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THE PRESIDENT’S FISCAL YEAR 2024 BUDGET
REQUEST

THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 2023

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
210, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Jodey C. Arrington
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Arrington, Norman, McClintock,
Grothman, Smucker, Burgess, Carter, Cline, Good, Bergman, Fer-
guson, Roy, Moore, Valadao, Estes, Bice, McClain, Fischbach,
Yakym, Brecheen, Edwards, Boyle, Higgins, Schakowsky, Peters,
Lee, Doggett, Panetta, Wexton, Jackson Lee, Omar, Trone, Balint,
Scott, and Espaillat.

Chairman ARRINGTON. The hearing will come to order.

Welcome to the Committee on the Budget’s hearing regarding the
President’s Fiscal Year 2024 budget request. Today, we are de-
lighted to have the Director of the Office of Management and Budg-
et, the Honorable Shalanda Young, with us. Welcome. I appreciate
your reaching out to me and starting this business relationship,
and your good-faith efforts to work with me and my colleagues on
the Republican side of the aisle, and today we get the opportunity
to unpack and understand the President’s vision for this country
and, as he says, the values and principles that he believes are best
to guide our Nation forward. With that, I want to yield myself such
time as I may consume for my opening statement.

Over the last 2 years, this administration’s reckless spending
and failed economic policies have resulted in continued record infla-
tion, soaring interest rates, and an economy in a recessionary tail-
spin, with the prospect of a catastrophic, and I would say irrep-
arable, debt crisis looming over the horizon. Two years—2 years
under this President, $10 trillion in spending, $6 trillion of which
has been added to the national debt, all of which has ignited a cost-
of-living crisis for working families who are struggling to survive;
taxing our job creators back to their knees as they try to get back
on their feet after a nationwide shutdown, paying people more to
stay home than to go back to work, and waiving work requirements
for able-bodied adults, trapping a whole new generation of Ameri-
cans in poverty and government dependence; weaponizing—and
this is personal for me being from West Texas, the energy capital
of the world—weaponizing a whole-of-government assault on Amer-
ican energy, the lifeblood of our great economy, a cornerstone of our
national security, and the blessing of affordable electricity and gas
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for families across the country. This administration, I believe, has
sown the wind of disastrous economic policies, and the American
people are reaping the whirlwind of its cruel consequences.

No one can look at our Nation’s balance sheet or CBO’s economic
outlook, and not shudder to their core at the rapid deterioration of
our Nation’s financial health, and our unsustainable spending and
debt trajectory. On March 9th, the President had the opportunity
to recognize this sober and grim economic reality, reverse course,
and show the American people that he understood the painful re-
sults of his failed policies. Instead, President Biden doubled down
on his reckless spending, radical policies, and the woke and bloated
bureaucracy that is bankrupting our Nation.

The President’s budget proposes the highest sustained levels of
taxes, spending, and deficits in the history of the United States. In
the middle of a spending-induced inflation crisis that is crushing
working Americans, the President’s budget proposes $82 trillion in
spending over 10 years, a spending per GDP that is 18 percent over
the 50-year average and is the equivalent of $100,000 per family
of four; a $2.5 trillion increase in the auto-spend of mandatory
spending; nearly $100 billion in requests or proposals in discre-
tionary spending year-over-year, a 6-percent increase over this year
for Fiscal Year 2024 in discretionary spending.

As job creators try to get back on their feet and our economy
plummets into a recession, CBO projects that the GDP growth for
next year will be a meager 0.1 percent. As this happens to the
greatest economy in the world, and to our families, and to our fam-
ily-owned small businesses, the President levees $4.7 trillion in
new taxes on virtually everyone.

Small businesses will lose the 20-percent deduction, tax hike.
Families will lose marginal rates, where they were able to keep,
after Republican tax reform, $2,000 more of their hard-earned
money in their pockets, in their savings accounts, tax hike. Dou-
bling the death tax on farmers and ranchers, who work hard to
give us food security. They pay taxes, Federal income, State in-
come, property tax, sales tax, now twice the pain of thls what I
beheve is an unfalr un-Amerlcan tax, in the death tax. Nearly $40
billion in new taxes on American energy producers, which will only
drive energy prices further up and penalize folks at the lower eco-
nomic spectrum who are having a difficult time heating and, this
summer, cooling their homes, and obviously with energy independ-
ence. That will be jeopardized with more taxes passed on to con-
sumers, and less investment, and less domestic energy production,
and more dependence on foreign sources.

And then finally, the highest rate of corporate taxes in the devel-
oped world. We will go back to having a higher corporate tax rate
than communist China. So, we can wave goodbye to America’s com-
petitiveness, say goodbye to the trillions that flowed back to our
country, back to our manufacturing, creating more jobs, and more
opportunity, and more prosperity, where all boats rose on the tide
of the results of lower tax burden, lower regulatory burden when
Republicans had control of Congress. By the way, when I say all
boats rose on that tide, 6 million people were lifted out of poverty,
the lowest poverty rate in the history.
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And what will Americans get for this unprecedented expansion
and reimagination of the people’s government? They are going to
get more inflation, more shrinking paychecks, more skyrocketing
prices at the grocery store and gas pump, soaring interest rates,
more labor shortages, more of a culture of dependency, and, overall,
a weaker economy and a more vulnerable Nation. Are we going to
get more safety and security for our Nation? Nope. More economic
freedom and prosperity? Nope. Greater access and lower cost of
healthcare? No. Stronger and more resilient real infrastructure?

In sum, are we doing our job as lawmakers of the greatest coun-
try in the world, as stewards of taxpayer resources, as fiduciaries
of our children’s future? Are we giving our children a safer, strong-
er, freer America? Not even close, in my estimation. Not even close.
What I believe we are getting is a more wasteful, woke, and bloat-
ed bureaucracy. A 20-percent increase in EPA, and we are asking
for more spending. We are in an inflation crisis, and we are asking
for 2,400 new climate activists disguised as EPA employees. We are
going to get more infiltration of leftist ideology through divisive, in
my opinion, divisive politicization of race and sexuality, not run-
ning a better government, not running a more accountable govern-
ment. The list is long. I will spare you.

But I agree with the President, Madam Director. I agree that
budgets aren’t just numbers on a balance sheet. They are a set of
values and principles, and based on the President’s most recent
budget, it’s clear to me that he values, and this administration val-
ues, a bigger, more radical, and more powerful Federal Government
over the freedom, safety, and economic security of his fellow Ameri-
cans. With that, I would like to give my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania and friend an opportunity to provide 5 minutes for his open-
ing remarks.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Arrington follows:]



Chairman Jodey Arrington (R-TX)

HOUSE
BUDGET

BUDGET REPUBLICANS

Stewardship | Accountability | Prosperity

Arrington: POTUS Values Government Over Freedom, Safety,
Economic Security of His Fellow Americans

March 23,2023
As prepared for delivery

Over the last 2 years, this Administration’s reckless spending and failed economic policies
have resulted in continued record inflation, soaring interest rates, and an economy in a
recessionary tailspin - with the prospect of a catastrophic debt crisis looming on the horizon.
Two years - $10 trillion in spending, $6 trillion of which has been added to the national debt,
all of which has ignited a cost-of-living crisis for working families who are now struggling to
survive.

Taxing our job creators back to their knees as they try to get back on their feet after a
nationwide shutdown.

Paying people more to stay home than to return to their jobs and waiving work requirements
for able-bodied adults - trapping a whole new generation of Americans in poverty and
government dependence.

Weaponizing a whole-of-government assault on American energy - the lifeblood of our
economy, a cornerstone of our national security, and the blessing of affordable electricity and
gas for families across the country.

This Administration has sown the wind of disastrous economic policies and the American
people are reaping the whirlwind of its cruel consequences. No one can look at our nation’s
balance sheet or CBO’s economic outlook and not shudder at the rapid deterioration of our
nation’s financial health and our unsustainable spending and debt trajectory.

On March 9t President Biden had the opportunity to reverse course and show the American
people that he understood the painful results of his failed economic policies.

Instead, President Biden doubled down on his reckless spending, radical policies, and the
woke and bloated bureaucracy that is bankrupting our country.

The President’s budget proposes the highest sustained levels of taxes, spending, and deficits
in the history of the United States.
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In the middle of a spending-induced inflation crisis, the President’s budget proposes:

o $82trillion in spending

o Aspending per GDP that is 18% over the 50-year average and is equivalent to $100,000
per family of four.

e AS25trillionincrease in mandatory spending

e Nearly $100 billion increase in discretionary spending in the next year alone.
As job creators try to get back on their feet and our economy plummets into a recession, the
President levies $4.7 trillion in new taxes on virtually everyone:

¢ Small businesses with the repeal of the 20% deduction

o Families will pay roughly $2,000 more each year with the marginal rates going up

e Doubling the death tax on farmers and ranchers

o Nearly $40 billion in new taxes on American energy producers, which will further drive
up gas and energy prices and jeopardize our energy independence

o Highest rate of corporate taxes in the developed world - 3 points higher than
Communist China

And what will Americans get for this besides more inflation and shrinking paychecks,
skyrocketing prices at the grocery store and gas pump, soaring interest rates, a labor
shortage, a culture of dependency, and an overall weaker economy and a more vulnerable
nation?

Are we getting more safety and security for our nation? More economic freedom and
prosperity? Greater access and lower costs of healthcare? Stronger and more resilient real
infrastructure? In sum - are we giving our children a safer, freer, stronger America?

Not even close. We’re getting more wasteful, woke, and bloated bureaucracy, an
overreaching, freedom-infringing government, and more of the Left’s radical socialist agenda.

| agree with the President: budgets are more than just numbers on a spreadsheet - they are a
set of values and principles. Based on his most recent budget, it is clear President Biden
values a bigger, more radical, and more powerful federal government over the freedom,
safety, and economic security of his fellow Americans.

Iyield back.
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Mr. BoYLE. Thank you. You hit the talk button on me. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Shalanda, Director Young, it
is great to have you back in front of our Committee.

What a difference 2 years and 2 months make. Under President
Biden and Congressional Democrats’ leadership, we have rolled out
vaccines and testing, seen a record 12 million new jobs, unemploy-
ment at 50-year-plus lows, and have had the strongest manufac-
turing recovery in this century. Democrats have proven that Con-
gress can deliver for the American people while promoting fiscal re-
sponsibility—from galvanizing a record-breaking and world-leading
recovery from the COVID pandemic, to rebuilding our infrastruc-
ture, to making major investments in America’s economic competi-
tiveness, to passing legislation to reduce the deficit while at the
same time lowering costs for American families.

President Biden’s 2024 budget is exactly the plan we need to
build on this progress, and how proud I was to be with the Presi-
dent in my district in Philadelphia 2 weeks ago today when he un-
veiled this budget, one that lowers families’ costs on everything
from childcare to prescription drugs, housing to healthcare. It up-
holds the promise of Social Security and strengthens Medicare for
another generation. It invests in America, in red and blue states,
strengthening our communities and our economy, and it makes
commonsense reforms so that the wealthiest few and big corpora-
tions finally start to pay their fair share in taxes just like the rest
of us because it is damn unfair that a teacher or firefighter in my
neighborhood in Northeast Philadelphia pays a higher percentage
of their paycheck in taxes than a billionaire.

This budget sets out our next generation for success by investing
in their education, from universal pre-K to making college more af-
fordable. It restores the full child tax credit that we passed as part
of the American Rescue Plan—and when it was in place, that full
child tax credit cut child poverty by more than half. It caps the cost
of insulin at $35 for everyone and lowers the cost of other prescrip-
tion drugs, saving Americans and our government money. Impor-
tantly, the Biden budget accomplishes all of this and more while
making sure no one who makes less than $400,000 a year pays a
penny more in new taxes. These investments are socially respon-
sible, but they are also fiscally responsible. They will put our Na-
tion on better financial footing, reducing the deficit by $3 trillion
over 10 years and without taking a sledgehammer to the vital pro-
grams that keep our Nation and American households secure.

Now, that brings me to my next point. I am deeply concerned by
the extreme budget proposals that we are hearing from the other
side of the aisle, and while we wait for the official Republican
budget, we do know there have been other proposals that have
been out there, most recently made by the House Freedom Caucus.
One idea that seems to be gaining traction with many Republicans
is cutting spending to Fiscal Year 2022 levels. Let me just take a
moment to explain what that would do. Two million Americans
would lose access to healthcare services through community health
centers, and more would see their healthcare costs rise. Six hun-
dred and forty thousand families would lose the rental assistance
that helps them stay in their homes. Rail safety jobs will be cut,
dramatically reducing inspections. Thousands of police officers, bor-
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der security agents, and other law enforcement officials will lose
pay or—worse, their jobs, and those are just a few examples.

An analysis by Moody’s Analytics found that cutting spending
back to Fiscal Year 2022 levels would push our economy into a re-
cession, wiping out 2.6 million jobs and driving unemployment up
to nearly 6 percent. You can’t take an ax to the Federal budget and
then turn a blind eye to people who will suffer the blow. There is
a human cost to budget cuts, and I am concerned that that some-
times gets lost in this town.

The President’s budget lays out Democrats’ plan—and our
math—to achieve a $3 trillion deficit reduction while critically
making the needed investments to improve Americans’ quality of
life, and it is all here for the public to see, and yes, critique. I
would ask my Republican colleagues, when will we see your plan?
What are you actually proposing that would help working families
like my neighbors in Philadelphia? And how can you be so quick
to dismiss the President’s budget when we have yet to see your
own?

As we await the Republicans’ proposal and markup, I am glad
that we can have this honest and fair hearing and openly debate
what is in the President’s budget. It is a fiscally responsible and
pro-growth document, and Director Young, I thank you for being
here to talk about this budget today. I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Ranking Member Boyle follows:]
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Ranking Member Brendan F. Boyle
Hearing on the President’s Fiscal Year
2024 Budget Request
Opening Remarks
Thursday, March 23, 2023

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Director Shalanda Young. it's
great to have you back in front of our committee. What a difference
two years and two months make. Under President Biden and
Congressional Democrats’ leadership, we have rolled out vaccines and
testing, seen a record 12 million new jobs, unemployment at 50 year
plus lows and have had the strongest manufacturing recovery in this
century.

Democrats have proven that Congress can deliver for the American
people while promoting fiscal responsibility: from galvanizing a
record-breaking and world-leading recovery from the COVID
pandemic, to rebuilding our infrastructure, to making major
investments in America’s economic competitiveness, to passing
legislation to reduce the deficit while lowering costs for American
families.

President Biden’s 2024 budget is exactly the plan we need to build on
this progress — and how proud | was to be with the President in my
District in Philadelphia two weeks ago today when he unveiled this
budget.

One that lowers families’ costs — on everything from child care to
prescription drugs, housing to health care. It upholds the promise of
Social Security and strengthens Medicare for another generation. It
invests in America, in red and blue states, strengthening our
communities and our economy. And it makes common sense reforms
so that the wealthiest few and big corporations finally start to pay
their fair share in taxes — just like the rest of us. Because it is damn
unfair that a teacher or a firefighter in my neighborhood in Northeast
Philadelphia pays a higher percentage of their paycheck in taxes than
a billionaire.

This budget sets our next generation for success by investing in their
education: from universal pre~-k to making college more affordable. it
restores the full Child Tax Credit we passed as part of the American
Rescue Plan — and when it was in place, that full Child Tax Credit
cut poverty in half. It caps the cost of insulin at $35 for everyone and
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lowers the cost of other prescription drugs, saving Americans — and
the government — money. Importantly, the Biden Budget
accomplishes all of this and more while making sure that no one who
makes less than $400,000 a year pays a penny more in new taxes.

These investments are socially responsible, but they’re also fiscally
responsible. They will put our nation on better financial footing —
reducing the deficit by $3 trillion — without taking a sledgehammer
to the vital programs that keep our nation, and American households,
secure,

Now that brings me to my next point. I am deeply concerned by the
extreme budget proposals that we are hearing from the other side of
the aiste. Now while we wait for the official Republican budget, we do
know there have been other proposals that have been out there,
most recently made by the House Freedom Caucus. One idea that
seems to be gaining traction with many Republicans is cutting
spending to Fiscal Year 2022 levels. Let me just take a moment to
explain what that would mean: 2 million Americans would lose
access to health care services through Community Health Centers
and more would see their health care costs rise. 640,000 families
would lose the rental assistance that helps them stay in their
homes. Rail safety jobs would be cut, dramatically reducing
inspections. Thousands of police officers, border security agents, and
other law enforcement officials will lose pay ~ or worse — their
jobs. And those are just a few examples!

An analysis by Moody's Analytics found cutting spending to FY22
levels would push our economy into a recession, wiping out 2.6
million jobs and driving unemployment up to nearly 6 percent. You
can’t take an axe to the federal budget and then turn a blind eye to
the people who suffer the blow.

There is a human cost to budget cuts, and | am concerned that
sometimes gets lost in this town. The President’s budget lays out
Democrats’ plan — and our math — to achieve $3 trillion in deficit
reduction while making needed investments to improve Americans'
quatlity of life. [t’s all here for the public to see, and yes, critique.

| would ask my Republican colleagues: when will we see your
plan? What are you actually proposing that would help working
families like my neighbors in Philadelphia? And how can you be so
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quick to dismiss the President’s budget when we've yet to see your
own?

As we await the Republicans' proposal and markup, I'm glad that we
can have this honest and fair hearing and openly debate what is in
the President’s budget. It is a fiscally responsible and pro-growth
document, and Director Young, thank you for being here to talk about
this budget today.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman and my friend, Mr.
Boyle. In the interest of time, if any other Member has an opening
statement, I ask that you submit it for the record. I will hold the
record open to the end of the day to accommodate those Members
who may not have had time to prepare written statements.

[The information follows:]
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e

¢ Thankyou, Chairman Arrington and Ranking Member Boyle, for
convening this hearing on President Bidens Fiscal Year 2024

Budget Request.

o It’s a pleasure to welcome our witness, Director Shalanda Young,
the first African American woman to hold the position, back to
Congress, who we all know to possess formidable knowledge and
unimpeachable integrity from our personal experiences working
with her when she led the staff of the House Appropriations

Committee.
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e Mr. Chairman, the budget proposed by President Biden for
Fiscal year 2024 builds on our historic recovery from the Covid-
19 pandemic with pro-growth investments that will make
America stronger and better prepared for the future- all while
reducing the deficit.

e The President’s plan honors his commitment to meet the needs
of American families by lowering costs for everyday Americans,
protecting and strengthening social security and Medicare for
future generations, investing in our children, reducing the cost
of housing for homeowners, and making the wealthiest
Americans pay their fair share of taxes.

Lowers costs for American Families

¢ This budget recognizes that educating our children and youth is
the key to a flexible and dynamic workforce in the future. This
budget invests:

o $600 billion to expand affordable childcare for low- and
middle-income families and to provide two years of
universal pre-k, reducing costs for families;

o invests $96 billion over the decade to double the
maximum Pell grant by 2029 and another $90 billion to
make two years of community college free for students
enrolled in high-quality programs that lead to a 4-year
degree or good paying jobs.

e The budget invests $385 billion to lowers healthcare and
prescription drug costs for millions of Americans. This
investment includes:

o $183 billion to permanently extend the enhanced
Affordable Care Act (ACA) premium tax credits enacted
in the American Rescue Plan Act;

o $200 billion to close the Medicaid coverage gap by
permanently extending health care coverage to low-
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income individuals in states that have not expanded
Medicaid;

o provides the life-saving protection of a $35 per month
insulin cost cap to everyone;

o and allows Medicare to negotiate lower prescription drug
prices.

¢ President Bidens budget expands access to affordable rent and
addresses the critical shortage of affordable housing that is felt
by communities throughout our nation. The budget includes:

o $59 billion in mandatory funding and tax incentives
aimed at increasing the affordable housing supply;

o tax proposals totaling $51.1 billion, to promote
investment in distressed and low-income areas, while
encouraging personal investment to improve distressed
communities;

o provides $32.7 billion to maintain services for all
currently assisted families and expands assistance to an
additional 50,000 households, particularly those who
are experiencing homelessness or fleeing, or attempting
to flee, domestic violence or other forms of gender-based
violence.

