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eighth graders will certainly recognize 
that and hold us responsible, as they 
should. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I know our time is 
about up. So let me start by yielding to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN) to see if he has any final 
thoughts or anything he wants to say 
in conclusion. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
only that I think it is very important 
that we come together, bring our ideas 
to the table, and fix this problem. We 
cannot keep kicking the can down the 
road. We owe too much to our kids, and 
just the numbers are so overwhelming. 
When we in one generation are going to 
double the number of retirees we have 
in this country, followed by fewer 
workers paying into the system, it is a 
system that cannot sustain itself. That 
is why we have got to fix this. 

Social Security, I would argue, is the 
most successful and important pro-
gram ever devised and created by the 
Federal Government. It has done won-
ders keeping people out of poverty. It 
is too important to let it fail and fall 
because of partisan politics. We have 
got to fix it for our kids and grandkids. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me close by 
thanking my colleagues who are here 
tonight. The gentleman from Elkhart, 
Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) has been a 
friend who has been on the floor. We 
have had opportunities to discuss this 
previously, and I know we will be back 
for future opportunities. And the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) has 
been a great leader on this issue. He is 
so thoughtful and so articulate on it, 
and I know that Americans around the 
country that heard him tonight were 
inspired. And, finally, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is a lead-
er in our caucus, and we depend on his 
advice and his leadership, and he has 
made a huge difference. 

And we look forward to joining our 
fellow Americans around the country 
to continue these conversations in the 
future.

f 

THE BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GOHMERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, more 
than a month ago, the House and Sen-
ate passed budget resolutions both on a 
fast track. Our hearings were minimal, 
ostensibly to finish up for the Easter 
break. 

But this year’s budget has become 
the classic case of hurry up and wait. 
Only yesterday, a month after fin-
ishing the budget resolution, did the 
House finally appoint conferees, and 
today we held the first and only meet-
ing of the conference committee. We 
held that meeting amidst reports that 
agreement on the conference report 

was almost already a done deal. So the 
meeting was a formality, a gesture to 
lend some sort of collaboration to the 
budget process. But there has been no 
collaboration, and the budget resolu-
tion said to be emerging from con-
ference does not reflect the resolution 
that we would pass if we were full part-
ners in this process. 

This year the Federal Government 
faces a deficit estimated at $427 billion, 
the third record deficit in a row. With 
deficits of this size, $427 billion, rising 
and never ending, the budget should be 
used to make the bottom line better, 
not worse. But the budget coming out 
of this conference does just the oppo-
site. The President’s budget, the House 
Republican budget, the Senate budget 
all make the deficit larger, not small-
er. 

The House budget makes the deficit 
$127 billion worse than current serv-
ices. The Senate budget, Republican 
budget, makes the deficit $217 billion 
worse than current services. 

I acknowledge, I will give the Repub-
licans their due, both houses. They 
have searched the budget for programs 
to cut, and they have come up with 
some significant cuts. Medicaid, $20 
billion; student loans; pension benefit 
guarantee premiums; probably the 
earned income tax credit, food stamps, 
maybe veterans benefits. 

But these cuts do not go to the bot-
tom line. That is the dirty little secret. 
They do not go to the bottom line and 
diminish the deficit. What they do, par-
tially at least, is offset their tax cuts 
because even though the budget is $427 
billion in deficit, Republicans are still 
pushing for more tax cuts, knowing full 
well that it can only make the bottom 
line worse, the deficit larger. 

I think it is fair to ask can we fund 
the government if we have massive 
deficits and yet keep on cutting taxes? 
Obviously one way is to use the payroll 
taxes in the Social Security surplus to 
make up for the income taxes that are 
lost to tax reduction. And, in fact, that 
is just what the Republicans do. They 
use the payroll taxes that are accumu-
lated in the Social Security surplus to 
make up for the income taxes lost to 
tax reduction. 

As the next chart shows, the chart I 
have right here shows, they spend 100 
percent of the Social Security Trust 
Fund surplus not on benefits but on ev-
erything in the Federal budget, 100 per-
cent of it not just this year, 2005, 2006, 
but every year in their 5-year budget. I 
know that a government bond is placed 
in the trust fund for every dollar that 
is taken out of it, but I also know that 
President Bush went to West Virginia a 
couple of weeks ago and disparaged 
these bonds as mere IOUs, just scraps 
of paper. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that So-
cial Security is in what one would call 
a crisis, but I do believe the actuaries 
at Social Security when they tell us 
that it may be faced with insolvency as 
early as 2041, and I believe we should do 
all that we can, as soon as we can, to 

remove that risk. But until we have a 
solution in place, a grand solution that 
returns the program to assured sol-
vency for 75 years, surely we should do 
no further harm. Yet in raiding the So-
cial Security Trust Fund of $160 billion 
this year and more in subsequent 
years, the Republicans’ budget does 
just that, considerable harm. This is 
not a step towards making Social Secu-
rity solvent. It is a long step back-
wards. 

This budget is also a long step back-
wards for programs that Americans de-
pend upon: education, veterans health 
care, environmental protection, med-
ical and scientific research, and on and 
on down the list. On the discretionary 
side, the money we are appropriating, 
13 bills every year, the House resolu-
tion cuts nondefense discretionary 
spending, domestic discretionary 
spending, by $12 billion in 2006 and by 
$150 billion over the next 5 years below 
inflation. The Senate’s resolution is a 
bit lighter. It cuts spending next year 
by $6.3 billion and by $128 billion over 
the next 5 years. 

On the mandatory spending side, 
which some call the entitlement side, 
the House budget resolution directs 
nine committees to come up with man-
datory spending cuts and reconcili-
ation procedures that will total $69 bil-
lion over 5 years. The Senate, more 
moderate, calls for $17 billion in rec-
onciled cuts.

These reconciled cuts that our com-
mittee issues to different committees 
of jurisdiction in the House and Senate 
do not designate or specify how they 
shall be achieved, but the jurisdiction 
of each committee suggests exactly 
what is likely to be cut. The House res-
olution, since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for 
example, will likely fall on Medicaid; 
and since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, it will likely 
fall on food stamps; and since it is di-
rected to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, it will likely fall on 
student loans or other income security; 
and since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, on vet-
erans benefits. It is also directed to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. That 
means it is likely to fall on something 
we call the earned income tax credit, 
which is tax relief for the working 
poor, the people who need it the most. 
Or it could fall on welfare for the most 
disabled, those who have nowhere else 
to turn and rely upon a program called 
SSI, Supplemental Security Income. 

These cuts are likely as a result of 
the reconciliation instructions in the 
budget resolution, even though the 
President did not call for them in his 
budget resolution and they are not in-
cluded in the Senate budget resolution. 

