu-
cation including science, technology, engineer-
ing and mathematics (STEM). This was done
at the K-12 level and the college level. It will
be absolutely impossible for this country to
maintain its advantage in an increasingly ad-
vanced and complex world economy if we do
not invest in STEM education at all levels.
These are but a few reasons the CBC Budget
responsibly puts an end to Sequestration.

Mr. Chair, our country cries out for a jobs
bill that will accelerate economic recovery and
helps Americans across this nation. The CBC
budget answers these cries by proposing a
jobs program totaling $500 billion. This re-
sponsible approach to governing will grow our
economy by establishing a National Direct Job
Creation Program that puts people to work re-
pairing our schools, community centers, parks
and playgrounds. This program will add 2.8
million jobs. This responsible approach to
growing our economy also includes a plan to
modernize our schools. Many of the schools
around this country were built decades ago.
These schools are approaching the point
where we cannot adequately train our young
people for the challenges ahead. In order to
meet the demands and challenges of the fu-
ture, our students need facilities that can han-
dle the cutting edge technologies that will un-
doubtedly form the basis of any decent job of
the future.

Mr. Chair, the CBC’s responsible approach
to governing calls for an immediate investment
in our country’s infrastructure. Not only will an
immediate investment in our infrastructure
lead to hundreds of thousands of jobs dedi-
cated to upgrading this country’s crumbling
roads, bridges and railways, but by strength-
ening our infrastructure, we help businesses
small and large alike grow by giving them ac-
cess to the tools they need to ship goods
throughout the country.

The CBC’s responsible approach to gov-
erning also acknowledges the fact that the
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housing crisis continues to ripple throughout
many of our neighborhoods. That is why the
budget calls for significant funding to help
communities rebuild and helps families facing
foreclosures remain in their homes. Further-
more, the CBC budget, acknowledges the fact
that a person may come into this economy
with one set of skills, but through no fault of
their own, find that they need a new set of
skills to be competitive in a rapidly changing
economy. The budget makes sure that these
hard working Americans are not left behind by
giving them access to technical training, ca-
reer services, graduate and certificate pro-
grams and other job training programs.

Mr. Chair, every day, homeless Americans
face constant instability and must cope with
difficult and often unhealthy lifestyles. For
those living without permanent housing, every-
day life is extremely difficult. Storing and pre-
paring food is nearly impossible, and much of
the homeless population relies on temporary
shelters and soup kitchens to survive. The
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) provides working poor Americans with
badly needed nourishment. Cutting funding for
this program will only add to the difficulties so
many are facing. The CBC budget recognizes
this reality, and uses the program savings that
will come from raising the minimum wage to
help improve and streamline the benefits and
ensure that this critical lifeline remain available
for those who need it most.

The budget proposed here today is a budg-
et that protects the poor, while providing secu-
rity for middle class families. It is a budget that
protects the social fabric holding together the
greatest experiment in democracy the world
has ever known. It is a budget that responsibly
rewards innovation, while closing gross in-
equalities in wealth. It is a budget that helps
teachers instill in our young people a thirst for
knowledge. It is a budget that invests in this
country’s roads and bridges to help our small
businesses. It is a budget that will bring us fur-
ther down the road towards ending the War on
Poverty, not further down the Road to Ruin
that the Republicans want to take us.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, | rise in
strong support of the Congressional Progres-
sive Caucus (CPC) Budget because it would
replace H. Con. Res. 96, the “Budget Resolu-
tion for Fiscal Year 2015,” with a rational ap-
proach for budgetary reform and address the
needs of real people.

| oppose H. Con. Res. 96, in its current form
because it is irresponsible and a reckless ap-
proach to fiscal policy that the House majority
has championed for years, with disastrous re-
sults.

The CPC’s “Better Off Budget” would raise
enough new revenue to provide $3.7 trillion for
major new investments in education, infra-
structure, state and local aid, nutrition, housing
and research. It is estimated to create 8.8 mil-
lion new jobs and to reduce the deficit by $4
trillion.

The CPC budget asks the wealthy to con-
tribute their fair share of taxes.

Millions of American adults remain under- or
unemployed, while millions more youth are
desperately seeking their first work experi-
ence.

We have millions of people living in our Na-
tion, paying taxes and contributing to the suc-
cess of this nation, but are denied an oppor-
tunity to earn citizenship.

The CPC’s budget reflects the reality of ev-
eryday working America—but it sees working
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people as worthy of dignity and recognition for
what they do every day to keep this nation
strong.

The CPC’s Budget is pro-worker, pro-family,
pro-women, pro-education, pro-healthcare,
and pro-senior which are the values that are
missing in the current language of H. Con.
Res. 96.

Members of the Progressive Caucus under-
stand that the devastating cuts to federal
budgets by House Republicans coupled with
Sequestration have significantly hampered our
Nation’s economic recovery.

The country was under the control of Re-
publicans when the economy crashed in 1929
and then they wholeheartedly embraced aus-
terity measures which pushed the nation into
the “Great Depression.”

Eighty years later the House Republicans
still have not learned the lessons regarding
austerity during dire economic times.

The nation continues to struggle after the
collapse in 2008 as the results of the Great
Recession continue.

In 2013, on December 28, three days after
Christmas, 1.3 million people nationwide lost
their federal unemployment insurance due to
House Republicans refusing to extend unem-
ployment benefits.

Connecting the dots on the economic dam-
age done to the nation by that decision is
easy.

Nationally 72,000 unemployment insurance
recipients will lose their benefits each week
during the first half of 2014.

According to the White House Council of
Economic Advisers and the Department of
Labor-3.6 million additional people will lose
their unemployment insurance benefits by the
end of 2014 if nothing is done to restore bene-
fits.

TEXAS

64,294 unemployed Texas residents lost
their unemployment insurance benefits.

Each week an additional 4,112 Texans will
lose their unemployment insurance benefits.

Unemployment insurance payments provide
partial income replacement to unemployed
workers who meet the requirements of state
law.

According to the White House Council of
Economic Advisers and the Department of
Labor, Texas will lose 11,766 jobs if unem-
ployment insurance payments are not rein-
stated.

To compound this economic reality the na-
tion’s families and workers are struggling to
make it in a weak private sector economy that
is recovering, while federal, state and local
government jobs are going unfilled.

Public sector hiring is at its lowest point in
47 years, when the nation’s population was
over 146 million. In 2013, the U.S. population
was over 317 million.