Protects and strengthens Medicare and Social Security

e The budget extends the life of the Medicare by at least 25 years
to ensure that generations to come can count on Medicare to be
there for them when they turn 65. The budget also includes:

o $1.4 billion, or 10%, increase to the Social Security
Administration to improve customer service for retirees,
individuals with disabilities and their families;

o 61,000 or 21.9% of households in my district rely and
depend on social security. I am proud to return home and
report to those families that our President will make it
easier for them to manage and maintain their benefits.
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Reduces the deficit by making our tax code more fair

This budget will reduce the deficit by $3 trillion and will increase
our revenue by $4.7 trillion over the next decade. It
accomplishes this by making the tax system fairer and ensuring
corporations and the wealthiest Americans pay their fair share
of taxes.
o This budget keeps the President’s promise to not raise or
impose any new taxes on anyone earning less than
$400,000 a year.

Advances equality and invests in civil rights

This budget advances equality and invests in civil rights. the
Budget invests $252 million, an increase of $62 million over the
2023 enacted level, in the DOJ Civil Rights Division.

Some people like to think that civil rights is a race-based
determination.

It is not a woke agenda, it is being awake.

Some Americans feel that their civil rights are being violated.
Like those in my district who attend schools in HISD.

The Houston Independent School District, a predominantly
black and brown district, is being unfairly taken over by the State
of Texas.

The actions of the Texas Education Agency (TEA), in taking over
the Houston Independent School District (HISD), is evidence

that we must take immediate and affirmative action to support
and protect our schools, parents, teachers and public education.
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State officials in Texas are actively working to eliminate public
education and erode federal protections in educational
institutions throughout the state, causing racially disparate and
harmful outcomes for children and families in Black and
Hispanic communities in Texas.

Mr. Chairman, while my colleagues on the other side of the isle
blatantly disregard the harmful actions taking place around the
nation and put forward unhinged proposals that would slash
veterans’ health care by $48 billion, gut education and health
programs by $29 billion, and defund border security and
disaster response by $10 billion, President Biden has
demonstrated, with this budget, that Democrats are committed
to making a better America for all Americans.

While House Republicans threaten to hold our nation hostage,
by demanding slashes to Social Security, Medicare and other
vital programs, they are risking a catastrophic default that will
harm the most vulnerable Americas.

Democrats are committed to working for the people and families
who need government assistance the most.

The budget in front of us here today will move America forward
and create a better tomorrow for our children.

Thank you, I yield the remainder of my time.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. Okay. Now, I would like to recognize Di-
rector Young. Director Young, thank you again for your time today.
The Committee has received your written statement. We appreciate
that. We made it part of the formal hearing record, and we will
now give you 5 minutes to deliver your oral remarks, and you may
begin when you are ready. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SHALANDA D. YOUNG,
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

STATEMENT OF SHALANDA YOUNG

Ms. YouNG. Well, I will use a little of that 5 minutes to echo how
you started. Thank you for the relationship you and Ranking Mem-
ber Boyle have. We all have differences—we have talked about
this—very strong differences, but we have agreed to disagree but
not be disagreeable.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Hear, hear.

Ms. YOUNG. And you have my commitment to do that——

Chairman ARRINGTON. Thank you.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. As we progress through this process. I
also want to thank your staffs. Two years ago, I sat where you sat,
in a slightly less nice room in the Appropriations Committee, so
you shouldn’t let them visit this hearing room. [Laughter.]

Ms. YOUNG. But thank you. I know it takes a lot to put on hear-
ings like this, but thanks for having me here, to the Chairman, the
Ranking Member, the Members of the Committee, for the chance
to talk and discuss the President’s 2024 budget.

This President came into office with a very clear plan: to grow
the economy from the bottom up and the middle out, not the top
down, and over the past 2 years, in the face of significant chal-
lenges, that strategy has produced historic results for the American
people. Under the President’s leadership, we have added more than
12 million jobs, more jobs in 2 years than any President has cre-
ated in a single 4-year term. The unemployment rate has fallen to
3.6 percent, one of the lowest rates in over 50 years. We have taken
action to lower prescription drug costs, health insurance premiums,
and energy bills, while driving the uninsured rate to historic lows,
and the President’s economic plan is rebuilding America’s infra-
structure, promoting workers, and fueling a manufacturing boom
{:)hit i(si strengthening parts of the country that have long been left

ehind.

The President has done all of this while delivering on his com-
mitment to fiscal responsibility. During his first 2 years in office,
the deficit fell by more than $1.7 trillion, the largest decline in
American history, and the Inflation Reduction Act will reduce the
deficit by hundreds of billions of dollars more over the next decade.
The President’s 2024 budget details a blueprint to build on this
progress and finish the job. It is built around four key values: in-
vesting in America, lowering costs for families, protecting and
strengthening Social Security and Medicare, and reducing the def-
icit, and it does all of this while ensuring that no one earning less
than $400,000 per year will pay a penny more in new taxes. The
budget more than fully pays for its investments, cutting deficits by
nearly $3 trillion over the next decade, by asking the wealthy and
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large corporations to begin to pay their fair share and cutting
wasteful spending to special interests.

The budget builds on the progress made over the last 2 years and
proposes additional policies to lower costs for working families, in-
cluding for health insurance, prescription drugs, childcare, utilities,
college, housing, energy, and more. When working families have a
little bit more breathing room, they help power our economy. The
President believes that Social Security and Medicare are more than
just programs. They are promises we have kept to generations of
America’s seniors. The budget keeps that promise, protecting and
strengthening these programs without cutting benefits for our sen-
iors who have paid into these programs their entire working lives.

It also invests in America and working families. The budget will
bolster manufacturing, make our communities safer, provide paid
leave, support research in cancer, deliver for our veterans, cut
taxes for families with children, and more. These investments will
pay dividends for decades to come, and in what will be a decisive
decade for America and the world, this budget reflects the National
Security Strategy by including robust investments in military read-
iness, our diplomatic and development tools, and honors the sacred
commitment to our veterans.

Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, for al-
lowing me to appear before the Committee and talk about the
President’s 2024 budget.

[The prepared statement of Shalanda D. Young follows:]
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March 23, 2023
Chairman Arrington, Ranking Member Boyle, Members of the Committee:
Thank you for this opportunity to testify on President Biden’s Fiscal Year 2024 Budget.

President Biden came into office with a very clear plan to grow the economy from the middle out
and the bottom up—not the top down. And over the past two years, in the face of significant
challenges, that strategy has produced historic results for the American people.

Under the President’s leadership, we’ve added more than twelve million jobs—more jobs in two
years than any president has created in a single four-year term. The unemployment rate has fallen
to 3.6 percent, one of the lowest rates in over fifty years. We’ve taken action to lower
prescription drug costs, health insurance premiums, and energy bills, while driving the uninsured
rate to historic lows.

And the President’s economic plan is rebuilding America’s infrastructure, promoting workers,
and fueling a manufacturing boom that is strengthening parts of the country that have long been
left behind.

The President has done all this while delivering on his commitment to fiscal responsibility.
During his first two years in office, the deficit fell by more than $1.7 trillion dollars—the largest
decline in American history. And the Inflation Reduction Act will reduce the deficit by hundreds
of billions of dollars more over the next decade.

The President’s FY 2024 Budget details a blueprint to build on this progress and finish the job.
It’s built around four key values: investing in America, lowering costs for families, protecting
and strengthening Social Security and Medicare, and reducing the deficit. And it does all of this
while ensuring that no one earning less than four hundred thousand dollars per year will pay a
penny more in new taxes.

The Budget more than fully pays for its investments—cutting deficits by nearly three trillion
dollars over the next decade by asking the wealthy and corporations to begin paying their fair
share and cutting wasteful spending to special interests.

The Budget builds on the progress made over the last two years and proposes additional policies
to lower costs for working families, including for health insurance, prescription drugs, child care,
utilities, housing, college, energy, and more. When working families have a little bit more
breathing room, they can help power our economy forward.
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The President believes that Social Security and Medicare are more than just programs—they are
promises we have made to generations of America’s seniors. The Budget keeps that promise—
protecting and strengthening these programs, without cutting the benefits our seniors have paid
into their entire working lives.

It also invests in America and working families. The Budget will bolster manufacturing, make
our communities safer, provide paid leave, support research in cancer, deliver for our veterans,
cut taxes for families with children, and more. These investments will pay dividends for decades
to come.

And in what will be a decisive decade for America and the world, this Budget reflects the
National Security Strategy by including robust investments in military readiness, our diplomatic

and development tools, and honors the sacred commitment to our veterans.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today, and I look forward to your
questions.

#HH



21

Chairman ARRINGTON. Thank you, Director Young. We will now
begin the question-and-answer session. I will start, yielding myself
5 minutes.

I am not trying to trap you, I am not trying to stump you, but
I am going to go straight to the numbers here. This is the Presi-
dent’s budget, and I'd like to walk through some of the figures that
are in here. I am not suggesting you have memorized this, but in
Summary Table Number 1, what is the 10-year average of spend-
ing as a share of the economy?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, next year, so the 2024 budget, our
outlays are projected to be $6.9 trillion, about 25 percent of GDP.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Okay. Thank you. So, you've answered
correctly, and I appreciate the transparency. That almost 25 per-
cent of GDP in spending over the 10 years is the highest sustained
level in America’s history. Now, if you look at OMB’s Historic Table
1.3, the Summary of Receipts, Outlays, and Surpluses or Deficits,
the Federal Government spends in every year as a share of GDP,
more than any year dating back to the invasion of Normandy, pre-
COVID, there’s not a year where, in every year of the budget, we're
not spending more as a percentage of GDP, than any and every
year pre-COVID, all the way back to World War II. Do you know
that to be true and believe that to be correct as

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I haven’t seen that analysis, but I
will take your analysis for fact. I am happy to look at it after hear-
ing.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Okay. Thank you. I think just about every
economist on the left or right, and I certainly recall Larry Sum-
mers briefing a group of bipartisan Members of Congress where he
talked about the bathtub overflowing, bathtub of Federal monies,
stimulus monies, flooding the marketplace, and igniting what has
now been 15 consecutive months of 40-year high inflation. I think
the cumulative inflation increase is about 15 percent since the
President took office. Do you agree, while there are monetary policy
factors, and I am certain others, that spending is one part of the
problem that has created this record inflation that our working
families are struggling with today?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I think the largest part of the infla-
tion story is economies coming out of pandemics. That is why we
have seen inflation around the globe. So it’s not one bill passed by
the United States Congress supported by the President. When you
have seen inflation levels, like we’ve seen them in the U.K. and
France, what explains that? It tells us the pandemic, supply chain
shortages, shipping companies, lack of competition, certainly had a
larger role.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Do you think spending has any role?

Ms. YOUNG. It absolutely can. I think it had a small role given
what we’ve seen over the global economy.

Chairman ARRINGTON. What I would tell you is most economists
on the left, advisors to Democrat Presidents, have said it plays a
significant role, and there were warnings. Don’t spend $2 trillion,
for example, in ARPA monies when a trillion dollars remained
unspent. Work with Republicans, find out where there are targeted
needs, but don’t flood the market with trillions of dollars in more
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spending. It’s the old saying, when you are in a hole and you want
to get out, the first thing you have to do is stop digging.

But my concern is, year over year, just on discretionary—I recog-
nize that the longer term is more directional, and visionary, and
aspirational—but next year’s discretionary proposal is almost $100
billion more than last year. It’s hard to understand when people
are having to tighten their belts, they’re changing their spending
habits, they are struggling to make ends meet, and the President
is asking, not just asking for the $2.5 trillion in mandatory spend-
ing and all the things we talked about, but next year $100 billion
more in spending.

Let me get to my last point, and I will yield to my colleague. 1
am from a border State. We are struggling and suffering with law-
lessness and chaos like we have never seen, and everybody is over-
whelmed. Border Patrol is overwhelmed, hospitals are over-
whelmed, schools are overwhelmed, and the whole country is strug-
gling with the flood of crime, gangs, and especially the drugs. Over
100,000 Americans have died last year, and it seems to only be get-
ting worse. The President, with all due respect, and his Secretary
of Homeland Security says, “The border is secure.” My people in
Texas, and I am certain because of the pervasive effects of the open
border on all States, I suspect people across the country find that
not just hard to believe, but insulting to say the border is secure.
Maybe embracing open border policies and just accepting that as
the policy and saying that’s what I believe is the best for the coun-
try, that’s different, but saying it’s secure is insulting.

But the budget, when you think about safety and security being
the first and most important priority of the government, providing
the common defense, you mentioned the investment in the military.
The President’s budget cuts Homeland Security by $600 million. So
here we are in this unprecedented border crisis. I can report from
my State, direct impact in my communities, in my district, and the
President says we need 2,400 new EPA employees, 20 percent in-
crease in EPA, but $600 million less for Homeland Security? I am
going to just let you finish with my Q&A with an answer to that
because I don’t know that there is going to be an answer that is
going to satisfy

Ms. YOUNG. I hope it does. I hope it does because we agree with
you. We have to have, from a funding perspective, and not every-
thing can be fixed with money, but on the border, we recognize
more money is needed. We asked for money in December. We got
a little over half, so we hope to partner and do a bit better than
getting half of our budget request. We are asking for close to 9 per-
cent, Mr. Chairman, an increase in DHS, about $6 billion. TSA
passenger fees are treated differently in ‘23 than 24, and that ac-
counts for the majority of the difference you cite.

Apples to apples, budget authority to budget authority, the De-
partment of Homeland Security would receive 6 percent more with
the passenger fee change alone, if you give us credit for the $5 bil-
lion almost we are asking for, for the Border Surge Fund, which
I think should count because it’s money we’re asking for. That goes
up to a 9 percent increase. So I hope that’s a place we can work
together.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. Well, I will not bogart the time. I have re-
sented some of my Chairmen in the past who continued this dia-
logue without giving my colleagues the opportunity. I would re-
spectfully disagree with the characterization of investing in border
security, but I appreciate your response. Now, to my friend from
Pennsylvania, your Q&A. You got 5 minutes.

Mr. BoyLE. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wasn’t plan-
ning on asking this, but there was good dialogue on the American
Rescue Plan, and I want to present some facts that weren’t men-
tioned, although we mentioned them both in our opening state-
ments. Can you state again how many new jobs have been created
in the last 2 years?

Ms. YOUNG. I said over 12 million. It is 12.4.

Mr. BOYLE. And is there any 4-year period in American history
where you saw that many new jobs created?

Ms. YOUNG. No.

Mr. BOYLE. And was that projected by any independent analytics
firm or CBO just a couple of years ago?

Ms. YOUNG. No.

Mr. BOYLE. Are you aware that CBO, as well as others, have di-
rectly stated that the American Rescue Plan is part of the reason
for our strong recovery?

Ms. YounG. I am.

Mr. BOYLE. And are you aware of any other OECD country com-
ing out of COVID that has had as strong growth and as strong job
creation as the United States of America?

Ms. YounG. I do not.

Mr. BoYLE. Thank you. Now, I noticed your testimony last week
over in the Senate, and I was struck by some of my Republican col-
leagues in that chamber have kind of foggy memories. Perhaps it
goes with serving in the Senate, but be that as it may, let me help
clear up the records, and some seem to be confused on that other
side. Senator Romney, Senator Scott, Senator Lee, Senator Gra-
ham, Senator Thune, as well as others in this chamber have explic-
itly called for benefit cuts to Social Security. And if any one of
them doubt that, I am happy to provide those quotes for the record.
Let me quote one exactly, Senator Mike Lee. He has said, “It will
be my objective to phase out Social Security, to pull it up from the
roots, and to get rid of it.”

So on the other hand, the President’s budget makes it pretty
clear that there will be no cuts, but there seems to be some confu-
sion out there as to this matter. So can you please talk about the
prospect of Social Security cuts that some have clearly called for in
relation to the President’s budget?

Ms. YOUNG. Well, you have laid out some of the history there.
I will talk about what the budget does on Social Security. The
President’s budget is about values, and he strongly believes that
benefits should not be cut for seniors who have paid into this pro-
gram, and his budget reflects that value.

Mr. BoYLE. Thank you. Would you be able to, because there is
an inside baseball term—this is my characterization of it—there is
an inside baseball term in this town, “non-defense discretionary,”
that most regular people, most normal people, frankly, have no
idea what the heck that means. So when some on the other side
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talk about cutting non-defense discretionary, that might sound rea-
sonable to some. Could you give some real-life examples of what ex-
actly we are talking about if we saw cuts to non-defense discre-
tionary?

Ms. YOUNG. Sure. I will start with one we just had a discussion
about, border security. That is a non-defense discretionary. Vet-
erans’ medical care is a non-defense discretionary. Our law enforce-
ment, State and local grants, is in discretionary. FBI is in discre-
tionary. Rail safety, air safety, TSA wait times, Pell Grants,
childcare block grants, Head Start, WIC, housing vouchers, to
name a few.

Mr. BOYLE. And those are just a few.

Ms. YOUNG. To name a few.

Mr. BOYLE. To name a few, yes. Well, like the Chairman pointed
out, in the past, when Chairs and Ranking Members, not nec-
essarily in this Committee, but have exceeded or taken up their
time, if you are kind of on the end of the dais, it can be a little
painful. So I will just stop there and will yield back, and thank you
again, Director Young, for being here.

Ms. YOUNG. Thank you.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Boyle, and now we will
recognize our fellow Members, starting with the gentleman from
South Carolina, Mr. Ralph Norman.

Mr. NorRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Ms. Young.

Ms. YouNG. Thank you.

Mr. NorRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Young. I appreciate you taking the
time to come. I am a real estate developer. I don’t think I have ever
seen a time like this where this country is in the shape that it is
in. So goes housing, so goes economy. I will tell you because of this
administration, housing is pretty much tanky, and I am in a State
that is supposed to be booming.

To talk about his budget, let me just go over a few things. As
I get out and talk to the people, the businesses in this country, and
when I tell them some of these things that is in this President’s
budget, when you see $3 billion to advance gender equity and eq-
uity among the broad range sectors, I hear nobody saying this is
a national concern, I appreciate my money going there. When I see
the mention of climate change 42 times, LGBTQ 7 times, diversity
16 times, for the mom and dad trying to run a business, I don’t
hear them saying, yay, this is a great thing, this is a good use of
my tax dollars; a billion for Central America and Haiti, again, with
no policy changes to rein in the illegal immigration going to Haiti;
$430 million for hemispheric migration management. Now, think
about that, hemispheric migration management. What is that?
chllere is the return on the investment? You know, the list goes on
and on.

When you talk to the mom and dads who are concerned about
this, when I hear what this administration is doing, when I see
what they are doing, to say he is not proposing a tax increase on
those making $400,000 is really so disingenuous. I hear no one say-
ing, you know, I am excited about paying $76 more for eggs, I am
excited about paying $129 more for dairy products, for milk if you
can find it, I am excited about $270 more for fruits and vegetables,
I am excited about paying 50 percent more for gasoline than was
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under the Trump Administration, $465 more for electricity. It goes
on and on, and I hear no one saying that times are good.

Have you asked the questions that I just asked to that mom and
dad, to that family trying to raise kids, trying to go to work, to that
dental hygienist who cannot afford insulin because of just what I
named you? Have you hit this, or am I totally in a foreign land?

Ms. YOUNG. Oh, Congressman, if you know me, I have a 16-
month-old, so I am one of those parents, and I am also from a town
of less than 2,000 people. We don’t quite have a stop light but a
caution light, and when I talk to them, they are interested in
things proposed here, like bringing down costs of childcare, the
paid leave proposals here. Many of them having to make a difficult
choice with elderly parents. They can’t take off work without losing
their job.

Mr. NORMAN. But specifically, what I mentioned, those are every-
day items that all of us are having to buy. Those numbers are ei-
ther, they are fabricated or they are true. Would you say they are
true or are they fabricated?

Ms. YouNG. I will say we have proposals that help American
families lower costs. This President has made it clear bringing
down inflation and cost for goods is his number one domestic pri-
ority. So we agree we should work together to pass some of these
proposals that would help families with childcare, that would help
families make sure they can take care of their——

Mr. NORMAN. I am running out of time.

Ms. YouNG. Okay.

Mr. NORMAN. Let me just say I just named a few of the insane
items of where our money is going. Janet Yellen’s proposed multi-
national tax of 15 percent, is that going to help companies come
back to America? Is that a good sign to send, 15 percent tax on
multinational companies?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, that is absolutely the goal here.

Mr. NOoRMAN. Okay.

Ms. YOUNG. Many companies leave to go to countries that don’t
have any taxes.

Mr. NOorRMAN. Okay. It is time to put——

Ms. YOUNG. This says

Mr. NORMAN. I am reclaiming my time. Reclaiming my time. It
is time for somebody in this administration to put America first. It
has been completely last under this administration. I resent it, and
hopefully we are going to have a change sooner rather than later.
Thank you so much for appearing.