The Senate also, enough Senators got 
their backs up and said the Medicaid 
program is too important to people for 
whom it is health care of last resort 
and we simply cannot blindly whack 
$20 billion or even $10 billion out of the 
program. If we want to reform it and 
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restructure it and try to achieve some 
savings, fine, but let us not have an ar-
bitrary budget savings number that 
drives reform and restructuring. So 
enough Republicans in the Senate 
voted that the Medicaid provision call-
ing for cuts in Medicaid was deleted 
from their resolution. 

And yesterday on the House floor we 
did exactly the same thing. A large ma-
jority of this institution, Democrats 
and Republicans, voted not to have the 
Medicaid cuts included in the bill. 
Mark my words, however, notwith-
standing a majority in this House and 
a majority in the Senate, those cuts in 
Medicaid are likely to emerge in the 
budget resolution that is likely to 
come forth tomorrow. 

These budget policies continue the 
course that was set when President 
Bush came to office. At that time the 
budget was in surplus by $5.6 trillion 
dollars over 10 years. Democrats 
warned then and there on the House 
floor and in committee that these were 
paper projections, they could disappear 
in the blink of an economist’s eye, and 
we said let us seize this opportunity. 
Having years and years of deficits, now 
that we have a surplus or what ap-
peared to be a huge surplus, we said let 
us pay down some of our long-term li-
abilities like Social Security and build 
up the Social Security program. 

President Bush decided to take a dif-
ferent tact. It is true, terrorists, reces-
sion, and war have all taken a toll on 
the budget. But the Bush administra-
tion has adopted the attitude that we 
can have guns, butter, and tax cuts too, 
and never mind the deficits. As a re-
sult, the budget has moved from record 
surpluses to record deficits, as this 
next chart shows. 

The President’s 2006 budget, the 
budget for next year, like the House 
budget, like the Senate budget, claims 
to cut these deficits in half over 5 
years. That is the claim we hear re-
peated frequently. They imply that in 
another 5 years, the budget would be 
brought back to balance. Give us 10 
years, we will get the job done. But 
their budgets give us no figures at all, 
nothing after the first 5 years, and by 
running their numbers out only 5 years 
instead of 10, they avoid recognizing 
the impact that 90 percent of the Presi-
dent’s remaining tax cut agenda is 
going to have on deficits. They will add 
$2 trillion if passed, if implemented, $2 
trillion to the deficits in those out-
years from 2011 to 2015 if we include a 
fix to the alternative minimum tax.
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CBO, our Congressional Budget Of-
fice, our budget shop, which is neutral 
and nonpartisan, has given us a 10-year 
estimate, something the Republicans 
have not supplied us in the House nor 
Senate, a 10-year estimate, at least 
with the President’s budget, and they 
estimate that there is no progress 
whatsoever on the deficit. In fact, CBO 
estimates deficits totaling $2.6 trillion 
over the next 10 years if we implement, 

if we follow the recommendations and 
the requests in the President’s budget. 
$2.6 trillion in additional debt. 

As bad as this may appear, the real-
istic numbers are even worse, because 
CBO is simply taking what the Presi-
dent has requested and extended it for-
ward over 10 years. If we add what the 
President has omitted, the numbers are 
far, far worse. 

The President has omitted the cost of 
Social Security privatization, even 
though he is pushing hard for it and ac-
knowledges that the cost will be $754 
billion between 200 and 2015. He omits 
the cost of fixing the Alternative Min-
imum Tax, which CBO says is $642 bil-
lion over 10 years, even though every-
body knows it is a political inevi-
tability. And he omits any costs for 
our deployments in Iraq and Afghani-
stan after 2005. Nothing for 2006. Every-
body knows we will still have troops in 
substantial numbers there. CBO sug-
gests that the cost over the next 10 
years could easily amount up to $384 
billion. Not a dime of that is in the 
President’s budget. 

When these costs are included, the 
budget outlook, as the next chart 
shows, is much, much bleaker. Annual 
deficits never fall below $362 billion. 
The heck with this talk of cutting 
them in half. They never fall below $362 
billion, and they eventually rise at the 
end of this time period to $621 billion in 
2015. That is a CBO number, which we 
have adjusted. 

We do not have a 10-year projection 
of the House or Senate budget, but 
both are broadly similar to the Presi-
dent’s budget, and that means that 
these estimates are roughly the same, 
basically in the same ballpark. 

They say that the past is prologue, 
and we should not forget in that sense 
the impact of Bush budget in the first 
term between 2002 and 2005. To accom-
modate the Bush budgets between 2002 
and 2005, we in the Congress, Repub-
licans in Congress, on three different 
occasions have had to raise the debt 
ceiling, the legal ceiling to which we 
can borrow in the United States, first 
by $450 billion, then by $984 billion, 
then by $800 billion, by a total of 2.234 
trillion in a period of 4 years. 

In the House when we considered the 
budget, Democrats offered a better 
plan. We offered a better plan to reduce 
the deficit and eventually, believe it or 
not, to balance the budget again in the 
year 2012. The numbers added up. The 
Republican budget never achieved bal-
ance. 

A real bipartisan conference, not like 
the one we had today, a real bipartisan 
conference, with everyone at the table 
and everything on the table, would give 
us a chance to consider a conference re-
port like the budget resolution that we 
offered the floor which put the budget 
back in balance and actually achieved 
balance in the year 2012. Unfortu-
nately, such a conference and such an 
outcome will not occur. 

Unlike last year, there probably will 
be a Republican budget this year, but 

there be no plan, no prospect, for re-
ducing the deficit. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. I would 
like to ask a question on this, because 
I think it is a very significant chart 
the gentleman is pointing out. 

It is my understanding it took the 
first 204 years of American history to 
run up $1 trillion in debt, and that 
chart seems to demonstrate, what, that 
in just 2 or 3 years—

Mr. SPRATT. Every 18 months we 
are adding $1 trillion to the national 
debt, to the statutory debt to the 
United States. Nobody in his right 
mind thinks this is something that can 
be sustained. 

Mr. COOPER. So to put the cookies 
on a low shelf, it took the first 204 
years to do $1 trillion worth of damage 
to our Nation, and now the Republican 
majority is doing that every 18 
months? 

Mr. SPRATT. Roughly that. Even the 
CBO tells us that another substantial 
increase in the debt ceiling will be nec-
essary by at least January or February 
of next year. 

Mr. COOPER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, this is probably hard for 
the folks back home to understand, and 
I know it is hard for many Members 
here to understand, but this news sim-
ply has not gotten out to the American 
people. It is my understanding that, 
what, votes on raising the debt ceiling 
anymore do not happen? 

Mr. SPRATT. This is past history. 
What I was giving you is a projection. 
You can look at the last three in-
creases over the last 4 years, and the 
bottom line is $2.234 trillion. As Yogi 
Berra liked to say, you can look it up. 
It is a matter of record. 

Mr. COOPER. Numbers do not lie. I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. So 
the total national debt now is about 
$7.7 trillion. 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. We pay the interest on 

that debt largely to foreign nations 
now, right? More and more foreign na-
tions are lending us this money, so we 
are owing more and more money to for-
eign nations, is that correct? 