The need for public services is greater than
they were in 1947, and the generation of pub-
lic jobs should keep pace with domestic popu-
lation growth.

The government shutdown last year was a
direct result of the majority not believing that
public employees make contributions to the
quality of life in the United States or make a
significant contribution to the nation’s overall
economic wellbeing.

The Better Off Budget rectifies this inac-
curate view of the role of government at all
levels, by ending the ill advised austerity
measures enacted by the Budget Control Act,
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sequestration, and SNAP benefit cuts, and re-
placing them with solutions to create 8.8 mil-
lion jobs by 2017.

The CPC budget would enact comprehen-
sive immigration reform and at the same time
reduce the federal budget deficit by $700 bil-
lion over the next 20 years.

The CPC budget would also enact a tax
code that makes sense for all Americans by
introducing tax fairness and implementing a
“Hard Work Tax Credit,” expanding EITC, and
stronger regulatory measures to reduce the in-
cidence of extreme volatility in financial mar-
kets with the introduction of a Financial Spec-
ulation Tax.

The CPC’s Better Off Budget outlines a via-
ble alternative to H. Con. Res. 96 with a per-
spective on the future that allows for an im-
proving economy to be factored into how
spending and appropriations decisions should
be made.

America’s economy at this point could be
said to be in the early recovery phase of a
very bad case of the flu, the Ryan Budget
would turn it into the early stages of pneu-
monia.

The CPC budget makes a clear and unam-
biguous commitment to our nation’s children
and their future that H. Con. Res 96 does not.

The CPC budget understands that children
are our nation’s greatest asset. Children are
not small adults, they are growing and their
bodies must have certain things that are non-
negotiable.

Children need safe, correctly prepared, nu-
tritious food; clean drinking water, adequate
shelter, seasonal clothing, safe toys, excellent
education, healthcare, and safe environments
to grow and learn so that they have a good
chance of reaching their full potential.

In addition, children with disabilities must
also have competent caregivers who are
knowledgeable on how to best help them suc-
cessfully engage the world during their day to
day lives in preparation of them living inde-
pendently.

Children with chronic conditions like asthma,
sickle cell anemia, autism, respiratory dis-
orders, cognitive disorders, brain injuries,
physical disabilities, muscular dystrophy or
other serious medical conditions should not be
robbed of a childhood or their independence
as adults.

All children can benefit from efforts that are
aimed at keeping them safe from preventable
injury, illness, and death.

Parents and families fill an indispensible role
in the lives of children, and the CPC budget
recognizes that there is a strong public inter-
est in ensuring that children have the oppor-
tunity to achieve their full potential.

It is in the public interest that children are
free of disease, illness, injury, violence, con-
sume sufficient amounts of foods with high nu-
tritional value that support health growth, ar-
rive to the learning environment ready to
learn. Parents, teachers, communities and stu-
dents should be empowered to decide for
themselves how best to build strong collabo-
rative relationships to reach these basic goals
in support of their children.

The interconnectedness of economies
makes the welfare of children in the United
States critical to the future of our nation. If we
are to remain globally relevant we must under-
stand that our nation’s ability to remain first in
the areas of innovation, commerce, science,
engineering, and global relevance is tied to
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how well the next generation is physically,
mentally and emotionally prepared to lead,
support, or engage their futures.

We are at a point where children receive
less than 8 percent of the federal budget.
Since the peak in 2010, totaling $35 billion in
spending on children there has been a 16 per-
cent drop. Total spending on children has de-
clined for three years in a row according to
First Focus, a bipartisan children’s advocacy
organization dedicated to improving the lives
of children and families.

The CPC Budget plan will protect and
strengthen programs that support children and
their families as well as address the needs of
our recovering economy, reduce the deficit in
a responsible way, while continuing to invest
in the things that make our country strong like
education, health care, innovation, and clean
energy.

Mr. Chair, this Republican budget is bad for
America but the CPC’s budget is the cure.

1. If the Republican budget resolution were
to become the basis of federal fiscal policy,
3,435,336 Texas seniors would be forced out
of traditional Medicare and into a voucher pro-
gram. Under the Republican plan to end Medi-
care as we know it, Texas seniors will receive
a voucher instead of guaranteed benefits
under traditional Medicare.

2. For the 3,435,336 Texans aged 45-54,
the value of their vouchers would be capped
at growth levels that are lower than the pro-
jected increases in health care costs. Previous
analyses showed that this type of plan would
cut future spending by $5,900 per senior, forc-
ing them to spend more out of pocket and di-
minishing their access to quality care.

3. Additionally, private insurance plans will
aggressively pursue the healthiest, least ex-
pensive enrollees, thereby allowing Medi-
care—currently the lifeline for 3,187,332 Texas
seniors—to “wither on the vine.”

4. If the Republican budget resolution were
to be adopted by Congress, 206,304 Texas
seniors would pay more for prescription drugs
next year.

5. The Republican plan would re-open the
“donut hole,” forcing seniors to pay the full
cost of their prescription drugs if their yearly
drug expenses are more than $2,970 for the
year.

6. Seniors reaching the prescription drug
“donut hole” would pay an average of $828
more in prescription drug costs in 2014 and
approximately $13,000 more from now through
2022.

7. Under the Republican budget, the
2,445,462 Texas seniors who utilized free pre-
ventive services currently covered by Medi-
care in 2012 will face increased costs in the
form of higher deductibles, co-insurance, and
copayments for certain services, including
even cancer screenings and annual wellness
visits.

8. The Republican budget slashes $31.71
billion in nursing home care and other health
care services for 754,500 Texas seniors and
disabled who currently rely on Medicaid for
their long-term care needs.

9. The draconian cuts included in the Re-
publican budget would have a devastating im-
pact on the 1,191 certified nursing homes in
Texas that serve 91,717 seniors, with more
than half relying on Medicaid as their primary
payer. As a result, nursing homes would be
forced to slash services, turn away seniors, or
close their doors.
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Mr. Chair, the Better Off Budget enhances
programs that close the growing wealth gap,
including ensuring equal access to job oppor-
tunities, properly funding public education and
enhancing programs that allow American fami-
lies to get through tough times. Women and
communities of color have been disproportion-
ately impacted by recent budget cuts, particu-
larly at the state and local levels.

The CPC budget increases the Education,
Training and Social Services budget function
by $243 billion and the Income Security budg-
et function by $323 billion over 10 years.