Ms. YouNG. Thank you.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina and would now yield 5 minutes to my friend, Mr. Higgins,
from New York.

Mr. HiGGINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Young, thank
you very much for being here. You know, all of America experi-
enced and the world experienced a pandemic beyond human com-
prehension, unprecedented, the lives that were lost throughout the
world and this country, the money that was lost. Congress, both
Republicans and Democrats, under a Republican administration
initially had to come up with something to save the American econ-
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omy, to save the world economy, and to save a lot of lives, and we
did what we had to do.

Under the previous administration, the debt ceiling was in-
creased 3 times. Eight trillion dollars of debt was accumulated dur-
ing that period of time. Are we in a period of uncertainty right
now? Yes, we are, of course coming out of a pandemic for 36
months with all the money that both Democrats and Republicans
supported. We had too much money chasing too few goods. Con-
sequently, we had inflation that was very high.

Bloomberg Analytics did a series with all of their economic col-
umnists to talk about the Biden Administration and the 10 metrics
by which it will be judged, and the initial narrative said that Biden
is on track to become the greatest jobs-producing President in the
history of America, 12 million jobs created in 2 years, more than
any administration in a period of 4 years. The unemployment rate,
down to 3.4 percent, the lowest in 54 years. Yes, inflation is still
high, but the forecast, based on Bloomberg Analytics, is that this
time next year, the inflation rate will be at 2-and-a-quarter per-
cent, normal by historical standards.

So we have a budget that has been proposed by the administra-
tion that is $6.9 trillion. We have a $23-and-a-half trillion economy.
That budget is nearly 30 percent of the entire economy. If—if—we
were to default on this budget, as some are threatening, you would
see $20,000 lost in retirement savings by every American. You
would see the stock market fall by one-third. You would see the
elimination of $12 trillion of family savings, 2.6 million jobs lost,
and the economy would drop by 5 percent. The responsible thing
to do is to come up with a budget that people can live with but can
also help grow the economy. I would submit that the Biden budget,
if it does one thing that is clear and compelling, it is investing in
the growth of the American economy. This is, in fact, what we need
after 36 months of hell.

So the Chairman spoke of issues of lawlessness and chaos, and
there are several budget proposals that I have reviewed, one by the
Republican Study Committee. It would balance the budget in 10
years. To do so, and by the way, 173 of 222 Republican House
Members are part of the Republican Study Committee. To do so,
you would have to cut Social Security by 4 percent, Medicare by 24
percent, Medicaid, child health insurance by 49 percent, other
spending—food assistance, farm subsidies, military retirement,
anti-poverty programs—60 percent, veterans’ health, transpor-
tation, education, law enforcement, 49 percent, and there are sev-
eral plans out there, but if you are not hitting Social Security and
Medicare, which you are in this plan, let’s say you just take those
off the table and military spending. What does that do to the law
enforcement budget to address the lawlessness and chaos the
Chairman speaks of?

Ms. YOUNG. I gave the Ranking Member a list of things that we
called non-defense discretionary. I noted FBI, other law enforce-
ment, like Marshals Service, billions of dollars in grants to State
and local law enforcement agencies. CBO has looked at proposals.
If they did not touch Social Security and Medicare and you want
to balance in 10 years, those things go away in non-defense discre-
tionary.
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Mr. HiGGINS. The Federal funding for law enforcement agencies,
that is like the COPS Program?

Ms. YouNG. That is correct, COPS, Burn, JAG, the host of things
that go out to State and local law enforcement, prosecutors from
the Department of Justice budget.

Mr. HiGGINS. So it would adversely affect law enforcement and
the prosecution of criminals.

Ms. YOUNG. Well, you wouldn’t have more cops on the beat. This
President has asked for 100,000 more. You couldn’t do that, and
you would also lose——

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from New York
and now would recognize the gentleman from California, Mr.
McClintock for 5 minutes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Director, my concern with this budget
and the ideology that has produced it is that it takes us far from
the fundamental principles that have produced the prosperity and
freedom that Americans once enjoyed. Except for World War II and
the COVID pandemic, the sheer size of spending is unprecedented,
both in its amount and as a percentage of GDP.

Free markets are inherently democratic because every consumer
everyday votes with every dollar that they spend on what they
want the economy to produce at what prices they are willing to
pay. When you take the dollar they would spend for their needs
and instead spend it yourself, for whatever lofty purpose, you have
not only reduced their standard of living, but you have also harmed
the economy by moving it away from producing what consumers
need to what government officials want. Of course, it is necessary
to pool our resources to provide for the common defense and pro-
mote the general welfare, but the farther that we stray from these
core responsibilities, the more we damage our prosperity and our
freedom. You might think you are helping people, but you are not.

In a free market, the only way to make a dollar is to figure out
what somebody else needs and provide it for them better than they
can provide it for themselves. If I take a dollar from Peter and give
it to Paul, Peter has earned that dollar by helping others. Paul
hasn’t. I take a dollar from Peter and give it to Paul, Paul has got
an extra dollar to spend, that is true, but Peter now has one less
dollar to spend in that same economy, and here is the real damage:
you have robbed both of a dollar’s worth of incentive to help each
other, Peter because he no longer benefits by helping others for
that dollar and Paul because he no longer needs to.

I also find this argument between deficits and taxes to be silly.
They are the same thing. A deficit is simply a future tax in the
form either of debt or inflation. It is all driven by spending. Taxes
harm the current economy, borrowing harms the future economy,
and inflation hollows out people’s savings and purchasing power.
That is why no country has ever taxed, and borrowed, and spent
its way to prosperity. Just as you can’t drink yourself sober, you
can’t spend yourself rich.

Now, you used your entire presentation telling us how great the
economy is. Well, the problem is you can’t spend the economy. Peo-
ple know perfectly well what is going on in their own lives, and try-
ing to tell them otherwise only makes you look foolish. You need
to stop that. Americans are soon going to ask themselves are we
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better off today than we were 4 years ago, and you had better have
a better answer than doubling down on policies that two-thirds of
Americans are desperately trying to tell you that put their families
and their country on the wrong track.

Instead of looking for new ways to spend money, we should all
be looking at ways to save it. Republicans have a lot of suggestions
we are trying to share with you and require able-bodied adults to
work as a condition of receiving benefits. Stop flooding the labor
market with illegal aliens. Stop subsidizing political cronies whose
products people don’t want to buy. Stop sending money to countries
that hate us. Stop bailing out banks from their own bad decisions.
Get out of the way and unleash America’s energy resources. I could
go on.

Bill Clinton reached across the aisle in 1994 and declared that
“the era of big government is over.” Together, a Democratic Presi-
dent and a Republican House achieved some remarkable things.
Together they reformed the welfare system. They cut spending as
a percentage of GDP. They produced what amounted to the biggest
capital gains tax cut in history. They balanced four budgets in a
row, and they produced the biggest economic expansions in our Na-
tion’s history. We can do that again if you decide to join us, but
in the meantime, I guess I have just got a simple question for you.
What makes you think that socialism is going to work any better
here than everywhere else in the world it has ever been tried?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. McClintock, I will just add one thing to the Clin-
ton Administration. Taxes as a percent of GDP were 19.6 percent,
very similar to what we are proposing here. So part of the solution
is a tax policy that asks the wealthy and large corporations to pay
more. I have a simple proposition, too, and this is where we differ.
The oil industry had $200 billion in profit last year.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Director Young

Ms. YOUNG. One loophole closure would save $31 million.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Director Young, do you not understand that
corporations don’t pay corporate taxes? A corporate tax can only be
paid in 1 of 3 ways. It is paid by consumers through higher prices,
it is paid for by employees through lower wages, and it is paid for
by investors through lower earnings. That is your retirement fund.
So when you say you are only taxing corporations, what you mean
is you are raising taxes on every consumer, every employee, and
every investor.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from California
and now recognize my good friend, Mr. Peters, from California.

Mr. PETERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks for having
the hearing, and thank you, Director Young, for testifying today. I
am so proud of one particular accomplishment last year, which was
a bipartisan bill to improve the Nation’s infrastructure, something
people had been talking about for a long time here, even week to
week, but we actually did a decade’s worth of infrastructure invest-
ment, and among the many lessons that we learned and addressed
in the pandemic is how crucial broadband access is for families and
businesses to stay connected in today’s world. That is the access to
opportunity. That is the access to information. The Affordable
Connectivity Program helps bridge the gap for families that other-
wise could not afford broadband access, connecting more than 16
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million lower-income households in rural and urban districts since
its creation in 2021. I want to make sure that the White House
does support ensuring the program has the resources necessary to
continue funding once it runs out early next year.

Ms. YOUNG. Absolutely, and can I also say thank you for the Bi-
partisan Infrastructure Law. This broadband program will bring
high connectivity to 15 million households. We saw kids in parking
lots of McDonald’s. That should not happen in this country, so
thank you for that.

Mr. PETERS. We will expect continued funding after——

Ms. YOUNG. Yes. When we have gotten through this initial in-
vestment, our commitment is to work to make sure the progress
does not stop.

Mr. PETERS. Great. Thank you. You know, one of the things we
are all concerned about in this Committee is the condition of the
Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust Fund, which could be insolvent
in 5 years, but President Biden has proposed to extend the solvency
of Medicare by 25 years or more. Can you explain how this budget
proposes to extend the solvency of Medicare?

Ms. Youna. I will, and I want to thank Mr. Doggett, who has
worked on this program for many, many years, and the President’s
policy aligns with his and goes a step further. We take the net in-
vestment income tax that was always intended to go to solvency
and move that over to help the Trust Fund. We also close loop-
holes. Some wealthy have found legal ways not to pay into Medi-
care. We close those, and we also ask those making more than
$400,000 to pay 1.2 percent more, up to 5 percent, while middle-
class working families continue to pay 3.8 percent.

Mr. PETERS. Great, and how long will you be able to extend
the——

Ms. YOUNG. Not just our estimates, but the actuaries at CMS es-
timate at least 25 years.

Mr. PETERS. Great. Thank you. Finally, the Republican Study
Committee didn’t come out with a budget, but last year they re-
placed Medicare as a guaranteed benefit with the subsidies to pur-
chase private insurance. It also raised the Medicare eligibility age
from 65 to the normal age for Social Security, which ranges up to
67, and the subsidy wouldn’t cover enough of the costs, and out-of-
pocket increases for seniors would be significant under that ap-
proach. The President’s budget takes a different approach and pro-
tects Medicare by extending its life for 25 years or more. Can you
tell us a little bit about your reaction to the RSC budget and the
differences between the President’s budget and the RSC?

Ms. Youna. I won’t talk about individual proposals, but what I
will say is this. This President is clear he would not support benefit
cuts to Social Security or Medicare and has a proposal that would
extend the solvency of Medicare, and anything that would raise the
out-of-pocket costs for seniors is effectively a benefit cut.

Mr. PETERS. Okay. I am willing to work with my colleagues
throughout this Committee on ways to solve this problem. I just
think the draconian approach we saw from the RSC, which is the
only suggestion we have seen so far in an official way from the
other side, is not going to be acceptable and look forward to con-
tinuing discussions and thank you again for your work.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from California
and now recognize my friend from Wisconsin, Mr. Glenn
Grothman.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Thank you. Obviously, a budget is a long thing
to go through, and I hope I caught everything, but I don’t know.
I don’t see any work requirements here for what the public would
call welfare, like EBT, food stamps, that sort of thing. Did you de-
cide to put any work requirements in there?

Ms. YouNG. Mr. Grothman, you know work requirements are a
part of several of those programs already. We have not changed
those work requirements.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. A lot, a lot of people are getting stuff
without requirements, but you have not changed that. Next ques-
tion, on the child tax credit, historically, you know, that can be
$3,600 for a child under 5, $3,000 for a child over 5. So if you have,
like, 4 kids, that can be, you know, $14,000 a year. Most recently,
there were work requirements to get that child tax credit. You
would not just be able to walk down and get, you know, another
1,200 bucks a month. It looks to me like you are changing the law
so that you no longer have to work for that. Like I said, if you have
4 kids, it can be an outright $14,000 a year, you know, tax-free gift.
Is that what we are doing here? Are we increasing the amount you
get for not working by that amount?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Grothman, what we are trying to do is in 2021,
the child tax credit was raised. There is a child tax credit now, and
in 2021, we raised that amount from $2,000 to $3,000 for older
children, $3,600 for younger children. What we saw in, I think, and
many analyses were done, was that child poverty was cut in half
in this country, so we are trying to go back to the policy we saw
work in 2021.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Just so I understand, and I am sure if we gave
everybody, you know, $30,000, there would be no poverty in the
country, but the question is whether that is good public policy. You
are changing the rules to remove the work requirement for that
child tax credit, right?

Ms. YOUNG. We are not doing that. We are changing the amount
so families have more in which to help their children.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. So you are giving them more whether
they work or not. Next question, and I think it, therefore, would
encourage what I will call the welfare lifestyle. Don’t work, don’t
get married, and you still have a substantial sum of money. Next
question. We talk about the unemployment rate, but I think even
more significant is what I call the labor participation rate. It looks
to me like, you know, we were floating around 63-and-a-half, that
sort of thing, before the COVID. We are still down around 62.4, so
there has been a drop in the labor participation rate, which I think
is a lot more relevant than the unemployment rate. Is that true?
Has there been a significant drop?

Ms. YOUNG. You stated the figures. We are almost back to pre-
pandemic. The good news is prime age workers, those 25 to 52, I
believe, is the age, we are back to pre-pandemic levels, and that
is what you want to see were prime wage workers.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. But we are down about a full percentage
point, correct?
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Ms. YOUNG. Overall.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Overall, correct. Another question with regard to
the calculation of the labor force participation rate. There are many
people out there working, making maybe $14, $15, $16,000 a year,
and if you talk to employers, you hear there are a lot of employees
today, because of the generosity of government benefits, who don’t
want to work more than, you know, maybe 20 hours a week or 15
hours a week, because then they begin to lose their benefits. So if
I am somebody working 25 hours a week or 20 hours a week, I am
one of those people who are telling my employer I don’t want to
work any more hours because I am going to begin to lose benefits,
is that taken into account in the labor force participation rate?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Grothman, I think most American families, reg-
ular folks that I was asked if I talked to earlier, would tell you they
have a much more complicated story about why they choose to
work. My guess is, because I have been there, the figure you stat-
ed, $14,000, pays about half of my childcare bill. So families have
a very complicated dynamic——

Mr. GROTHMAN. Well—

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. In which to make sure their kids are
taken care of and balance that with their salary.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. I think you got to get out in the real world
a little bit, but I am going to ask you again. Does that take into
account people who are telling their employer I can’t make more
than X and X because I will lose my government benefits?

Ms. YOUNG. What I am telling you is families have very complex
dynamics

Mr. GROTHMAN. They are complex.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. That we should all take into account.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. Now, there are many, many spending in-
creases in here to hire more bureaucrats, to increase diversity of
a variety of different programs, and a lot more money here for
Planned Parenthood. These grants to Planned Parenthood, as I un-
derstand it, will put gals as young as 15 or 16 on contraceptive
without their parents knowing about it. Do you think that is good
public policy?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Grothman, you know, 4-and-a-half million peo-
ple use Title X clinics. What we are saying is we should support
that preventive health, which also includes family planning. I don’t
know if the specific hypothetical you mentioned happens, but I
think we should be investing in institutions that cover 4-and-a-half
million Americans who receive care there.

Mr. GROTHMAN. It doesn’t bother you if people are getting this
without their parents knowing about it.

Ms. YOUNG. You can imagine I won’t speak to hypotheticals. If
that is happening, I am happy to look at, after the hearing, what
stories you may have seen.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
and now yield 5 minutes to Ms. Lee from California.

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Ranking
Member. Good to see you, Director Young.

Ms. YOUNG. Hi.

Ms. LEE. You know what question I would like to ask you, but
I would like to frame it in the context of what the Congressional
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Budget Office has shown in terms of reducing our defense budget.
The President’s 2024 budget includes $886 billion for defense
spending, which is a 3.3 percent increase, I believe, over the en-
acted 2023 level, which included, for the last 2 years actually,
about $37 billion over what the President asked in the prior couple
of years.

Now, the Pentagon, first of all, has not been audited. No agency
in the history of this country has ever failed an audit, and I believe
the Pentagon has failed 5 audits. Again, going to the Congressional
Budget Office, it has shown that a cut of $100 billion would not im-
pact our national security. We know there is about $150 billion in
waste, fraud, and abuse. The taxpayers deserve accountability in
terms of how the Pentagon is spending their money, so I cannot un-
derstand why we would increase defense spending when the Pen-
tagon can’t even pass an audit 5 times.

So with every $100 billion, according to the CBO, we could power
every household with solar energy, hire 1 million elementary school
teachers, provide free tuition for 2 out of 3 public college students,
we could cover medical care for 7 million veterans, and so much
more, and so I am trying to get a handle on how did the adminis-
tration arrive at this funding level given the increases above what
the administration asked for for the last couple of years, and how
can we justify increasing an agency or department that has failed
5 audits.

Ms. YOUNG. Congresswoman, you probably won’t be surprised—
I will get that from you—I will get a wildly different belief that we
should be doing more on defense from some on this panel today.
What we try to do, because people have strong feelings on both
sides, is follow the National Security Strategy. What is the right
amount based on the strategy we have to defend this country, to
counter China? It is a very complex world. We also increase some-
thing I know you are interested in as you chaired the State Foreign
Ops Appropriations Subcommittee: our diplomatic line. It is not an
either/or. We have to make sure our defense strategy is fully fund-
ed, and we counter our adversaries and our competitors, and we
also have to make sure those diplomatic lines, and we are inter-
ested in making sure both of those things are robustly funded.

Ms. LEE. Thank you for that, but I also know the taxpayers de-
serve some accountability. Everyone must be accountable to spend-
ing public money, every agency. It has failed an audit 5 times, and,
in fact, are three legs of our national defense: defense, develop-
ment, diplomacy. In the last few years, my budget as Chair of State
and Foreign Ops was approximately $64 billion. Defense was ap-
proximately $750 billion, and so we need, again, some rebalancing
if, in fact, we are going to prevent conflict and wars, and many gen-
erals have indicated that to not only this Committee but to other
committees.

And so I would hope that rebalancing at this point in history
with the Biden Administration would be looked at very carefully,
and also finally accountability for taxpayer dollars. So how do we
spend more, again, when, in fact, the Pentagon has failed 5 audits?

Ms. YOUNG. They have not received a clean audit, and I told this
to a Member last year on this Committee, I believe, we need to fix
that. I know the complicated answers and the details. DOD has a
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lot of property, and I know that weighs heavily into their ability
to get a clean audit, but we cannot not follow our National Security
Strategy.

Ms. LEE. But again, the CBO has indicated that cutting $100 bil-
lion would not tamper with nor even touch our ability to ensure our
national security. Let me just ask you very quickly because, again,
going back to the $100 billion, the CTC expansion of the childhood
poverty rate. The CTC actually reduced poverty rates among chil-
dren. What happens if we make it permanent? How would this pol-
icy make meaningful changes in child poverty levels?

Ms. YOUNG. Well, we saw and we beta tested it in 2021 and cut
child poverty in half, so we believe we should bring it back and
make it permanent.

Ms. LEE. And in the President’s budget, it is

Ms. YouNG. He would make the refundability part permanent,
but in 2025, we have a lot of tax cliffs, and our proposal would take
this to 2025 so we can deal with those holistically.

Ms. LEE. Thank you for your answer.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentlelady, and I really ap-
preciate, regardless of whether we agree or disagree on how to re-
source the people’s government, and regardless of whether we
agree or disagree on specific programs, I really respect the serious-
ness, the diligence on elevating the level of accountability on are
we getting what we paid for. Not are we, are taxpayers. Is the pub-
lic impact, the desired goal being met? And so I respect that, and
I hope we get more of that throughout this Congress. So with that,
I would like to yield 5 minutes to my friend from Pennsylvania,
Mr. Lloyd Smucker.

Mr. SMUCKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Young, thank
you for being with us today. This budget proposes close to $5 tril-
lion in new taxes. Am I in the ballpark, Director Young?

Ms. YOUNG. Four-point-seven, so

Mr. SMUCKER. Four-point-seven in new taxes. It would be $65
trillion in total taxes over the next 10-year period, which would be
record high taxes ever proposed, agree?

Ms. YOUNG. I mentioned some statistics on percent of GDP, so
we would be in line with where we were in the 90s on percent of
GDP revenue.

Mr. SMUCKER. Nineteen-point-six percent of GDP——

Ms. YounGa. Correct.