Mr. SPRATT. Reclaiming my time, 
that is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, 
Japan, China, Europe, nations like 
that, we will have to write checks to 
for many, many years in order to serv-
ice the interest. 

Mr. SPRATT. This chart shows the 
percentages of our debt that are held 
by foreigners. As you can see, they 
have steadily increased to the point 
where in 2004 the share of foreign-
owned debt rose to 44 percent. One of 
the reasons that it is difficult to get 
this message across to the American 
people is that they are not really feel-
ing the effects of it, since foreigners 
are buying for now a lot of our debt. 
But when and if they cease buying it in 
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huge quantities as they have been, we 
have got a problem. 

Mr. COOPER. So almost half the 
mortgage on America is owned by for-
eigners, and they have been kind to 
lend us that money, but they could 
change their minds and stop lending us 
money at almost any time? Because we 
sell Treasury bonds, notes, other pa-
pers, every day in the market. 

Mr. SPRATT. Reclaiming my time, 
in the meantime, they are accumu-
lating claims against the United States 
that could some day be called. 

Mr. COOPER. What happens if we 
cannot pay the debt? 

Mr. SPRATT. Well, we have to prob-
ably inflate our currency. But let us 
not get into that. We are still not in 
that bad of shape, and I do not want to 
get into dire predictions. But we are 
forewarned. We all know there are lim-
its to which anyone can go, govern-
ments, individuals, households, compa-
nies, corporations, there are limits to 
which you can go in borrowing money. 
It is a function of what your income is, 
and we are beginning to approach those 
limits. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman mentioned we certainly do not 
want to inflate the currency, but the 
dollar today is weaker than it has been 
in some time, the dollar vis-a-vis for-
eign currencies. If an American travels 
abroad and pays in dollars, you dis-
cover today it buys very little under 
Bush administration policies. A few 
years ago it used to buy a whole lot 
more. That is a sign of a weak dollar 
that we are already facing today be-
cause of our dependence on foreign bor-
rowing. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. I did not mean to dis-
tract from your presentation. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. 
BERKLEY). I traveled to Las Vegas to 
spend the day with the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) a couple of 
weeks ago, and we went all over the 
City of Las Vegas, from three different 
editorial boards, to television, to a 
town meeting, and we found people 
there very much concerned about So-
cial Security and about the shape of 
the budget. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from South Carolina for 
yielding. I so enjoyed the gentleman in 
Las Vegas and so did all of my con-
stituents, because he was able to bring 
home to them and articulate to them 
exactly what the issues are when it 
comes to the budget and how it is 
going to affect them in a very adverse 
way. 

I am here tonight to talk about why 
I am going to be voting against this 
Republican budget that is going to be 
on the floor probably tomorrow. But 
before I do, I have to comment on the 
last hour, because I had the oppor-
tunity since I was sitting here to hear 
some of the rhetoric from the other 
side when they were talking about So-
cial Security and a bipartisan meeting 

with AARP that the Democrats were 
supposedly boycotting. 

I think it is very important for peo-
ple that are listening to know, at least 
from this Democratic Member of Con-
gress, that until I heard that, I had 
never heard of such a meeting. I am 
married to a Republican. We practice 
bipartisanship in our home every single 
day. And I think if the Republicans 
were truly serious about working in a 
bipartisan fashion with the Democrats 
to craft solutions to the very serious 
problems that we have, we not only 
would sit down and talk about Social 
Security, not the privatization of So-
cial Security, which we all know will 
do absolutely nothing to make this 
system solvent, but talk about the 
more immediate and pressing crises of 
Medicare and the health care system in 
this country. If you have tried to ac-
cess the health care system in this 
country, you would know without me 
having to tell you that we do have a 
crisis. 

So instead of creating a crisis and 
screaming about the partisan nature of 
the House of Representatives, maybe if 
they truly wanted to solve some of the 
solutions to make life easier for aver-
age American people, we would be sit-
ting down at a table now, instead of 
the gentleman and I sitting here talk-
ing to each other. But we can talk 
about that some other time. I was just 
so taken aback by the attack that I 
felt I had to respond to it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to be voting 
against this budget proposal that the 
Republicans have set forth, and it is 
very important that my constituents 
know why. 

This is a very fiscally irresponsible 
budget. It is going to devastate numer-
ous programs that many low and mid-
dle-income Americans depend on. I 
know they do in my congressional dis-
trict. 

Day after day we hear the President 
and congressional Republicans talking 
about fiscal responsibility and pro-
viding opportunities for lower and mid-
dle-income families in this country. 
But the priorities outlined in this 
budget tell an entirely different story. 
This is the perfect example of Repub-
lican rhetoric not matching the reality 
on the ground. 

The Republican budget hides costs. 
We all know that. The gentleman 
spoke of some of the hidden costs. It 
threatens to put key programs like 
veterans health care, education fund-
ing and Medicaid on the chopping 
block. 

The Republicans talk about keeping 
our promises to our veterans. I sit on 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs, 
and I have the fastest growing veterans 
population in the United States of 
America in Southern Nevada. The 
issues that affect our veterans are very 
important to me, and particularly 
health care, because my veterans do 
not get the health care that they de-
serve. 

The Republican budget does not in-
clude enough money for veterans pro-

grams to keep pace with inflation over 
the next 5 years. To me this is an out-
rage. It is never acceptable to cut vet-
erans benefits at any time, but it is es-
pecially not appropriate at a time 
when our country is depending more 
and more on the strength and morale 
of our Armed Forces in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, Kosovo and South Korea. We are 
stretched very thin. 

These soldiers are going to be coming 
home to this country. They are going 
to be veterans and they are going to be 
expect the health care that this Nation 
has promised our soldiers when they 
become veterans, and I am afraid this 
budget is way short of providing the 
needs of our veterans, particularly not 
only health care needs, but mental 
health care, and that is going to be a 
major problem with our troops coming 
home from Iraq, a serious, serious 
problem. 

I am not going to vote for any budget 
that threatens key programs, including 
health care benefits for the more than 
160,000 veterans that live in my com-
munity. These men and women have 
served our country with dignity and 
valor, and I refuse to support a budget 
that shortchanges programs that are 
vitally important to them. 

The Republican budget also fails stu-
dents and their families in Nevada and 
across the country. It not only will not 
support current education programs 
and services over the next 5 years, but, 
again, since I have got the fastest 
growing student population in the 
United States, a budget that is even 
neutral and does not cut programs, al-
though this one does, hurts my district 
disproportionately, because while our 
student population is growing, if edu-
cation funding is going down, we take 
the biggest hit in the country. 

Education should be one of the high-
est priorities in any budget. Our 
schools and our teachers and our stu-
dents already feel the squeeze by budg-
et cuts. To further cut funding is 
unfathomable to me. 

