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at Sugar Land First United Methodist
Church. He loved to bowl. He bowled
297 points when he turned 80. But most
of all, he loved his amazing wife, Linda.
John and Linda are in Heaven to-
gether right now. Linda is there say-
ing, ‘“Roll Tide,” for her beloved Ala-
bama Crimson Tide playing their foot-
ball games. John is beside her saying,
“Beat LA,” which is exactly what his
beloved Astros will do in a few hours.
Thank you, John. May the peace of
Christ be with you and Linda forever.

—————

RESOLUTION TO COMMEMORATE
INTERNATIONAL DAY OF RURAL
WOMEN

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, on Octo-
ber 15, the world celebrated Inter-
national Day of Rural Women and the
invaluable global contribution of
women farmers and small holders.

To do our part in expressing soli-
darity, I rise to introduce this resolu-
tion to commemorate this very impor-
tant day. According to the United Na-
tions, rural women make up over one-
quarter of the globe’s total population
and represent 43 percent of the agricul-
tural workforce. They play a critical
role in agricultural production, food se-
curity, and economic stability.

Women serve as the bedrock of soci-
ety. They feed the world’s families.
They feed our neighbors and our coun-
trymen and -women. They are admi-
rable role models for younger genera-
tions, and unfortunately, despite this,
they still face many societal and eco-
nomic limitations both here and
abroad.

This resolution shines a light on
women farmers and seeks to empower
them to succeed as entrepreneurs. It
calls on the people of the United States
and the world to recognize their crit-
ical contributions and to recommit to
reducing barriers and limitations that
heretofore have stunted their full
progress. Let us plant the seeds of
hope. I urge my colleagues to support
this resolution.

———

PLANS TO PREVENT FLOODING IN
THE FUTURE

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Hur-
ricane Harvey ravaged the coast of
Texas, hammering it with 50 inches of
rain, massive flooding, and massive
damage.

After the rain stopped, the decision
to release water from Addicks and
Barker Reservoirs and Lake Conroe
have left many questions in the Hous-
ton area. The release of this water
caused even more flooding down-
stream.

Why did the Corps of Engineers open
Barker and Addicks Reservoirs for 15
days? Why weren’t the communities of
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Humble and Kingwood given proper no-
tice of the historic release of flood-
water from Lake Conroe by the San
Jacinto River Authority? And there
are more questions.

I have introduced the Texas Flood
Accountability Act. This legislation re-
quires the Army Corps of Engineers to
evaluate the cause of the floods and
what can be done for long-term plans
to prevent flooding in the future. They
must produce this plan within 90 days
after enactment.

We must move from paying for disas-
ters to preventing them. We need a
plan, Mr. Speaker.

And that is just the way it is.

————

FOCUS TAX RELIEF ON MIDDLE
CLASS

(Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-
sylvania asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Mr. Speaker, the President and
congressional Republicans claim they
want to, “Put more money in the pock-
ets of average Americans.”” Well, the
nonpartisan Tax Policy Center ana-
lyzed their plan, and they found out
what it really does, put billionaires
first. They found that 80 percent of the
Republican tax cuts would go to the
richest 1 percent.

But that is not all. Also, under their
plan, 50 million Americans will see a
tax increase. Many of them happen to
be constituents of mine, middle class
families and working families in Penn-
sylvania.

It is wrong to raise the taxes of my
constituents to pay for tax cuts for bil-
lionaires. That is wrong, it is bad eco-
nomics, and it will crush our economy.
We need an economy that works for ev-
eryone. Let’s focus tax relief where it
counts, and that is on the middle class.

———

BRIDES MARCH FOR DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE

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

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier today, close to 100 women in wed-
ding gowns from all over our country
came to Washington, D.C. They came
here to give a face and a voice to vic-
tims of domestic violence.

I was also floored by the courage of
my colleagues, other Members of Con-
gress, whose loved ones had been vic-
tims and had even been killed because
of domestic violence. Domestic vio-
lence is something that can impact
anybody on any day, even on your wed-
ding day.

The Brides March honors the mem-
ory and tragedy of Gladys Ricart, who,
on September 26, 1999, lost her life on
her wedding day at the hands of her
abusive ex-boyfriend.

