H2510

Now, last year we began to close the
doughnut hole, and this year the phar-
maceutical industry has to give dis-
counted prices to seniors in the dough-
nut hole. Mr. RYAN would undo that.
No more discounted prices for seniors
in the doughnut hole. That’s eating
into the obscene profits of the pharma-
ceutical companies. So they’ve got a
little provision in this bill. The dough-
nut hole is back. Make the world safe
for doughnut holes. That’s the Ryan
path to prosperity.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I don’t think so. It
seems to me to be the path to poverty
for seniors. And it goes way, way be-
yond that.

Our colleague from Texas, SHEILA
JACKSON LEE, has joined us. Ms. LEE, if
you would care to comment. I know
this is an issue you are deeply con-
cerned about.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Well,
since, like PETER, I spent 6 or 7 hours
on the floor of the House some years
ago, PETER, I guess the 1990s, when we
were fighting against the inevitable
doughnut hole, we held the vote open—
I shouldn’t say ‘“‘we.” The Republicans
held the vote open for at least 6 or 7
hours. I think we voted at 5 a.m. when
the last arm was twisted. I think some-
one had a broken arm in order to en-
sure the doughnut hole was in.

We, of course, have come back,
Democrats, and created the Affordable
Care Act. And I tell you, every senior
center I have gone through since the
famous passage of the Affordable Care
Act, seniors have said, ‘‘Thank you.
Thank you.” If anyone has an 84-year-
old mother—I just lost my mother, but
our conversations centered around the
enormous cost of prescription drugs
and how relieved she was to, at that
time, to have had some relief from the
doughnut hole.

Now, as we watched our friends just a
few, maybe about an hour or so ago, I
hope there was some camera view of
the glee that was shown when there
was a suggestion that we would shut
the government down and, in essence,
implode, if I can use that on the floor
of the House, any budgeting conversa-
tion that makes sense, such as the fact
that what we are doing now with the
CR is dated and old, it is passe, it is
cutting into funding for a present year.
What it’s doing tomorrow, which is
what the groundwork is being laid, is
literally destroying the systems as we
know it. Sixty-six percent of the sen-
iors don’t like this plan.

But I want to throw something out.
Let me let them understand what the
plan is. The plan is block grants, block
grants given to disparate State govern-
ments, of which we have no control
over, to be able to manipulate and play
with Medicare. What sense does that
make? Block grants that will in fact be
able to be used for whatever we want to
use.

The State of Texas, for example, re-
ceived $3.2 billion in education funds
through the American Reinvestment
and Recovery Act. Where is it my good
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friend? It is in the rainy day fund,
never used for schools. Can you imag-
ine block grants for Medicare? Can you
imagine the nursing homes that will be
closed through Medicaid, and then, of
course, seniors getting Medicare? And
then they shout for joy not only for
shutting down the government over the
next 2 days, but they shout for joy for
the kind of budget that they believe
they will be able to—they whet their
appetite that they will be able to do for
2012. They will implode this country as
we know it.

We want budget cuts. We don’t want
to see the government shut down. But
there is a morality and a character and
an integrity, and there is called a
heart. And I like what you are saying
there. The Republican budget would de-
stroy Medicare. And I just want to say
this. We have been around this block
before. I heard one Republican leader-
ship say some years ago, ‘‘Over my cold
dead body.” The opposition to my
President, who was a great hero of
Texas, Lyndon Baines Johnson, even
when he tried Medicare, there were
those who said how it would destroy
America, how it was going to under-
mine America. And look where we are
today. How many lives have we saved
because seniors had Medicare?

I see that there is this effort to bury
this program that has kept the grand-
mothers and granddads of America’s
children alive for them to be able to
see their grandchildren grow up be-
cause they have had good health care.
Where is the morality?

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, we seriously
question the morality of the proposal
that’s being put forward by the Repub-
lican caucus.

You said something that I want to
focus in on. The details are important.
We talked about Medicare and the end
of Medicare as we know it. And basi-
cally, as Mr. DEFAZIO was saying, it’s a
program in which Medicare becomes
privatized. The money is turned over to
the insurance companies; our future,
our seniors’ future turned over to the
insurance companies and their whims.