Mr. SMUCKER [continuing]. Is record high. Mr. Chairman, the
Tax Foundation released their analysis of the President’s tax pro-
posals this morning. Just very briefly, they find these tax hikes
would be devastating for the American people. The burden of high-
er taxes hits middle-income families, once again breaking Biden’s
promise. It would cost 335,000 jobs, would reduce wages, and
would reduce GDP by 1.3 percent, which would increase the deficit
even beyond what is being proposed here. So, Mr. Chairman, again,
this is by the Tax Foundation released just this morning, the de-
tails and analysis of President Biden’s Fiscal Year 2024 Budget
proposal. I would like to insert that into the Record.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information follows:]
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8 TAX FOUNDATION
Details and Analysis of President Biden'’s Fiscal Year
2024 Budget Proposal

Garrett Watson, Erica York, Huagun Li, Cody Kallen, William McBride, Alex Muresianu

Topline Preliminary Estimates

Net Deficit impact Long-runGDP.
$2.5T -1.3%
Wages FTE Jobs

-1.0% -335,000

&t Bquilit it Model, March 3023,

Source: Tax Foy

Note:

President Biden's Fiscal Year 2024 Budget tutlines several rajof tax Increases that would add up to nearly $4.8 trillion innew
taxes targeted at businesses and high-income individuals. After $833 billion in expanded tax credits, it would raise nearly $4.0
trillion in new taxes on net. Additionally, the Biden budget would expand spending by $1.4 trillion on net, leading to 3 $2.5
trillion reduction in the deficit through the end of 2033 on a conventional basis.

While the Biden budget aims its tax increases at corporations and high-income individuals, the economic effects of higher
marginal tax rates would be more widespread, Using the Tax Foundation's General Equilibrium Model, we estimate the Biden
udget would reduce fong-run economic output by about 1.3 percent and eliminate 335,000 full-time equivalent jobs.

Our estimate fikely uniderstates the full economic harm from the budget because we do not model the effects of the 25
percent "biltionai ini tax"on lized capital gains of high-net: ‘th taxp r the impact of certain

international tax changes, such as the undertaxed profits rule (UTPR).

The Office of and Budget (OMB) esth the FY 2024 féderal budget would reduce the debt-to-GDP fatio By’

about 7 percentage points from its baskfine estimate of 117 percent by the end of 2033 to 110 percent. But by reducing
economic output, we estimate that the budget would lead to a smaller improverment in the debt-to-GDP ratio on a dynamic
basis, reducing it by about 4.5 percentage points by 2033. Forty years from now, we estimate the plan reduces the debt-to-
GDP ratio by about 17 percentage points,

The actual deficit reduction is highly uncertain; as at least $1 trillion of the estimated reduction comes from untested revenue

sources {e.g., the billionaire minimum tax and UTPR). Further, if certain policies discussed in the budget were extended, it
could wipe dut all of the projected deficit reduction, while sti} harming fong-run economic output

budget-t Tsis/ 1713
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Table 1. Long-Run Economic Effectsof
President Biden's FY 2024 Budget

Gross Domestic Product (GDP} -1.3%
Gross National Product {GNF) ~1.5%
Capital Stock ~2.4%
Wage Rate -1.8%
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Jobs | -335,008

riun M =3
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éconornic Effects
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- Distributional Effects

— Modeling Notes

The Deduction

Biden's 2024 Budget
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Major Tax Provisions

The budget would include the following major changes, begiining in 2024, unless otherwise noted:

Major business provisions modeled:

» Increase the corporate income tax rate from 21 percent to 28 percent {effective 2023}

« Quadruple the stock buyback tax implemented in the Inflation Reduction Act from 1 petcent to 4 percent (éﬁec!fve 2023}

hitps: ion.org/biden-budget-k ‘ lysis 213
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s Make permanent the excess business loss firvitation for pass-through busi
e Further limit the deductibility of executive compensation under Section 162{m}

& increase the global intangible low-taxed income {GILT1} tax rate from 10.5 percént to 21 percent, calculate the taxon a
jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, and revise related rules {effective 2023)

* Repeal the reduced tax rate on foreign-derived intangible Incorae (FDI

Major individual, capital gains, and estate tax provisions modeled:

Expand the base of the net investment income tax (NUIT) to include nonpassive business income and increase the rates for
the NiIT and the additional Medicare tax to reach 5 percent en income above $400,000 {effective 2023)

increase top Individual income tax rate to 39.6 percent on income above $40Q,000 for single filers and $450,000 for joint
filers (effective 2023}

°

Tax long-term capital gains and qualified dividends at.ordinary income tax rates for taxable income above $1 miltion and
tax unrealized capital gains at death above a $5 million exemption ($ 10 million for joint filers}

-

Limit retirement account contributions for high-income taxpayers with large individual retirement account (IRA} balances

Tighten rules related to the estate tax

Tax carried interest as ordinary income for those earning over $400,000

s

Limit 1031 Jike-kind exchanges to $500,000 in gains

Major tax credit provisions modeled:

“

Extend the American Rescue Plan Act {ARPA) Child Tax Credit (CTCY through 2025 and make the CTC fully refundable ona
permanent basis leffective 2023} ’

Permanently extend the ARPA Earned Income Tax Credit (EUTC) expansion for workers without qualifying children
{effective 2023)

Permanently extend the ARPA premium tax credits expansion

We alsa modeled various mi: provisions for corps ( pass-through businesses, and individuals, including
several energy-refated tax hikes largely pertaining o fossil fuel production. While the budget improperly characterizes thew

as subsidies, many are deductions for costs {or approximations of costs) incurred,

The budget also introduces two new taxes: a 30 percent tax on energy used in cryptocurrency mining operations and ending:
drawbacks for certain petroleum excise taxes when petroleum products are imported and later exported. i also includes
changes to various corporate and noncorporate limitations and rules, smaller tax credits and exclusions, rules for digital

assets, and other provisions.

Major praovisions not modeled:

Repeal the hase erosion and anti-abuse tax {BEAT) and replace it with aundertaxed profits rule (UTPR) consistent with
the OECD/G20 global minimum tax model rules

s

Create a 25 percent ‘| tax” to tax ized capital gains of high-net-worth taxpayers.
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Replace FDil with unspecified research & development {R&D) incentives

Expand federal rules’on drug pricing provisions

Spending program changes

Provide $29.1 billion in additional Internal Revenus Service {IRS) funding, which the Treasury estimates woudd lead toan
additional $105 billion of revenlie on net as weli as increased compliance and enforcement that will ralse an additional

$13.4 billion of revenue for a total increase of $118.6 billion from reducing the tax gap

Economic Effects

We estimate the tax changes in'the presiderit's budget would reduce long-run GDP by 1.3 percent: Raising the carporate
income tax rate to 28 percent is the largest driver of the negative iong-r(jn effects, reducing Jong-run GDP by 0.7 percent:

The budget would decrease American incomes {as measured by gross national product, or GNP} by 1.5 percent in the long run..

The reduction in the budget deficit increases American incomes by about 0.01 percent but Is offset by a greater reduction in

incomes due to the tax increases.

The budget would reduce the capital stock by 2.4 percent, wages by 1.0 percent, and full-time equivalent employment by,
ahout 335,000 jobs.

QOur economic sstimates do net capture alf of the taxchanges included in the budget. We do not model R&D incentives that
would replace FDI because they are\unspeciﬁed, We also do not modet the effects of repealing BEAT and replacing it with a
UTPR nor of creating a 25 percent minimum tax on the unrealized capital gains of high-net-worth individuals bécause of data
constraints as well as the high amount of uncertainty over how these provisions would be implemented; how taxpayers might;
respond, and how much revenue might be raised. The latter two items amount to roughly a $1 trillion tax hike over the budget
window, affset by approxi $164 billion in unspacified R&D incentives—a net revente increase of about $845 bilfion, or

about 22 percent of the scored revenus raisers.

The net effect of the unmodeled provisions on the economy is likely to be substantially negative, but the magnitude depends
on unspecified features and assumptions. For example, it remains unclear how much of the UTPR {and associated domestic
minimum top-up tax} falls on US. domestic companies and thelr domestic investment, the impact taxing unrealized capital
gains would have on entreprensurship and innovation, and the averall effectiveness of the R&D incentive replacing FDIL

hitps:
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Table 2. Economic Effects of President Biden's FY 2024 Budget

- Changein | Changein | STO881 | Changein | Changeln Full
Pravision. GoP GNP Capital Wages time Equivalent
Stock Jobs
Raise the top tax rate on individual Less 8, 1% Less than | Less ~43, 800
income to 39.6% than -8,85% than
~&.85% ~B.85%
Tax unrealized capital gaing at death -B.1% -8, 4% -8.3% -9.1% -38, 600
over $5 million and tax capital gains
over $1 million at 39.6%
Limit 1831 like-kind exchanges to Less Less Less than | Less -1,000
$580,088 in gain ‘than than ~-8.85% than
~9.85% ~8.85% ~8.85%
Expand the net investment income tax ~B.1% ~8.1% -8.2% “B.1% -2,588
base to active pass-through business
income
Raise the net investment income tax -8.1% -8.1% ~8.2% Less ~86, 068
rate from 3.8% to 5% and raise the than
additionsl Medicare tax from 8.9% to -8.,85%
2.1%
Tex. carried interest as ordindry Less Less Less than | Less -1,088
incone than than -8.65% ‘than
-8.85% ~B.85% P -.85%
Impose hew limits on large retirement tess Less Less then | Less -588
account balances and increase minimum | than than -8 085% than
required distributions -9.85% ~9.85% ~8.85%
Tighten estate tax rules Lesy Less Less than.|'Less <3, 800
than than -8.85% than
~8.85% ~8.05% -8.85%
Mise. taxes on saving Lesy Less Less than i Less -2,008
than than ~8.65% than
-8.85% ~8.85% ~&.85%
Raise the corporate tax rate from 21% ~B.7% ~8.8% ~1.3% -8.6% ~129, 8408
to 28% .
Raise. the stock buyback éxcise tax ~8.1% <8, 1% -8.2% -8.1% ~11,806
from 1% to 4%
Changes to the international tax Less Less Less than - Less -5,800
system than than -8.85% than
-8.88% ~8.85% ~8.85%
Limit exXecutive compensation Less Less itess than | Less ~1,800
deductibility under Secticn 162{m} than than -8.85% than
-8.,85% ~8.05% ~B.85%

4 Mise. corporate tax increases -8.1% =8.1% ~8.1% ~8.1% ~18, 808
Hake permenent the pass-through loss Less Less ~-8.1% Less ~8, 880
limitatien and misc. pass-through tax than than than
increases ~B.85% ~8.85% ~B.85%

Hake the Amwerican Rescue Plan Act EITC { Less Less Less than | tess -2,908
expansion permanent and make the CTC than than ~8,85% than
fully refundable -6.85% -8, 85% ~G.85%
Impact of spending.and budget deficit 8% iess 2% 8% B
than
6.85%

fterms ay nek surm chie ta roiniding.
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N N Change in . Change inFull-
Provision g:‘;{:ge n g:la;:\ge in Capital g:'\znge L time Equivalent
Stock BT jobs
Total Economic Effect ~1.3% ~1.5% ~2.4% ~1.8% ~335,0088

sy 10k B e b e

Revenue Effects

The budget covers the 10-year budget window from 2024 through 2033, but it also inclides several tax increases and two tax
crédit changes that would take effect in 2023 prior to the 10-year window. As such, we present a revenue table below that
includes the change In revenues over the 11-year period covering 2023 as well as the traditional 10-year budget window,

Across the major provisions we madeled, we estimate the budget raises $2.4 trillion of tax revenue from corporations and
$1.4 trillion from individuals from 2023 through 2033,

The budget includes $1 trillion of new tax revenues from two highly uncertain saurces, the bilfionaire minimum tax and the
UTPR, neither of which have been implemented in the U.S. or elsewhare, feaving little to go on for revenue estimation
purposes. {Several countries are iri the pracess of implementing global minimum tax rules including a UTPR, with reveriug
estimates ranging from an increase in corporate tax revenue of 2 percent to 12 percent, whereas the administration’s
estimates indicate about a 13 percent increase in corparate tax revenue resulting from the UTPR alone and another 10
percent increase from changes to GILTL) '

“The budget also includes another $11% billion Innet revenue from additional [RS enforcement as estimated by OMB, less
$164 billion in unspecified R&D incentives to replace FDIIL

in total, we estimate the budget raises nearly $4.8 trillion in gross revenue from tax changes over the period 2023 to 2033:

Expanded tax credits reduce the gross revenue by $833 bitlion fram 2023 through 2033, resulting in a net tax increase of just
under $4 trillion over the period 2023 to 2033.

Outside of tax changes, the budget includes additional spending increases and cost savings including expanding the drug
pricing provisions passed in the Inflation Reduction Act for a net increase in spending of about $1.4 trillion, summarized in
Table 3.

After accounting for afl changes in revenue and spending, we estimate the net effect of the budget would be to reduce the
deficit by $2.5 trillion through 2033 on a conventional basis. On a dynamic basis, factoring in reduced tax revenues resuiting

from the smaller economy, the deficit reduction falls to just under $2 trillion from 2023 through 2033,

As noted, about $1 triltion of the deficit reduction is from highly uncertain sources of revenue, Furthermore, the budget

. discusses additional policies that would significantly reduce revenue, such as extending tax changes from the Tax Cuts and

Jobs Act {TCIA} for people making below $400,000 after 2025 when they otherwise expire. The budget does not, however,
factor in the cost of such an extension. $Similarly, the budget extends the farger Child Tax Credit through 2025, but further.
extending the policy would cost more than $130 billion per year, adding more than $1 trillion to the deficit by 2033,
Continuing both of the policies past 2025 would wipe out most, If not all, of the budget's projected deficit savings.
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Table 3. Additional Net Spending in President Biden's FY 2024 Budget

Spending ftem Amount (Bilfions)
Childeare and early learning, health care, drug pricing; education, and -$873

housing,

Paid leave and home care ~$475

Public health ~$428

Other, including reductions in defense discretionary spending $337

Total Spending Excluding Tex Credits -$1,439
Expanded tax credits {includes expansion costs for 2823) -$833

‘Total Spending Including Tax Credits -$2,272

dget of e 15, Government Fiscal Year 2024
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Table 4.R Effects of President Biden's FY 2024 Budget

Pravision
{Bitfions of 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Dollars)

Individyal
Proyisions

Rafse top tax | $45.8 $47.8 348.7 $9.2 b ste.e 18193 §10.7 $11.2 $11.6
rate on
individual
income to
39.8%

Tax $8.8 -$7.3 ~$8.3 $4.7 $23.4 $25.2 $27.5 $38.1 $33.2
unrealized .
capital gains
at death aver
$5 million
and impose a
39.6% tax
rate on
capital gains
over §1
million

Expand the $25.3 $24.9 $25.5 §28.7 $28.1 $29.2 $38.5 531.8 §33.1
net .

investinent
income tax
base to
active
passthrough
income

Raise the net [$13.6 1§10.2 “1'$16.9- {$11.3 1$13.8 [$14.3 [$149 I$5.§ 8162
investment
income tex
rate from
3.8% to 5%

Raise the 816.1 $16.1 816.6 §16.8 $18.5 $19.3 $20.2 $21.2 822.2
additional
Hedicare tax
from 8.9% to
2.1%

Make $8.2 $8.2 817 $2.3 35.8 $13.8 $13.3 $18.1 $8.5
permanent the
imit on
excess
business
losses for
passthrough
firms
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Provision
| (Bitlions of 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Dollars)

Limit 1831 $8.8 1.1 $1.8 $1.8 §1.9 $1.9 $2.8 §2.1 $2.
1ike-kind

exchanges to
3580K in gain

Tax carried 88.8 s8.6 $8.7 §e.7 $9.7 $6.7 $8.7 se.7 %8.7
interest as
ordinary
income

Create new 52.8 $8.1 $5.2 $2.9 $1.7 $1.1 5.9 $0.7 38.7
limitations .

on high-
ingome
taxpayers
with large
retirement
aceount
balances -and
increasing
minimum
required
distributions

Tighten $0.9 50.8 $4.6 $4.9 37.4 l$se $8.4 $8.9 $9.5
estate and
gift tax
rules

Miscellaneous | $8.8 $5.8 §6.1 86.5 $8.9 §7.3 §7.7 $8.8 $8.3
tax increases

passthrough
firms*

Miscellaneous | $@.@ $5.5 §2.1 $2:8 $3.e §3.2 $3.5 $3.7 $4.0
tax increases
on saving*®

Total $180.8 [ $111.9 .1$123,7 1869.4 1'$120,5 1'8133.7 1S148:2 }.8144.8 | $150.9
Individual
Revanue

Corporgte
Provisions.

Raise $92.8 $94.7 $188.3 (1911907 {'$127.3 15127.8 [$128.4 | $129.8 }6132.2
corparate tax
rate to 28%

21% 6ILTT $22.5 339.5 §42.5 832.5 $34.0 $35.4 $36.6 $37.9 839.4
minimum tax
rate and
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Provision
{Billions of 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Dollars}
other GILTL
changes
Reépeal FDIT 58.9 $28.2 $21.7 $13.6 $14.4 $14.8 $15.8 $15.3 $15.8

Section 265 $e.8 $13.8 $13.9 $14.7 $15.5 $16.4 $17.2 $17.9 $18.6
changes and
world
interest
limitation

4% excise tax [$18.2 89.7 312.3 $13.5 §16.8 $19.7 $28.1 Su9.8 §22.8
of stock
buybacks

Hodification }36.8 §2.5 $0.6 $8.5 $1.7 $2.2 $1.8 $1.5 §1.2
to 162{m)
limit on
deductien. of
excessive
employee
remuneration

Miscellaneous | $8.9 $6.8 $7.6 $8.2 §8.8 $9.5 $10.6 $1.8 §13.1
corporats tax
ingreasesthy

Total $125.2 1 $186.5 | §203.3 |8202.5 ] $218.2 | $225.8 |%229.7 1§234.0 | 92429
Corporate
Revenue

Qther. Revenue
Ghanoes (Mot
Boepred by Tax

Foundation ),

Impose a 25% | §8.8 $18.9 345.9 $49.6 $51.8 $52.4 §52.8 $56.2 $45.5
sinimum tax
on unrealized
gains for
taxpayers
with net
wealth ovel
$189 million

CLevy an $0.8 $10.1 §46.8 $66.3 . | 365.8 $64.8 . 952.4 $62.8 $62.2
undertaxed
profits rule
on large
multinational
Firms

Net revenue |3$8.8 $1.2 31.1 813 $1.4 §1.4 $1.4 $1.5 $13.3
from IRS

Maceh 2029
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Provision
{Billions of
Dollars)

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028 2029

2030

2031

Budget
changes

Replace FDIX
with an
ingentive for
RED#H%

-$28.2

-$21.7

~§13.6

-$14.4

-$14.8 { -815.9

-$15.3

-§15.8

" Totsl Other

Revenue
Changes

§71.3

$183.6

$194.7

$183.8 | §101.8

$99.1

§105.2

Gross
Revenue
Total

$288.3

$388.7

$395.9

$443 .4

$463.3 1} $471.7

$478.1

$499.1

Tax Credits

Reinstate the
expanded ARPA
child tax
credit
through 2825
and make
permanent
full ¢TC
refundability

~$128.3

~$132.5

-§2.5

-$2.4

-82.3 ~§2.2

-$2.1

~$2.1

Nake
permanent the
expanded ARPA
earned income
tax
creditaFaas

~§13.7

-§13.9

-§15.0

-815.4

-$15.7

-$15.8 1:-316.8

-5§16.9

~$16.1

Make
permanent the
expanded ARPA
premium tax
credits

se:8

$e8.0

-$4.1

-§18.8

-$22.5

-$23.3 1-$23.%

~$23.1

-$23.8

Miscellanecus
tax
credifstiaier

-$8.4

-$1.8

-$3.5

-84.9

-$5.6 -58.2

-$9.8

-§12.7

Total Tax
Credits

-§142.0

~5146.8

-$158.1

-839.3

-545.5

~548.8 [-349.%

-$56.8

-852.7

Iotal
Conventional
Revenue

883.1

$153.8

$242.6

$356.5

$397.9

$415.2 [$421.8

§427.3

$445 .4

Total
Dynamig

$55.8

$128.4

j8203.8

$330.8

$362.7

§372.8 {83722

$378.4

$381.9

Durestimates
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Provision
{Billions of 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Dotlars} N

Hevenue .