This march has now spread beyond
New York, to Massachusetts, Wis-
consin, Florida, Washington, D.C., and
even other countries like the Domini-
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can Republic, Mexico, Brazil, and
Spain.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, today I am
Gladys Ricart. We are all Gladys
Ricart. The Brides March and the advo-
cacy of New York Latinas Against Do-
mestic Violence is a thundering state-
ment against domestic violence and a
reminder that domestic violence re-
mains a pressing issue in our commu-
nities and sometimes in our families.

Mr. Speaker, domestic violence and
violence against women is unaccept-

able.

———
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REJECT THE BUDGET

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

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 8 years. For 8 years, from the day
Barack Obama was sworn in until the
day he left office, I heard my Repub-
lican colleagues telling me that we
weren’t paying enough attention to the
national debt, that we were mort-
gaging our children’s future, and that
we needed to do more to get our debt
and deficit under control. Heck, to be
honest with you, I agreed with what
they were saying.

But now that they are in power—con-
trol the Presidency and both Cham-
bers—what are they doing?

Totally ignoring the debt deficit is
what they are doing.

Worst yet, actually, the budget of
theirs that has just come out adds $1.5
trillion to the deficit over the next 10
years. This is their stated strategy in
the budget. This is $1.5 trillion our
children and grandchildren need to pay
back. I just can’t believe it. The hypoc-
risy is beyond belief.

Apparently, my Republican col-
leagues are only fiscally conservative
when the Democrats are in control.

Let’s reject this unconscionable
budget and work across the aisle for
tax reform that actually improves our
children’s future.

———
BUDGET AND TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, an
interesting week out ahead. As we
begin this week, as we look at the
budget for the United States of Amer-
ica, as we 1look and prepare to deal with
the tax cut issue, we really ought to
start that discussion with a clear un-
derstanding of what our goal is.

I often use this when I talk here on
the floor because it is foundational. It
is foundational to what I believe we
should use to test the various pieces of
legislation that come before us. This
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would certainly be applicable as we
look at the question of the Republican
budget, which will be on the floor in
the next couple of days, perhaps as
early as tomorrow, and, of course, the
tax cuts beyond.

Here it is. This is from Franklin
Delano Roosevelt—FDR. This is actu-
ally etched into the marble at the me-
morial for Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
I came across it one day, and I think it
is a very good criteria to judge.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt said:
“The test of our progress is not wheth-
er we add more to the abundance of
those who have much; it is whether we
provide enough for those who have too
little.”

Using this as the criteria to judge the
Republican budget and the upcoming
tax reform or tax cuts, we would have
to judge both as a miserable failure. We
are looking at a situation in which
somewhere between $2.5 trillion to $5
trillion of revenue will be removed
from the Federal Government. That is
about somewhere between $250 billion a
year to $500 billion of revenue.

It doesn’t mean a thing until you
translate that into real programs. Keep
in mind that to reduce the revenue of
the Federal Government somewhere
around $5600 billion a year, you would
have to remove 80 percent of the total
money spent by the Department of De-
fense in all of the wars and all of the
programs that they do in order to
make up for that lost revenue.

Alternatively, you would have to re-
duce almost all of the other discre-
tionary funding. No, we wouldn’t build
a wall. In fact, we would have to fire
all of the immigration authorities. The
TSA would no longer be in our air-
ports. There would no longer be any
educational programs. There would be
no programs dealing with all of the
Coast Guard. There would be no pro-
grams for the Department of Homeland
Security or the Department of Trans-
portation.

$500 billion of reduced revenue is pos-
sible as a result of both the budget, as
well as the tax proposals that are com-
ing before the House and the Senate in
the days ahead. It may be just half
that so we don’t have to reduce all of
those programs.

This is a monumental, critical issue
upon which, if we were to use this as
the criteria to judge it, we would say:
Wait a minute. What about national
defense?

Or we would say: Wait a minute.
What about all of those programs that
are necessary for our children, like the
School Lunch Program?

It is critical that we analyze this
carefully.

What does it do for the wealthy?

Well, let’s take a look at that.

Now, given that the proposals are not
yet defined down to the line and the
text—but we do know from a general
outline of our Speaker’s previous pro-
posals when he ran the budget here in
the House and when he was the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Com-
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mittee; and we have also President
Trump’s proposal—if it is the Ryan-
McConnell-Trump proposal—it is the
billionaires-first tax plan. It cuts the
taxes for the wealthy. Eighty percent
of the $2v% trillion to $5 trillion reduc-
tion winds up in the hands of the top 1
percent of Americans. Incredible.