But you also raised a very, very im-
portant point. And that is all across
this Nation there are millions of Amer-
icans who are in nursing homes who
now depend upon the Medicaid pro-
gram, Medicaid program for the pay-
ment to the nursing homes. In the
budget program, there is the block
granting of the Medicaid program, and
therefore the likelihood that the pay-
ments to the nursing homes will be re-
duced or end and those people will not
be able to get care in the nursing
home.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian
Pate, one of his secretaries.
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THE BUDGET CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California may proceed.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I
would love to see what that message is.
I think we got some sense of it earlier
in the day. And I suspect it speaks to
the issue of the continuing resolution,
and it is the effectuation of the prom-
ise he made earlier in the day that
should the legislation that passed here
about an hour-and-a-half ago, 2 hours
ago, that is the continuing resolution,
should it arrive on his desk, he will
veto it. T haven’t seen it, but I will bet
that’s what’s in that envelope.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. If you
could yield for a moment, I want to
thank the gentleman for the clarifica-
tion, for separating out. I want to add
something. Medicare is a program that
is going to be wholly privatized and in-
come driven without any basis in sub-
stance; meaning, plainly, if you are
more wealthy, this has nothing do with
how you would do Medicare today, as
someone suggested that you staggered
the amounts on income. This has to do
with, if you can even get Medicare, it
will be because you have enough money
to get Medicare because it will be in
that system.

Then, of course, there is some little
secret backroom corner where they
throw something out about a public
system that is not even defined.

But you make a very good point
about nursing homes, which I have a
lot in my district. In fact, we are al-
ways hearing from them regarding
maintaining their status. And cer-
tainly we are very keen to make sure
that these nursing homes meet their
own standards. But they provide refuge
and rest, if you will, for not only the
seniors, but the frail and the disabled.

And I just want to paint this picture
for you, Mr. GARAMENDI. I just want to
paint the picture for you of no room at
the inn, lights out, doors wide open,
and the drumbeat playing as people are
being rolled out of nursing homes in
wheelchairs, with crutches, some on
beds. Maybe we can just imagine the
tragic scenes of Hurricane Katrina,
when nursing home residents were
pouring out of nursing homes in the
wake of the disaster of Hurricane
Katrina. Well, let me tell you, we’ve
got Hurricane Ryan, and there is a dis-
aster coming. And, frankly, with all
good intentions of our good friends on
the other side of the aisle, if we had sat
down at the table of compromise and
projected how we can best serve Amer-
ica by reducing the deficit, the debt,
and recognizing that we have morality
and we have values that will help this
country.
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Might I just say that we are talking
about seniors, but don’t forget there
are many, many families that take
their children to pediatricians on Med-
icaid, and that’s their primary care
provider just like Medicare.

So I would just simply add this word
that I am not ready to bury Medicare
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now; and I believe there is a rejuvena-
tion, there is a rebirth coming, and
that is the American people saying, no,
not on my watch. This is a non-starter,
and I am glad to be standing with you
today.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, do you think
this particular gravestone here doesn’t
have to happen?

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I be-
lieve if we stand committed to edu-
cating the American public, it should
not happen.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I am going to take
this down because I know that the
American public, whether they are sen-
iors now or will be seniors in the fu-
ture, understand the incredible impor-
tance of Medicare to the American so-
ciety. Whether you are young or old,
you know that Medicare has always
been there since 1964 to provide med-
ical services to those people 65 and over
and some who are younger than 65 that
have gone through terrible medical cir-
cumstances and unable to care for
themselves.

So we are going to take this tomb-
stone, and we are going to bury it,
along with Mr. RYAN’s proposal to ter-
minate Medicare as we know it. So
let’s be aware, American public, what’s
at stake here with the proposal that’s
coming down from the Republican cau-
cus and from Mr. RYAN.

I want to take up another subject and
cover it briefly, or maybe not so brief-
ly, and this has to do with the subject
matter at hand, which is the deficit.
We need to understand where the def-
icit came from.

The deficit didn’t just get created in
the last couple of years. Certainly, the
Great Recession had a lot to do with it,
the stimulus package, made up of two
parts, one part was the bank bailout,
$700 million or more, almost all of that
has now been repaid to the Treasury, so
we don’t have to worry about that
being the a big part of the deficit. A
little bit remains, but most of it has
been repaid.

The second part was the stimulus,
some $750 million. That was borrowed
money that is part of the deficit. But
that also created, or it maintained,
well over 2 million jobs here in the
United States. Those people that
stayed at work were continuing to be
employed and to pay taxes.