Mandatory $8.9 -$97.6 |-§142.5 [-$160:8'} -$182.91 ~$169.8 | -$186.6 |'~$151.9 | -§153.3
and

discretionary
spending
changes {pet
of spending
reductions)

Conventional $83.1 $55.9 §108.1 £196.5 §215.8 $245.4 $235.1 $275.4 $293.1
Deficit
{before
interest
costs)

$55.9 §25.8 861.3 $178.6 1 §179.8 ['$7es.e [¢185.5. | $218.5 1 g228.5

interest
costs)

Sourcar

Mt "Ml E £ g tapreciation dselion Faisac

Distributional Effects

The budget would raise marginal income tax rates faced by highér earners and corporationis while expanding tax credits for.
fower-income households. The distributional results that follow do not include the impact of drug pricing provisions, the 25
percent billionaire minimum tax, the undertaxed profits rule, IRS enforcement, or spending program changes on after-fax

ncome.

The proposals would increase the after-tax income of the bottom quintile by sbout 12.6 percent in 2024 orya conventional
basis, largely due to expanded tax credits, and all groups except the top quintile would see increases in after-tax income In
2024, The top 1 percent of earners would experience a 6.0 percent decrease in after-tax income.

After the expanded CTC expires, the bottom quintile would see a smaller 4.5 percent increase in after-tax income in 2033 ot &
conventional basis while the top three quintifes would see decreases in their after-tax incomes. The top 1 percent would see a
6.4 percent decrease In after-tax income,

On a long-term dynamic basis, the smaller economy reduces after-fax incomes relative to the conventional analysis. On )
average, tax filers in the top four quintiles woutd experience a drop in after-tax incomes, while the bottomquintile would stilt
see an increase, albeit reduced to 2.8 percent, driven by the permanently expanded EITC, expanded premiur tax credits, and

permanent CTC refundability.
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Table 5. Distributional Effects of President Biden's FY 2024

Budget

nc Group -} Ci k2024 C fonal, 2033 | Dynamic, Long Run

% - 2.0% 12.8% 4.5% 2:8%

28.6% - 48.8%{'4.1% 0.4% -1.2%

29.9% ~ 58:.8% [ 1.2% -6.8% -2.3%

50:6% - 86.0% | 8.2% -8.9% <2.5%

86.0% - 100% |-2.5% ) “2.7% Aeamn

80.0% ~ 99.8% {~8.6% “1.0% -2.6%

98.0% - 95.8% | <1.1% ~1.2% 2.7

95.0% ~ 99.0% {-1.9% ~1.7% ~3.5%

99.9% ~ 109% | -6.8% -6.4% -8.6%

Total -8.4% ~1.5% -3.2%

Mrbe: W, the disteitistion of wi s tax credits or inmodeled pro < above,.

Sotree: Tax Foundation Gesneral B wismy dlodel, March Z023. Hems may not suim due Lo rounding,
Modeling Notes

We use the Tax Foundation General Equilibrium Tax Model to estimate the impact of tax policies, inchiding recent updates
allowing detalled modeling of U.5. multinational enterprises. The model produces conventional and dynamic revenue and

distributional esti of tax policy. C 2ntional estimate: hold the size of the econorﬁy constant and attempt to estimate
potential behavioral effects of tax policy. Dynamic revenue estimates consider both behavioral and macraeconomic effects of
tax policy on revenue, The model alse produces estimates of how policies impact measures of economic performance such as
GDR, iR - : ¢ (g e frade deicit. 3

Note, however, our conventional and dynamic estimates for the stock buyback taxdo not account for behavioral shifting from
buybacks to dividends, which would also shift the individualincome tax base from capital gains to dividends.

Regarding the budget's proposed changes to the GILT] regime, we modeled most of the major changes includingthe 75
percent GILTHinclusion rate, country-by-country appiication, the reduction in the foreign tax credit (FTC) haircut to 5 percent,
elimination of the qualified business asset {QBAI) exemption, and eliminath f the FOGE! exclusion. We did not
mode] the changes aftowing carryforward of GILTIFTCs and losses, repeal of the high-tax exemption for subpart F, or the tax
increases on dual capacity taxpayers.
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Mr. SMUCKER. And I would like to then get back to just a few
comments that you made during your opening comments, the defi-
cits in particular. Are you concerned with the level of debt that we
have now and with the projection going forward?

Ms. YOUNG. Yes. That is why you have seen our policies that
would bring down the deficit by nearly $3 trillion over 10 years.

Mr. SMUCKER. Yeah, and this is what I would like to get to, and
I asked Secretary Yellen these questions as well because I can’t for
the life of me see where you are decreasing the deficit, and I don’t
think anyone outside of the beltway looking at these numbers can
see that as well, would agree that you are reducing the deficit, and
I think it is important that, you know, if we recognize that that is
a goal, then we need to be transparent and understand what the
numbers are. So I have in front of me your proposal from last fiscal
year. You were proposing that the deficit at that point in 2023
would be $1.1 trillion. Do you agree with that number?

Ms. YOUNG. If you have last year’s table in front of you, I will
agree with it.

Mr. SMUCKER. One trillion one hundred and fifty-four billion.
What was the actual deficit in 2023 in your new proposal?

Ms. YOUNG. So in 2023, our projected deficit will be

Mr. SMUCKER. One trillion five hundred and sixty-nine billion.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah.

Mr. SMUCKER. Four hundred

Ms. YOUNG. So in 2023, deficit is projected to be $1.6 trillion.

Mr. SMUCKER. One-point-six trillion compared to $1.1 trillion, so
it is half a trillion higher than what you were projecting 12 months
ago.

Ms. YOUNG. I will just remind you we are still in the middle of
2023, and those deficit numbers will change from this number and
that number. They were projections last year.

Mr. SMUCKER. Will probably go up, if anything.

Ms. YOUNG. Absolutely not. We actually had lower deficits last
year than our budget projections in 2022.

Mr. SMUCKER. It is 40-percent higher than you were projecting
last year at this time.

Ms. YOUNG. In 2022, our deficit projections were lower than the
$1.7 trillion actually——

Mr. SMUCKER. Let’s look at one more year. Let’s look at one more
year. Last year at this time, you were projecting a deficit of $1.2
trillion for 2024. That is the upcoming year. What are you pro-
jecting in 2024 now?

Ms. YOUNG. One-point-eight trillion.

Mr. SMUCKER. One-point-eight trillion. Do you think that is re-
ducing the deficit?

Ms. YOUNG. So you are comparing projection to projection.

Mr. SMUCKER. I am.

Ms. YOUNG. Interest rates have changed since then. Our eco-
nomic projections have changed since then, unemployment, and
that all factors into the numbers.

Mr. SMUCKER. I am comparing what your plan was a year
ago——

Ms. YOUNG. Projections.
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Mr. SMUCKER [continuing]. To your projections now, correct. Last
year at this time, you were projecting $14 trillion in total deficits
over the next 10-year period. This year you are projecting $17 tril-
lion. That is $3 trillion more in deficits. Where are you seeing re-
ductions in the deficit?

Ms. YOUNG. Our deficit number is the projection from this year
to the budget year in 2033, 10-year budget in 2024. If you pull out
this year’s table

Mr. SMUCKER. Sure, I have it right here.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. It would show a cumulative deficit re-
duction of $2.9 trillion, the nearly $3 trillion.

Mr. SMUCKER. Compared to what?

Ms. YOUNG. Compared to where we are starting in this fiscal
year.

Mr. SMUCKER. It is not true. This fiscal year, the deficit is $1.5
trillion. What are you projecting in 10 years from now?

Ms. YOUNG. The cumulative deficit will be——

Mr. SMUCKER. No, you are projecting——

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Reduced nearly $3 trillion.

Mr. SMUCKER. You are projecting $2 trillion 10 years from now
compared to $1.5 trillion. Nowhere

Ms. YOUNG. Sir, deficits are year over year, so you add the deficit
reductions each year, the cumulative addition. We have done a lot
of adding of spending over 10 years, so we do the same for deficits.
You add each of the savings each year there are savings. The total
is $2.9 trillion——

Mr. SMUCKER. The bottom line is

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. At the end of——

Mr. SMUCKER. The bottom line is

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. At the end of 2033.

Mr. SMUCKER. Reclaiming my time here, the bottom line is in 10
years, the deficit will be $2 trillion compared to $1-and-a-half tril-
lion now. We agree that it is important we reduce the deficits. It
is really important that we look at these numbers, and the num-
bers you are looking at, there is no way anywhere anyone outside
the beltway would believe that we are reducing deficits. It is unfor-
tunate, but that is the case.

Ms. YOUNG. Those are our estimates if the President’s policies
are adopted.

Chairman ARRINGTON. The gentleman’s time has expired, and I
thank my friend from Pennsylvania. We will now yield 5 minutes
to my colleague from Texas, Mr. Doggett.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you, Director Young. You know, really, I had hoped this morning
we might see some specific Republican alternatives to this budget
so you could compare and contrast them with your insight on this,
but we seem to only have harangues against the successes of the
Biden Administration.

I would like to focus your attention specifically on Medicare. I am
pleased that the President included as one of his four pillars of his
initiative the importance of protecting and preserving Medicare for
the future. As you know, I introduced legislation last year that was
designed to extend the solvency of the Medicare Trust Fund to
2040 by relying on the net investment income tax and closing a
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loophole, redirecting all the funds from that tax into the Medicare
Trust Fund, as was originally intended. President Biden has taken
the additional step of proposing a tax on the very top earners that
would extend Medicare solvency far beyond 2040.

He has been successful, I think, in essentially shaming Repub-
licans into saying that they won’t cut Social Security and Medicare,
but they don’t appear to have offered any alternatives as he has,
as I have tried to do, to assure that Medicare will be solvent and
available to pay those benefits. Why do you think the net invest-
ment income tax is an appropriate way to finance Medicare rather
than the Republican traditional approach of cutting benefits?

Ms. Youna. Well, one, thank you for your leadership. As I said
earlier, the President’s proposal has a lot of similarities to what
you put forward last year. The net investment income tax—the
NIIT—was always intended to go into the Medicare Trust Fund,
and so it is appropriate, and based on people who helped start that
during the ACA conversation, that should have always helped sol-
vency in the Trust Fund. So we do that proposal like you also had.

We close loopholes, I believe, like your bill did as well, ensuring
that the wealthy pay into the Medicare Trust Fund the same as ev-
eryone else who goes to work. We go a click further by saying those
making over $400,000 should pay 1.2 percent more than middle-
class families, and those making under 400,000 by paying 5 per-
cent.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much, and certainly that contrasts
with the only Republican budget we have out here, which is the Re-
publican Study Committee, which proposes to privatize Medicare
and really eliminate it as a guaranteed benefit. Let me ask you
also about a second aspect of that, and that is to assure Medicare’s
fiscal health. I am concerned about tens of billions of dollars that
are lost in provider fraud. These are not victimless crimes. They
impact the security of the Medicare Program. I have introduced a
Medicare Fraud Detection and Deterrence Act to close a shocking
loophole that CMS does not currently have authority to take away
a national provider identifier number that fraudsters use to bill
Medicare, and it would give CMS that authority. Additionally, I
have legislation concerning preventing Medicare telehealth fraud
where, without ever seeing a patient, lab tests that are not nec-
essary and very expensive or expensive services and equipment are
provided to someone through telehealth.

There have been billions of dollars that have been the subject of
Justice Department action trying to do something about this, but
the key, I think, has to be preventing this fraud from ever occur-
ring in the first place, and I would just ask you if I could count
on your office and CMS to work with us in securing scores on the
savings that can be achieved to Medicare by devoting our efforts
to preventing fraud from providers before it ever occurs.

Ms. YOUNG. I don’t want to speak for the CMS Administrator,
but I think I know her well enough to speak for both of us when
we say we will be happy as an administration to work with you on
that.

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you so much. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Texas and
now would yield 5 minutes to my friend, Mr. Cline, from Virginia.
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Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am concerned by this
budget request because deficits, as far as the eye can see, into per-
petuity is not the way we are going to achieve fiscal responsibility
in this country. For the future of this country, for future genera-
tions of this country, we owe it to them to rein in the excessive
spending that we have seen over the past several years, particu-
larly over the past 2 years.

One of the existential threats facing this country is our level of
debt. Our excessive deficit is now over a trillion dollars a year and
growing, by all accounts, over the next 10 years under the Presi-
dent’s budget. Another threat to this Nation is immediate and di-
rect, and it is on our Southern border and is being ignored by this
President. I see that last year, Congress enacted $61 billion for
Homeland. This year, the budget proposes, and I am just reading
a number here, $60.4 billion in discretionary budget authority, and
I know that you are talking about TSA fees and other kinds of rev-
enues, but that is a cut for Homeland, even in the face of 2.7 mil-
lion Border Patrol enforcement actions, a 30-percent increase over
Fiscal Year 2021, and since President Biden has been in office,
there have been nearly 4.7 million migrant encounters at the
Southwest border.

The population of Virginia is 8.8, so you are over half of the pop-
ulation of Virginia at this point. It is not counting the 1.2 million
known got-aways who evaded Border Patrol agents in the last 2
years, but despite this increase, the Biden Administration is look-
ing to cut the appropriation for the Department as a whole, includ-
ing for U.S. Customs and Border Protection and U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement, but at the same time, in a reflection of
the values of this administration and their failure to protect the
rights enshrined in this Constitution, the President’s budget re-
quests $2 billion for the ATF to increase regulations of the firearms
industry, among other directives.

Can you tell me specifically of this $2 billion, will any of these
funds go toward the enforcement of bans on pistol braces, often
used by veterans, assault rifle bans, the creation of a gun owner
registry, or the elimination of manufacturer immunity as part of
their efforts to increase regulation of the firearms industry?

Ms. YOUNG. I am going to be very clear what the ATF funds are
about: keeping guns out of the hands of dangerous people, imple-
menting the Bipartisan Safer Communities Act, and making sure
criminals don’t have access to guns, which are being trafficked in
this country that I think is a bipartisan concern. We can do that
Witléout infringing on the rights of law-abiding citizens, and on
DH

Mr. CLINE. So your commitment——

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. I am happy to submit for the record
that DHS is actually getting a 9 percent increase, so I welcome bi-
partisan cooperation to provide these resources.

Mr. CLINE. I reject the characterization of it as a 9 percent in-
crease, but your answer, can you commit that none of these funds
will go to the creation of a gun owner registry?

Ms. YOUNG. This is

Mr. CLINE. Gun owner registry.

Ms. YOUNG. And I will repeat it.
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Mr. CLINE. Specific to gun owner registry.

Ms. YouNG. Law-abiding citizens

Mr. CLINE. Tracking gun owner

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Is not the focus. It is about going after
dangerous criminals. Everyone in this country has seen mass
shooting after mass shooting after mass shooting, and they are ask-
ing us to do more about it. This is what that is about.

Mr. CLINE. So this administration wants to create a gun owner
registry to track the lawful purchases of guns by law-abiding citi-
zens. That is a violation of the Constitution, and I think it dem-
onstrates the neglect of this administration to its responsibilities
under the Constitution to protect those rights of the citizens. I
yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Virginia and
will yield to my good friend from California 5 minutes, the great
Salad Bowl of the country, Jimmy Panetta.

Mr. PANETTA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. It is
an honor to be here with you and the Ranking Member and appre-
ciate this opportunity. Director Young, thanks for being here, and
thanks for the good work you have done over the past couple of
years, especially with your help in passing some historic pieces of
legislation that has led to, you know, basically last month 517,000
jobs created, this month’s 311,000 jobs created. Inflation has gone
down 3 percentage points to 6 percent. Unemployment is at 3.4
percent. The deficit-to-GDP has fallen from 15 to 5 percent. The
deficit has fallen by $1.7 trillion. Wages are up, savings are up,
and, boy, are corporate profits up as well.

However, obviously, we understand that you know, we want to
ensure that we do lower our debt and deficit, but the last thing we
want to do is screw around with this thing called the debt ceiling
because if we start to do that, if we even threaten that, basically
you are going to see GDP decline by 4 percent, 6 million jobs are
going to be lost, unemployment is going to go up to 9 percent, and
stocks are going to plunge, basically causing a $15 trillion hit to
our economy. So look, we got a lot of work to do. We understand
that, and obviously there are hardships right now that many work-
ing families are facing, but clearly, we have a good foundation
going forward upon which we can tackle these challenges.

Now, some of the challenges that we are facing also have the
deal with basically the recent storms in my district that we faced,
and I got to admit I appreciate the fact that you are probably one
of two Directors of the OMB that are familiar with the word
“Pajaro,” and you don’t even have a personal connection to it, but
I appreciate your partnership that we have developed in at least
addressing the Pajaro River Flood Risk Management Project there
in the 19th Congressional District. Obviously, I have raised the
alarms about the risks of the potential failure of flooding in that
levy, and unfortunately, just last week, the people of the town of
Pajaro experienced what can happen when there is flooding, consid-
ering that they are completely out of their town at this point and
not able to go back in because of a breach of that levy.

Now, there has been an authorization to have this project fixed.
Unfortunately, there has been this thing called the BCR, this ben-
efit-to-cost ratio, that really, I would say, prevented any sort of
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progress since the authorization since 1966. However, we were able
to get $4.8 million for the pre-construction engineering and design,
and then I am glad to say with the IIJA, we were able to sort of,
at least get past the BCR in order to get $150 million to get that
project started, but unfortunately, based on last week, it came a lit-
tle too late. So we have still got a lot to do to get this project going.

I guess my question to you, Madam Director, is, are you still—
still—committed to working with us to ensure that we can complete
this project before this community is devastated once again in a
timely manner?

Ms. YOUNG. One, I will tell you I am sorry we were late, and I
am sorry that community has suffered. You are talking to a South
Louisiana girl who has helped many friends and family pull out
drywall. It is devastating for communities, so I am sorry, but I am
happy that the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law allowed us to put
money towards this critical flood control project, and you have my
commitment to continue to work with you. Benefit cost ratios are
important. They are not the full story. What I have seen, Mr. Scott
and others, if you have an Army Corps project in your neck of the
woods, we have got to look at more than just the BCR. It does not
tell the full story, and when you ask why can’t that poor commu-
nity get a flood wall project, well, their housing is too low to get
a good benefit cost ratio. Something is wrong with that. You have
my commitment to work on this in a systemic way and a bipartisan
way because it shouldn’t matter who sits in this seat. We have to
look at fair ways in which to judge these projects.

Mr. PANETTA. Outstanding. Thank you, Madam Director. I appre-
ciate that and look forward to working with you on that. Just
quickly in the 30 seconds that I have, what is OMB’s role in ensur-
ing that the projects from the historic pieces of legislation that we
passed—the IIJA, the IRA—are improved in a timely manner, and
is it possible to speed up the NEPA process without undermining
our environmental protections?

Ms. YOUNG. So we have to work in a bipartisan way to stream-
line permitting. The President has been clear about his willingness
to engage here, and we need to do that.

Mr. PANETTA. Thank you, Madam Director. I yield back, Mr.
Chairman. Thank you.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank my friend from California. I am
sitting here watching you, observing such good behavior. We serve
on Ways and Means Committee, and I don’t mean to be flip about
it, but then I look over and see one Leon Panetta, and now I under-
stand why you are behaving so well. If that was my dad, I would
be rubbing my backside the whole time with some tremendous
PTSD, but thank you, Jimmy, and now we will yield 5 minutes to
my friend, Bob Good from Virginia.

Mr. Goop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Director
Young, for being back with us again today. Director Young, what
do you believe are the greatest threats to our country?

Ms. YOUNG. There are a lot of threats. One, we talked about de-
fense and making sure

Mr. Goob. Just kind of quickly, your three or four.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah, making sure that we have a strong national
defense to protect Americans against international threats. I also
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believe we have to be fiscally responsible. We talked a lot about
that today. We have differences on how we get there, but we have
put forth proposals to do that. I also think we have to look at cli-
mate change. We talked about flooding and seeing the cadence of
those hundred-year floods be every 2 or 3 years. So we have a com-
plex environment we have to solve for.

Mr. Goop. Okay. So you would identify national defense, na-
tional security as one, the national debt as another or the spend-
ing?

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah, we have to be diligent.

Mr. Goop. How much national debt do you think is too much?

Ms. YOUNG. So that is a good question and one I hope we all take
a look at. We believe one thing to look at is real net interest——

Mr. Goob. No, just how much——

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. How much it costs to service——

Mr. GOoD [continuing]. National debt do you think——

Ms. YOUNG. I personally don’t——

Mr. Goobp. Excuse me. When does national debt become a prob-
lem? How much?