At the same time, what does it do for
the rest of the public?

Well, if you take a look at the detail
in the budget that did pass this House
and will be up for a vote in the very
near future, it reduces Medicare and
Medicaid by as much as $2 trillion. So
you have got a reduction in revenue to
be made up by a $2 trillion cut in Med-
icaid and Medicare.

Who receives Medicaid?

Across the United States, it is the
working poor, and 60 percent of the
total Medicaid budget is for seniors in
nursing homes.

So what we have here is a tax policy
that cuts the taxes for the wealthiest
of America’s, the great 1 percent. They
get 80 percent of the tax reductions.
The rest of the public, 99 percent, will
somehow share in the remaining 20 per-
cent of reductions.

Sounds like a bad deal?

It certainly is, if you are to compare
that against what Franklin Delano
Roosevelt said should be our criteria
for judging legislation.

Now, it will be argued that the mid-
dle class will receive a tax cut. Well,
some, perhaps, but not many. The ma-
jority of the middle class will actually
receive a tax increase.

How does that happen?

The elimination of the deductions,
State and local taxes, and other gim-
micks that they have in it. So a family
of four making somewhere around
$50,000 could see their tax bill increase
by as much as 380 percent.

Whoa. Wait a minute. Wait a minute.
What are we talking about here?

We are talking about a tax plan that
does not even come close to meeting
this criteria of judgment.

Does it do more for the wealthy?

Oh, yes. Oh, yes. We are talking
about trillions of dollars of tax reduc-
tions for the corporations and the
superwealthy.

And what does the rest of the coun-
try get for those who have little?

They get even less.

So what we have here, when you con-
sider that they are proposing as much
as a $2 trillion reduction in Medicare—
we are talking about the healthcare
system for seniors—and Medicaid—the
healthcare system for, again, seniors in
nursing homes—about 60 percent of
that money goes to those seniors. The
remaining 40 percent goes to the work-
ing poor and the poor.

That alone, together with this trans-
fer of the tax reductions for the super-
wealthy, amount to the largest trans-
fer of wealth ever in any legislation
that has been proposed, and hopefully
will not pass, but has been proposed in
this House. It is even a greater transfer
of wealth than we saw in the effort to
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repeal and replace the Affordable Care
Act.

Beware, America. Be wary. The huck-
sters are promising something that
they are only going to deliver to the
superwealthy and to American corpora-
tions.

One more point I would like to make
here is that often you will hear the ar-
gument that cutting corporate taxes
will somehow lead to more jobs and
that the employees will receive more
benefits. Well, it turns out that a cut
in corporate tax rates actually comes
back to the top 1 percent. They will re-
ceive about 34 percent of the tax reduc-
tions that go to corporations.

I have heard this argued by our
Treasury Secretary, that if we are
somehow to cut corporate tax rates, we
will see the corporations investing in
their workers.

Wow. Wouldn’t that be great?

So we cut the corporate tax rate
from some 35 percent down to 10 per-
cent, or maybe 15 percent, as our Presi-
dent has suggested. All of those re-
duced taxes will flow to the corpora-
tion’s bottom line after tax profits will
increase, and, wow, they will create
jobs, they will pay higher wages.

What are the facts? What are the
facts here?

Well, first of all, most of it will not
wind up in the pockets of the workers.
It will wind up in the top 20 percent of
taxpayers, of which 34 percent of that
will be the top 1 percent. So, once
again, if you look at the corporate tax
reductions, it is going to wind up bene-
fiting the wealthy, not the workers.

There is another fact out there. In
the 1970s, American corporations would
invest about 50 percent—maybe slight-
ly more than 50 percent—in capital im-
provements, building new factories, ex-
panding the work floor, expanding the
workers, workers’ wages, benefits, and
research and development. It is right
there.

If you take a look at the Fortune 500
in the 1970s, well over 50 percent was
reinvested in American jobs, American
workers, expanding the factory floor,
expanding the business, expanding re-
search and development, and growing
the corporation.