You can imagine what would have
happened had the stimulus not been
there; but, nonetheless, it is part of the
deficit. But that doesn’t account for all
of the deficit.

Let’s go back to where Ronald
Reagan was President. At the end of
each year, the Congressional Budget
Office takes a look at status of the
budget of the United States and says
here’s what’s happening today and
here’s the projection for the future.
They do a 10-year projection.

At the end of Ronald Reagan’s term,
the Congressional Budget Office, non-
partisan, not Democrat, not Repub-
lican, looked at the budget, looked at
the economy and said, well, the way
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things are, we can project for the next
10 years that the budget will have a
deficit of $1.3 trillion.

So Ronald Reagan left office with a
deficit. He was followed by George H.W.
Bush. And the same projection was
made every year, and every year the
deficit grew so that at the end of the
George H.W. Bush administration, be-
fore Bill Clinton took office, there was
a projected additional deficit of about 3
trillion additional dollars.

Bill Clinton came into office, changes
were made, Balanced Budget Act went
into effect, PAYGO which required
laws to be paid for with new taxes or
with cuts—mo more deficit financing
for new laws—came into effect; and at
the end of the Clinton administration,
the normal process took place at the
end of that year. What will be the def-
icit going forward?

Whoa. You mean, there is no deficit?
Yes, the Congressional Budget Office
estimated at the end of the Clinton pe-
riod that there would be a $5 trillion
surplus, literally paying off the entire
debt of the United States. Policies were
put in place during that Presidency,
Democrat, Republican votes on both
sides that would, in the 10 years, 2001
to 2010, terminate the American debt.

However, in 2001, George W. Bush and
the Republicans in control of the Con-
gress and the Senate passed a massive
tax cut that immediately turned that
projected surplus into a projected def-
icit of well over a trillion dollars. The
next year, the Afghan war was under
way and the Iraq war was begun, two
wars, the first time ever in America’s
history that a war was under way for
which there was no way to pay for it
except to borrow money.

In previous wars, World War II, World
War I, the Civil War, the government
raised taxes to pay for the war; but not
these two wars. This was entirely bor-
rowed, all of the cost of it. And right
now the Afghanistan war is costing $100
billion to $120 billion a year and we
just voted today, not more than an
hour and a half ago, for $157 billion for
the Afghanistan, Libya and Iraq wars,
$157 billion.

Now, again, this is all on borrowed
money. Despite efforts by the Demo-
cratic Caucus to raise money, raise
taxes for those wars, taxes on the high-
est, wealthiest Americans, those votes
failed.

Now, the rest of the story is this. My
friend, Mr. DEFAZzIO, talked about the
Medicare drug doughnut hole. The
Medicare drug doughnut hole was
added during the Bush administration,
well over $600 million a year, again, not
paid for but rather borrowed money.

And then the Great Recession of 2008
and 2009, that Great Recession added to
the deficit because employment plum-
meted along with tax revenues, so that
at the end of the George W. Bush ad-
ministration, this Congressional Budg-
et Office did what it had done every
yvear in the past 50 years, did a projec-
tion, in the next 10 years, what will be
the deficit.
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Guess what the number was? $11 tril-
lion-plus dollars.

And so during the 2001—2010 period,
an enormous growth in the American
deficit, Barack Obama came into office
in January of 2009. And the day he took
office, he had an annual budget deficit
handed to him of over $1.3 trillion. The
George W. Bush legacy was handed di-
rectly to Barack Obama the day he
took office, over a trillion dollars. We
have to work ourselves out of this hole.

This is a deep, dangerous hole and we
have got to work our way out of it. We
have to do it with wisdom, we have to
do it with intelligence, and we have to
always keep in mind where we need to
go. Two paths: one, bring the deficit
down; and, two, provide those services
that are desperately needed by Ameri-
cans: Medicare, Medicaid, education,
services that provide people the oppor-
tunity to get jobs. Those are funda-
mental investments that we must
make, research and the like also in-
cluded.

Simultaneously, we must always
achieve efficiency and effectiveness in
every governmental program, wherever
it happens to be. We know that the
medical systems in the United States
are inefficient, so the proposal put
forth by our Republican colleagues to
privatize, destroy Medicare, does noth-
ing to deal with the inefficiencies of
the medical system.