The Republican budget cuts child nu-
trition programs. If you are a kid and 
you are not getting breakfast at home 
and you are going to school on an 
empty stomach, how are you going to 
learn? How are you going to con-
centrate on your studies when your 
tummy is growling? This cuts student 
nutrition programs. 

It cuts student loans. I come from a 
family where my dad was a waiter 
when I was growing up. I depended on 
those student loans to get an edu-
cation. That is how I went through col-
lege and how I went through law 
school. It took me many years to pay 
back those students loans, but without 
them I guarantee you I would not be 
standing here on the floor of the House 
tonight. 

Vocational grants, so important for 
those students that do not go to col-
lege, who would rather go get a voca-
tional education, which is also impor-
tant for our economy in this country, 
those programs are getting decimated. 
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Also disability and pension programs. 

What type of Nation that prides itself 
on caring for its fellow citizens is going 
to cut pension and disability programs? 
But this Republican budget does ex-
actly that. 

Student loans. Let me get back to 
that, because I know firsthand how im-
portant they are.

b 2245 
They are vitally important to fami-

lies in southern Nevada and across this 
country. Low and middle-income fami-
lies in my district are not going to be 
able to send their kids to college with-
out student loans. People think of Las 
Vegas and they see the fancy hotels 
and the wild night life, and we do have 
the glitz and the glamour in Las Vegas, 
but Las Vegas is populated by middle 
income people that are working in 
those hotels and trying to put a roof 
over their family’s heads, food on their 
tables, clothes on their backs, and 
their children through college. They 
are entitled to have these student 
loans so that they can make sure that 
their children enjoy the American 
dream. 

I am astounded that that is an area 
that this administration and this Re-
publican budget is cutting. 

Straining student loan programs will 
reverse the progress this country has 
achieved by sending millions of stu-
dents just like me to college who oth-
erwise could not afford it. This is unac-
ceptable, must be stopped, and the 
American public should be rising up 
and complaining to the Republican 
Members of this House, telling them 
that this is unacceptable to them, be-
cause it hurts, and it is very painful. 

The Senate restored funding for med-
icaid in its budget and, last night, the 
House the Representatives voted to in-
struct budget conferees to protect med-
icaid funding from the drastic cuts out-
lined in the President’s budget. I hope 
that the House and Senate conferees do 
the right thing and leave the medicaid 
funding alone. 

Medicaid provides crucial health 
services to approximately 159,000 peo-
ple in my home State of Nevada. Any 
cuts to medicaid funding will make it 
much harder for low-income pregnant 
women, seniors, children, disabled, and 
families in Nevada and throughout the 
United States to get the health care 
they need. 

I cannot stress enough how impor-
tant medicaid is to the State of Ne-
vada. Nevada’s hospitals, nursing 
homes, community health centers de-
pend on this funding. Medicaid pays for 
65 percent of Nevada’s certified nursing 
home residents. What are these seniors 
going to do if we lose this funding? It 
is going to be devastating for them. 
Are they going to be thrown out on the 
streets where they are going to die in 
the gutter? This medicaid funding 
must be restored, and it must be re-
stored to the appropriate levels to take 
care of the people of this country. 

I am going to vote against this con-
ference report, because it fails to 

prioritize veterans, students, low-in-
come and middle-income families. I 
want to remind my colleagues and the 
chairman that not too long ago, the 
Democrats offered a budget alternative 
that every Republican in the House 
voted against. And in light of the at-
tacks that I just heard before we got up 
to speak about the partisan nature of 
the Democratic Party, I mean I find it 
a little shocking that not one Repub-
lican would cross the aisle and support 
the democratic budget proposal, be-
cause in that proposal, the Democrats 
not only talked the talk, but we 
walked the walk. Democrats provided 
an alternative that was fiscally respon-
sible, would balance the budget by 2012, 
would reduce the deficit, and provide 
opportunities to all Americans that the 
Republicans only talk about. But if 
their budget is any indication of what 
they care about and what they are 
going to act upon, well, I am afraid it 
is a little light on helping their fellow 
man and taking care of the fiscal 
health of this country. 

So I thank the gentleman very much 
for his leadership on this. There is no-
body that presents our side of the argu-
ment better than the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), and I 
thank the gentleman for letting me be 
a part of this discussion tonight.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for a very effective 
presentation. 

I yield to the gentleman from Port-
land, Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a former 
mayor who understands what Federal 
grants and aids and other projects 
mean to cities and small towns all over 
this country. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. It is true at 
the local level you learn in a very short 
time the importance of a partnership 
between the Federal Government and 
the States and local governments. 
Clearly, it has been forgotten here. 

I do want to thank the gentleman for 
the knowledge that he brings to this 
particular debate, the information he 
brings. I mean, the gentleman knows 
more, in my opinion, about this budget 
than anyone else in the Congress. 

At some level, it seems to me, this 
should not be that hard, because the 
Federal budget should, number one, be 
designed to create a stronger and more 
competitive economy. I mean, after all, 
what we want for people in this coun-
try is to have opportunity, we want 
them to be able to get a good edu-
cation, to get a job and be successful in 
competing, because we are all com-
peting in one way or another in a glob-
al economy. We know that the Chinese 
economy is growing very rapidly, that 
India has very strong schools these 
days, particularly in engineering, and 
so we need the best educated, best 
trained work force we can have. 

Now, if we look at this budget, we are 
not going to get the best educated, best 
trained work force out of what the Re-
publicans are trying to do to this coun-
try. As the gentlewoman from Nevada 

was saying, there are so many pro-
grams, adult education, job training 
programs, technical education that are 
being reduced, being reduced, simply to 
pay for tax cuts for the richest people 
in the country. So how do we build a 
stronger, more competitive economy 
when we are reducing the ability of 
people to get the education and train-
ing they need; when we are turning 
around and passing a resolution, as we 
did today, a resolution that said, we 
are for a small business Bill of Rights, 
and then reducing funds to the Small 
Business Administration to make it 
harder for entrepreneurs in this coun-
try to get the financing they need, the 
technical assistance they need to get a 
business off the ground. It takes your 
breath away. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, that is 
the point I was trying to make at the 
opening. While these cuts may seem to 
be necessary to deal with the deficit, in 
truth, the deficits and their budget res-
olution are bigger than they would be 
under current surpluses. What they 
really do, to some extent, is use these 
entitlement cuts and discretionary 
spending cuts to offset the tax cuts so 
they will not grossly enlarge the bot-
tom line. But they still have a huge 
deficit that is bigger than would other-
wise be the case, because they are, not-
withstanding these deficits, are mak-
ing more and more tax cuts. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, just quick-
ly, the thing that strikes me, that is 
astonishing to me is the median house-
hold income in this country is some-
thing like $48,000, $49,000. Half of the 
households, or less than half of the 
households earn more. We have a def-
icit of roughly $427 billion projected for 
this year. That is more than $1 billion 
a day that we are borrowing, a lot of it 
from Chinese and Japanese banks. Yet, 
$89 billion will be enjoyed by house-
holds earning over $350,000 this year, 
next year, the year after that, the year 
after that; $89 billion that they did not 
have in the prosperous 1990s because of 
the tax cuts that the Republicans 
passed for the wealthiest people in the 
country, and they are going to do any-
thing to protect those tax cuts. 