A remarkable and extremely impor-
tant thing happened beginning in the
1980s, at about the time of the Reagan
tax cuts, and continuing on, and is in
place today. That has shifted.

Today, American corporations do not
invest in America, they don’t invest in
new capital, and they don’t invest in
R&D. Ninety percent of the after-tax
profits in the Fortune 500—most of the
Fortune 500, or many of them—wind up
in stock buybacks and executive sala-
ries or overseas, not in American jobs.

If you are wondering why the Amer-
ican middle class has seen a flat and
actually declining share of the GDP, it
is because American corporations have
shifted from investing in American
jobs, American planting equipment, re-
search and development; and they have
shifted into manipulating their stock
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price by buying back their own stock,
using the after-tax profits, some 90 per-
cent of it, for executive salaries and for
stock buyback.

0 1830

If you have got 100 stocks out there
and they are valued at $10 apiece, you
buy back 50 percent of the stock, guess
what. You have doubled the stock
price. By creating more jobs? By cre-
ating more profit. By increasing
wages? By R&D? No. By manipulating
your stock price by buying back that
stock.

Now, maybe there is somebody who
would like to debate this point. Come
on down. Let’s debate it.

The reality is just as I said. It is laid
out there.

Oh, there is another fact. One of
America’s largest corporations, the
CEO said: Not to worry. You reduce my
company’s tax rate, and I will invest in
our workers. I will invest in new plant
and equipment.

Interesting. In the last 8 years, the
tax rate for AT&T is about 8 percent—
not 35 percent, not 20 percent, not 15
percent, but 8 percent—and yet during
that period of time, AT&T laid off
80,000 workers.

So you are going to tell me lowering
a major American corporation’s tax
rate is somehow going to lead to more
employment, more jobs? Then tell me
why AT&T, that has an effective tax
rate of 8 percent over a 7-, 8-year period
of time, laid off 80,000 people. So let’s
argue this point. Let’s see what is
going on here.

We have before the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a funda-
mental question: Are we going to
transfer even more wealth to the super-
wealthy by reducing their taxes and
pushing off to the working men and
women of America, the middle class, a
higher burden?

Along with that, we either increase
the deficit by $2.5 trillion or $5 trillion,
depending upon how this finalizes—
that is the tax reduction; that is the
lost revenue to the Federal Govern-
ment—or are we going to make mas-
sive cuts?

I am telling you what our Republican
colleagues are promising us. Massive
tax cuts for the superwealthy. The top
1 percent will get 80 percent of the tax
reduction benefits, the remaining 99
percent of Americans will have to fig-
ure out how to share the small remain-
ing 20 percent.

The probability associated with those
tax cuts, a significant reduction in pro-
grams that serve seniors—Medicaid, in
nursing homes, the working poor, the
Medicaid expansion program wiped out,
Medicare reductions, all of these
things—and quite possibly reductions
in children’s health programs, school
programs, school lunch programs, envi-
ronmental support programs, clean
water programs, transportation pro-
grams, all the rest. So a tax cut for the
wealthy is going to be a burden on
American workers.
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Once again, if it happens, it will be
the largest transfer of wealth from the
working men and women of America to
the superwealthy, as if we already do
not have income inequality in Amer-
ica. It can be calculated that the in-
come inequality in America today is
the greatest it has been in any country
for the last 500 years, dating back to
when Spain was ripping off the Western
Hemisphere taking all the gold, all the
silver, anything else they could find,
and transferring it to the Spanish Gov-
ernment, to the King and the Queen
and their favorite folks. Income in-
equality is real.

There are many, many pieces of this
puzzle that we need to understand. One
of them is the way in which certain
States that have heavy burdens be-
cause they are urbanized States will be
particularly impacted by the proposals
that we have seen.

Joining me tonight is the Represent-
ative from one of those States, New
Jersey.

Mr. PAYNE, would you like to com-
ment on this extraordinary transfer
once again that is in this piece of legis-
lation, the way it harms your State
and my State?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I would
first like to start by thanking my col-
league, Congressman GARAMENDI from
the great State of California, for
hosting this afternoon’s Special Order
hour on the Republicans’ massive tax
giveaway to the rich.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
want a tax plan that creates jobs,
builds infrastructure, helps out the
poorest among us, strengthens the mid-
dle class, and requires billionaires to
pay their fair share.