Specifically, the Alternative Budgets pro-
posed by the CPC: help create more jobs
now; replace the sequester; make key edu-
cation investments; invest in research and de-
velopment and clean energy; invest in long-
term infrastructure; preserve Medicare as we
know it; protect health reform’s benefits for
seniors; protect Medicaid for seniors in nursing
homes; preserve Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance (SNAP); reduce the deficit through a
smart, targeted, and steady approach provides
tax relief for working families and ends tax
breaks for the wealthy; take a balanced ap-
proach to reducing the long-term deficits and
debt; and put the budget on a sustainable
path.

It is said often, Mr. Chair, but is no less
true, that the federal budget is more than a fi-
nancial document; it is an expression of the
nation’s most cherished values. As the late
and great former senator and Vice-President
Hubert Humphrey said:

“The moral test of government is how that
government treats those who are in the dawn
of life, the children; those who are in the twi-
light of life, the elderly; and those who are in
shadows of life, the sick, the needy, and the
handicapped.”

For that reason that in evaluating the merits
of a budget resolution, it is not enough to sub-
ject it only to the test of fiscal responsibility.
To keep faith with the nation’s past, to be fair
to the nation’s present, and to safeguard the
nation’s future, the budget must also pass a
“moral test.”

The Republican budget resolution fails both
of these standards. The Democratic alter-
natives do not. For these compelling reasons,
| stand in strong opposition to H. Con. Res. 96
and urge my colleagues to join me in voting
against this ill-conceived and unwise measure.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).

The question was taken; and the
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. GRIJALVA

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 113-405.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
as the designee of the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON) to offer
amendment No. 3, the Congressional
Progressive Caucus’ Better Off Budget
substitute.
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The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015.

(a) DECLARATION.—Congress declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2015 and that
this resolution sets forth the appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal year 2014 and for
fiscal years 2016 through 2024.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget

for fiscal year 2015.
TITLE I—-RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.

Sec. 102. Major functional categories.

TITLE II—-ESTIMATES OF DIRECT

SPENDING

Sec. 201. Direct spending.

TITLE III—-MISCELLANEOUS BUDGET
ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 301. Point of order against advance ap-
propriations.

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS

RECOMMENDED
AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2014 through
2024:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

SEC. 101. LEVELS AND

Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,501,527,000,000.
$3,620,608,000,000.
$3,679,942,000,000.
$3,783,105,000,000.
$3,959,198,000,000.
$4,128,470,000,000.
$4,307,080,000,000.
$4,545,882,000,000.
$4,687,974,000,000.
$4,823,437,000,000.
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(4) DEFICITS (ON-BUDGET).—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution, the
amounts of the deficits (on-budget) are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2014: —$941,519,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015: —$669,852,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016: —$408,368,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017: —$305,003,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018: —$276,311,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019: —$317,448,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020: —$326,121,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021: —$325,423,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022: —$367,937,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023: —306,338,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024: —$221,574,000,000.

(6) DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT.—Pursuant to
section 301(a)(5) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the appropriate levels of the pub-
lic debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 2014:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$18,065,000,000,000.
$18,906,000,000,000.
$19,464,000,000,000.
$19,967,000,000,000.
$20,459,000,000,000.
$20,980,000,000,000.
$21,501,000,000,000.
$22,019,000,000,000.
$22,553,000,000,000.
$23,061,000,000,000.
$23,520,000,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

Fiscal year 2014:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$2,267,180,000,000.
$2,831,675,000,000.
$3,212,240,000,000.
$3,374,939,000,000.
$3,506,794,000,000.
$3,641,750,000,000.
$3,802,349,000,000.
$3,981,657,000,000.
$4,177,945,000,000.
$4,381,636,000,000.

$4,601,863,000,000

priate levels of debt held by the public are as
follows:

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2014:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$13,106,000,000,000.
$13,815,000,000,000.
$14,256,000,000,000.
$14,594,000,000,000.
$14,908,000,000,000.
$15,287,000,000,000.
$15,701,000,000,000.
$16,148,000,000,000.
$16,671,000,000,000.
$17,159,000,000,000.
$17,607,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2014:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

-$18,146,000,000.
$297,834,000,000.
$536,201,000,000.
$585,516,000,000.
$616,487,000,000.
$627,065,000,000.
$653,712,000,000.
$687,006,000,000.
$721,598,000,000.
$755,118,000,000.
$794,410,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2014:
Fiscal year 2015:
Fiscal year 2016:
Fiscal year 2017:
Fiscal year 2018:
Fiscal year 2019:
Fiscal year 2020:
Fiscal year 2021:
Fiscal year 2022:
Fiscal year 2023:
Fiscal year 2024:

$3,247,639,000,000.
$3,619,727,000,000.
$3,641,609,000,000.
$3,702,936,000,000.
$3,807,478,000,000.
$3,993,030,000,000.
$4,179,140,000,000.
$4,345,383,000,000.
$4,582,988,000,000.
$4,737,205,000,000.
$4,885,880,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2014: $3,208,699,000,000.

SEC. 102. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity and outlays for fiscal years 2014 through
2024 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $613,587,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $611,778,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $529,658,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $567,234,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $5631,585,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $547,345,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $544,671,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $541,996,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $5657,935,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $545,358,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $571,220,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $560,986,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $5685,516,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $573,804,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $599,838,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $587,870,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $615,493,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $607,783,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $631,503,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $618,343,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $647,988,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $628,997,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $60,107,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,493,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $60,508,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,815,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $66,680,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $60,110,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $65,236,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,027,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $63,838,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,630,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $64,917,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,946,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $66,065,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,410,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $66,734,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,985,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $68,857,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,511,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $70,747,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,177,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $72,711,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $67,968,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology

(250):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $33,098,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,940,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $37,383,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,702,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $40,476,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,056,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $39,888,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,209,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $39,336,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,286,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $40,035,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,606,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $40,772,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $41,514,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,767,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $42,624,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $41,674,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $43,749,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,726,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $44,914,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,844,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $16,109,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,037,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $22,548,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,159,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $26,624,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,660,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,988,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $19,807,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,731,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $19,893,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,438,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $19,994,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,484,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $20,111,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,597,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $20,911,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,097,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $21,831,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,886,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $23,091,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,773,000,000.

