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Madam Speaker, I rise today to dis-
cuss the Democrat’s infrastructure bill.

We have seen a lot in the news over
the last few weeks about President
Biden’s not-so-much infrastructure
plan. There is so much unrelated pork
in this bill that even Washington re-
porters are hesitant to call it an infra-
structure plan.

When we think of the word ‘‘infra-
structure,” we think roads, bridges,
highways. We can expand further and
think of ports, waterways, and air-
ports. Democrats so-called infrastruc-
ture plan is not really about infra-
structure—6 percent is allocated to
roads, bridges, and highways, and a
mere 2 percent for airways, waterways,
and ports. Together, we are just barely
getting to 8 percent of the $2.3 trillion
plan to focus on infrastructure.

But what is the rest focused on? Well,
it is a wish list of Progressive policies
and it is an excuse for Democrats to
give $600 billion—over half a trillion
dollars—to the Green New Deal.

While I believe there is an oppor-
tunity for bipartisanship—a successful
infrastructure bill must be bipartisan—
the majority must be willing to make
reasonable concessions to address our
reasonable concerns. If we do this
right, it should look like a bill that we
wrote together.

This bill has the chance to fix our in-
frastructure, provide jobs, and jump-
start our economy following COVID-19,
but it will only succeed if Democrats
choose to include Republicans and
bring us to the table.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. That
went so well, I think we will stay in
the State of Pennsylvania, going to the
12th District.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KEL-
LER).

Mr. KELLER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, improving Amer-
ica’s infrastructure should be bipar-
tisan. Revitalizing our Nation’s roads
and bridges, delivering broadband to
rural America, and working together
to build a more connected society are
all things we can and should strive to
accomplish.

The Biden administration’s so-called
infrastructure plan is not infrastruc-
ture, and it is definitely not bipartisan.
Less than 2 months removed from the
last multi-trillion-dollar bill, the
American people are about to be sad-
dled with another massive tax-and-
spend package—this time with a price
tag of $2.3 trillion and a bag of empty
promises.

With only a fraction of the $2.3 tril-
lion going toward things like roads,
bridges, waterways, dams, airports, and
broadband, the majority of the plan is
instead filled with non-infrastructure
items.

Case in point: Joe Biden spends 74
percent more of your money on sub-
sidies for electric vehicles than it allo-
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cates for rural broadband. It is ironic
that Washington Democrats talk about
improving infrastructure while simul-
taneously working to dismantle and
eliminate American energy jobs. Make
no mistake, it takes American energy
to build American infrastructure.

While Washington Democrats talk
about improvements to American in-
frastructure, they fail to recognize
that Biden’s $2.3 trillion plan is not the
answer. Instead, we must embrace
America’s domestic energy industry,
which has made greater strides in in-
vesting in our Nation’s infrastructure
than Joe Biden’s wasteful spending
plans ever could.

If Joe Biden truly believes this is an
infrastructure package, it is evidence
that he has been in Washington, D.C.,
for far too long.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. And
he has indeed been in Washington too
long.

Madam Speaker, there is a common
denominator tonight. The crisis at the
border and the problems with the infra-
structure package were both entirely
created by the Biden administration.

They were both thus completely
avoidable, completely predictable, and
they have done and are doing an ex-
traordinary disservice and real damage
to the American people.

We ask, again, of all of our Democrat
colleagues and President Biden and his
administration, please, please, for the
sake of our country, put the partisan-
ship aside. Let’s govern with common
sense, let’s fix these problems before
they become so great that we are un-
able to do so.

Madam Speaker, we end the Special
Order, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

UNEMPLOYMENT BY EDUCATION
LEVEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2021, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT) for 30 minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Speaker,
this is going to be one of those eve-
nings where you have a lot of things to
share, but they are actually really
about two subjects. And I am going to
ask us to try to think about things a
little bit differently. And as is my bad
habit, I brought a number of charts to
just try to get our heads around it.

Some of what I am going to share to-
night—I am going to try to dial back
the sarcasm, but we have got to get our
heads around facts and reality.

One of the first things I want to go
through is what we did employment-
wise, who got hurt during this last
year.

Our brothers and sisters who have
sort of less-than-a-high-school edu-
cation, if you see this green chart right
there, this is sort of talking about the
unemployment levels for those who are
lower on education.
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You have got to understand, this last
year was absolutely crushing to our
brothers and sisters who really either
didn’t graduate high school or barely
graduated high school. Their value
that they sell is their labor. And the
numbers are still just really, really
high. Look at the disproportion be-
tween those of us who have bachelor’s
degrees or graduate degrees. We had a
blip, but not much of one.