Unfortunately, the Trump-Ryan-
McConnell tax plan puts billionaires
first and working class people last. The
Republicans’ tax plan will cut taxes for
the wealthiest 1 percent, and it will
raise taxes for more than a quarter of
New Jersey’s households. That is 1.2
million families in the State that I rep-
resent.

Across the country, the average tax
increase for families under the Trump-
Ryan-McConnell tax plan is $794 a year,
another $794 a year on families strug-
gling now to make ends meet. In New
Jersey, that is money a family could
use to pay for a month of childcare or
7 months of an electric bill.

The President spends a lot of time
golfing at his resort in Bedminster,
New Jersey. He knows many working
class people in New Jersey. He employs
some of them. His proposal to elimi-
nate the Federal deduction for State
and local taxes will hurt them dramati-
cally.

Eliminating the Federal deduction
for State and local taxes will take
money out of people’s pockets and out
of New Jersey to fund tax cuts for the
wealthy. That is just not going to work
for the American people. Eliminating
the Federal deduction for State and
local taxes doesn’t work for New Jer-
sey, and it doesn’t work for the Amer-
ican people.
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Nearly 2 million people in New Jer-
sey take the deduction. That is more
than a third of the State’s taxpayers.
Most of them are from New Jersey’s
lower and middle-income families. Get-
ting rid of that deduction means higher
taxes for regular people.

So let’s be clear. The Republican tax
plan claims to be cutting taxes, but in
reality, it raises taxes on millions of
New Jersey’s families and millions of
other families nationwide.

The Federal deduction for State and
local taxes is good for families. It
keeps them from paying twice on the
same income. If you pay State and
local taxes on your hard-earned money,
the Federal Government should respect
that. After all, State and local taxes
pay for our roads, our schools, our po-
lice, and all essential services we rely
on each and every day.

New Jersey already pays more to the
Federal Government in taxes than it
receives in return. In fact, according to
the Tax Policy Center, for every dollar
New Jersey pays to the Federal Gov-
ernment in taxes, we get back only 77
cents. That is 77 cents on every dollar.
The Trump-Ryan-McConnell tax plan is
asking people from my State to send
more to Washington so the wealthiest 1
percent can get a tax cut. That is just
wrong.

When he unveiled his tax plan, Presi-
dent Trump claimed taxes are some-
thing he is very good at. Yeah, pro-
tecting billionaires is all this tax plan
is good at.

Elected officials from both parties
must continue to stand against the
Trump-Ryan-McConnell proposal and
prevent billionaires’ first tax overhaul
from crushing hardworking families.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. PAYNE, thank
you so very much. You made a very,
very important point, and it is one I
know your State and Representatives
from your State are very aware of, and
we are in California.

You said that for New Jersey here,
you pay $1 in taxes to the Federal Gov-
ernment and you get back 77 cents. It
turns out that California is in the same
situation. We pay $1. I think we get
back somewhere around the same, 70
percent back from the Federal Govern-
ment.

Similarly, the other States, upper
Midwest, this area, Nebraska, Colo-
rado, Minnesota, these States also
wind up paying more. Then over here,
Illinois and New York, Massachusetts,
it looks like, and New Jersey down
here, Connecticut, also, these States
wind up paying more.

It turns out that the program pro-
posed by the Republicans is to further
harm these particular States by taking
away—these are high cost States. They
have big populations, and they have ex-
penses that are associated with those
large populations.

They, the Republicans, want to
eliminate the State and local tax de-
duction, which, as you said, not only
burdens the individuals, but it is going
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to be seriously harming these par-
ticular States. Already, these States
are paying more.

If they are successful, they, the Re-
publicans, are successful in eliminating
the State and local taxes, the tax bur-
den on these particular States, the big
States, is going to go up, and the ben-
efit will continue to flow to the States
with lower populations. And you can
see that on this map, because the rest
of the Nation is red, meaning they re-
ceive more money than they pay in
taxes.

So this is a particular problem. I am
not going to say this is the only prob-
lem because you raised the issue, also,
of the top 1 percent getting 80 percent
of the tax break, but this is a very in-
teresting map that is really not under-
stood by our colleagues here.