(56) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $39,106,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,209,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $45,088,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,190,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $48,317,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $48,928,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $48,577,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,147,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $49,247,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,695,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $50,492,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,342,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $52,108,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $51,635,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $52,553,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,274,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $54,222,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $53,583,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $55,858,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $55,217,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $57,664,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $56,347,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $21,350,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,773,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $19,017,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,270,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $21,950,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,496,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $20,389,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,718,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $20,113,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,415,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $20,261,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,583,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $20,529,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,981,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $20,899,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,364,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $21,166,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,648,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $21,544,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,025,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:
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(A) New budget authority, $21,932,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,418,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority,- $78,271,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$90,740,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $19,572,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,323,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $23,392,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,166,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $19,977,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,125,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $19,247,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,793,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $18,883,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$2,792,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $21,215,000,000.

(B) Outlays, -$1,117,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $20,525,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,281,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $21,984,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,089,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $22,519,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,432,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $23,352,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,069,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $160,476,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $167,686,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $201,774,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $208,281,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $172,720,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $179,129,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $173,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $179,443,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $164,705,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $169,945,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $160,697,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $166,142,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $151,764,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $157,221,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $154,327,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $160,238,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $156,968,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $163,623,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $159,648,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $167,073,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $162,424,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $170,501,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $20,813,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,424,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $25,850,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,910,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $29,178,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $28,026,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,876,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $27,005,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,952,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:
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(A) New budget authority, $27,079,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,189,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $27,062,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $27,496,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $27,287,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,342,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $27,955,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,319,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $28,692,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,781,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $29,495,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,623,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $261,153,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $258,064,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $230,723,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $230,478,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $160,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $159,280,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $135,667,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $132,191,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $131,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $131,549,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $127,945,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $127,648,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $129,527,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $129,101,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $130,966,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $130,596,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $133,923,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $132,653,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $136,966,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $135,505,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $140,110,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $138,546,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $424,420,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $419,542,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $513,727,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $504,096,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $579,270,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $578,234,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $632,324,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $630,006,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $653,338,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $654,868,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $688,193,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $688,436,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $734,634,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $724,190,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $765,783,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $764,877,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $807,941,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $806,128,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $850,655,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $848,896,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $897,725,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $896,110,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 2014:
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(A) New budget authority, $525,635,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $525,132,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $5637,777,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $537,667,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $578,698,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $578,619,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $584,606,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $584,530,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $607,547,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $607,461,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $668,007,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $667,913,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $713,427,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $713,329,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $761,672,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $761,573,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $844,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $844,593,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $870,769,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $870,659,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $894,893,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $894,776,000,000.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $609,097,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $601,095,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $679,289,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $667,543,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $698,462,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $691,417,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $650,569,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $645,904,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $636,789,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $630,050,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $643,578,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $639,657,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $660,956,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $656,666,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $679,518,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $674,485,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $704,717,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $703,166,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $721,635,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $714,933,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $737,608,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $725,532,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $28,711,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,821,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $31,442,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,517,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $34,245,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,283,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $37,133,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,133,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $40,138,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,138,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $43,383,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,383,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $46,747,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,747,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $50,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,255,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $53,941,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,941,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $57,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $58,441,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,441,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $155,374,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $150,436,000,000.
Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $167,617,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $163,117,000,000.
Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $184,961,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $180,688,000,000.
Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $181,358,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $180,318,000,000.
Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $177,388,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $177,547,000,000.
Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $189,305,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $188,757,000,000.
Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $194,269,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $193,441,000,000.
Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $198,571,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $197,596,000,000.
Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $211,365,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $209,954,000,000.
Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $208,844,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $207,308,000,000.
Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $206,401,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $204,744,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $56,658,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,538,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $74,842,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $60,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $69,293,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $67,982,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $67,795,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $72,488,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $68,094,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $73,113,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $69,843,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $70,709,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $71,773,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $71,377,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $73,923,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $73,343,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $77,002,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $76,168,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $79,450,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $78,532,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $85,522,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $84,553,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $24,250,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,405,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $25,042,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,955,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:
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(A) New budget authority, $25,605,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,162,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $26,202,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,925,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $27,013,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,736,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $27,870,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,426,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $28,705,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,228,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $29,620,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,150,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $30,545,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,078,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $31,416,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,002,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $32,356,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,886,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $337,021,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $337,021,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $372,402,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $372,402,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $431,031,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $431,031,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $506,850,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $506,850,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $587,294,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $587,294,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $651,403,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $651,403,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $704,759,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $704,759,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $745,853,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $745,853,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $785,189,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $785,189,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $822,741,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $822,741,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $854,052,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $854,052,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, $11,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, $1,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, $1,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, $400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, $1,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, $1,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $1,900,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority, $2,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority, $2,299,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,355,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 2014:

(A) New budget authority, —$72,355,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$72,355,000,000.

Fiscal year 2015:

(A) New budget authority, —$78,532,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$78,532,000,000.

Fiscal year 2016:

(A) New budget authority, —$83,378,000,000.
(B) Outlays, — $83,378,000,000.

Fiscal year 2017:

(A) New budget authority, —$83,632,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$83,632,000,000.

Fiscal year 2018:

(A) New budget authority, —83,956,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$83,956,000,000.

Fiscal year 2019:

(A) New budget authority, —90,374,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$90,374,000,000.

Fiscal year 2020:

(A) New budget authority, —$91,882,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$91,882,000,000.

Fiscal year 2021:

(A) New budget authority, —$95,566,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —95,566,000,000.

Fiscal year 2022:

(A) New budget authority, —$98,215,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$98,215,000,000.

Fiscal year 2023:

(A) New budget authority,
—$101,362,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$101,362,000,000.

Fiscal year 2024:

(A) New budget authority,

—$107,098,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$107,098,000,000.

TITLE II—ESTIMATES OF DIRECT
SPENDING
SEC. 201. DIRECT SPENDING.

(a) MEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For means-tested direct spending, the
average rate of growth in the total level of
outlays during the 10-year period preceding
fiscal year 2015 is 6.8 percent.