Individuals here who didn’t graduate
high school, they are getting their
heads kicked in, and they still are. So
we are going to talk about some of the
policy going around us.
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And the next part is, it is beyond just
unemployment. For those of us in the
Joint Economic Committee, those on
Ways and Means, those who actually
pay attention to the numbers, the U-6,
and all these things put out by the
Labor Department, the real number we
need to pay attention to is actually
something called labor force participa-
tion.

What does it mean when someone is
not in the labor force with their skill
sets, age?

Their attachment to work gets
broader and more difficult to reattach.
Their ability to climb to a supervisor
or watch their pay go up gets really
damaged.

And on this one, do you see this line
down here?

We are, right now, seeing some labor
force participation by education levels.
For those who didn’t finish high
school, half of them aren’t in the labor
force.

Do you understand what is going on
right now with what we would tradi-
tionally refer to as the working poor,
except they are not working?

Now, part of this is because of the ab-
surd policies we have engaged in. What
happens when you make public policy
by your heart, by feelings, instead of
math, instead of facts, instead of ac-
tual compassion that understands what
makes someone’s life better?

We just financed keeping people out
of the labor force.

Do you understand? Do we under-
stand? Do we understand? As a body, do
we understand what we just did to the
future earning powers of those individ-
uals that we incentivized not to be in
the labor force?

And we are already seeing it.

Was the goal here to make these indi-
viduals permanently poor?

Because that is what we are accom-
plishing right now.

So, obviously, because the rhetoric
around here, particularly from the left,
is that they care about the working
poor, we would be seeing public policy
that actually takes care and helps the
working poor, makes the value of their
labor more valuable.

What is the single number one thing
that crushes the labor value of the
working poor?

It turns out—and we were a little
surprised, but we did a bunch of re-
search—it is when you have an open
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border policy, because, all of a sudden,
you have those who actually—their
value economically is selling their
labor.

You now have decided you are going
to make them compete with those com-
ing across the border. And, on occa-
sion, we will be here on the floor and
we will hear arguments about compas-
sion for individuals from around the
world who have presented themselves
at our border in Arizona. And I just
desperately wonder, Where the hell is
the compassion for the working poor in
our own country?

Here is the math. I mean, you know,
the peak pandemic unemployment rate
was well over 20 percent for those who
didn’t finish high school, for those who
basically—their economic value is
their labor. But it is worse than that.
When you have an open border policy,
you have basically crushed their wages.
Their future wages go negative.

You know, I know we all just heard
an hour of border policy and those
things. Maybe I see too much of the
world through sort of an economic
lens, but I think that is also a fairer
lens. It is not meant to be brutality
right or left. It is a love and compas-
sion for those in our society who were
being left behind for so long. We are
crushing them again.

I mean, the best math we have come
up with is if you didn’t finish high
school and you have a society that has
moved to open borders, which function-
ally is the math you have added hun-
dreds of thousands of new moderate- to
low-skill workers.

What is the value of the skills or lack
of skills of a population who are al-
ready with you?

On the chart, it goes down well over
6 percent. They are going to be paid
less. We have just created more pov-
erty not by those who have presented
themselves at the border, but to our
domestic population here.

This is a type of economic cruelty. I
mean, it may be a little rhetorically
flamboyant, but it is a type of eco-
nomic cruelty on the very population
that so many of us here talk about we
care, talk about we want to help. And
what is going on right now to the
working poor with the policy, particu-
larly being promulgated by the left, is
crushing. And this is just the open bor-
der side.

Do we understand that what we have
also done economically?

Say I came to you tomorrow and
said, Hey, here is what we are going to
do. We are going to pump stunning
amounts of money into the economy,
and we are going to look the other way
when we start to see inflation on com-
modity prices, on food prices, and on a
lot of the basics. A lot of our constitu-
ents are going to shrug, and say, Okay,
a little bit of inflation, fine.

Has anyone also talked about what
inflation does to the working poor?

The fact of the matter is, when you
start to look at the actual data—if you
are in the top 10 percent of income, a
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little bit of inflation actually makes
you wealthier because you own real es-
tate, you own assets. They become
more valuable. But if you are an indi-
vidual where a substantial portion of
your income just goes to pay your food
bill—what we have engaged in in eco-
nomic policy this last year is substan-
tially malpractice. We are making
their lives miserable. And the solution
from the left is, well, we will just sub-
sidize them more.