Down here in Alabama and Mis-
sissippi, Louisiana, Florida, and so
forth, relatively low tax States, they
are actually subsidized by the high tax
States; and so the elimination of State
and local taxes increases the taxes on
the high cost States already, who are
already paying more than they are get-
ting back from the Federal Govern-
ment, so their burden is further in-
creased.

We have got a fight on our hands.

Mr. PAYNE. Absolutely. Absolutely.

Mr. GARAMENDI. So we are ready.

Mr. PAYNE. And to your point, I ap-
preciate you bringing this map out to
show these States that are subsidizing,
and you are being very generous in
that statement, other States.

To have Members, over the past sev-
eral weeks, come to the floor and ad-
monish New Jersey and say that we
really don’t need the deduction, when—
if T can tell, North Carolina is one of
those States being subsidized. It is dis-
ingenuous to come to the floor and cri-
tique this plan when it is one of the
only ways that people, citizens from
New Jersey have as a way to balance
things out to some degree.

We all have to pay our fair share, but
at some point in time New Jerseyans
would like to see a return on their in-
vestment as well.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, exactly so.
This proposal that is going to be before
the House very soon will simply make
this inequality between the States
even worse.

Now, in Texas, this horrible problem
down here in Houston, terrible—simi-
larly, with Florida—there will be even
greater money flowing to those States
that have seen these natural disasters,
and so this is probably going to get
even more so. If they are successful in
doing away with the State and local
tax deduction, this will become even
more onerous for people in my State.
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Frankly, I cannot understand how
my Republican colleagues from Cali-
fornia could possibly support some-
thing that would substantially increase
their constituents’ taxes. So we will
see.
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It is an interesting map. I came
across it not too long ago, and I think
I will use it even more.

I appreciate and thank Mr. PAYNE for
joining us tonight. I am going to keep
putting this back up here.

What are we here for?

The test of our progress is not wheth-
er we add more to the abundance of
those who have much; it is whether we
provide enough for those who have lit-
tle.

I am going to toss another thing up
here. Included in this Republican pro-
gram is the elimination of the estate
tax.

If you want the wealthy to get even
wealthier, then you move forward with
the proposal that would shift the tax
burden to the working men and women
and away from those who are super-
wealthy. It has been said in an article
in The New York Times that our Presi-
dent, under these proposals that he has
put forward together with Mr. RYAN
and Senator MCCONNELL, that he would
receive a billion-dollar reduction in
taxes.

We don’t have his tax returns so it is
hard to say that that is the case, but
based upon past tax returns, it appears
as though, yeah, one of the bene-
ficiaries of all of this tax reduction is
the President and his Cabinet. His Cab-
inet is made up of some of the wealthi-
est people in America, and they are not
only going to receive a huge tax cut if
it were to go forward and as proposed
today, the 400 highest income tax-
payers whose incomes average more
than $300 million a year—and I think
that is probably most of the Cabinet,
and certainly the President has been in
that if he is not there today—that
range of income would get an average
tax cut of at least $156 million. That is
enough for a few rounds of golf.

There is another piece of this puzzle,
and I want to put this one up here. We
are going to hear a lot of discussion
about the estate tax and how somehow
the estate tax harms American fami-
lies, particularly American farmers.

Now, I represent a very large agricul-
tural district, and I said let’s do some
research and see across the broad
breadth of America. Is it the American
farmers that are harmed by the estate
tax?

It turns out that, yeah, there are
some American farmers that are going
to have to pay estate tax. There are 50
of them. There are 50 American farm
families that would now be burdened
by the current estate tax. Thousands
upon thousands, millions of small
farmers out there that the estate tax
will never even come close to touching.
It is $5.6 million of estate value for one,
the spouse—another 5,000—so you have
got $11.2 million for the family. It
turns out it affects, perhaps, 50 fami-
lies across America. The estate tax
itself really only affects 5,200 families.

When you hear all this talk about the
death tax or the estate tax, as it is
really called, ask the question: Who
does that affect?
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Well, it certainly affects at least the
President, Mr. Speaker. It affects the
President and many members of his
Cabinet. I can think of four right off
who would be burdened by having to
pay the estate tax. It is about $20 bil-
lion a year that is involved here.