(2) For means-tested direct spending, the
estimated average rate of growth in the total
level of outlays during the 11-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 2014 is 5.8 percent
under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for means-tested
direct spending:

(A) The American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act expanded a number of tax credits
targeted at working families to boost relief
during hard economic times. The Better Off
Budget retains the improvements made to
the Earned Income Tax Credit (qualifying
children and phase-out range), Child and De-
pendent Care Credit, and the American Op-
portunity Tax Credit. These credits fuel de-
mand for American businesses by putting
money in the hands of families. The Better
Off Budget also adopts the EITC improve-
ments proposed in President Obama’s Fiscal
Year 2015 Budget Request, which would dou-
ble the maximum credit and increase the in-
come level at which the credit is fully phased
out. The proposal would also make the credit
available to young adult workers and raise
the upper age to 67, which harmonizes it with
recent increases in the Social Security full
retirement age. With this reform, the Better
Off Budget would help reduce poverty for
childless households and provide substantial
relief to approximately 13.5 million low-in-
come workers.

(B) As a part of its response to the recent
financial crisis, Congress wisely enacted tax
provisions in the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act and subsequent job creation
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legislative packages that provided direct as-
sistance to working individuals. The expira-
tion of both the Making Work Pay tax credit
and the temporary cut to the payroll tax
have slowed our country’s economic recovery
and taken money out of the pockets of hard-
working Americans. The Better Off Budget
implements a new Hard Work Tax Credit to
reward Americans for their hard work. This
policy would provide a refundable tax credit
for 2014 and 2015 for up to $600 for working in-
dividuals earning less than $95,000 and up to
$1,200 for households earning less than
$190,000. The credit would be continued in
2016 with the maximum amount of $300 for
individuals and $600 for households. Through
the enactment of the Hard Work Tax Credit,
the Better Off Budget would immediately in-
crease the disposable income of low and mid-
dle income families.

(C) The unemployment rate is still far
higher than it was when President George W.
Bush signed the emergency benefits program
into law. Cutting unemployment benefits has
damaged our economic recovery. The Better
Off Budget extends Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation to allows those who
have lost a job through no fault of their own
to claim up to 99 weeks of unemployment
benefits in high-unemployment states for up
to two years. According to the Economic
Policy Institute, this would boost real GDP
growth by 0.4 percentage points and increase
employment by 539,000 jobs in 2014.

(D) The American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act temporarily increased benefit lev-
els for beneficiaries of the Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program. The Better Off
Budget would reverse recent SNAP cuts
adopted in the Agricultural Act of 2014 and
return benefits to ARRA levels. These re-
forms will help combat hunger and boost
economic growth.

(b) NONMEANS-TESTED DIRECT SPENDING.—

(1) For non means-tested direct spending,
the average rate of growth in the total level
of outlays during the 10-year period pre-
ceding fiscal year 2015 is 5.7 percent.

(2) For non means-tested direct spending,
the estimated average rate of growth in the
total level of outlays during the 1l-year pe-
riod beginning with fiscal year 2014 is 5.0 per-
cent under current law.

(3) The following reforms are proposed in
this concurrent resolution for non means-
tested direct spending:

(A) Medicare is a cornerstone of the Amer-
ican health care system for more than 45
million American seniors. It is an exemplary
program that provides the most efficient
care to a segment of the population that
costs more to treat. The Better Off Budget
protects beneficiaries and makes the system
even more efficient. It amends Part D of
Medicare to allow the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to negotiate prescrip-
tion drug prices with pharmaceutical manu-
facturers, as the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs currently does, which will save Medi-
care $157 billion over 10 years and will reduce
costs for seniors. The budget adopts policies
to prohibit ‘“‘pay for delay’ agreements that
reduce competition and modifies periods of
exclusivity to increase availability of needed
therapies. The budget also accelerates the
use of bundling payments as an alternative
to fee-for-service payments. It builds on Af-
fordable Care Act efficiencies in administra-
tion of information and payments. Using
standardized electronic systems of adminis-
tration information such as claims, billing
payments and eligibility creates a more effi-
cient and less fragmented health care sys-
tem.

(B) The Better Off Budget recognizes that
the economic security of veterans, retirees,
and the disabled has eroded during the re-
cent economic recession. The Better Off
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Budget would reverse this trend by expand-
ing benefits for these Americans by adopting
the Experimental Price Index for the Elderly
(CPI-E) to calculate cost-of-living adjust-
ments for federal retirement programs other
than Social Security. Affected programs in-
clude civil service retirement, military re-
tirement, Supplemental Security Income,
veteran’s pensions and compensations. CPI-E
is the most sensible and accurate measure of
the real costs that seniors face in retire-
ment. Other measures do not adequately
take into account rising expenditures in re-
tirement, such as health care costs, and
amount to cutting benefits for those on fixed
incomes.
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS BUDGET
ENFORCEMENT
SEC. 301. POINT OF ORDER AGAINST ADVANCE
APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House, except as
provided in subsection (b), any bill, joint res-
olution, amendment, or conference report
making a general appropriation or con-
tinuing appropriation may not provide for
advance appropriations.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Advance appropriations
may be provided for all programs adminis-
tered by the Department of Veterans Affairs.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘“‘advance appropriation’ means any new dis-
cretionary budget authority provided in a
bill or joint resolution making general ap-
propriations or any new discretionary budget
authority provided in a bill or joint resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 2015 that first becomes available
for any fiscal year after 2015.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 544, the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. GRIJALVA) and a Member opposed
each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, the
Congressional Progressive Caucus
brings to the House a budget that is a
blueprint for economic growth and op-
portunity for all Americans.

In the course of the last few weeks
and certainly the last few days, we
have heard over and over from our col-
leagues in various hearings and here on
the floor about the growth gap in
America, and the policies that are
being reinforced in the Ryan budget, in
my estimation, created that growth
gap.

We are here today with a budget that
assures that we deal with all the gaps
that the American people have, income
inequality gap, wage disparity gap,
education gap, the minimum wage gap,
the gender pay gap between men and
women, and the jobs gap that is
present in our country at this point.

The best way to get out of poverty is
to go to work. Everybody knows that.
Our budget, within 3 years, creates 8.8
million jobs.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
the abbreviated remarks by my friend,
the chair of the Congressional Progres-
sive Caucus, belie the challenge before
us with this budget. The Congressional
Progressives, the far left in the House,
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don’t disappoint with the budget that
they bring to the floor today.

What is the top line? Taxes, increas-
ing taxes by $6.6 trillion over current
policy; spending, increasing spending
by $3.3 trillion dollars over current pol-
icy.

What about that all-important issue
of defense in a very dangerous world? A
$7 billion increase—a $7 billion increase
at a time when our Nation is seeing
significant and increasing threats.

Does it ever come into balance?
Never—never does this budget come
into balance.