There are three parts to the medical
system: the collection of money, the
payment of claims, and the provision of
services. Medicare happens to be the
most efficient delivery in the collec-
tion of money, the payment of claims
and the delivery of services of any of
the medical services and medical sys-
tems out there.
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The private insurance companies,
however, are the least efficient, the
least efficient created because of the
numerous policies that they offer, con-
fusion to the purchaser of the policy,
whether it is an individual or business,
and to the provider of services. Go into
any hospital, and one of the biggest
sections in the hospital is not the
emergency room, not the operating
room, not the intensive care unit. It is
the administrative unit. Why? Because
they have to deal with thousands of
different policies, different deductibles,
different copays and different policies
from different companies. ‘‘Is this
going to be paid?”’ ‘“Who is going to
pay that?” and so forth, creating the
least efficient medical delivery system
in the world. A full 40 percent of all of
the medical costs are in administra-
tion.

Keep in mind that Medicare, on the
other hand, is the most efficient,
spending no more than 3 percent in col-
lecting the money and paying the bills.

So the proposal that we have before
us by the Republicans to terminate
Medicare and hand it over to the insur-
ance companies will create even addi-
tional costs and more inefficiency in
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the system, less effectiveness. That is
not the way to go.

We talked earlier about the dreaded
doughnut hole for Medicare seniors.
Why was it that the Republicans re-
fused to allow the Federal Government
to negotiate prices with the pharma-
ceutical companies? It is the most inef-
fective, inefficient and stupid thing in
the world to spend tens and hundreds of
billions of dollars a year on drugs and
not be able to negotiate but simply to
be a price taker, not a negotiator, not
to use your purchasing power to nego-
tiate.

I don’t understand—well, I do under-
stand. I know exactly what it is. It has
to do with the effective lobby and con-
tributions of the pharmaceutical indus-
try. Wrong, wrong, wrong. We can and
we must go to the medical system and
seek efficiencies, and it can be done.

I have spent a lot of my time as in-
surance commissioner looking at how
it can be done, and we will go into that
at another time, but I will give you a
couple of items along the way.

A doctor goes into a hospital and
scribbles on a piece of paper what he
believes to be wrong with the person.
He writes on a piece of paper in illegi-
ble handwriting what the pharma-
ceutical will be. Medical errors abound.
We know that, in fact, infections occur
in hospitals. We know that readmis-
sions occur in hospitals. All of those
things need not exist in America. We
can significantly reduce the costs of
medical services by instituting elec-
tronic medical records. That can be
done, and, in fact, in the health care
reform bill, the Affordable Care Act, it
is done. Republicans want to repeal
that. Somehow they think that that is
going to reduce costs. I don’t think so.
Nonetheless, that is what they want to
do.

There are many other things that
can be done. Infectious rate, readmis-
sions, we need to be in front of ill-
nesses. We need to have public health
services. But yet in the CR, the con-
tinuing resolution that passed this
House just this day not more than 2
hours ago, the clinics in America are
reduced and people will be lined up in
the emergency rooms. We know that is
the most expensive place in this Nation
to get medical care. Yet we get this
kind of CR that comes through here,
this continuing resolution to fund the
government that reduces clinics all
across this Nation.

Well, I think I need a glass of water,
and I notice that my colleague from
Colorado (Mr. PERLMUTTER) has arrived
to join us in this moment.

Thank you for coming here.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. 1 thank my
friend from California. I hope you don’t
go too far for that water, because 1
want to express my concern about the
way the Republican Party, the major-
ity in the House, is providing for run-
ning this country. It is a pretty fright-
ening set of circumstances that we
have when this country is run on a
week-to-week basis; the funding for our
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troops, the funding for our transpor-
tation, the funding for Medicare, for
Social Security and for health care of
all kinds is on a week-to-week basis. It
is very difficult for a family to operate
on a week-to-week basis. It is nearly
impossible for a business to operate on
a week-to-week basis. But apparently
for my friends on the Republican side,
it is okay for the Nation to run on a
week-to-week basis.

So today, in what they, I think, be-
lieve was a great accomplishment, pro-
vide for another week of funding so
that the various parts of our govern-
ment, whether it is education, trans-
portation, homeland security, the mili-
tary or Veterans Affairs, all those
kinds of things are just operating on a
one-week basis. That is no way to run
a railroad or a country.