So let’s talk about that. Do we un-
derstand what you have just done?

If T incentivize you by—we are going
to send you a check, and then we are
going to give you an additional month-
ly check, an enhanced unemployment
benefit, and we will give you maybe
some more money for this and that.
None of those things incentivize you,
saying, we know you need help, we are
going to help you get reattached to
work so you can gain skills, so you can
move up in the organization, so your
wages can go up so there is actually
productivity in the society, so you are
actually paying taxes into what is your
Social Security and Medicare account,
so you have, what is it, your 60 quar-
ters, all of those things that are so im-
portant to raising the poor out of pov-
erty.

Instead, we have done just the oppo-
site. We have financially incentivized
millions of Americans not to be part of
the labor pool. We have incentivized
millions of Americans for a year to not
gain the skill sets, the labor attach-
ment.

There are some of our economists we
are talking to that say we are going to
spend decades paying for this. And it is
right in front of us. We all knew what
we were doing. It was just easy, be-
cause creating policy says, hey, we are
going to give you this to help you work
through the devastation of this last
year, but here is the incentive to get
back in the labor pool and the market.

So when we actually have our small
employers complain to us that they
can’t hire anyone, yet at the same
time—we go back to my previous slide
about labor participation. We have mil-
lions and millions and millions of
Americans who aren’t working. Unem-
ployment has been going down. It is be-
cause these folks have dropped out.
They are not counted as unemployed.

We will pay a devastating societal
price for doing this to so many people.

And why is this so important and
why is it such a contrast to where we
were in 2018, 2019, and the first quarter
of 2020?

Do you understand what a miracle we
were living for a couple of years there?

The fact of the matter is, if you look
at income and equality, which used to
be the harbinger of society fairness
after tax reform, as to the regulatory
reform, after making labor valuable for
our working poor, they got dramati-
cally less poor, and we have lost that.

In this last year, we have basically
wiped out one of the steepest curves of
progress in economic history of the
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United States. You take a look at this
chart and you start to think about the
wage gains that Hispanics, African
Americans, Asians were having. Their
wage gains were going up much faster
than Anglos.

This is what we all claim we desire.
This makes a much fairer, more egali-
tarian society. We made the value of
our brothers’ and sisters’ talents,
skills, labor, much more valuable. And
then now we have adopted policies that
crush them. We have done everything
half-ass backwards.

And you start to take a look at what
happened after tax reform, regulatory
reform, and many of the things we did
before. It really was just stunning. One
of the most interesting numbers was
the value of female participation in the
economy. Remember, before the pan-
demic, we actually had more females
working than males. They had a dra-
matically faster wage gain. We had one
of the year’s—actually, I think if I do
2018, 2019, African-American females
had double-digit wage gains, finally.

The rhetoric in this place for dec-
ades: We need to think and care about
the working poor.

Suddenly, economic policy did some-
thing for the working poor. It just hap-
pened to be making tax policy and reg-
ulatory policy that invested in plants
and equipment and technology that
made those businesses more produc-
tive. Meaning—because you all remem-
ber your elementary economics class.

What are the two common factors
that change your wages?

Inflation. Okay. That doesn’t get you
anywhere. Your wages go up just to
catch up with buying the same thing
with more dollars.

Productivity. Wages go up with pro-
ductivity. This was a productivity
curve because of what was done in tax
reform. And it was the beneficiaries—
they weren’t rich people. They were
poor people, except it is heresy to tell
the truth with the math around here.

So what breaks my heart is we have
come so far and we have lost it. We
keep adopting policies, whether it is
what is going on at the border, what we
have done to subsidize people not to
join the labor pool, what we have done
to promote inflation. All these are
things that will crush the working
poor.

Once again, if you take a look at just
the employment groups of the popu-
lation that had just amazing growth,
Hispanic women, African-American
women and men, White men, down
here, White women. It was all the
groups that my brothers and sisters on
the left claim they care about. In 2018,
2019, these numbers are miraculous.
They aren’t little fractions. These are
big deals.

So why would this body on one hand
be rhetorically—that this is the popu-
lations they care about, and then turn
around and knife them with economic
policy that will make the working poor
poorer.

Is it they don’t know better? Is it
they are just leading with their hearts
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and their feeling instead of some calcu-
lator math?

I do this because there is a path. We
can be compassionate, but we need to
understand what makes poor people
less poor. What actually drives income
and equality. It is not trying to make
rich people less rich. The idea is to
make the multitudes of poor people
less poor.