One would think that, given the chal-
lenges that we have from the debt—the
$17 trillion-plus in debt—that this
would be an irresponsible budget, and
one would be correct in saying so.

Let’s look at some of the particulars
here. Taxes, relative to the Republican
budget, this alternative increases taxes
by roughly $6.6 trillion over 10 years.
This caucus budget contains trillions
of dollars in new tax increases focused
on penalizing those who are creating
wealth and creating jobs in this coun-
try.

This budget that is being proposed
today would actually decrease the
number of jobs available. These are tax
policies that are motivated out of a no-
tion of ‘‘fairness,” but a warped notion
of fairness, where the Tax Code’s pri-
mary purpose is to redistribute income
and equalize outcome. These policies
clearly end up hampering growth and
job creation.

What about spending? Mr. Chairman,
this budget that is being proposed
spends a whopping $8.4 trillion more
than the Republican budget—$8.4 tril-
lion, as if we had it growing on trees.

It doubles down on the Obama admin-
istration’s failed economic policies and
stimulus program by calling for tril-
lions of dollars of new domestic spend-
ing, borrowing more and more money
from overseas, compromising our kids’
and our grandkids’ future.

In the area of health—people look at
the budget of the United States. They
recognize that the biggest challenges
that we have are in the area of health
care spending, particularly Medicare
and Medicaid, both of those programs
going broke. Both of them going broke,
bankrupt.

What does that mean? It means that
those programs, in a relatively short
period of time, won’t have the re-
sources to be able to provide the serv-
ices to seniors and those on Medicaid
that have been promised to them, un-
less something is done.

What does this budget do? It further
increases the overreach of the Federal
Government in the area of health care,
putting the government in charge of
health care, as opposed to individuals.
It embraces a policy that would lead
directly—directly—to completing the
government takeover of health care.

However, I do want to mention a
bright light in this budget. The Pro-
gressive budget actually recognizes
that the alternative, utilizing a block
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grant of Federal funding to the States,
is a wise idea. We call it State flexi-
bility, giving States greater flexibility
with the use of resources; and I want to
commend the Progressive Caucus for
recognizing that that is a reasonable
method of proceeding.

What about job training? This budget
expands the current broken Federal job
training system by calling for more
spending, despite the GAO’s findings
that dozens of Federal programs that
already exist overlap and are duplica-
tive. In fact, they harm the ability of
jobs to be created.

In January of 2011, the Government
Accountability Office issued a report
that found 47 overlapping Federal job
training programs that spent approxi-
mately $18 billion in 2009. Does this
budget do anything to decrease that
duplication and redundant efforts? No,
not a doggone thing.

Then defense, as I mentioned at the
beginning, Mr. Chairman, this sub-
stitute fails in the Federal Govern-
ment’s first responsibility, providing
for the common defense. This sub-
stitute guts the defense budget by call-
ing for $569 billion in cuts to the Pen-
tagon, compared to the Republican
budget. These are levels that would re-
duce military readiness and hollow out
our forces.

This is a very dangerous world, Mr.
Chairman. You don’t have to take my
word for it. Listen to the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Mar-
tin Dempsey, who recently testified:

Our current security challenges are more
formidable and complex than those we faced
in downturns following war in Korea, Viet-
nam, and the cold war. There is no foresee-
able ‘‘peace dividend” on our horizon. The
security environment is increasingly com-
petitive and dangerous.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
decreasing the ability of our men and
women standing in harm’s way and de-
fending our liberty and freedom at this
time is an absolutely reckless and irre-
sponsible move.

I know that our colleagues in the
House of Representatives recognize
that it is important to have all sorts of
alternatives being proposed.

I commend the Progressive Caucus
for proposing this alternative, but any
review of this budget recognizes that it
spends more than it should, it taxes
more than it should, it expands the
role of government more than it
should, and it doesn’t address the real
challenges of the day in a way that
brings about positive and real solu-
tions.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, at
this point, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from Illinois (Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chair, we
hear over and over again from Repub-
licans about how we can’t afford to
make investments in education and in-
frastructure and science and medical
research, and we can’t keep our prom-
ises to seniors; but at the same time,
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over the past 5 years, we have raised
less Federal revenue, as a percent of
GDP, than in any b5-year period since
1941.

But this country, my colleagues, has
never been richer. The Wall Street
Journal said last month:

U.S. wealth rises, but not all benefit.

The top 1 percent of earners have re-
ceived 95 percent of the income gains
in this country since 2009, and at least
eight Americans earned more than $56
billion in income last year.

So what is the disconnect? Why are
we richer than ever before, but unable
to invest in basic priorities?
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The answer is that PAUL RYAN and
the House Republicans refuse to raise a
dime from the millionaires, billion-
aires, and multinational corporations
that dodge their fair share of taxes. It
would even pad the pockets of the
wealthiest Americans. The Ryan budg-
et says, if you make $1 million next
year, that budget would give you a
$200,000 tax break.

Our budget presents a stark contrast
to the austerity proposals peddled by
this Republican Congress. In order to
add 8.8 million jobs to the economy
over the next 3 years and provide
Americans an opportunity to get a
good education, find a job, live in a safe
and secure home, and afford decent
food, we raise revenue that is needed.
We do so by asking millionaires and
billionaires to pay their fair share—
yes, we do—and by closing egregious
corporate loopholes, including incen-
tives to ship jobs overseas. We would
also cut $4 trillion from the deficit over
the next decade.

Look, we can’t build the economy for
the many—not just the monied—unless
we make significant investments in our
future. Those investments can and
should be made by raising revenue and
growing our economy.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Better Off Budget.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I am pleased now to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. RICE), a member of the Budget
Committee.

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the Congressional Progres-
sive Caucus’ Better Off Budget is really
a bigger government budget. The Pro-
gressive Caucus substitute increases
total spending relative to the Repub-
lican budget by $8.4 trillion over the
next 10 years. American families, and
particularly our children and our
grandchildren, cannot afford this next
year, and absolutely not for the next 10
years. This bigger government budget
creates new taxes, more regulation, du-
plicative Federal programs, and will
stifle progress across the board.

People, this is not complicated. We
need a budget that will grow our econ-
omy. Higher taxes, higher deficits, and
bigger regulation will never grow the
economy. If we put folks back to work,



April 9, 2014

we solve a lot of problems. We solve un-
employment problems, deficit prob-
lems, poverty problems, income in-
equality problems, crime problems,
drug problems, and problems across the
board.