So what they are doing is they are 
cutting aid for small businesses, they 
are cutting vocational education, they 
reduce funding for adult education, 
they reduce funding for the Small Busi-
ness Administration to protect tax 
cuts for the wealthiest people in the 
country. It is hard to see how that will 
provide a stronger and more competi-
tive economy, and it certainly will not 
provide broader prosperity because 
that, in my view, is the second goal we 
ought to have here. We ought to be try-
ing to make sure that opportunity in 
this country; the chance, if you work 
hard and play by the rules, to have a 
reasonable opportunity for a reason-
able level of prosperity. That is miss-
ing in this budget. 

The middle class in this budget takes 
it on the chin. This is no budget for 
middle class Americans. 
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I have been listening, listen-
ing over in my office initially and now 
here on the Floor to the discussion, 
and it strikes me that what the Repub-
licans have given us is a worst-of-both-
worlds budget. 

The Ranking Member on the Com-
mittee on the Budget has described to 
us very convincingly how this budget 
takes us over the cliff fiscally. There is 
no question. We are looking at $400 bil-
lion, $500 billion deficits as far as the 
eye can see; just unprecedented deficits 
and debt piling up on this country. 

One would like to think that if we 
are incurring that kind of deficit, we 
are at least getting some bang for the 
buck, right? We would like to think 
that we are getting adequate funding 
for domestic needs, for example. We 
would like to think that the economy 
is getting some juice, some stimulus. 
Yet, we are not getting that, either. We 
are getting the worst of both worlds. 
We are going over the cliff fiscally, yet 
we are not addressing these priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, the political premise 
seems to be, and the gentleman from 
Maine was getting at this; the political 
premise seems to be that we are going 
broke in this country because we are 
doing too much for education, or be-
cause we are building too many high-
ways, or because we are doing too 
much cancer research, or because too 
many loans are available to small busi-
nesses. I think that is irresponsible, 
and ‘‘irresponsible’’ is a kind word for 
that kind of political pitch, that we are 
getting from our Republican friends 
these days. 

The fact is that these domestic ex-
penditures account for very little in 
the way of our budget difficulties, yet 
they are being required to bear the 
brunt of the administration’s budget 
policies. If it is not domestic discre-
tionary expenditures, what is it? I 
would like to ask the gentleman. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we have a 
chart to prove that point. I need to get 
it up here. We have a chart that shows 
how over the last 4 fiscal years, the in-
creases in discretionary spending and, 
once again, that is the money we ap-
propriate in 13 different bills each year. 
We call it discretionary because each 
year we decide how to spend it, it is de-
fense, it is national parks; if we look at 
those accounts in discretionary spend-
ing, we will find that 90 to 95 percent of 
the increases in discretionary spending 
over and above current services, just 
running in place, are attributable to 3 
different factors. 

Here we go. Here is the chart. De-
fense, Homeland Security, and the re-
sponse to 9/11. Those three factors ac-
count for 90 to 95 percent of the growth 
in discretionary spending. Now, the 
President says we are spending out of 
control but, in truth, the House is con-
trolled by Republicans, the Senate is 

controlled by Republicans, the White 
House is controlled by Republicans. It 
is a self indictment, if anything. 

But here is the actual truth: discre-
tionary spending is going up, but it is 
going up in accounts and for reasons 
the President has requested and sought 
money for, and we have given it to 
him. Having put an Army in the field 
in Iraq, we are going to support them 
and see them through, we hope to a 
successful conclusion. But this is pol-
icy that he has originated and we have 
supported in one way or another and 
now support, and this accounts for the 
main increase in spending. 

So number one, it is spending he has 
initiated; number two, it is not likely 
to fall off substantially to abate by any 
significant amount in the near future. 
That is a fact we have to live up to, a 
fiscal fact we have to live up to. But 
the administration is in a state of fis-
cal denial. They will not acknowledge 
that this is a fact, and that the remain-
ing wedge out of the budget for discre-
tionary spending, domestic, nondefense 
discretionary spending constitutes 
maybe $380, $390 billion. You cannot 
squeeze enough out of that sector to 
begin to wipe out a $427 billion deficit. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, 
we are stuck here in the Congress not 
able to pass a transportation bill. Our 
communities are crying out for high-
way maintenance, for modernizing our 
highway system, for bringing transit 
on line. The administration has stood 
in the way of a congressional accom-
modation on a transportation bill that 
would invest in our future. Is highway 
spending part of that equation? 

Mr. SPRATT. Ironically, there is 
about $20 billion there for roads, 
bridges, oil wells and other infrastruc-
ture in Iraq. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Yes, in 
Iraq, but not in this country. We are 
not going broke because we are build-
ing too many highways in this country 
or doing too much in the way of infra-
structure development. In fact, it is 
very, very foolish to cut back on those 
things in the name of fiscal balance 
when the problem in truth lies else-
where. 

Well, if the gentleman will go fur-
ther, what is the tax side of this equa-
tion? 

Mr. SPRATT. Well, as I acknowl-
edged, terrorists and war and recession 
have all taken a toll on the budget. But 
the President has basically taken the 
attitude that we can have guns, butter, 
and tax cuts too, and never mind the 
deficits. The tax cuts keep coming 
every year. The President has an unfin-
ished tax agenda of at least 1 trillion 
400 billion, and that does not include 
everything, because he does not put on 
his agenda anything, anything to fix 
the alternative minimum tax. I paid it 
this year, I paid it last year, more and 
more Americans are going to be paying 
the AMT until it rises, Treasury tells 
us, to 30 million tax filers in the year 
2010, not far away. 

The political truth of the matter is, 
we will have to do something about 
that. That means that the President’s 
tax agenda, tax cut agenda calls for an-
other $2 trillion beginning in 2011. They 
conveniently stop their budget projec-
tions in 2010, so we miss the outyears, 
but here is what happens in the out-
years when you add AMT to the Presi-
dent’s other requests, principally to 
make permanent the tax cuts adopted 
in 01, 02 and 03. This is what happens to 
the baseline projections of the deficit; 
it gets worse and worse and worse. 
There is no end in sight, and it is ag-
gravated by this fact, the tax cut agen-
da.

b 2300 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Does 
the gentleman yield? 

I spoke to the Raleigh Kiwanis Club 
just as tax filing deadline approached a 
couple of weeks ago and said something 
about the alternative minimum tax, 
that if the Members in this room have 
not figured that alternative minimum 
tax, you had better do it because I, for 
one, and sounds like the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) had 
the same experience, I found just ex-
actly how this is biting, and there were 
many heads nodding in that room. This 
alternative minimum tax is reaching 
deep into the middle class. And as the 
gentleman says, the President’s budget 
takes no account of the need to fix 
that. 