And I can give you sort of a disrup-
tive thought. In Ways and Means, we
have had hearings and discussions of
the healthcare outcome differential by
populations from COVID. It is abso-
lutely real. If you are a Native Amer-
ican, which I represent a couple of
Tribal communities that are good
friends; if you happen to be an urban
minority, you have had much worse
healthcare outcomes.

But if you want to be honest about
what you are seeing, is that racist?

Well, the data says no. What it says
is there were precursors in those com-
munities of health presentations that
were much worse. So if you take a look
at the charts—and we are working on
this chart now—the early numbers are
fascinating.

Take a look at an urban minority
population, my diabetes, my hyper-
tension, the still use of tobacco prod-
ucts, and you line that up with the bad
outcomes from COVID, they almost
line up exactly.
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Madam Speaker, if you give a damn
about poor people, minority popu-
lations—and my Native Americans who
are suffering in remarkable numbers
from diabetes, which actually turns
out to be the key precursor for why
they have had such horrible outcomes
during COVID—then it is time to step
up and say that we can basically do the
typical vision of the left which will put
in some more health clinics, because
we are going to try to make your mis-
ery more tolerable, or we can do a dis-
ruption and end the misery.

It is time for something like an Oper-
ation Warp Speed for diabetes. Instead
of patching over the misery, let’s find a
way to cure it. I understand type 1
autoimmune, type 2 lifestyle, these are
complicated and difficult. But if I came
to you a couple years ago and said,
mRNA vaccines, we are going to do it
in just several months, you would have
thought I was out of my mind, Madam
Speaker. You see the discussions now
that we just leaped 10 years in tech-
nology of using the mRNA. We are
functioning, it is a software problem
now.

The ability to cure virus infections, a
number of cancers, and a number of
other diseases is now a software prob-
lem. We are on the edge of miracles.

Is this going to be the continued pol-
icy of, well, we are going to just patch
over people’s miseries, or are we going
to cure them?

There are some brilliant examples in
just the last couple years.

Do you remember hepatitis C, the
projections it was going to cost for the
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coming liver transplants and the num-
ber of people who had served in the
military who were going to be dying
miserable deaths waiting for that liver
transplant?

Then what did we do?

We came up with a cure. The cure
was really expensive at first—dramati-
cally less expensive than a liver trans-
plant—and now with competition and
technology we have crashed the price.

We have a cure for hemophilia.

Madam Speaker, you saw that with
the mRNA technology, we may be on
the cusp finally for a vaccine for HIV.

As a body and as Members, we talk
about how much we love and care
about the minority populations we rep-
resent, and then we are not willing to
think disruptively on what ends the
misery. We seem to have our heads
stuck somewhere decades ago that we
are just going to make the misery
more tolerable. My passion is let’s
make it go away.

Madam Speaker, if you really care
about healthcare differentials between
ethnic populations, understand what
caused it—we have that data—and go
at it. Let’s cure it.

It turns out over the next 30 years—
the best number I have come up with
for the next 30 years of Medicare—
Medicare will be the primary driver of
U.S. debt. Ten years from now, we are
at $42 trillion of debt and the curve
steepens. It is demographics. It is just
baby boomers are getting older, and we
are going to consume a lot of re-
sources. But it turns out 30 percent of
that healthcare spending in Medicare,
it actually turns out that over 30 per-
cent is diabetes.

If compassion and love for our broth-
ers and sisters in curing something like
diabetes isn’t what drives you, Madam
Speaker, how about just the debt?

The single biggest impact we can
have on the debt, it turns out, would be
a cure for diabetes.

So if you are a fiscal hawk, Madam
Speaker, go at it. If you claim to be
compassionate, go at it. If you want to
keep people just having a nicer way to
suffer, then leave the types of policies
we are doing right now where we are
going to do a patchwork quilt of a cou-
ple more healthcare centers.

So, Madam Speaker, I am incredibly
distressed that the Democrat policies
adopted so far this year, when you lay
them out—when our brothers and sis-
ters who are on the sidelines, because
they have been able to financially
live—survive, if that is what you want
to call it, and they are out of the work-
force, what is their economic skill set
a year from now when the rug is pulled
out from underneath them when we go
back to something semi more normal?

What violence have we done to their
futures?

I hope someone out there is listening
and thinking about this.

One of the other things I want to
walk through is: my understanding is,
over the next couple weeks we will talk
infrastructure, we will talk the envi-
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ronment, we will talk global warming,
and we will talk greenhouse gasses.