The number one issue in my district,
and I believe the number one issue in
this Nation, is jobs. Five years after
the Great Recession, the economy con-
tinues to struggle, and far too many
Americans remain out of work. Mr.
Obama’s Big Government economy has
failed.

We can solve this problem. It is not
rocket science. We can build our econ-
omy and put hardworking Americans
back to work if only we will take a few
steps to make America more competi-
tive. Just like counties across the
country compete for jobs, just like
States lower tax rates and streamline
regulations to attract industry and
jobs—and you can look at States and
see what they are doing and how they
are successful—we must adopt an atti-
tude here in Washington that we will
compete in the world if we expect to
stop sending our jobs overseas and
bring American jobs back home.

If we retain the world’s highest cor-
porate tax rate, how can we expect to
compete in the world? If Washington
continues to spend more than we take
in, threatening our entire economy,
how can we expect to compete in the
world? If we continue to build upon our
already oppressive regulatory burden,
how can we expect to compete in the
world?

This is where I believe my friends
across the aisle miss the mark. They
seem to believe and preach that some-
how making this country competitive
benefits only the wealthy. But the
truth is that people with high assets
and high skills do well in a global envi-
ronment. They can compete from any-
where.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. But the
longer we wait to enter the global com-
petition for jobs, the more we damage
the hardworking folks in the middle
class. We will not grow our economy or
put people back to work by expanding
entitlements. We will never solve the
problems of poverty and inequality
through bigger government.

If America will enter the global com-
petition for jobs, our economy will ac-
celerate and the sky is the limit. This
is not a Republican issue. This is not a
Democrat issue. This is an American
issue. We are so blessed that if we sim-
ply decide to compete, no one can stop
us.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, it
should be noted for my colleague that
the Republican budget, according to
the Economic Policy Institute, will
slow the recovery, costing 1.1 million
jobs in fiscal year 2015, rising to cost-
ing nearly 3 million jobs the next year.
That is not a budget of growth.
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I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI-
SON), the cochair.

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, our Re-
publican colleagues have been saying
for maybe 100 years that if we don’t
regulate and have fair, good rules for
health and safety and financial mar-
kets and in other areas of our econ-
omy, and if we don’t tax people, the
wealthy and corporations, then our
economy will take off. They have been
saying this for years. They didn’t just
start saying it with Bush or Reagan.
They were saying it back in the thir-
ties.

Thank God the American people did
not listen to them, because it was in
the thirties that we put up the SEC, we
put regulations on banks, and we put
other sorts of health, safety, and com-
monsense regulations in place. Because
of that, between 1948 and about 1975, we
had an expanding economy. Sometimes
tax rates were way higher than they
are now.

They are wrong. They don’t know
economic history, and so they continue
to repeat Herbert Hoover-type myths
that were dispelled decades ago. Oh,
but they came back and they deregu-
lated the economy in the late 1990s,
and then in the early 2000s they cut
taxes on the wealthy, and we have had
a dismal jobs economy since that time.

The Better Off Budget is here to
present a better alternative that in-
volves investment in our Nation’s
economy to put Americans back to
work. The Better Off Budget puts 8.8
million Americans back to work by
doing something that everyone—Demo-
crats, Republicans, and Independents—
agrees that everyone needs: we invest
in infrastructure. We put $820 billion
into fixing our roads, our bridges, and
our smart grids, into our transit sys-
tems and our wastewater treatment
systems. We invest in our Nation’s in-
frastructure.

Just like under the great Republican
President Dwight Eisenhower, as we in-
vest in infrastructure, we put people to
work building it, and we make our
economy more productive as we use it.
This is exactly what this version of Re-
publicans—my goodness—doesn’t un-
derstand, that you have got to invest
in the economy in order to reap bene-
fits from the economy.

The Better Off Budget puts 8.8 mil-
lion people back to work. The Ryan
budget puts 3 million people out of
work. Vote ‘‘yes” on the Better Off
Budget today.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
may I request the remaining time on
each side?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Georgia has 5% minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Arizona has 9%
minutes remaining.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlelady from
California, Ms. BARBARA LEE, the lead-
er in the Progressive Caucus.
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Ms. LEE of California. I want to
thank our cochairs, Congressmen GRI-
JALVA and ELLISON, for their very hard
work on this budget, which is a better-
off budget. As former cochair of the
Progressive Caucus, I rise in proud sup-
port of this budget because each year
this budget continues to get better and
better.

As a member of the Budget and the
Appropriations Committees, I was real-
ly, once again, appalled by the dev-
astating cuts that the Ryan Repub-
lican budget makes to the safety net.

The number one priority of our budg-
et is fixing the jobs crisis, and that is
exactly what the CPC budget would do.
The Progressive Caucus budget asks
the wealthiest 1 percent—Big Oil and
huge corporations—to pay a little
more, just a little more, so that we can
afford to invest in the American people
and create over 8 million jobs over the
next 3 years alone. The CPC budget re-
places the disastrous sequester by sup-
porting critical spending in education,
infrastructure, and rejecting benefit
cuts to Medicare, Medicaid, and Social
Security.

While the Republican budget con-
tinues to keep the American Dream
out of reach for all Americans, it would
increase spending for the already-
bloated Pentagon budget.

Chairman RYAN’s report on poverty
refuses to acknowledge the fact that
Head Start and all of the Great Society
initiatives have kept millions out of
poverty. They have worked. Raising
the minimum wage for single mothers
provides a pathway out of poverty. Mr.
RYAN’s report does not acknowledge
the facts. Taxpayers, for example, sub-
sidize corporations to the tune of over
$200 billion just to keep people in the
ranks of the working poor.

The CPC budget eliminates the Over-
seas Contingency Operations slush fund
and supports a modern military able to
face real, 2lst-century threats. Once
again, we provide economic growth and
jobs in our budget, and we require the
Pentagon—the largest single Federal
agency with the highest waste, fraud,
and abuse—to pass an audit and to pass
it now.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 10 seconds.

Ms. LEE of California. I just want to
conclude by saying that we simply
can’t continue to write a blank check
for spending on war if we are really
going to have any chance of getting
our fiscal house in order. We can’t do
this to America’s struggling families
and the working poor. That is what the
American people deserve. With our
budget, the Better Off Budget, our
country will be better off.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRIJALVA. I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HONDA).