We have got to do much better than
this. And there is no question that we
have budgetary issues that this Nation
has to confront. My friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle would like to
take it all out, deal with the whole
budget, but only in a very slim part, in
effect, punish a very tiny part of the
budget for the ills that I would say oc-
curred under the Bush administration:
big tax cuts for millionaires and bil-
lionaires, prosecute a couple wars with-
out paying for them, and then allow
Wall Street to run amok without any
police. That’s what caused the debt.

Energy efficiency didn’t cause the
debt in America. Preschool programs
didn’t cause the debt in America. The
National Institutes of Health didn’t
cause this debt in America that we
really do have to deal with today, there
is no question about it. But those are
the people, those are the things that
they would like to blame for the debt.
It is across the board. And there has
got to be a shared sacrifice. Both mil-
lionaires and billionaires have to put
up as part of their approach to all this.
There has to be a revenue component
to this as well as an expense.

And so I would say to my friend from
California that this 1-week approach to
managing something as big as America
is crazy, and it has got to stop. We need
to have a real budget and real appro-
priations so that people that do busi-
ness with the government can have
solid expectations for their contracts
and people that work in the govern-
ment know that they are going to get
paid, people that receive benefits in
one fashion or another know that next
week things will keep going. Because
this country is great and it is strong
and it will be here a long time after
any of us. But this month-to-month,
day-to-day, week-to-week approach to
management is just bad news for Amer-
ica. I hope it changes very soon.

I would return the mic to my friend
from California.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Two hours ago,
the Republicans in this House passed,
without Democratic support, a con-
tinuing resolution for a while, and
there were cuts in those. For the most
part, there was no debate here on the
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floor about specific cuts, but you raised
these issues. I'm going to put some
numbers to what you talked about. The
Women, Infants, and Children program,
the WIC program, is for pregnant
mothers at risk during their pregnancy
and then after their pregnancy so they
have adequate nutrition and health
care so they have a healthy baby. It
saves us money. If that baby is not
healthy, it is going to cost a lot of
money. The Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren program, the WIC program, there
is a $200 million reduction in it.

We like to fight crime; right? Well,
$149 million out of the construction ac-
count so that there can be police sta-
tions and other facilities for the police
across the Nation.

You mentioned environmental issues.
$192 million from the Department of
Energy’s environmental cleanup. What
are they cleaning up? They are clean-
ing up the nuclear waste material from
the previous Cold War nuclear pro-
grams. We know a lot all of a sudden
about nuclear contamination. Oh,
good, we are going to take $192 million
out and just leave that nuclear waste
out there to do what it is going to do,
and it won’t be good.

And also, there is another. You men-
tioned the banking industry. We know
that between 2001 and 2008 the Bush ad-
ministration and the Federal Reserve
just said they will regulate themselves;
we don’t need to police the banks. And
so we wound up with the great crash.

O 1600

Well, we passed the Wall Street re-
form. We put in serious policing. We
are going to police those characters.
We are not going to let them get away
with ‘‘greed is good’” and rip off the
public. We need policemen. But the Re-
publicans don’t believe in this, so they
took a total of $690 million out of the
financial services programs. These are
the policemen that protect America’s
financial future.

We got a call from CalPERS and
CalSTRS, the two big California pen-
sion agencies, which came to Congress
and said: Do not do this. Wall Street
needs to be policed. Don’t cut the po-
lice.

I'm going to do a couple more. Let’s
see, how about clean water and drink-
ing water, $700 million out of the clean
water fund. This is for communities to
build water systems so there is clean
water. You go through this and you
say: What are they thinking?

Okay, your turn. Continue on.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. And I would say
to my friend, look, I wish we were not
here. I wish that, going back to 2001,
2002, I wish President Bush hadn’t had
the country take a voluntary pay cut.
We were on the road to a surplus. We
were almost done getting rid of the
debt. But, no, we are just the opposite
right now because we took a voluntary
pay cut to this country.

Then we prosecute two big wars, to
the tune of a trillion dollars. And
under the Bush administration, they
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had those wars on a whole set of dif-
ferent books. They didn’t really ac-
count for it as part of the debt of this
country. Now, under President Obama,
we have real accounting, so we know
how bad the books look. And then we
had this crash on Wall Street. Now
those things all add up to a lot of debt.
There is no doubt about it. And when
the country hit the crash, the income
to the country dropped and the ex-
penses went up.