Ms. YOUNG. I personally don’t believe looking at a gross number
tells the story. I think you have to look at percent of GDP. I think
you have to look at the cost of servicing debt.

Mr. Goob. Okay.

Ms. YOUNG. Most economists will tell you it is more——

Mr. Goob. If I may, how much is our national debt now?

Ms. YOUNG. The national debt, if you look at just public debt, is
a little over $24 trillion.

Mr. Goob. Our total national debt is how much?

Ms. YouNG. If you add in debt that other government Trust
Funds

Mr. Goob. Okay. Our total national debt is how much?

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Will take it to over $31 trillion.

Mr. Goob. Okay.

Ms. YOUNG. But that is government-to-government——

Mr. GooDp. And how much does that equate to per American cit-
izen?

Ms. YOUNG. I have not divided by the number of citizens, but you
know we don’t pay the debt that way. We don’t go out and tax indi-
viduals like that

Mr. GooD. You are correct that we don’t pay the debt. That is
exactly right.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. That way.

Mr. GooDp. We are going to spend more and add to that debt, so
let me help you with that. The national debt is about $32 trillion
with 330 million American citizens. It is about $100,000 per Amer-
ican citizen. What do you think the average American citizen might
say they have gotten for their share of $100,000 in national debt?

Ms. YouNa. Congressman, that is a great question and why we
are here today: what investments makes sense for the American
people, and we have a whole suite of proposals about lowering costs
of healthcare and childcare.

Mr. Goop. With us at $100,000 in national debt per citizen, at
$32 trillion for 330 million Americans, when would that become an
unsustainable problem? When does that become just a tremendous
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national threat that we have got to deal with in terms of cutting
spending? When would that happen?

Ms. YouNG. Congressman, we are putting proposals forward
today. The President’s policies would bring down the deficit by
nearly $3 trillion over 10 years. I know there is disagreement about
those, but it is in black and white.

Mr. Goob. You mentioned our debt as a percent of national GDP.
What is the percentage of debt to national GDP now?

Ms. YOUNG. So the percent of debt-to-GDP last year, it was 97
percent. This year we are in, it will be 98.4 percent.

Mr. Goob. Okay. It is really about 125 percent because you are
not including the whole $32 trillion when you calculate. When was
the last time that we had national debt as a percent of GDP as
high as it is now? When is the last time in history we had that
happen?

Ms. Youna. I will take that back. I am not sure when the exact
level is, but I am happy to answer for the record.

Mr. Goobp. Yeah. You would have to go back 80 years to World
War II when we had that level of national debt. Do you see it as
a problem? We are not coming out of World War II, the greatest
threat to the globe, to the United States or our national security.
Here we have similar 125 percent debt-to-GDP, and we are not
coming out of World War II. Do you see that as a problem?

Ms. YouNa. Well, Mr. Good, I would point out we are coming out
of a historic pandemic, so the

Mr. Goobp. Okay. So what was the peak of the spending during
the pandemic? What was the largest amount of budget during the
pandemic?

Ms. YOoUNG. What I am saying is we are coming out of——

Mr. Goop. No, I would ask you that question because you ref-
erenced it. We just came through the China virus pandemic, and
the highest amount of spending on annual basis was about how
much?

Ms. YOUNG. So I can tell you in 2022, the outlays were about——

Mr. Goob. It was about $6.8 trillion.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. $6.3 trillion.

Mr. GoobD. Highest national deficit ever. How much has the
President proposed now that the virus is over, the pandemic is
over, how much has he proposed in the latest budget?

Ms. YOUNG. As a reminder, this President pays for all of his poli-
cies, so all this spending talked about today, what is not also noted
is that this President has policies

Mr. GooD. The answer to my question is we have proposed a
$6.9 trillion budget

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. With taxes on the wealthy to pay for it.

Mr. GooD [continuing]. Which is the largest ever after we are
coming out of the China virus pandemic, so we are proposing a
budget of even more. How much does that $6.9 trillion equate to
per 330 million American citizens?

Ms. YOoUNG. I am sure you have the calculation with you.

Mr. GooD. Twenty thousand dollars per citizen. Think about
that. The President has proposed to spend $20,000 per American
citizen. What does the average American citizen get for his or her
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share? The household of four, $80,000. What are they getting in re-
turn for that share in this President’s budget?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, this President has asked, as you
kﬁlOW, billionaires, large corporations to pay more, to pay for
these
hMr. GooD. Sadly and unfortunately, there are not enough of
those—

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. For working families.

Mr. GooD [continuing]. To pay for this reckless and unprece-
dented amount of spending, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FERGUSON [presiding]. Thank you. Next, we will go to the
gentlelady from Minnesota, Ms. Omar.

Ms. OMmAR. Thank you. Director Young, thank you so much for
being with us. Just to piggyback off some of the questions that you
were being asked that you didn’t really have the chance to fully
3nfc_1 clgarly answer, does the President’s budget proposal add to the

eficit?

Ms. YOUNG. The President’s proposal not only doesn’t add to the
deficit, his policies will reduce the deficit over 10 years by nearly
$3 trillion.

Ms. OMAR. And in regards to Presidents adding to the deficit,
what historical understanding do you have about that?

Ms. YOUNG. I have mentioned where I used to sit. I have been
in receipt of lots of budgets, and it is not a norm for Presidents to
send up proposals that pay for their, not only spending and invest-
ments, but tax cuts.

Ms. OMAR. And would you say that this President has reduced
the dgﬁcit or increased the deficit in his proposals over the last 2
years?

Ms. YOUNG. He presided over a $1.7 trillion deficit reduction in
his first 2 years.

Ms. OMAR. And I know that you have continuously repeated the
fact that we find ourselves in this predicament, as many other
countries find themselves in this predicament, because of COVID.
What does that tell us about the fiscal health of our country in
comparison to other countries who have also dealt with the pan-
demic?

Ms. YOUNG. That tells us we are much more resilient. We are
seeing 2 months ago over 500,000 jobs added, last month over
300,000 jobs added. Most economists would not and did not forecast
that level of employment growth.

Ms. OMAR. And there was a question about what Americans are
willing to invest in. I know that in the last 2 years, we reduced
child poverty by 40 percent. We invested in addressing the climate
change, but I also know that we have been investing in things like
housing, creating affordable housing and making sure people are
able to buy housing. The Minnesota Housing Agency estimates that
it would take $2 billion per year to secure housing of all cost-bur-
dened, low-income Minnesotans. I am happy that this budget ad-
dresses this financial need and recognizes this important truth that
housing is a human right.

Our State agency has been using Federal and State funds to de-
velop transformative programs to expand and maintain our afford-
able housing stock. One example i1s Minnesota’s Downpayment
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Loan Program centered on racial and economic equity. The Agency
hopes to have 40 percent of first-time home buyer mortgages go to
households of color by 2023, and they actually hit this goal much
earlier last year. In my district alone, almost 60 percent of these
loans went to people of color in Fiscal Year 2022. However, this
downpayment assistance currently relies on State funds and pri-
vate public partnership. Federal and State funds have not kept up
with demand, so our State agency has had to make up the dif-
ference, which has constrained their budget.

Could you explain how the President’s budget could help Min-
nesota narrow the racial wealth gap through affordable housing
and mortgage lending programs?

Ms. YOUNG. I think a lot of Americans still see homeownership
as the path to the American Dream. Lots of families’ wealth is tied
into home ownership. That is why this President feels very strongly
that we should do everything we can to encourage that, including
increasing more affordable housing supply, which we have pro-
posals to do. We also have a first-time homeowner program. Ten
billion dollars in total would help 400,000 people, and I want to be
clear who would be eligible for that: those whose parents do not
own a home, so I wouldn’t have gotten this, and my child won’t get
this. This is about putting people on a different path and giving
them a leg up, a little breathing room, as the President says, in-
come below 120 percent of the area median income and covers their
downpayment and closing costs. So we think that it is incredibly
important to make sure new generations of people, who have not
experienced homeownership and, therefore, have not created that
wealth through homeownership, have a chance.

Ms. OMAR. And so you would say these programs help families
that we heard talked about earlier who are overwhelmed with
housing costs and the ability to afford a house. It would help fami-
lies be able to feed their children with this budget proposal, that
it would help make sure families have jobs to sustain themselves.

Ms. YOUNG. At least 400,000 families with this proposal to start,
and it is also critical we look at the proposals that would encourage
the building of affordable housing. We know there is a housing
stock problem in many parts of this country.

Ms. OMAR. Thank you, and I yield back.

Mr. FERGUSON. Okay. Next, we are going to go to the gentleman
from Michigan, Mr. Bergman. General.

Mr. BERGMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Six years ago, there
were a few of us on this dais who joined the Budget Committee as
freshmen. The first document we were given by the Congressional
Research Service was a 24-page document called The Evolution of
Federal Budgeting for us to study as new Members. I still have
that document, and on day one, after review, I retitled it “when 2
and 2 cease to equal 4.” So when I look at basic math, and there
is a joke within the Marine Corps, “math for marines.” It is pretty
simple: what does 2 and 2 equal? So when I ask the questions in
our limited time here in dialogue, if I ask “yes” or “no,” I would
appreciate a “yes” or “no” answer. There are going to be some ques-
tions that you will be able to expand on, but I would appreciate it
in the interest of time and the constituents who are listening to
this hearing.
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So let’s talk about small businesses. Would expanding Medicare
payroll taxes increase the tax burden for small businesses? Yes or
no.

Ms. YOUNG. Not under $400,000.

Mr. BERGMAN. Would ending the small business deduction in-
crease the tax burden for small businesses?

Ms. YOUNG. Anyone making under $400,000, no.

Mr. BERGMAN. Okay. So if, as you said earlier this month, that
President Biden would work with Congress to extend the tax cuts
for those making below $400,000 that was first passed as part of
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, I mean, that was the statement. How-
ever, this budget assumes that these provisions will expire, as cur-
rently scheduled, in 2025. So are we telling the folks that after
2025, they are fair game at under $400,000?

Ms. YOUNG. Mr. Bergman, this is a 2024 budget, but we felt it
necessary to put out a statement of principles because we know
people would be interested. So in

Mr. BERGMAN. For that person who is out there, should they ex-
pect that after this, that they are going to be fair game?

Ms. YounG. No.

Mr. BERGMAN. So——

Ms. YOUNG. The budget makes clear that the President would
support extending tax cuts for those making under $400,000.

Mr. BERGMAN. So we are going to extend them. Is there

Ms. YOUNG. Those making under $400,000. He is very——

Mr. BERGMAN. Does the President have a plan for that extension
so that the people as they are starting their business or raising
their family

Ms. YOUNG. It is in the budget, clearly written, that the Presi-
dent supports those cuts for those under $400,000.

Mr. BERGMAN. It is one thing to support. It is another thing to
enact.

Ms. YOUNG. Well, we

Mr. BERGMAN. And I would like to move on here because, again,
the kind of questions I get asked by the folks back home. The
President’s budget requested a total of $2 billion for the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, and Explosives to “increase regula-
tion of the firearms industry,” among other directives. This is de-
spite the fact that the ATF is already reaching far beyond their
congressional mandate and pushing new restrictions that violate
the Second Amendment. Will this $2 billion of new funding for fire-
arm regulations be used to create new red flag laws, greater bur-
dens on lawful gun owners, blanket bans on assault-style rifles, or
elimination of manufacturer immunity? Will any of those occur
under this $2 billion expansion?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, I am sure you saw the President sign
an executive order doing as much as we can administratively to
make sure, do whatever we can, to stop these mass shootings and
keep hands of guns——

Mr. BERGMAN. And the

Ms. YOUNG. So this money would be used to support

Mr. BERGMAN. Yeah, and the mass shootings, and no one in this
room, I know, wants to not do everything at all possible to prevent
this. Last time I checked, the bad guys don’t care about laws. The
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bad guys don’t care about rules. So we can add laws, and rules, and
restrictions all day long, but the bad people don’t, so I would sug-
gest this administration and any future administration consider
what drives the behavior. So with that, I will yield back.

Mr. FERGUSON. Thank you. The gentleman yields. We will next
go to the gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Trone. Mr. Trone, you are
recognized.

Mr. TRONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Young, thanks
for your leadership at OMB. I have a number of questions, but is
there anything you want to finish on response to my Republican
colleague?

Ms. YouNG. I think we’ve answered, and I thank Mr. Bergman
for that last interaction, but I think we’ve answered everything. I
don’t want to take your time.

Mr. TRONE. We are good to go. I applaud the President’s bipar-
tisan unity agenda with Addiction and Mental Health Priorities 1
and 2, so thank you. President Biden has done more for this crisis
than every other President combined. Every one. However, we are
still losing. We are going to lose a million folks to addiction
overdoses in this decade, or lose about half as many, 500,000, to
suicides. So tell us a little bit about how this budget prioritizes
these important issues, one, and two, would freezing the budget at
2022 numbers, as the extremist Republicans have proposed, lead to
more lives lost?

Ms. YOUNG. One, there is not one community, probably not one
person—we could throw a stone and hit in this room—who has not
been touched by mental health disease in their family and addic-
tion issues, and this has been a bipartisan effort to make sure we
do everything we can, and I want to thank the Members for doing
that. This is non-defense discretionary. That is where we do mental
health and opioid grants is out of non-defense, so if you cut that,
that will be cut, but this President’s budget goes further than we
have gone before. We would invest more than $75 billion in a set
of key proposals to transform behavioral mental healthcare in this
country, to address substance abuse and opioids. The budget pro-
vides a combined $1.1 billion, or 30 percent more, for substance
abuse prevention, treatment, and recovery services block grants
and State opioid response grants, and I can go on and on, and I
am happy to provide for the record, but one other thing I want to
point out is the $10 billion in mandatory funding for SAMHSA,
which would be a 40 percent increase to improve our behavioral
health services in this country that are lacking, and also, I want
to work with you and others to make sure we have the profes-
sionals in that system who have left in droves because it was a
tough job during the pandemic to make sure we have the people
to staff the behavioral health clinics and services.

Mr. TRONE. Thank you very much. There is no question we are
short on staffing, and we have got to provide the dollars to get folks
who go into these tough areas in behavioral health and mental
health and take these jobs, or America is going to be much worse
off, you know, for it. Another area that can help Americans is you
have a $2.5 billion for ARPA-H. The success rate, NIH, on grants
is 18 to 19 percent. When I talk to Director Collins, he has been
crystal clear for the last 4 or 5 years that should be 33, 35 percent.
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That means we are leaving lives, tens of thousands of lives, hun-
dreds of thousands of lives on the sidelines that aren’t going to be
saved. So what would the idea of cutting the 2022 levels do on im-
pacting our medical research and saving American lives?

Ms. YOUNG. Look, a cut to NIH would take more research grants
off the table, meaning we do less in Alzheimer’s, cancer, diabetes,
any of those research institutes where I started my career as a civil
servant, off the table, and the fewer research grants you do, the
less innovation you will see in the biomedical research area.

Mr. TRONE. I am a capitalist through and through, as most of my
Democratic colleagues are capitalists, and to do that, you have to
spend money to save money. Spend money to make money in busi-
ness, spend money to save money, and that is what these votes on
ARPA-H were all about, this money. The money for addiction, the
money for mental health, it was all about spending dollars to save
hundreds of thousands of lives, so we applaud you for that.

The last thing I want to quickly touch is, in business, you have
got to invest in your infrastructure. I was just at a BOPCJS hear-
ing on the Appropriations Committee, and the Inspector General
talked about the crumbling infrastructure at the Bureau of Prisons.
I saw it firsthand last week at FCI Cumberland with Director
Peters where we spent the day in Cumberland at the prison, and
we see the same thing at NIST. Our infrastructure is crumbling.
The Chinese are beating us. They have copied NIST 5 times over.
We don’t have the ability, and we have to invest in infrastructure.

So this aging construction often gets left behind. It is not fun. It
is not sexy. Members don’t ask for it, but we need to invest in con-
struction issues. So any thoughts on that area before I close?

Ms. YoUNG. We have $262 million in for construction facilities at
NIST, and just to echo what you said, if we want to counter China,
we also have to take into account our research space and make
sure that we remain leaders in research in this country.

Mr. TRONE. Thank you so much. I yield back.

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding back and now
recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Roy. Mr. Roy, you are
recognized.

Mr. Roy. I thank the Chairman. Thank you, Director Young, for
joining us here today. I would note we have already acknowledged
the 19.6 percent overall percent of GDP revenue to the Treasury,
which would put it at historic highs. I assume the Director would
agree that that is a relatively high historic percentage of revenue
to the Treasury.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah, we would be in line with where we were in
the mid-90s.

Mr. Roy. But nevertheless, those are very high levels as a rel-
ative basis of percentage of GDP, but we are also acknowledging
that we are increasing spending next year to $6.8 trillion—$500
billion more than Fiscal Year 2023—$82 trillion over 10 years.
Eighty-two trillion dollars of spending over 10 years, but we are
trying to praise a $3 trillion so-called reduction in the deficit, de-
spite the fact that we are spending $82 trillion.

Here is where I want to kind of go. What are the priorities of
this administration when I look at what I see in the budget? Here
are some of the spending items that are brought to my attention:
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$3.9 billion for the Department of Homeland Security Climate Re-
silience Program. $3.9 billion because the administration cares
about a climate crisis more than the crisis at our border. $109 mil-
lion going to Mexico—Mexico—for law enforcement and military
support, this despite the fact that our border is overrun and Mexico
has lost complete control along our Southern border. $3.5 billion for
the FBI's new headquarters. $3.5 billion for the FBI to have a
brand-new headquarters in Maryland. $1.8 billion more for the In-
ternal Revenue Service on top of the $80 billion that was given to
the IRS last year. $1.6 billion for the United Nations Green Cli-
mate Fund, which includes $100 million to go to China—China—
for greening its economy. $108 million for the World Health Orga-
nization, which conspired and colluded with the CCP to cover up
COVID, imperative to CCP propaganda.

I have been combing over the budget to find any reductions in
outlays or cuts in this administration’s budget. There are precious
few. Where I could find a couple of actual reductions was, for exam-
ple, in reductions to Border Patrol, reductions to ICE, actual cuts
to the spending for those particular programs, but that is sup-
posedly offset by $4.7 billion for a new Southwest Border Contin-
gency Fund to respond to migrant surges, but here is the thing:
those are restricted. According to the language that I see, eligible
uses for the funds include soft-sided facilities, transportation, de-
tention beds, alternatives to detention, and shelter and services
programs to organizations caring for non-citizen adults. In other
words, that is additional money for more processing with cuts and
reductions to the actual enforcement of the law. Those are the pri-
orities of this administration.

So one thing that I would like to have at the end of this is I
would like for the OMB to produce for us a list of specific reduc-
tions in outlays throughout the President’s budget because I am
combing over them, and I am finding precious little reduction in
outlays, but the only outlay I could find with serious reductions
were to DHS’ Border Patrol and ICE. I would also note that there
was $114.7 million for diversity and inclusion activities at the De-
partment of Defense. $114 million for diversity and inclusion activi-
ties—the Air Force Academy curriculum that recommended cadets
avoid gendered language, like “mom” and “dad”; a United States
Marine Corps report that was studying whether we should use “sir”
and “ma’am” for our drill instructors; a memo from the Department
of Defense Secretary Austin recognizing transgender and gender
non-conforming persons; the Naval Academy Admiral that told
midshipmen to read How to be an Anti-Racist by Ibram Kendi;
$91,000 for diversity and inclusion seminars for the Air Force
Band; $180,000 salary for a senior diversity official at the Air
Force, which is more than a Member of Congress gets paid.

And how about Kelisa Wing, who serves as the Department of
Defense Education Activities Diversity Chief, 2020 tweet: “I'm so
exhausted at these white folks in these PD, professional develop-
ment sessions. This lady actually had the CAU-dacity to say black
people can be racist, too. I had to stop the session and give “Karen”
the business. We are not the majority. We don’t have the power.”
Are these the priorities of the current administration to fund the
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kinds of offices that hire individuals that use this kind of divisive,
racist language? Is that the priorities of this President’s budget?