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA), for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, many of our Demo-
cratic colleagues have already spoken
about what is wrong with the House
Republican budget and how it slashes
our investments in education, infra-
structure, research and development,
job training, and medical research; how
it repeals all the benefits of the Afford-
able Care Act; how it leaves 7 million
Americans without health insurance,
ends the Medicare guarantee, and insti-
tutes massive cuts to our most vulner-
able populations; how it pays for new
tax cuts for millionaires by taking
away tax breaks that help the working
poor and the middle class—and that is
all true. But I want to talk about the
alternative vision for this country that
we in the Progressive Caucus have
crafted.

The Better Off Budget meets the
challenges that our communities face
head-on. It expresses our belief that
America’s future is bright and worth
investing in.

One of the pieces I am most proud of
is the application of the CPI-E to all
Federal retirement programs. The CPI-
E uses the most accurate and sensible
measure of the real costs that seniors
face for programs like civil service re-
tirement, military retirement, Supple-
mental Security Income, and the vet-
erans’ pensions.

Seniors deserve a cost of living that
accounts for the rising costs of retire-
ment, such as health care. I urge my
colleagues to support a better deal for
our seniors, support a better future for
our middle class, and support a vision
that will leave us all better off. The
Better Off Budget offers all of this.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RIBBLE), a productive and active mem-
ber of the Budget Committee.

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, they call
it the Better Off Budget, but I am won-
dering who is really better off?

It is certainly not the small business
woman from California who, under this
plan, maybe she is earning $260,000 a
year—not a billionaire and millionaire
like they claim—and she will see her
combined taxes, Federal taxes and
State taxes, exceed 51 percent. She is
certainly not better off.

How about the people she might have
hired if she didn’t have this tax in-
crease? Well, they are not better off. Or
maybe the people who work for her
now who can’t get a raise because she
now is extended here? They are not
better off. It is certainly not the
businessowner who might provide a
piece of equipment that this small
business woman might buy but she no
longer can afford. He is no longer bet-
ter off. I can’t see anybody who is bet-
ter off under this system.

Here I would ask—and I want to talk
a little bit about freedom in this last
minute. Imagine this same business-
woman getting up on January 1, going
to work and working all of January.
She gets her paycheck, and it is zero
because 100 percent was sent to Wash-
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ington, D.C. she does it again in Feb-
ruary, and it is zero because 100 per-
cent gets sent to Washington, D.C.
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She does it again in March and April
and May, 100 percent of all her effort
comes here. She doesn’t get to keep a
penny of it. All of the month of June,
it all goes to government. This is not a
free person. Mr. Chairman, I ask, is
that free or is it indentured servitude?

We have a free country where people
should, in fact, be better off, and the
way to make them better off is to let
them keep what they earn, and that is
what the House Republican budget
does, and that is why I encourage my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Progres-
sive budget and vote ‘‘yes’” on the
House Budget Committee’s budget.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, it
should be noted the Republican budget,
the Ryan budget, raises taxes for mid-
dle class families with kids by an aver-
age of $2,000 in order to coddle, I guess,
the very wealthy in this country. They
are better off; that middle class family
is not.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER), a mem-
ber of the Budget Committee and the
Progressive Caucus.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, the
Better Off Budget will make our coun-
try more competitive and will create
8.8 million jobs through investments,
repairing our roads and bridges, mod-
ernizing our waterways, and educating
our young people. It is the only budget
that gets America back to full employ-
ment, and does it within 3 years.

The Better Off Budget puts an end to
a system where CEOs pay a lower tax
rate than their secretaries and corpora-
tions get unneeded tax breaks. This
budget restores full funding to food
stamps and strengthens Medicare and
Medicaid. It makes a clear choice to
support working and middle class fami-
lies, seniors and those in need, and to
reinstate fairness in our economy.

For the fourth year in a row, Repub-
licans choose to hurt the many while
lavishing benefits on the wealthy few.
They choose to slash 3 million jobs and
destroy the safety net. They choose to
dismantle Medicare and Medicaid and
slash aide to college students. They
choose huge tax cuts for billionaires
and tax increases for the middle class.
The Republican budget makes a clear
choice—Dbillionaires before working
Americans and seniors.

The Better Off Budget is about build-
ing an economy that creates jobs and
supports working and middle class fam-
ilies, not just the richest 1 percent. I
urge my colleagues to invest in this
country and support the Better Off
Budget.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. May I inquire
as to the time remaining.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Georgia has 4 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Arizona has 4%2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY).
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Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Chairman, the
House has put out a responsible budget
under the Budget Committee that bal-
ances in 10 years. But this is an oppor-
tunity for us to actually see the vision,
the ideas of the Democratic Party. If
they were in control, what would they
give us to try to bring America to a
more sustainable path?

What they give us, Mr. Chairman, is
$6.6 trillion in new taxes. If T had $1 for
every time I hear, ‘“‘If we just had a bal-
anced approach and we could raise
taxes on a millionaires and billion-
aires,” if I had $1 for each one of those
comments, I think we would balance
the budget.

If that were the case, raise taxes on
millionaires and Dbillionaires, you
would think that they would come up
with a budget that actually balances.
The bottom line, my friends across the
aisle, even raising taxes on million-
aires and billionaires, their budget
never balances. In their ideal budget,
the Medicare trust fund still goes
bankrupt in 12 years. If you are going
to raise taxes, let’s fix the problems.
This is rife with huge issues.

Listen, I think the real secret here
that my friends on the other side of the
aisle are not telling the American peo-
ple is that they do have a way to pay
for this, and the way to pay for it is
not through millionaires and billion-
aires. They are going to pay it by tax-
ing hardworking middle class families,
raising their taxes in a way to pay for
greater government spending. It is a
budget that actually looks to govern-
ment programs, government give-
aways, instead of looking to the pri-
vate sector to actually grow our econ-
omy.

Listen, I think you couldn’t have a
better example of two different views
about what direction you take the
country: one of big government and big
taxes on millionaires and billionaires
and middle class Americans, or a re-
sponsible budget that reforms the way
we spend, makes government respon-
sible, and actually keeps our promises
to the American people.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, budg-
ets are about choices. We choose in-
vestment. We choose not to cut Medi-
care benefits to give tax breaks to the
very wealthy, millionaires and billion-
aires in the country. It is a choice.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), a member
of the caucus.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, the Better
Off Bu