I don’t think we should ever forget
how we got here, but we are here, and
we have to deal with it. So I respect
people who want to confront this, but
the values and the priorities that are
being expressed by the Republican
Party in how to deal with this are just
so misplaced. They want to maintain
the tax cuts for millionaires and bil-
lionaires. They want to maintain tax
cuts that encourage people to send jobs
overseas. And they want to maintain
tax cuts for oil companies when we are
at $105 or $106 a barrel, for goodness
sake. You don’t need much encourage-
ment to start drilling at that high a
price.

So those kinds of things have to be
looked at very closely when all of a
sudden you are taking it out of a num-
ber of those programs and people that
you talked about: early childhood,
health care, education, and transpor-
tation. We are going to have to share
this sacrifice, no question about it.
And as Democrats, we are prepared to
do that. It isn’t going to be fun. It isn’t
a lot of excitement when you really
have to manage those expenses, but
you also have to have the revenue to
deal with the budget that we have in
front of us.

My friends on the Republican side of
the aisle would like to say, you know
what, nobody really has to pay for
these tax cuts, nobody really has to
pay for sending jobs overseas. They are
wrong. They are just flat wrong.

We have to change this. And they are
in the majority. They are running the
show here in the House. This one week
at a time, that’s a joke. Nobody can
really manage, and people doing busi-
ness with the government, with the
country, they need to have some firm
confidence in what is going on.

My friends on the Republican side of
the aisle just keep undermining the
confidence of people doing business in
this country. So we have a lot of work
to do. It really is going to take both
sides of the aisle. I appreciate the
President rolling up his sleeves and
trying to get this done, and the Senate
working on it. But there are some on
the other side of the aisle who don’t
understand what the word ‘‘com-
promise’” means to get to a greater
goal, which is to get this budget under
control.

Mr. GARAMENDI. You have raised a
couple of issues, and I would like to
carry them a little further. You raised
the tax issue, in the proposed budget,
not the CR today that funded the gov-
ernment for another week but rather in
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the proposal for the next year and be-
yond. The Republicans propose to con-
tinue the Bush era tax cuts of 2001 for
the super wealthy in America. Now
that’s about $700 billion added to the
deficit. Not only that, that tax rate is
35 percent. They are proposing to lower
that tax rate to 256 percent. So for the
super wealthy in America, we are talk-
ing about millionaires, people whose
annual income is $1 million and people
whose annual income is $1 billion, to
give them a lower tax rate. Are we
talking shared sacrifice here? I think
not.

I want to turn to this chart which
was handed to me by one of our col-
leagues who is actually on the Presi-
dent’s deficit commission. She said the
facts are pretty clear. Not pretty
clear—they are crystal clear. She said
between 1974 and 2009, there has been a
shift in the wealth and the income of
Americans. What has happened is that
the rich have gotten really rich and ev-
erybody else has been treading water,
not really going anywhere. So if you
take a look at this, you’ll see that over
that 20-year period for those at the
very bottom, they have seen their in-
come go up by $200 a year. As you move
on up, as you get to the top, those in
the 80 percentile, they have seen bet-
ter. They have about $100,000. But when
you get to the one-tenth of 1 percent of
the population, their average annual
income has gone up by just under $6
million a year, a $5,978,870 annual in-
crease for the top one-tenth of 1 per-
cent.

Another chart, I don’t have it with
me right now, would show that for
these people, the top 1 percent, they
now have 25 percent of all of the wealth
of America. Go back, go back to 1974,
they had 7 percent of the wealth in
America; 1974, the top 1 percent had 7
percent. And 2009, the top 1 percent
controlled 24 percent of all of the
wealth in America. An enormous shift
has taken place here. The middle class
has been left behind, basically stag-
nant, basically treading water.

Now, understanding that reality of
America, the stagnation of the middle
class, the struggle for not one family
earner but two, wife and husband, out
working, trying to keep the family to-
gether in the home with health care,
the kids going off to school, that is the
struggle of middle America. So what
have the Republicans proposed? Their
proposal will shift the tax burden away
from the super rich to the middle class
because they want to reduce the taxes
on the super rich from 35 percent to 25
percent. And inevitably, that is going
to raise the taxes for the middle class
to make up the difference. We will not
let that happen.