And you have criticized our plan, some conservatives in Con-
gress’ plan, to shrink Washington and grow America. The House
Freedom Caucus plan wouldn’t reduce the deficit by one penny.
Which is it? All I have heard today from my Democratic colleagues
is all the horrifying cuts that are going to occur. Which is it—be-
cause you are going to say that we are not going to reduce the def-
icit when you say that we are going to stop a student loan bailout
of $400 billion? You are telling me that wouldn’t reduce the Fiscal
Year 2023 deficit, to eliminate a $400 billion bailout of student
loans, that it wouldn’t reduce the deficit if we were to reclaim $91
billion of unspent COVID money, or $80 billion from the IRS ex-
pansion, or $78 billion from the so-called Inflation Reduction Act’s
unspent climate funds, or $270 billion from the Inflation Reduction
Act’s so-called energy subsidies, or getting Americans back to work
under SNAP or Medicaid. All of this that we proposed in the House
Freedom Caucus budget would save $4.8 trillion over 10 years.

Mr. FERGUSON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Rov. I yield back.

Mr. BOYLE. And, Mr. Chair, since there was obviously a lot there
for the last 3 or 4 minutes, I would ask the indulgence if the OMB
Director could actually respond to some of that, if she wishes. I
think that would be appropriate.

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, we will give just a few seconds to do what
you can on that, Director Young.

Ms. YOUNG. Just a few seconds. There are spending cuts you
have outlined that we have talked a lot about here today. However,
if you continue the tax cuts, which has also been a stated policy
goal, of those making over $400,000 and skew to the wealthy, you
use all of those savings for extending those tax cuts. That is where
the analysis came from, sir.

Mr. Roy. And where in the Freedom Caucus proposal that was
put out publicly was there any mention of the tax cuts? Putting
aside the debate over tax cuts, which is a meritorious debate, but
there was no mention of that. So how can then the gentlelady say,
oh, this is

Mr. FERGUSON. The time has expired on this.

Mr. Roy. Well, the time was extended. The question was laid out
and the allegation was made there about taxes, which is

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly, sir. I appreciate the vigor of the con-
versation. With that, next, we will call on Ms. Balint from
Vermont. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. BALINT. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Director Young,
for being here. As I am sure you know, this week, the Republican
majority is bringing a bill to the floor that would put a very large
burden on schools and families. It would condition Federal funding
for schools on implementing policies that will actively harm
LGBTQ students, and we are only in D.C. for a few days this week,
and we are spending our valuable time on a bill that would insert
the Federal Government between parents, and kids, and local
schools. It promotes censorship between—you know—it promotes
book banning, it violates the privacy of young people, and they say
it is about freedom, and they say it is about protecting kids, and
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I have to ask, you know, what about book banning is about pro-
tecting freedom, and what about defunding schools is about pro-
tecting kids?

And T could tell you, this is not how my constituents want me
to be spending my time. I was back in Vermont last week traveling
around the State, and we talked about a lot of urgent, urgent
issues facing families in Vermont: housing, mental health, pro-
tecting social safety nets like Social Security and Medicare. We
talked about how we have to do more right now to support mental
health in schools, and not one person, not one, in all my travels
around the State advocated for less funding for schools. I met with
so many high school students last week, and what they told me
clearly and directly is that they need us to support them in mean-
ingful ways, especially when it comes to mental health supports,
and American families across this country are facing these urgent
problems.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention just released
their Youth Risk Behavior Survey results, and the results show
that teen girls and LGBTQ teens are experiencing extremely high
rates of mental distress, violence, and substance abuse. Three in 5
girls feel persistently sad and hopeless, which is a marker for de-
pressive symptoms, and more than 1 in 4 girls report that they had
seriously considered suicide in 2021—1 in 4. This is a substantial
increase from 2011, and we have House Republican leadership ig-
noring this epidemic and instead pushing H.R. 5, a bill that stokes
the fire of division instead of uniting us around this issue that I
know—I know—that Republicans across the aisle also care about
the mental struggles of families in their communities. So I want to
know why we are not talking about that more.

Our kids and teens are suffering. We need real investments in
mental healthcare, and as a parent of school-age children, I can tell
you that is what parents are talking about right now. That is what
they are talking about. So I know that Mr. Trone asked about men-
tal health supports. I wonder if you could go back to the President’s
budget and talk a little bit more about what families and students
can look for that will give them hope in this budget around these
issues. Thank you.

Ms. YOUNG. So that sobering reflection makes me want to put
my 16-month-old in a bubble because this is a hard time for young
people with social media, and I think many of us who grew up after
it wonder how we would have done during this time, and I take
this very seriously, and I hope there is bipartisan support to grow
the Title I budget, which says it should not matter what zip code
you live in, you should have access to a good education in this
country. That is an economic argument as well in addition to just
a compassionate one.

We also have increases for IDEA, which has been bipartisan in
nature, and we have a proposal I hope we take seriously on pre-
K, 3 and 4, getting kids educated in the system earlier. We think
it is critical. It is economics. You want more people in the labor
force? Let’s educate them, and it shouldn’t matter what zip code.
They should have a basic education at a certain level. So that is
what this budget does, and I hope we can come together and find
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some common solutions to, in many ways, what you laid out, a cri-
sis for our kids at that age.

Ms. BALINT. Thank you so much. I yield back.

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the gentlewoman. I will next yield myself
5 minutes. Director Young, thank you for being with us today. A
couple of things. First of all, I have a graph in front of me that I,
without objection, would like entered into the record, and we will
get a copy for this.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. FERGUSON. But it shows the timeline of the actual passage
of the American Rescue Plan and inflation. At its passage or just
before it, inflation was right about 2 percent. The Congressional
Budget Office basically estimated, pre-American Rescue Plan, that
inflation would peak somewhere just south of 3 percent and level
out around 2 percent, and actually, what we know has happened
is that it went above 9 percent and is now back down just below
7 percent. It is still insanely high, but just to show this, that the
amount of money that was pushed into the system has clearly driv-
en inflation to a 40-year high.

A quick question for you. When you started early on, I think you
were talking about the energy component, and you said that Amer-
ican oil companies had $200 billion in profit. Is that the number
that you——

Ms. YouNG. In 2022, yes, sir.

Mr. FERGUSON. In 2022. Okay. Thank you. So also, without ob-
jection, I would like to enter an article into the record that basi-
cally shows that in 2022, Aramco, Saudi Arabia’s largest state-
oivne‘?d oil production company, itself had $161 billion in profit,
okay?

So if T go back and look at this and I think about it, if American
oil companies and those producers here in the U.S. are doing very
well, and my gas price at the pump was about half and my diesel
fuel cost at the farm was about half of what it was, I am much
more in favor of those U.S. companies participating in that than I
am Saudi Arabia and so it just seems that the administration’s
policies are still generating—I mean, the world is still going to use
fossil fuels. It is just, are we going to reward our friends in Saudi
Arabia, or are we going to reward American workers working in
American energy?

You know and I go back to the day the President took office and
he killed the Keystone Pipeline, and I am just wondering if any of
those communities have seen any of the green energy jobs that
were promised, okay? I am not saying jobs aren’t created some-
where in America, but when this place makes the decision to gut
part of an industry and then leaves the community broken, and the
response is you are going to be okay, we are just going to give you
a check, I think that is pretty cruel. I think it is pretty inhumane.
I just think these energy policies are misguided, and the fact that
Saudi Arabia’s state-owned oil company had a $161 billion in profit
on record, I think I would be looking more at that and how do we
drive those revenues back to the U.S. for American innovation,
American clean energy, and American energy workers.

I want to go back to also a conversation that we were having
about the labor participation rate, and that labor participation rate
is made up of people that are working part time, full time, seeking
work, and it is low right now, and I believe that my friend from
Wisconsin asked you—Mr. Grothman—about did the labor partici-
pation rate include those workers that were part time or that
would only come in and work 2 or 3 days a week. I am sure that
there are people that have complicated issues with their household
finances, but the reality is, and at least a big part of the 3rd Dis-
trict of Georgia, we have got a lot of people that will only come in
and work 2 days a week, 3 days a week, whatever it is because
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they simply do not want to lose those Federal benefits, and it is
a reality. I mean, I have got my small business owners that are
telling me this, and so I just don’t understand how this administra-
tion can lessen work requirements for people to receive Federal
benefits.

And let me just say this too, when you have got so much in the
way of SNAP payments, and food stamp payments, EBT, those
numbers are so great. This story is told time and time and time
again in my district where someone, they buy all the groceries for
the month, and then they turn around and sell the excess for pen-
nies on the dollar just to get cash. I mean, those kind of programs
don’t make sense, and I don’t care how much you say it, it is a dis-
incentive to work. So will the administration work with us to im-
plement incentives for work that actually get people back into the
business community to raise that labor participation rate?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, we share the goal of increasing labor
participation. We have differences on how we get there. I will point
to one proposal we have that I think it tells the story: childcare in
this country. Women fell out of the labor market during the pan-
demic at higher levels than men did, and one reason they have told
us that happened is because they don’t have adequate childcare for
their families. We think that our proposal is a good economic en-
gine to make sure our labor participation rate goes up.

Mr. FERGUSON. Reclaiming my time. That sounds well and good,
except you are driving the labor needed for childcare out of the
market by some of the disincentives. Again, I appreciate your re-
sponse. We have to agree to disagree on that, and with that, my
time has expired, and now I will call on the Ranking Member of
Ed and Workforce, Mr. Scott. Mr. Scott, you are now recognized.

Mr. Scorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Director Young,
thank you for being with us today. I was told, my staff was told,
that we couldn’t use charts, so I can’t present the chart, but if I
could, I would present a chart that would show that every Demo-
cratic administration since Kennedy has left office with a better
deficit situation than they inherited, and that every Republican ad-
ministration since Nixon left office with a worse deficit situation
than they inherited, and so it is not both sides, and in fact, what
portion of today’s debt was created by the Trump Administration?

Ms. YouNG. I will say more than 80 percent of debt was accumu-
lated prior to this administration.

Mr. Scort. Okay, and the Trump Administration, about 25 per-
cent of the total debt?

Ms. YOUNG. Correct, and I just have to point out, Mr. Chairman,
$2 trillion in tax cuts does add to the deficit.

Mr. ScorT. Okay, and in fact, in the first 2 years, the Biden Ad-
ministration reduced the deficit $1.7 trillion, and this budget re-
duce$s the deficit over 10 years by $3 trillion. Is that in addition to
the $1.7?

Ms. YOUNG. It is. The budget says if none of his policies are en-
acted, the deficit would be 52.9 trillion higher than if the Presi-
dent’s policies were adopted.

Mr. ScotT. Now, you were badgered about how a slightly higher
deficit could be a reduction. Your reduction is if you had done noth-
ing.
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Ms. YOUNG. If you had done nothing.

Mr. ScorT. Compared to doing nothing, your budget deficit will
be about $3 trillion less than what it would have been. You were
also badgered about a 15-percent tax and whether that is good for
America or not good for America. Can you say why corporations
would be more likely to move back to the United States with that
tax than move offshore?

Ms. YouNG. We have seen corporations leave this country and go
to countries where they have effectively no tax rate. We believe,
and Secretary Yellen has worked with our partners across the
globe, that establishing this minimum global tax will bring compa-
nies back to the United States because those tax shelters will no
longer be available to them.

Mr. Scort. Thank you. You also have been badgered about evi-
dence that welfare reduces jobs. Are you aware of the studies that
show that if you give a little bit of support to those who are unem-
ployed today, they are actually more likely to get a job than if you
don’t supply that little support?

Ms. YoUNG. That, and as they see jobs continue to be added, as
they see unemployment remain low, those who have stayed out of
the labor market for a long time, we start to see them return into
the labor market.

Mr. ScOTT. And that has nothing to do with whether or not they
get the little minimum benefits that may be available.

Ms. YOUNG. It is not. I will point out unemployment insurance
may make up half of a person’s salary.

Mr. SCOTT. And, in fact, when some States eliminated the unem-
loyment benefit under the American Rescue Plan, the additional
600, when some States eliminated that, were those citizens more

likely to go back to work in those States that continued the $600?

Ms. YOUNG. So we now have data. Those States who chose to
turn off those benefits saw no more of a boost to their labor partici-
pation or unemployment rates than those that kept the enhanced
benefits.

Mr. ScoTT. And, in fact, they saw less economic activity because
those people with unemployment benefits were more likely to
spend every dime they got. It goes right back in the economy and
stimulates the economy. Does your budget protect Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid?

Ms. YouNG. Congressman, Social Security and Medicaid, this
budget ensures that no benefits would be cut, and Medicaid, we
would actually add benefits, for example, for women to make sure
they would have 12 months of postpartum coverage. We have seen
terrible, terrible statistics out of COVID that pregnant women are
seeing a 40 percent increase in deaths, so we are doing more in
that space, and in Medicare we talked about a lot, we would extend
the solvency by at least 25 years.

Mr. ScoTT. And Social Security?

Ms. YOUNG. Social Security, this budget maintains the Presi-
dent’s ironclad commitment that he will not reduce benefits.

Mr. ScotrT. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FERGUSON. The gentleman yields back. Next, our colleague
from Utah, Mr. Moore. Mr. Moore, you are recognized.
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Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Representative Ferguson. I want to echo
the Chairman’s comments earlier in sharing appreciation for you to
reach out to us. Earlier, we had a conversation and want to con-
tinue to keep that dialogue going. We have major, major fiscal
issues in our Nation, and I, and I hope everybody on this Com-
mittee, you know, truly recognizes that, and I want to just lay out
the three big things that we need to be doing, and I really tried
to dig into these three things, and if we can do this, we can actu-
ally get ourselves to some sense of fiscal sanity, and again, Repub-
licans and Democrats are going to probably disagree on a little bit
of the how, but if we can at least agree on the three major things.

The first thing is to find wasteful spending, right? That is, to my
opinion, the lowest-hanging fruit in all of budgetary considerations
is to find wasteful spending. I will dig into a little bit more of this,
but it has been the large focus of my colleagues and I, and I know
Chairman Arrington’s drive is to scour the budget, scour what we
have done over the last 2 to 3 years, and find areas of just waste
that we can easily claw back, and find ways for improvement, and
everything has to be on the table, right?

So in 2019, and I am going to use OMB numbers, so please cor-
rect me if I have any of this incorrect, but our total revenues in
2019 were $3.5 trillion. So our total budget was $4.4 trillion, and
what is projected right now for 2024, total revenues at $4.8 trillion.
That is $1.3 trillion more than just 2019, but our expenses, our
total budget is $6.4 trillion for, we are talking, 2024. That is an in-
crease of $2 trillion. From 2019 to 2024, there is a delta of $2 tril-
lion in our total budget.

Things haven’t fundamentally changed that much in our Nation
over the last 5 years. When you had the pandemic, costs went up.
There was a bipartisan approach to that, then there was the Amer-
ican Rescue Plan, right? I firmly disagreed with the American Res-
cue Plan. Democrats will even say that it ties to inflation. Okay.
Let’s figure out a way to address that. It happened. I wish it didn’t
happen, but it happened, and we need to come back out of it. We
have an opportunity to find waste in our budgeting.

Number two is the participation rate. The area that I am really
passionate about, and it is something that Utah always has a real-
ly good approach to, is finding ways to lift people out of poverty.
If you are born in the lower 20 percent of socioeconomic numbers,
status, you have the best opportunity in Utah to get into the top
20 percent. It is probably the thing I am most proud about from
being from my State, and it is because we incentivize work. We
show the dignity of work is what builds lives, and we are not see-
ing that right now with what President Biden is doing. If we are
going to brag about going from the highest unemployment, from 10-
plus to 14 percent unemployment just a few years ago right at the
height of the pandemic, and then brag about being at 3.5 but hav-
ing more still enrolled in welfare programs, we’ve got a problem
here because if unemployment is going down, then the same should
be true with what we are needing from our assistance, and there
has to be a fix there, and so it is participation rate.

And again, doing a hearing on it later. I won’t dig into it, but
healthcare costs, right? So we have got to truly find a way to make
healthcare affordable and not just, you know, cap it here and make
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someone else pay for it—we are just financing who pays for it right
now—and truly go after these issues: finding waste, increasing par-
ticipation rate, and get after healthcare in a really true, sincere
way.

I am going to give you an opportunity. What areas are you truly
finding to be able to cut waste? Like, families have to do this all
the time. What is the Federal Government doing right now to truly
target and cut waste? Anything in this budget that is clear because
the numbers are going up, so we are obviously not decreasing the
numbers.

Ms. YOUNG. So thank you, and you are right. We agree. I don’t
disagree with anything you said. Where we have disagreement on,
what we consider wasteful, how you get people back into the labor
market, so we do have disagreements there. I will point out some-
thing I pointed out earlier on, that we have a choice about. We
close loopholes, for example, oil and gas companies. That loophole
closure saves $31 billion. The choice is would you rather do that
or would you rather cut some of these programs we have spent a
lot of time talking about that are non-defense discretionary. We
save $160 billion for the taxpayers by negotiating drug prices, more
of them and quicker than we did in the IRA in the budget.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you.

Ms. YOUNG. We believe that is also a place we should target for
savings and pay pharma less money. So we do have a difference.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you. So I will have to reclaim because I am
actually over time now, but this is the highlight—we are saying we
agree on the overall principle and where we are going, and it is the
how about where we get there. I would just encourage us to look
at the success we have had. Our revenues are up. They are at his-
toric highs. You can’t not look at the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act and
not say that contributed. We keep companies here, we keep them
competitive globally, we grow our revenue. We have to find areas
of waste and getting people back to work. Thank you, Director.

Mr. FERGUSON. Thank you. The gentleman’s time has expired.
Again, for the record, the article that I mentioned was from CNBC,
Saudi oil giant Aramco posts record $161 billion profit for 2022.
This would be submitted to the record, without objection.

[The information follows:]
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KEY Saudi Arabia’s state-controlled oil giant Aramco posted a
POINTS record net income of $1611 billion for 2022, up by 46.5
percent over the year.

“This is probably the highest net income ever recorded in the
corporate world,” Aramco CEO Amin Nasser said on a Sunday
earnings call.
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Saudi Arabia’s state-controlled oil giant Aramco on Sunday
reported a record net income of $161.1 billion for 2022 —the
largest annual profit ever achieved by an oil and gas company.

Aramco said net income increased 46.5 percent over the year,
from $110 billion in 2021. Free cash flow alsoreached a
record $148.5 billion in 2022, compared with $107.5 billion
in2021.

“This is probably the highest net income ever recorded in the
corporate world,” Aramco CEO Amin Nasser said on a Sunday

earnings call.

The results are nearly triple the profit that il major
ExxonMobil posted for 2022, bolstered by soaring oil and gas
prices through last year, along with higher sale volumes and

i-oil-giant posts-record-161point1-billion-profit-for-2022.htmi Page 2 of 7
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improved margins for refined products.

Oil and gas prices surged at the start of 2022, with western
sanctions on Russia for its invasion of Ukraine steadily
tightening access to Moscow’s supplies, particularly seaborne

crude and oil products:

Oil prices have since pulled back more than 25% year-on-year,
with hot inflation and rising interest rates overshadowing a
more bullish demand outlook from China. Brent and WTI
prices fell 6% last week alone. Brent last traded at around $80
dollars per barrel.

“We are caufiously optimistic,” Nasser said. “If you consider
China opening up, the pickup in jet fuels and the very limited
spare capacity, we are cautiously optimistic in the short tomid-
term [that] markets will remain tightly balanced.”

Aramco raised its fourth-quarter dividend by 4% to $19.5
billion, to be paid in the first quarter of 2023, Aramco also said

it would issue bonus shares to eligible shareholders as a result.

" “We're aiming to sustain [the dividend] at this level,” Aramco

Chief Financial Officer Ziad Al-Murshed told the earnings call.
“We have the financial strength to go through the-ups and
downs of the cycle.” e

Underinvestment ris“k

Nasser also used the results release to repeat his warning about

~ “persistent underinvestment” in the hydrocarbons sector.
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“Given that we anticipate oil and gas will remain essential for
the foreseeable future, the risks of underinvestment in our
industry are real, including contributing to higher energy
prices,” Nasser said on Sunday, echoing comments made
during a recent interview with CNBC.

At both a ministerial and Aramco level, Saudi Arabia has been a
proponent of avoiding short-term fuel shortages through the
dual funding of fossil fuel supplies and the green transition.

“We don't see enough investment getting into the markets
right now,” he reiterated on the Sunday call. “We encourage
the industry, policymakers, investors... to avail additional
investment to really increase the amount in the sector, so that

we can meet future demand.”

Aramco said average hydrocarbon production last year was
13.6 million barrels of oil equivalent per day, including 11.5
million barrels per day of total liquids. Saudi Arabia most
recently produced 10.39 million barrels per day of crude oil in
January, the International Energy Agency found in the

February issue of its Qil Market Report.