So you have got 2.7 million estates of
which just two-tenths of 1 percent
would actually be affected by the es-
tate tax. So don’t get all excited,
America, about eliminating the death
tax, unless you want to see the pro-
grams on which you depend: education,
childcare, children school lunch pro-
grams—if you are worried about the
border, you are worried about the
Homeland Security agency and their
ability to provide those men and
women. So it is about $20 billion a year
that would be eliminated from the Fed-
eral tax base if the estate tax were to
disappear.

If you care at all about income in-
equality, then you better keep the es-
tate tax. Eliminate the estate tax, then
the rich will get richer and the poor
will get poorer, and we will see even
greater income inequality in the years
ahead. So we have got some very heavy
lifting to do here over the next couple
of weeks.

Before I come back and end this with
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, I would
just say that the Democrats in this
House and in the Senate really want to
have tax reform. We want to reform
the tax system. We know that the cor-
porate tax rate of 35 percent is the
highest in the world, or at least the in-
dustrialized world, and it does need to
be reduced.

We also know that there are very few
corporations that actually pay the 35
percent. They are clearly burdened by
a higher tax rate. We want to lower
that tax rate. We want to do it in a
way that encourages investment in the
United States; that we go back to
those days in the 1970s and early 1980s,
when American corporations actually
invested in expanding their business in
the United States; that they would in-
vest in capital formation, in plant and
equipment, and hiring workers and
paying higher wages, and engaging in
research and development. There are
ways we can do this in corporate tax
reform.

For example, we could provide a fast-
er write-off depreciation for invest-
ment in American research and devel-
opment, in American factories, in plant
and equipment. We might even struc-
ture it in such a way that we would
provide an immediate 1-year or 2-year
write-off depreciation of capital equip-
ment placed in American factories that
was made in America. If you want to
buy Chinese equipment for your fac-
tory, well, you are going to have to de-
preciate that over 15 years.

There are ways in which—some very
simple ways in which we can encourage
corporations to invest in America by
modifying the depreciation schedules.
If it is an American-made piece of
equipment, a Caterpillar tractor that is



H8136

manufactured in America, write it off
in 1 year.

You want to buy a Kubota manufac-
tured in Japan?

Okay. You can write that off in 10
years.

In other words, a positive encourage-
ment for American-made equipment is
just one of many examples. As we bring
down the corporate tax rate, we build
into it very specific things to build the
American economy. There are other
things, and certainly the wages are
part of this, R&D, and all of the other
elements. We Democrats want to en-
gage with our Republican colleagues in
that kind of tax reform.

On the personal income tax side, yes,
we are willing to talk about the tax
rates, but we don’t want to see the tax
cut benefit go to the superwealthy that
are already doing extraordinarily well.
We want that benefit to go to the
working men and women of America.
We can expand their deductibles, and
the Republicans are talking about
that, but it is done in a limited way.
And when you add back into it the
elimination of State and local income
tax and other things that they are
talking about doing, it turns out that a
very limited number of middle-income
and low-income taxpayers are going to
benefit, and many will find their taxes
go up. We think that is wrong.

As we look at this on the personal in-
come tax side, we want to make sure
that we are able to structure those per-
sonal income tax changes in such a
way as to simplify, absolutely, and
eliminate a lot of scurrilous deductions
that only benefit the rich and the
wealthy, and come to a program that is
simpler, more straightforward, and
really benefits the great American
middle class, or as the President likes
to say, let’s make the middle class
great again. We can do that through
tax policy. That is what we want to do.

I am telling you where we are headed
today. We are headed today in a pro-
gram in which our Republican col-
leagues are going to ignore our Demo-
cratic participation in this democracy,
and they are going to ram through
their own version of tax reform, which
is simply a monumental tax decrease
for American corporations, many of
which are offshoring jobs. I can come
back to that in a moment, and the
high-income Americans as their taxes
are reduced and their estate tax is
eliminated. We think that is wrong,
but they are not asking us how we can
work together. They are not asking us
to work with them.

They have structured it through the
budget deal that they can do it with 51
votes in the Senate, totally ignoring
the Democratic Senators, and here in
the House of Representatives, following
a tradition that has been underway for
several years now of simply writing a
tax bill on their own, writing a repeal
on their own, and ignoring the Demo-
crats who we believe have a better deal
for Americans.