I notice that my colleague from the
great Midwest has joined us. Thank
you very much. I suspect you may have
something to say about this.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I am watching
you go through this, and I wanted to
come down and take part. Last night
we did the budget for next year. Demo-
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crats consistently, all day and all
night, offered amendments to try to
correct this idea of there not being any
shared sacrifice. So as we sift through,
we go through the budget line item by
line item, and there are millions being
cut, if not billions being cut, from Head
Start, early childhood programs, the
Pell Grant, veterans health, all of
these things that get reinvested back
into our people, and the RAND Cor-
poration and all of these studies that
are done, for every dollar we invest in
early childhood, we get about $17 back
into society. For ever $1 we invest in
Head Start, we get $7 to $9 back. And
all of our friends on the other side who
say we ought to run government like a
business should look at some of these
statistics. These are critical invest-
ments that we need to make in the
United States if we are going to be
competitive.

We have only 300-plus million people
in the United States. We are now com-
peting against 1.3 billion in China. We
are now competing against over 1 bil-
lion people in India. So we have to have
all 300 million of our people on the field
playing for the United States of Amer-
ica.
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And you know what? That means
we’ve got to invest in their health care
to make sure those Kkids are healthy.
We’ve got to make sure that they’re
educated. This is not the time to make
college more expensive by cutting the
Pell Grant from the top rate that we
had, that the Democrats put in when
we were here. The top Pell Grant would
be 5,600 bucks. Now with the cuts that
the Republican budget is going to
make, if you’re sending your kid to col-
lege, you’re now only going to have
$2,100 as a maximum Pell Grant. To
me, if we’re trying to get more people
into college, more people doing re-
search, more people innovating in our
economy, more entrepreneurs, we need
to invest in these Kkinds of things.

And yesterday all of our friends on
the other side of the aisle had the op-
portunity to come down in public with
a vote, one side or the other. In each
and every instance, they voted against
those investments.

In fact, we even offered a few amend-
ments, one saying if you make more
than a million bucks a year, which,
where I come from, is a lot of money,
let’s raise the taxes on those people
who make a million dollars a year or
more and try to offset some of these
deep cuts into Head Start, into the Pell
Grant, into the Medicare program.

The gentleman from California was
talking about wages. We have seniors
now who over the past 30 years, wheth-
er they worked in the steel industry in
Youngstown, Ohio, or the rubber indus-
try in AKkron, Ohio, or throughout the
industrial Midwest, in many instances
they lost their pension. I remember
when my grandfather retired in 1979,
his pension was $392; and when he died
a few years ago, it was $392.
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So now what the new roadmap for the
Republicans does is it says for these
people who are 55 and in the industrial
Midwest who have seen the diminish-
ment of their wages over the last 30
years, while the top 1 percent was
going up, they’re saying now they want
to take the Medicare program and just
give some support to let the senior go
out into the free market and buy their
own Medicare.

So Medicare is ‘‘medi-gone.” You are
now going to be on your own. So now if
you’re a senior citizen in the United
States under the Ryan roadmap—not
this Ryan, the Ryan from Wisconsin—
under his roadmap, the Medicare pro-
gram will give you money, and it will
not increase with the level of health
care inflation, which is 10 to 15 percent
a year. So they’ll give you some money
to support you to go out and get your
health care. It won’t keep up with in-
flation, and there will be nowhere else
to go. These same people who over the
last 20 or 30 years projected into the fu-
ture, wages have been stagnant. So
you’re going to go into the seniors’
pockets so that they have got to pay
for your health care.

So we had this——

Mr. GARAMENDI. Tombstone.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Tombstone made
up: ‘“‘Medicare 1965-2011, created by
LBJ, destroyed by the GOP.”

Now is not the time for us to make
these cuts and tell our seniors who
have paid into this system, who have
planned on this system and the people
under 55 whom this will affect that
they’re on their own and do nothing to
try to rein in the health care costs.
And that’s the real issue.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very
much, Mr. RYAN.

I will first yield to the gentleman
from Colorado, and then we are going
to wrap this thing up, and I want to
wrap it up on one of our major themes,
that’s rebuilding the great American
manufacturing sector.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you, Mr.
GARAMENDI.