Mr. ALLEN. If the gentleman would 
yield, you know, I find a couple of 
things astonishing here. One is the Of-
fice of Management and Budget used to 
do 10-year projections of the budget. 
But they do not anymore. They just do 
5 years under the Bush administration 
because from year 6 to year 10 is such 
a horrifying picture, they do not want 
the American people to know how bad 
it is. And you do not have to take it 
from us, from Democrats. 

Before the 2003 tax cuts were passed, 
Paul O’Neill, George Bush’s Secretary 
of the Treasury, said if you pass these 
2003 tax cuts, if you do that, you will 
not be able to do anything else that 
you want to do. And he was right. He 
was absolutely right. Because this 
year, as a percentage of total economic 
activity, tax revenues to the United 
States of America are at the lowest 
level since 1959, before Medicaid, before 
Medicare. We are trying to run a 21st-
century government on revenues that 
are, you know, really, as a percentage 
of the economy, 1950s revenues. And it 
is all because Republicans have, at 
least they say, they think if you cut 
taxes, revenues to the government in-
crease. That is what the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has stood up 
and said. The CBO disagrees and the 
real world does not work that way be-
cause every time they do a big tax cut, 
revenues decrease. We have got an ad-
ministration that is the most fiscally 
irresponsible administration in the last 
hundred years at least, maybe forever, 
because they have turned the deficit, 
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turned a surplus generated during the 
Clinton administration into huge defi-
cits that go on and on. 

And I just think in terms of what 
happens to our children, because part 
of this deficit, part of this budget 
ought to be to prepare a better future 
for our children. That is what all 
Americans want. And we are simply 
piling debt on the backs of our children 
and grandchildren. We are spoiling 
their chances for a good life. And 
frankly, the people who are doing it 
have to know it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I just want to 
follow up on this briefly because we 
talked about fiscal responsibility and 
irresponsibility. And we have seen this 
chart. In 1993 we passed budgets that 
were very controversial. But they had 
the effect of eliminating the deficit and 
sending it up into surplus. And these 
were controversial, and those votes 
were used against the Democrats. 

Right after these votes were cast, 
when we eliminated the trend line 
going down into further and further 
deficit and started going up, we had 
PAYGO in effect, where if you had a 
tax cut, you had to pay for the tax cut. 
If you had a spending increase, you had 
to pay for it with either more taxes or 
less spending somewhere else. You just 
could not spend without paying for it. 
You could not cut taxes without pay-
ing for it. And we ended up in a surplus 
at the end of 2000. We let PAYGO ex-
pire so you could pass massive tax cuts 
and increase spending all you wanted 
without paying for it. And that kind of 
fiscal irresponsibility puts us down 
here to $427 billion in the hole. 

Now, it is going to get worse before it 
gets better. The President suggests in 
the rhetoric that he is going to cut the 
deficit in half in 5 years, which is actu-
ally somewhat modest. That means he 
is only going to clean up half the mess 
he caused. He is not even going to 
clean up just half. He is going to prom-
ise to clean up half. 

But this green line down here shows 
if you actually include what we know 
must be included, there is no way you 
are going to even come close. It is just 
going to get worse and worse. 

This blue line is an interesting line 
because this is the budget projection. 
All the surpluses of 300 billion-plus was 
the projection made in 2002, which is an 
interesting year, because it is after 
2001. After 9/11 we still thought we 
could have surpluses, but we continued 
to cut taxes, we continued to increase 
spending without any limit. 

Now, we have heard about the prior-
ities that we are going to be missing. 
We have heard about education. We 
have heard about health care. We have 
heard about all of the things we cannot 
do. One of the things we cannot do, I 
live in Newport News, Virginia. We 
build aircraft carriers. Because of the 
budget crunch, they are talking about 

reducing the number of aircraft car-
riers. 

We have a NASA research facility 
near my district, aeronautics research. 
We are scrambling to try to find a cou-
ple $100 million so that NASA Langley 
can have a few million dollars to con-
tinue the research that we are doing. 
We are having trouble finding that 
money. We hope we can find it. 

But just last week, we passed another 
tax cut. When fully phased in, it would 
be another $70 billion a year. Without 
paying for it. Just passed it. 

One priority we have, all of us here, 
Social Security. If you look at all of 
the tax cuts, you know, where are we 
going to find the money for Social Se-
curity to keep the plan we have got 
now, all of the tax cuts under this ad-
ministration passed, and if we make 
them permanent, $14 trillion. Social 
Security only has a 3.7 to $4 trillion 
shortfall. If you add on Medicare, you 
could have solved both of those, or you 
can have tax cuts. And to add insult to 
injury, make the tax cuts permanent. 
That is over $11 trillion in present 
value cost. Social Security, 3.7. Make 
the tax cuts permanent for the top 1 
percent, those making more than 
$350,000 a year. That is almost enough 
in itself to solve the Social Security 
problem that we have. 

Matter of priorities. Are we going to 
give tax cuts to the top 1 percent, or 
are we going to save Social Security 
for everybody? Well, we are going to be 
voting on that. We have already passed 
estate tax repeal. We have got others. I 
believe that we ought to save Social 
Security first. If you are going to have 
an $11 trillion tax cut plan on the 
table, well, let us just take the first 4 
trillion and solve Social Security. 
Then maybe we can only cut taxes $7 
trillion. But we would have saved So-
cial Security. Let us save Social Secu-
rity first. We have got a good plan. All 
of the benefits being promised we can-
not pay right now. We are 4 trillion 
short. It is actually better than the 
President’s plan because his plan goes 
broke quicker and cuts benefits in the 
process. So that ought to be a non-
starter. 

But we have priorities and because of 
our fiscal irresponsibility, we cannot 
meet those priorities. If we go back to 
the fiscal responsibility we had from 
1993 to 2000, you had to pay for your 
new initiatives. You could not just pass 
a tax cut, and where a President would 
veto bills that were fiscally irrespon-
sible, even if he had to shut down the 
government. In 1995 we shut down the 
government rather than President 
Clinton signing those bills that would 
have put us back in the ditch where we 
were. Now, that is the kind of leader-
ship we need now. We do not have it. 

And if the gentleman looks at the 
chart right beside him, where you pass 
these tax cuts that look a little modest 
for the next couple of years, but when 
you reveal the full 10-year and the next 
10-year cost, you know they are fis-
cally irresponsible. We cannot afford 

them, and that is why Social Security 
is in jeopardy today. 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COOPER), 
who I believe has a question he wants 
to put forth. 

Mr. COOPER. I think it is important 
to return to the fact that we are going 
to be voting tomorrow on the budget 
for the United States of America, and 
it is a budget that no one has seen yet. 
They only appointed the conferees yes-
terday. 

Mr. SPRATT. $2.6 trillion budget, 
which no one has seen. 