We believe that there is a better deal,
that we can increase American pay by
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writing a corporate Tax Code that en-
courages investment in America, that
encourages investment in workers, in
worker training, worker preparation,
and all the technical skills that a mod-
ern American economy needs. Yes, we
do know there is a better way in writ-
ing the Tax Code. We also know that
we can write a Tax Code that would
lower the cost for those American cor-
porations, businesses, and farmers who
are investing in America. I have given
some of those ideas already here a mo-
ment ago.

Finally, we know that there is a bet-
ter deal for Americans when we provide
the tools for the 21st century, and this
has to do with those tools of training
and retraining so that the American
workers are prepared to take the jobs
that are out there.

How do you repair that robot that
has replaced you on the manufacturing
floor? How do you repair it? How do
you program it?

That is a skill set that Americans are
going to need.

In my area, we have pharmaceutical
companies that are technologically
driven. Their laboratories need to be
staffed by American workers who un-
derstand the intricacies of biology and
the biotechnical industry, which is
emerging in my district and in Cali-
fornia. That is a skill set.

We know that there is a better deal
for Americans. We know that there is a
better way for tax reform. We know
that there is a necessity in America to
build the infrastructure, the founda-
tion of economic growth. But we also
know that if our Republican friends are
successful in reducing Federal revenues
by somewhere between $2.5 trillion to
$5 trillion, this is their proposal, reve-
nues reduced by that, we will not have
money for training American workers.
We will not have money for the infra-
structure investments, which are nec-
essary to repair our bridges, build our
roads, our airports and the like so that
we have a foundation upon which the
economy will grow. We know that.

We have to persuade our Republican
colleagues, so we are going to have to
rely on the American people, just as we
relied upon you when the repeal and re-
place legislation was before the House
of Representatives and the Senate.

The American public said: Whoa,
whoa, wait a minute. This is a bad
deal, not a better deal, but a bad deal
for Americans.

So the tax reform or the tax cuts
that are before us in the next weeks—
the next 4 weeks—are a bad deal for
Americans, and we are going to have to
rely upon the American public becom-
ing aware of what is going on here in
Washington, and then speaking out and
saying: No, no. Time out, folks. You
are not going to screw us again. You
are not going to do that again. We
don’t want the wealthy to get wealthi-
er while we get poorer.

So the American public, I would ex-
pect, will say, ‘“No, no way,” just as
they did when the great repeal and re-
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place legislation was before Congress
just a month ago.

Mr. Speaker, I have covered the issue
for the night, but I want us all to re-
member that the test of our progress is
not whether we add more to the abun-
dance of those who have much; it is,
rather, whether we provide enough for
those who have too little. It is etched
in the monument and the marble of the
FDR Memorial, and it is a pretty good
test of our progress here.

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

———
J 1900

ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNN). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2017, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I do
greatly appreciate my friend across the
aisle. Mr. GARAMENDI made some good
points. For example, the people speak,
and we are thankful they do. And that
is why, when the Democratic House
Members and Democratic Senate Mem-
bers voted to pass something known as
ObamaCare—it is hard to call it the Af-
fordable Care Act because it has come
at the cost of some people’s lives, their
doctors, their insurance policies, their
medicines they needed—but the Amer-
ican people did speak, and they said,
““Not again,” and they put Democrats
out of the majority as a result of that
bill.

As I explained to some of my col-
leagues in the Republican Conference
who were saying that the Speaker is
the one who got us the majority back,
I pointed out in conference, if you look
at the polls, it is very clear. No one
person got us the majority back in No-
vember 2010. The Democrats got the
Republicans the majority back.

The polls back then showed that we
were not trusted any more than we had
been so much in the past, as they were,
the voters were just upset with the
Democrats passing a bill they didn’t
want, that the Democrats had not read,
and didn’t know what it said, and they
were going to have to pass it to find
out what was in it.

And they were lied to repeatedly.
You can keep your insurance if you
like it. If you like your doctor, you can
keep your doctor, and all those. Turns
out they knew in advance—not all of
the people here, but the people in the
Obama administration who kept saying
it, they knew they were lying because
they knew people would not keep their
insurance whether they liked it or not;
they would not keep their doctors if
they liked them as they may well not
be in the mnetwork and probably
wouldn’t be in many networks.

So it is so true that the people speak,
and thank goodness they do. And then
they have returned, not only Repub-
licans to majorities in the House, re-
peatedly, on the promise of repealing
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