Can I beg of some of the folks around
here to actually read?

The amount of folklore that is
spewed at these microphones is just in-
tensely frustrating.

Madam Speaker, can I give you a
simple, simple example?

I have used this one before, but it is
sort of the hallmark of the thought ex-
periment.

Madam Speaker, if I came to you to-
morrow and asked you: Do you care
about plastic in the oceans?

Yes.

Should we get rid of plastic straws in
Washington, D.C., in your community?

Of course.

How many plastic straws are in the
ocean from North America?

None.

We do an amazingly good job in our
waste management, so why is there so
much plastic floating in the ocean?

It doesn’t come from the U.S. straws.
There are 10 rivers in the world. Nine
of them are in Asia and two are in Afri-
ca that account for 90 percent of the
plastic in the oceans.

Getting rid of your plastic straws is
called virtue signaling. Hey, look at
me, I care. Except that caring doesn’t
do anything. It may make you feel bet-
ter, it may give you a selfie you can
put up on your social media, but it
didn’t do anything.

Madam Speaker, if you actually
cared about plastic in the ocean—and
we have dozens of variations of this
type of thing where we have folklore
around the environment.

We need to start doing the math. Go
to the 10 rivers—eight in Asia and two
in Africa—and finance the collection of
the plastic. Create the recycling. Yes,
it is a type of foreign aid. Yes, it is the
adoption of technology. But if you
want to deal with 90 percent of the
plastic in the ocean, then go to where
the plastic in the ocean is coming
from, and it is not straws in your com-
munity. That is theater. This place re-
wards theater. We get campaign con-
tributions from theater. We get behind
these microphones so we can do the-
ater.

If you actually give a darn, Madam
Speaker, then do something where the
math actually says it has an actual im-
pact.

One of the other proofs—and oddly
enough, we relate this to tax policy.
One of the really neat things that has
been happening the last several years—
and this goes back to the Obama ad-
ministration and the last administra-
tion—do you see this line here, Madam
Speaker?

That is GDP growth. This curve com-
ing down, particularly after tax reform
where the curve dramatically steep-
ens—we are still working on our 2019
numbers, we believe it steepens even
more—this is greenhouse gases going
into the environment.

Do you notice something,
Speaker?

Madam
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We were growing as a society and
economy, yet environmental pollutants
were crashing. We believe some of this
inflection had to do with tax reform,
the expensing portion where a company
can say, I get to deduct 100 percent of
the new, cleaner, better, faster, cheap-
er and more environmentally sensitive
equipment, and we saw massive capital
expenditures where productivity went
up and greenhouse gases came down.

It is a demonstration that if you get
the regulatory and the tax policy right,
you can have economic growth. People
can have those opportunities. It
doesn’t have to be a Malthusian world
where you crush people.

Some of this is new. If I came to you
right now and said, hey, here is a ton of
carbon, here is a ton of methane, the
math is changed. So that is why a lot
of the environmental calculations have
changed the last couple years.

My best guess is, from the latest
things I am reading, methane has
about a 9-1 ratio as a greenhouse ef-
fect. But also its half-life has been cut
back dramatically in some of the for-
mulas. If you wanted to have a remark-
able impact on greenhouse gases, then
stop the flaring and design a way to go
collect the methane where we are pro-
ducing natural gas.

It turns out we now have the tech-
nology where you pull up a truck, it
super chills, compresses it, takes it
away, and it is useable fuel; and it has
a remarkable calculus.

We actually did a thought experi-
ment—actually, it was more of a math
experiment. I was blessed to have a
Ph.D. of nuclear physics on staff, so his
math was just remarkably good.

We did a thought experiment. If I
could run a major pipeline through
west Texas capturing methane, did you
know you basically come within a frac-
tion of hitting the Paris accords,
Madam Speaker?

When I proposed that to a number of
my Democrat colleagues who are my
friends, they said, DAVID, I love the
math. This is exciting. But you have to
understand, I can’t support a pipeline,
because pipelines are heresy on our
side.
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I said, if we would basically find the
tax regulatory policy to make a pipe-
line work like this that collects meth-
ane where you compress it and make it
a usable fuel, it turns out you could get
all the way to the Paris accord by a
single major project.

Yes, DAVID, but you don’t under-
stand. It is actually not about hitting
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the numbers. It is about surviving po-
litically.

I am going to beg of us to start using
actual math and science instead of
worrying about our next campaign con-
tribution or our feelings.