Mr. COOPER. $2.6 trillion, covering 
all of the priorities of this great Na-
tion, the fact that we are at war, So-
cial Security and Medicare, all domes-
tic spending, cancer research, CDBG 
grants, everything is rolled up into it 
and no one has seen it. 

Now, last year we did not have a 
budget at all, so maybe the prospect of 
voting on a budget this year is a good 
one. But from all that we do know of 
the budget, and we will probably vote 
on it apparently about 2:00 tomorrow 
afternoon, it will be crammed down our 
throats with no one having seen the 
text of it. And the New York Times and 
responsible publications like that are 
saying it is really the worst of both 
worlds. It is going to help the people 
who need it the least and hurt the peo-
ple who need it the most. It is going to 
hurt poor people. It is going to hurt 
middle-class people. It is going to hurt 
small businesses. It is going to hurt 
our schools, and that is irresponsible 
budgeting. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I would be delighted to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. When the 
budget left the House, what did it do to 
things likes Medicaid? 

Mr. COOPER. I believe they rec-
ommended a $60 billion cut in Med-
icaid. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Did they di-
rect the Education and Workforce 
Committee to cut mandatory spending? 

Mr. COOPER. Well, unbelievable cuts 
are in this and unbelievable aid to 
countries like Iraq. It is really a crazy 
set of priorities and unbelievable tax 
cuts. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And if you 
cut mandatory spending and the edu-
cation budget, the only thing you have 
for school lunches and student loans, 
that is the only thing you can cut 
under that program.

b 2310 

Mr. COOPER. One thing we know will 
go up is interest expense on the na-
tional debt because the deficits are the 
largest in American history. It is get-
ting harder and harder to blame 9/11 for 
that because they have produced the 
largest deficits in American history 
year after year after year, as this chart 
shows right here. As the gentleman il-
lustrated earlier, the sea of red ink is 
continuing; deficits, the largest in 
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American history, as far as anyone can 
see. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. The gen-
tleman mentioned 9/11. It seems to me 
that it is fair to have been surprised in 
September of 2001 or maybe later that 
you suffered 9/11. Does the gentleman 
find it surprising that people still ap-
pear to be surprised that 9/11 happened 
here, 4 years later, that we are budg-
eting as if it did not happen? And sur-
prise, after you pass the budget, oh, we 
forgot about 9/11? 

Mr. COOPER. All the experts, includ-
ing Chairman Greenspan of the Federal 
Reserve, say right now under these Re-
publican budgets we are clearly on an 
unsustainable path, a literal road to 
ruin for our Nation. And the head of 
the GAO, the Government Account-
ability Office, David Walker, has said 
the same thing. In fact, he pointed out 
that 2004 was the worst year in Amer-
ican fiscal history, the worst year in 
our entire Nation’s fiscal history be-
cause we are piling up deficits in such 
an irresponsible fashion. It is time for 
that to stop, but the situation will not 
be helped tomorrow when they cram 
down a budget on us that literally no 
one has seen. But if it resembles the 
House Republican budget or the Senate 
Republican budget, it is likely to be 
bad news for the American people. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Let me ask 
one more question. The gentlemen 
mentions interest on the national debt. 
I remember in 2001 when this adminis-
tration came in, when Chairman 
Greenspan was testifying, the ques-
tions he had to answer were along the 
lines of should we pay off the whole na-
tional debt or should we pay off just 
the short-term debt or the long-term 
debt? What will happen to the interest 
rates when you pay off the national 
debt? 

Were the projections not at the be-
ginning of 2001 when this administra-
tion came in that we could pay all the 
debt held by the public, we could pay it 
off by 2008, and by 2013, 2015, we could 
have put all the money back into the 
trust funds that we borrowed from like 
Social Security? 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman makes 
a great point because we have gone 
from the prospect of being a debt-free 
Nation to being one of the most in-
debted nations in the world. 

In fact, there is a tragic tipping point 
that will occur in the last year of the 
Bush administration, because in that 
year, and this is according to the 
House Republican budget, we will actu-
ally be spending more on interest pay-
ments to our creditors than we spend 
on all regular domestic government in 
America. So in a sense it will be a bet-
ter deal to be a bond holder of this 
country, even a foreign bond holder, 
than to be a citizen of this country. 
And that is the classic result of budget 
mismanagement which we are seeing 
year in and year out under this admin-
istration. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentleman men-
tioned what they told us about repay-

ment of the debt. If the gentleman re-
calls, they said if you pass our budget, 
including these tax cuts, $1.5 trillion, 
$1.6 trillion in tax cuts, with interest 
even more, we will not be back until 
2008, if you implement our budget, to 
ask you for an increase in the debt ceil-
ing. We will not need to come back be-
cause we will have ample room beneath 
that ceiling. 

In the Clinton administration the 
last 3 years we paid off over $300 billion 
of national debt. That is the first time 
that has happened for a long time. So 
they said that trend is going to extend 
and we will not need to come back and 
ask for an increase in the debt ceiling 
in 2008. History shows in 2002 they were 
back, hat in hand, saying we need $450 
billion. The next year, 2003, they need-
ed 984. 

As the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. COOPER) pointed out, that was 
equal to the entire debt of the United 
States in 1980. And then only 16 months 
later, they were back asking for an-
other $800 billion which was provided in 
November of last year; and as a con-
sequence, the total increase in the debt 
ceiling of the United States to accom-
modate the Bush budget from 2001 
through 2005 is $2 trillion 234 billion. 
That is simple arithmetic, back-of-the-
envelope analysis, but it is truly as-
tounding to me, given the fact that 
they told us we would not need to raise 
the debt ceiling until 2008. 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman men-
tioned earlier that in early 2006 they 
will be asking for another increase in 
the debt ceiling, perhaps even 2005. 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. This 
time next year they will need another 
increase, probably in the range of $800 
billion.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Would the 
gentleman remind us what the 10-year 
surplus was projected to be at the be-
ginning of this administration? 

Mr. SPRATT. $5.6 trillion. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. For those 

same 10 years, what is the projected 
surplus to be now? 

Mr. SPRATT. It is more like $3.3 tril-
lion deficit. We have had a swing in the 
wrong direction of nearly $9 trillion. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would ask if the entire take of the in-
dividual income tax, is that not about 
$800 billion? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And we have 

an average of $900 billion overspending 
from what was projected every year for 
the 10-year period? 

Mr. SPRATT. Yes. It is a serious 
problem. It is a result of policies. It did 
not just fall off out of the sky. It is not 
terrorism necessarily. It is not war, 
even. It is the fiscal policies of this ad-
ministration. 

Now, one thing we did, as the gen-
tleman will recall, in 2001 we did not do 
it, I did not vote for that budget; but in 
the Senate in particular, they said 
these tax cuts will have to sunset at 
the end of 2010 because, one reason, 
there may not be the surplus that we 

think there will be. This is a blue-sky 
estimate. It may not obtain it. If it 
does not, we do not want to be com-
mitted to these tax cuts only to find 
out that the surplus that they are 
predicated upon does not actually hap-
pen. And so they were all made to ex-
pire or terminate by December 31, 2010. 