The way I would wrap it up is that,
yes, we are confronted with a budg-
etary issue that we have got to deal
with. We can’t run away from it.

We can’t forget how we got here: tax
cuts for millionaires and billionaires,
prosecute a couple of wars to the tune
of a trillion dollars, and then a crash
on Wall Street—all under the Bush ad-
ministration. But we’re here. We’ve got
to deal with it.

I ask my friends on the Republican
side of the aisle that sacrifice has got
to be shared, where is that shared sac-
rifice? It isn’t just against early child-
hood education. It isn’t just against
medical research. It isn’t just against
Medicare and Medicaid or education or
transportation. You can’t just get this
budget balanced on a very narrow slice
of the budget. Let’s share the sacrifice.
Let’s get this country back on track.
Things are recovering. Let’s keep it
going.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. If the gentleman
will yield for a moment.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Because one of
the amendments last night in the hear-
ing, in the budget markup, was to im-
plement the framework from the Debt
Commission, the Bowles-Simpson Com-
mission, which said two-thirds of the
savings should be cuts and one-third
should be revenue primarily from the
top 1 percent of the people who have
had all these benefits over the last 30
yvears. Every single Republican on the
committee voted against implementing
that framework, which was HEATH
SHULER’s amendment, and it is to be
noted that they had an opportunity to
vote for that and they shirked their re-
sponsibility.

Mr. GARAMENDI. It also speaks to
the fact that the Democrats are willing
to put up shared sacrifice on both
sides.

I want to just wrap up with this, and
every time I come to the floor I want
to make it clear that we need to re-
build the American manufacturing
base. Twenty years ago there were 20
million-plus Americans in manufac-
turing. Today there are 11 million. A
lot of reasons for it. But these are the
kinds of investments you were talking
about, Mr. RYAN, that we need to
make. We really need to make sure
that our policies on trade are fair, that
they don’t harm our manufacturing in-
dustry.

We’ve been talking about taxes here.
We need to make those taxes encourage
growth. A couple of examples on taxes:
we put out a tax bill without any Re-
publican support last year to end the
tax breaks that corporations had to
offshore jobs. And we gave corporations
and businesses an immediate write-up
of all capital gains. So we’re serious
about tax policy here to encourage
manufacturing.

Energy is a huge issue, and there will
be a discussion on another day.

Labor policies: let’s understand that
it was the labor unions that built the
base, and you go down through the
line—education, intellectual property,
research, and, again, building the great
infrastructure. These are things we can
do. These are critical investments in
our budget. We should be doing these
things.

I am going to yield to my friend from
Colorado (Mr. PERLMUTTER). You get
the last word.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would just re-
iterate, if we make it in America, we
will make it in America.

————

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
SOMALIA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-16)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

April 7, 2011

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication the enclosed notice
stating that the national emergency
declared in Executive Order 13536 of
April 12, 2010, is to continue in effect
beyond April 12, 2011.

The deterioration of the security sit-
uation and the persistence of violence
in Somalia, and acts of piracy and
armed robbery at sea off the coast of
Somalia, which have repeatedly been
the subject of United Nations Security
Council resolutions, and violations of
the Somalia arms embargo imposed by
the United Nations Security Council,
continue to pose an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and foreign policy of the United
States. For these reasons, I have deter-
mined that it is necessary to continue
the national emergency with respect to
Somalia and related measures blocking
the property of certain persons contrib-
uting to the conflict in Somalia.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 7, 2011.

———
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MARCELLUS SHALE NATURAL GAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REED) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
with many of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to talk about an issue
that I believe is a game changer when
it comes to America’s future.

As we deal with the issue of depend-
ency on foreign energy supplies and we
come up with—hopefully in this Con-
gress—a national energy policy that
once and for all will put us on a path
that will lead to our independence from
our dependency on foreign energy sup-
plies across America, one issue I would
like to talk about tonight in particular
is the exploration and development of
our natural gas supplies right here on
our domestic lands.

As I come and hail from the great
State of New York, we have located
under our great State a formation
known as the Marcellus shale natural
gas formation. That natural gas forma-
tion has been identified by many ex-
perts across the field as to contain one
of the world’s largest supplies of nat-
ural gas. That supply of natural gas is
located within our continent, within
our borders, and will take off the table
those risks to our future that are dem-
onstrated by the upheavals that we see
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