The last one on this tirade—and when
we come back, we have a stack of
these. There is a revolutionary tech-
nology that is happening at this mo-
ment. Remember that curve we showed
where we were having economic
growth, GDP growth, yet greenhouse
gases, particularly carbon, were going
down for the United States? We can
make that curve dramatically steeper.

This is a facility that is about to be
built by Occidental Petroleum in west
Texas. There has also been a remark-
able improvement in the technology.
MIT, about a year ago, had a major
breakthrough and almost doubled the
capacity of taking ambient air and
pulling carbon right out of it. It is al-
most carbon mining out of the air.

This is a really big facility about to
go in. They are going to take the car-
bon and shove it back into the ground.
It is a negative calculator. We should
be finding joy as conservatives and lib-
erals that technology has brought us
these types of opportunities.

If we get the regulatory, if we get the
Tax Code, and we update our thinking
to this century, we can stop arguing
about greenhouse gases and how much
of the economy and how many people
you want to unemploy or, you know,
green jobs don’t pay as much, and say:
Let’s just have the disruption in the
economy like we always do. Let’s pro-
mote the things that make our world
cleaner, healthier, more prosperous.
Then, if we do things like this, maybe
we end the economic violence on the
working poor.

Maybe this could be a really amazing
decade instead of what I see going on
right now, where we are pandering to
functional extremists in so many of the
environmental and other types of com-
munities. They may be passionate, but
their math is really, really bad.

Madam Speaker, I think I have had
far too much caffeine today. I yield
back the balance of my time.

———

PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY
MATERIAL

STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT SPENDING LEVELS
OF ON-BUDGET SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR
FY 2021

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, April 21, 2021.
DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: To facilitate appli-
cation of sections 302 and 311 of the Congres-
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sional Budget Act of 1974, I am transmitting
an updated status report on the current lev-
els of on-budget spending and revenues for
fiscal year 2021. This status report is current
through April 2, 2021. The term ‘‘current
level” refers to the amounts of spending and
revenues estimated for each fiscal year based
on laws enacted or awaiting the President’s
signature.

Table 1 compares the current levels of
total budget authority, outlays, and reve-
nues to the overall limits filed in the Con-
gressional Record on February 25, 2021 for
fiscal year 2021 and for the 10-year period of
fiscal years 2021 through 2030. These com-
parisons are needed to implement section
311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, which establishes a rule enforceable
with a point of order against measures that
would breach the budget resolution’s aggre-
gate levels. The table does not show budget
authority and outlays for years after fiscal
year 2021 because appropriations for those
years have not yet been completed.

Table 2 compares the current status of ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2021 with the lim-
its filed in the Congressional Record on Feb-
ruary 25 for fiscal year 2021 for the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. The comparison is
needed to enforce section 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, which pro-
hibits the consideration of measures that
would breach the section 302(a) allocation of
new budget authority.

Table 3 compares the current levels of
budget authority and outlays for legislative
action completed by each authorizing com-
mittee with the limits filed in the Congres-
sional Record on February 25 for fiscal year
2021, and for the 10-year period of fiscal years
2021 through 2030. These comparisons are
needed to enforce the point of order under
section 302(f) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974. It is also needed to implement
section 311(c), which provides an exception
for committees that comply with their allo-
cations from the point of order under section
311(a).

Table 4 displays the current level of ad-
vance appropriations in fiscal year 2021 ap-
propriations bills. This table is needed to en-
force a rule against appropriations bills con-
taining advance appropriations that: (i) are
not identified in the statement of the Chair-
man published in the Congressional Record
on May 1, 2020 or (ii) would cause the aggre-
gate amount of such appropriations to ex-
ceed the level specified in section 203 of the
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2019, as continued
in effect by the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for Fiscal Year 2021.

In addition, a letter from the Congres-
sional Budget Office is attached that sum-
marizes and compares the budget impact of
legislation enacted after the adoption of the
budget resolution against the budget resolu-
tion aggregate in force.

If you have any questions, please contact
Jennifer Wheelock or Raquel Spencer.
Sincerely,
JOHN YARMUTH,
Chairman.

TABLE 1.—REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2021, AND 2021-2030 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET, REFLECTING ACTION

COMPLETED AS OF APRIL 2, 2021

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]

Fiscal Years
2021-2030

Fiscal Year
2021

Appropriate Level:
Budget Authority

5,868,572 n.a.

5,998,437

Outlays

na.
2,523,057 35,075,136

Current Level:
Budget Authority

5,786,297 n.a.

Outlays

5,862,608 n.a.
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