Now, we know that the surplus pro-
jection was wrong, grossly off, vastly 
overstated. And we have huge deficits 
in the place of huge surpluses now. But 
the administration is still pushing the 
same fiscal policy, asking, insisting, 
scheduling these tax cuts to be ex-
tended, all of them, almost all of them, 
after the year 2010, even though they 
can only do one thing at that point in 
time and that is go directly to the bot-
tom line and vastly, hugely, expand the 
deficit of the United States. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Does the gen-
tleman have a chart that shows what 
the surpluses were supposed to be and 
what the annual deficits look like? 

Mr. SPRATT. Here is one good chart 
that does just that. The gentleman can 
see it better than I can from his van-
tage point. We can see what they pro-
jected. 

In the year 2002 they projected a sur-
plus of $313 billion. That was with the 
implementation of their policies. It 
turned out to be a deficit of $158 bil-
lion. In the year 2003 they projected 
$359 billion. At least that was the Janu-
ary 2001 projection. I beg your pardon. 
That was without policy. That was the 
projection before Bush policy. A $359 
billion surplus turned into a $377 bil-
lion deficit with Bush policies. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, could the gentleman show me 
where Social Security and Medicare 
present surpluses are on that chart? 

Mr. SPRATT. Most of the numbers 
that we have quoted, as the gentleman 
well knows, are net of the Social Secu-
rity surpluses. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. So that 
means we spend the Social Security 
plus, and then spend even more than 
that after we have spent the surplus? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. We had 
a deficit last year of $412 billion. But 
that was after deducting $150, $160 bil-
lion surplus in Social Security. If that 
Social Security surplus had not been 
offset, there was a deficit in the gen-
eral account of the Federal budget 
equal to nearly 600. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. In the final 
years of the Clinton administration we 
had the Social Security and Medicare 
surplus and we were talking about a 
lockbox where that would be put to 
save Social Security and Medicare 
without spending it; is that right? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. ALLEN. If I could just jump in 

here, I wanted to come to a conclusion 
about what this means, these huge 
deficits, these unprecedented deficits, 
the highest deficits in American his-
tory. They mean higher interest rates 
in the long run, higher interest rates 
than we would have otherwise. 

Mr. COOPER. On car loans. 
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Mr. ALLEN. On car loans and home 

mortgages and on business loans. That 
is number one. And because it means 
higher interest rates in the long run, it 
means slower economic growth, slower 
economic growth than we would have 
with more responsible policies. What 
does slower economic growth yield? 
Fewer jobs. Fewer jobs for the Amer-
ican people.

b 2320 

So we have higher interest rates, 
slower economic growth, fewer jobs. 

It is hard to believe the people who 
care about America would do what the 
Republican majority is doing to the 
American people through these budg-
ets. They have fed the wealthiest peo-
ple with tax cuts, the largest tax cuts 
in American history, and they are tak-
ing from the middle class opportunities 
for education and job training and ad-
vancement that ought to be part of 
what this country means. 

I think it is embarrassing, it is a 
shameful activity, and it clearly is the 
worst fiscal irresponsibility that I can 
remember in the last 100 years. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman has just examined one of the 
reasons that this deficit, these deficits 
which are structural deficits built into 
the budget, not cyclical and resulting 
from the economy, but structural, will 
not go away of their own accord, will 
not self-resolve but will be with us on 
and on and on until we take significant 
action. 

The sad part about it is the budget 
resolution that comes to the floor to-
morrow will not take significant ac-
tion. We will have a budget that ap-
pears, but we will not have a plan to 
reduce the deficit, and we will not have 
any prospect of reducing the deficit, 
not under this budget. We will just 
kick the can down the road and leave it 
to the next Congress. 

I thank all of the gentleman here for 
participating tonight.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ISRAEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min-

utes, May 4. 
Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DENT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCHENRY, for 5 minutes, April 28 

and May 3 and 4. 
Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, May 4. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, for 5 min-

utes, today.

f 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. FILNER and to include extraneous 
material, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $1,807.00.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 22 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, April 28, 2005, at 
10:00 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1734. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Texas; 
Revisions to Control Volatile Organic Com-
pound Emissions [R06–OAR–2005–TX–0008; 
FRL–7890–4] received April 21, 2005, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

1735. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Post 1996 
Rate-of-Progress Plan, Adjustments to the 
1990 Base Year Emissions Inventory, and 
Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets for the 
Dallas/Fort Worth Ozone Nonattainment 
Area [TX–107–1–7496; FRL–7890–1] received 
April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1736. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—South Carolina: Final Au-
thorization of State Hazardous Waste Man-
agement Program Revision [FRL–7889–8] re-
ceived April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1737. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revision of December 2000 
Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants from Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units and the Removal of 

Coal- and Oil-fired Electric Utility Steam 
Generating Units from the Section 112(c) 
List [OAR–2002–0056; FRL–7887–7] (RIN: 2060–
AM96) received April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

1738. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Standards of Performance for 
New and Existing Stationary Sources: Elec-
tronic Utility Steam Generating Units 
[OAR–2002–0056; FRL–7888–1] (RIN: 2060-AJ65) 
received April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1739. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Reporting Requirement for Changes in Sta-
tus For Public Utilities With Market-Based 
Rate Authority [Docket No. RM04–14–000; 
Order No. 652] received March 11, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. NEY: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. House Resolution 239. Resolution 
dismissing the election contest relating to 
the office of Representative from the Sixth 
Congressional District of Tennessee (Rept. 
109–57). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. House Resolution 170. Resolution of 
inquiry requesting the President to transmit 
certain information to the House of Rep-
resentatives respecting a claim made by the 
President on February 16, 2005, at a meeting 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, that there is 
not a Social Security Trust; adversely (Rept. 
109–58) Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 241. Resolution providing for the 
adoption of the resolution (H. Res. 240) 
amending the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives to reinstate certain provisions 
of the rules relating to procedures of the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
to the form in which those provisions existed 
at the close of the 108th Congress. (Rept. 109–
59) Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PUTNAM: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 242. Resolution waiving a require-
ment of clause 6(a) rule XIII with respect to 
consideration of certain resolutions reported 
from the Committee on Rules. (Rept. 109–60) 
Referred to the House Calendar.

f 

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. BOEHNER: Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. H.R. 742. A bill to amend 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970 to provide for the award of attorneys’ 
fees and costs to small employers when such 
employers prevail in litigation prompted by 
the issuance of a citation by the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration; re-
ferred to the Committee on Judiciary for a 
period ending not later than May 6, 2005, for 
consideration of such provisions of the bill as 
fall within the jurisdiction of that com-
mittee pursuant to clause 1(1), rule X (Rept. 
109–61, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.
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