As chair of the influential OPEC+ producers’ alliance, Saudi
Arabia has been leading by example the group’s efforts to
collectively reduce their output targets by 2 million barrels per
day, agreed in October and reaffirmed at technical and
ministerial meetings since. The group’s move towards limiting
supply availabilities has put OPEC+ at odds with some
international consumers, sparking a war of words with
Washington towards the end of the last year, as U.S. President

il-giant posts-record-161point1-billion-profit-for-2022.html
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Joe Biden’s administration stressed the need to easing the
burden on households.

Long-time rivals Saudi Arabia and Iran on Friday struck a
China-brokered deal to resume diplomatic relations. Iran has
previously been blamed for a major attack on Aramco’s
facilities in 2019 that caused a dramatic spike in prices and
undermined the stability of global supplies. Tehran has denied

involvement.

“The deal will hopefully result in less geopolitical tension and
enhance regional stability, which will definitely have a positive
impact on the global market,” Nasser said in response to a
question about the Saudi-Iran development.

Growth horizon

The company reaffirmed it would continue to invest to increase
its maximum production capacity to 13 million barrels a day by
2027.

Capital expenditure rose by 18% to $37.6 billion last year, and
is expected to increase to $45 billion to $55 billion in the
coming years, anticipating increases “until around the middle
of the decade.”

“Our focus is not only on expanding oil, gas and chemicals
production, but also investing in new lower-carbon
technologies with potential to achieve additional emission
reductions in our own operations and for end users of our

products,” Nasser said.
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Mr. FERGUSON. Next, I will call on my colleague and friend from
Texas, Ms. Jackson Lee. Ms. Jackson Lee, you are recognized.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you very much. I am sorry, Director.
Can we look at each other? I don’t have a direct line here of being
able to see. We appreciate the work that is going on in this room.
Let me thank the Chairman and the Ranking Member for the time
allotted, and thank the Director, the leadership of the Biden Ad-
ministration for timely submission of a budget. Just a question.
Have you gotten a budget from Speaker McCarthy, from the major-
ity in the House?

Ms. YOUNG. You might remember I said I worked here for a long
time, and I will say budgets are congressional documents, so we
would not be in receipt of that, but there are various proposals
floating around. I don’t want to speak for the Chairman.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. But you have not seen a final floating around
budget at this time.

Ms. YOUNG. I have not.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you. Let me get you focused back on
this deficit, and I am very delighted—and I have to go quickly I
see—that the budget lowers the deficit by $3 trillion. Just a quick
response. The deficit could be increasing, but what is the value of
the fact that this budget puts it down $3 trillion, because from my
perspective, there is movement and recognition that we contin-
ually, as the deficit grows, we are still building to take it down. So
please explain that.

Ms. YOUNG. So look, the $2.9 trillion, nearly $3 trillion is a re-
flection of nothing changed, no policies were enacted, the deficit
would be almost $3 trillion higher than the President’s policies he
has put forward.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And could you explain the value of making the
child tax credit permanent for families in America, working and
middle-class families in America?

Ms. YOUNG. Look, it is one of the few programs we get to say we
beta tested in 2021, and we saw the results for American families,
for children who are lifted out of poverty, and this President be-
lieves that that was a good statistic, and we have seen those pov-
erty levels go back up, which means that the child tax credit
worked, and we would like to see it continued.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And maybe as large as housing, childcare,
where your budget provides a vital infusion of dollars for childcare
for working families, how does it see that being an economic engine
booster?

Ms. YOUNG. I talked about it a little earlier. We saw women drop
out of the labor market during the pandemic at high levels. Thank-
fully, we are seeing the return, but if we want to increase labor
market participation for people with young children, childcare is
often an economic burden for those families, and we would like to
do something about that.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me follow up with the issue of housing,
30 percent of a family’s income or more. Do you plus up housing
opportunities or housing products to encourage, even with the lack
of supply, how does the budget respond to that need?

Ms. YOUNG. So we continue to support vouchers because in some
parts of the country where there is housing supply, vouchers are
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still needed for families, but we recognize that many parts of the
country and your districts’ housing supply is tight. In some places,
they are at crisis level. So we have a suite of proposals, mainly
through tax credits, that would promote the building of affordable
housing.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me do a round robin. I am looking at a
proposed Freedom Caucus budget that wants to go back to 2019
levels, and I am seeing the slashing of veterans’ healthcare, edu-
cation, healthcare programs gutted $29 billion, defunding of law
enforcement and disaster response. What do 2019 levels really
mean? The country is growing. We have to respond to that. We are
tﬁe }?Jnited States, not an individual State. How do you respond to
that?

Ms. YOUNG. Look, cutting means you do less, and the discussion
will be what is tolerable and what doesn’t impact the economy neg-
atively. This President certainly does not agree that he would like
to see fewer FBI personnel, and that would mean that. It would
mean fewer law enforcement grants, meaning fewer cops in our
communities and fewer Pell Grants. The list goes on. Opioid crisis
we talked about earlier. We can send less State grants to governors
to battle that, and many nutrition programs.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I will move to a next question very quickly.
It is important to have civil rights for all Americans. For some rea-
son, people think civil rights is a race-based determination. My
school district, the Houston Independent School District, is being
taken over unfairly by the State of Texas. Civil rights is important
for those children. How are you funding civil rights? And I believe
it is not woke agenda. It is being awake. How are you funding civil
rights entities in the various agencies that respond to Americans
who feel that their civil rights have been violated?

Ms. YOUNG. You know, the Department of Justice Civil Rights
Division, I think most people are aware of, this budget would seek
an increase for that and ensure that we make sure people, States
are following the law when it comes to civil rights in this country.

Chairman ARRINGTON [presiding]. The gentlelady’s time has ex-
pired. I thank my friend from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I was just going on. Thank you very much.

Chairman ARRINGTON. You bet. No problem.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And I thank the Director very much for her
leadership.

Chairman ARRINGTON. You bet. You bet. Now I would like to
yield 5 minutes to my friend from California, David Valadao.

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you, Director Young,
for your time today. I really appreciate you testifying in front of the
Budget Committee today. I want to talk about two issues that real-
ly hit close to home for my constituents—first, energy prices, and
second, water—and how the President plans to address these
issues in the Fiscal Year 2024 budget.

The President has called on the domestic oil and gas industry to
produce more energy, but the President’s Fiscal Year 2024 budget
removes tax deductions on small, independent oil and natural gas
producers. These producers account for over 90 percent of the wells
in the U.S. and produce over 80 percent of America’s oil and 90
percent of America’s natural gas. These local producers are
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ramping up production to meet our pressing energy needs, while
creating high-paying jobs and generating critical revenue that sup-
port our local public services in California’s Central Valley.

The President’s budget proposes to end some of the tax deduc-
tions that many of these independent producers use to maintain
depleted wells and invest in exploration for oil and gas. These are
no different from standard deductions a business takes for the de-
preciating value of equipment or investments in research and de-
velopment. Do you think it is contradictory for President Biden to
call on oil and gas companies to increase production while at the
same time his budget eliminates the tax deductions and burdens
domestic energy producers with significant tax increases?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, I will point out that domestic produc-
tion is about a million barrels per day, greater than it was in Janu-
ary 2021, so we continue to see robust energy production in this
country, and as you know, the debate about what loopholes to close,
what taxes, is countered with what spending to cut. So we have a
choice if we want to get our long-term fiscal house in order.

Mr. VALADAO. So what policies in the President’s budget will en-
courage oil and gas exploration and spur investment, and increase
supply?

Ms. YOUNG. I will just point out, again, we see over a million
barrels a day more than when the President took office. We see re-
finery up more than 28 percent over, than 2 years ago, so his poli-
cies are not getting in the way of production. We are seeing in-
creased production and refinery.

Mr. VALADAO. We are actually seeing a decrease in production in
Central Valley. We are not seeing as much investment. We have
seen it to the point where local communities have actually had to
increase sales tax to make up for the difference in losses of reve-
nues because of the number of jobs that were created, the number
of investments that were made, the amount of equipment that was
purchased, the amount of even local revenue to the local busi-
nesses, to the point where they have actually had to raise revenue
through sales tax to make up for the losses because of the lack of
permitting approved, and some of that is State, and some of that
Federal. Sadly, we are fighting it from both sides in California.

And I know that the tax credits are something that the adminis-
tration doesn’t support, but in the previous comments from my col-
league from Texas, tax credits were mentioned as one of the ways
that you would increase housing by giving tax credits to people to
build more, and I would say the same thing would work for oil. If
you take away those tax credits, you are going to have the opposite
effect of what you are going to do for housing.

Now onto water. My district in the Central Valley is one of the
many across the Western U.S. that has struggled with severe
drought in recent years. While the last few months have brought
much-needed rainfall to our State, we do not have enough water
storage to capture and store this critical resource. Drought will be
back before we know it, and the people in my community will once
again be asking why we couldn’t hold on to more of the rain we
have seen in recent months, and the reason I bring this up, Sites
Reservoir is a reservoir in Northern California that we have been
talking about in California for 60 years, so longer than my life ob-
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viously and a lot of people in this room, and we can’t get those per-
mits approved. Lake Success Reservoir, not far from me, that is
overflowing as we speak because of all this rainfall, it took 30
years—I was probably still in high school when they started talk-
ing about this—just for them to be able to expand an existing res-
ervoir 10 feet to be able to hold some of this water.

And so when we look at the situation where I have now got
neighbors sending me pictures as they are evacuating their houses,
they are evacuating their farms. One neighbor only a mile from my
house, a couple miles from my house, is actually moving his cows
off of his farm as we speak, and so we are losing all this water out
into the ocean. We are losing it into people’s farms, people’s homes.
We are not able to capture this water because of the permitting.

This administration is something, and I know this isn’t directly
under OMB, but it is something that needs to be addressed, and
I would hope that the President would understand the value of
that water that we are wasting today because that would help us
create jobs for years to come because we would be able to farm
ground instead of the situation where we had over the last year or
two where we weren’t able to farm a lot of our ground because of
the lack of water.

So what policies in the President’s budget support water storage,
and what is the administration doing to ensure regulatory red tape
is removed so these critical storage projects can be constructed as
soon as possible?

Ms. YouNG. So I spoke about this earlier, and I know we are
short on time, but one, I think there is room here in a bipartisan
way to work around permitting. Both sides have plans. Both sides
have said they want to do something about it. We have to sit down
and do something about it. OMB has a small piece of guidance we
put out to try to help streamline, but it is going to take congres-
sional action to do something further, and you have heard the
President talk about this, so I hope the room opens to be able to
have fulsome conversations that result in changes there.

We do with bill resources, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, put
some funding in the West towards drought, and we are not taking
it for granted that the rain will not continue forever, and we have
got to find long-term solutions. Water Smart is one of the things
we are doing, but we know it is too little, and we have got to figure
out something. Forty million people, I know more than half, are in
California who are dealing with the Colorado River situation alone.
So you have my commitment to work on long-term drought solu-
tions in the West.

Mr. VALADAO. Just one thing to note. In the Bipartisan Infra-
structure Bill, one of the reasons why I was very much in opposi-
tion to it was because it specifically was drafted in a way that
would prevent one of our most affordable projects from being ex-
panded, which is Shasta Reservoir, and why they would do that in
a piece of legislation. I mean, if you are looking to save money and
invest, that would be one way, and in California, it is always inter-
esting. If they want to build high-speed rail or they want to build
a football stadium in LA or San Francisco, environmental regula-
tions almost don’t even exist to them, but we talk about a reservoir
for 60 years and can’t break ground on it?
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Chairman ARRINGTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. VALADAO. Oh. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Very important issue for the West and
the Southwest, and I appreciate the dialogue and the openness to
bipartisan solutions. With that, I would like to yield to Ms. Wexton
from Virginia for 5 minutes.

Ms. WEXTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and Director
Young, it is wonderful to see you again. Thank you so much for
coming back to join us today. Before I start with my questions, I
do want to comment a little about the comments of the gentleman
from Utah about waste, fraud, and abuse, the three sisters. I agree
that we need to get rid of waste, fraud, and abuse, and especially
waste, but the issue that we are seeing with waste is that one per-
son’s waste is another person’s valuable program.

And for me, you know, it really was driven home to me when we
saw the littoral ships, what happened with them in the 2022 de-
bate over the NDAA. Now, the Navy had wanted to discontinue
this program. They asked that the Littoral Ship Program be discon-
tinued, but it was a pet project of one of the very powerful Mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee, so then, oddly enough, it
ended up back in there, right? You know, the Navy didn’t want it,
so they thought it was wasteful, but this one Member and her al-
lies thought it was also very useful for her district, so it remained
in there.

So that is, you know, a good example of waste not being waste
in the eyes of all. I believe that some of the issues that are prior-
ities in this budget, things like cutting childhood poverty in half by
helping women reenter the workforce and increasing the slots
available for high-quality daycare and high-quality childcare slots,
and also high-quality preschool, the increasing availability of af-
fordable workforce housing, and encouraging the production of
clean and renewable energy, these are important things that I
don’t view as wasteful at all. So I just want to thank the President
and you for getting this great budget to us.

I would ask the question. I just want to thank you for a couple
things included in this year’s budget. At the risk of sounding like
a broken record from our conversation last year, as you are aware,
I have a lot of Federal workers in my district here just out in
Northern Virginia, and I do want to thank you. Every year, I turn
right to the employee compensation part of the budget. I was
pleased to see that President Biden included a large pay increase
for both civilian and Federal workers, Federal workers and military
service members for 2024, and I hope that we can get to that 8.7
percent number. Can you talk about how the pay increase will help
Federal employees and their families in today’s economy as well as
how?it will boost retention and recruitment efforts at Federal agen-
cies?

Ms. Younag. Congresswoman, one, I know your constituents
thank you for your continued hard work on these issues. I have
heard from you many times and the amplification of the work that
they have done, many of them, you know, who toil without a lot
of thanks. They do it for the mission, certainly not for the money.
I would like to point out the 5.2 percent from military and civilians
is based on a statutory formula, and the President went with that
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formula because of the recognition of the disparity between private
sector and public sector has just grown.

I am not sure if 5.2 percent closes that much, but it is a first step
to accept the recommendations of that formula and also in recogni-
tion of the hard work Federal workers do. Many of them through-
out the pandemic worked in our veterans’ hospitals, on the border,
and all of them, including the men and women at my agency, just
worked hours beyond regular hours to make sure that all of their
agencies’ talent was brought to bear during this pandemic.

Ms. WEXTON. Thank you, Director Young. I was also really happy
to see that the budget request includes $1.4 billion in compensation
for TSA employees. For too long, they have been undercom-
pensated, given the work that they do. I want to thank you for
building on the raise that we included in the Fiscal Year 2023 om-
nibus. Thank you for that. Also, Virginia’s 10th Congressional Dis-
trict is home to just about every kind of air traffic control that
there is, including we have three airports, two regional and one
international airport with Dulles Airport. We have a lot of air traf-
fic controllers there. We have the Leesburg Air Traffic Control Cen-
ter in Leesburg, which does basically all the air traffic for the East
Coast. We have got Potomac TRACON in Fauquier County and
Warrenton, and so we have a whole lot of air traffic controllers who
work in this district. What would the impact of a 22-percent budget
cut to the FAA be on air traffic control and the safety of our Na-
tion’s airspace

Ms. YOUNG. I mean, one——

Ms. WEXTON [continuing]. Not to mention what has happened
with bringing back all the air travel. What would happen then?

Ms. YOUNG. So, one, I think we all can agree and have seen that
our air system must be modernized in this country. We have taken
far too long to do that. This budget will put resources to do that.
If we went backwards, we do less, and one analysis shows that air
traffic control would be one of those things. They are in non-de-
fense discretionary, and our analysis shows that 125 air traffic con-
trol towers would be shut.

Ms. WEXTON. How many air traffic control towers?

Ms. YOUNG. A hundred and twenty-five.

Ms. WEXTON. That is a whole lot of the air traffic control that
wouldn’t be happening. Very good, and as far as transportation and
safety upgrades, we have seen a number of high-profile accidents
and near-misses in international rail and aviation systems so far
this year, and we have also seen an uptick in pedestrian and cyclist
injuries and deaths caused by drivers in the past few years. I look
forward to discussing these topics with Secretary Buttigieg and
Ambassador Nolan in our Appropriations hearing next month.
Thank you very much. I see my time has expired. I will yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentlelady from Virginia, Ms.
Wexton, and now yield and recognize my friend from, well, also my
friend from Michigan, Mrs. McClain.

Ms. McCrAIN. You need to look up and down the aisles.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I don’t know why I was looking for
Fischbach, but Mrs. McClain from Michigan, I yield 5 minutes.

Ms. McCLAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Direc-
tor Young, for being here. I want to talk a little bit to get our arms
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around the statement that you talked about at the very beginning,
right, and it is asking the wealthy and the corporations to begin
paying their fair share. I realize that we have a progressive tax
system in the United States, but I just want to start with some
facts from the IRS. Not right-wing sources, but the IRS.

So in 2020, the IRS reported that the top 1 percent—the top 1
percent—paid 42 percent of all the Federal income taxes. The top
10 percent paid almost 74 percent. So 10 percent paying 74 percent
of all the total income taxes, right? Again, this is information from
the IRS. I am trying to wrap my arms around what is the number
that the wealthy and the corporations would have to pay for you
and this administration to feel like they paid their fair share, and
I am asking for a numeric number. Is it 78, 92, 104?

Ms. YOUNG. Just like I answered your former colleague, the gross
number is not, in my view, the appropriate way to look at these
metrics. We look at these metrics as a percentage of GDP, for ex-
ample, and as I pointed out, when we had surpluses in the mid-
90s, we were at about 19.6 percent of revenue.

Ms. McCraiNn. With all due respect, you are a very intelligent
woman. You have done really good work. It is a great answer to
a question that I didn’t ask. It is not a tough question. It is not
a difficult question. It is a direct question. Right now, we have the
top 10 percent of the wealthy and corporations, and let’s not forget,
it is the economic system that give us our social programs, right?
We don’t want the producers to stop producing because then who
is going to pay? I don’t have a money tree in my backyard that I
can just go out and take money. I realize I come from the business
sector, and business could never operate the way government does
because we would be out of business. So with that said, I am just
looking for a really simple number. Do you want the wealthy and
the corporations to pay 82 percent? It is not a “got ya.” What is the
right number?

Ms. YOoUNG. Well, you asked me my opinion, and I told you that
is not how we analyze what policies go here. Let me point out one
thing. The idea, one, that those making less than $400,000 pay less
into the system

Ms. McCraAIN. Let’s stick with the topic, though.

Ms. YOUNG. Sure.

Ms. McCLAIN. And please, and I am not trying to be disrespect-
ful. I am trying to get to a number because it seems like you are
evading the number. Ten percent of the people pay 74 percent of
the taxes. Is it 78? Would that make you feel comfortable?

Ms. YOUNG. The question is what are those 10 percent worth
compared to the 90 percent of other Americans? What is

Ms. McCrAIN. Well, 90 percent of the other Americans——

Ms. YOUNG. What is their wealth compared with the 90 percent?

Ms. McCLAIN [continuing]. Pay 24 percent of the taxes. So should
only the top 10 percent pay the taxes and we raise that number
so only the top 10 pay the taxes? I mean, we have a progressive
tax system. It is a numerical number. Why are you avoiding it?

Ms. YOUNG. To me, the question is, and this is how we analyze
what policies to put out, what are the top 10 percent worth in this
country, and what percentage of their income are they paying into
taxes? What we have found
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Ms. McCraAIN. And the last I checked, we do have a progressive
tax rate, correct?

Ms. YouNG. What we have found is——

Ms. McCraAIN. Is that correct?

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Is that billionaires, some of the wealthi-
est families, 400 of the wealthiest families pay about an 8 percent
effective tax rate.

Ms. McCrAIN. And you know what?

Ms. YOUNG. That is less than most middle-class families

Ms. McCrLAIN. We are talking 400 families. I am with you on
that. You should

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Of the top bracket.

Ms. McCLAIN. Right. One-point-five million tax returns are put
into the IRS system for the top 1 percent. We are talking about
400. I am talking about the other 99 percent, which you don’t want
to talk about. So it is a real simple question. I don’t understand
why we are dodging it.

Ms. YouNG. But——

Ms. McCraAIN. I agree with you with the four.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah.

Ms. McCrAIN. Is it 82 percent? I mean, why is it so difficult to
give an answer?

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah, that is fine. I just think that is not how——

Ms. McCLAIN. It is because you haven’t been able to give us an
answer.

Ms. YOUNG. It is the President’s budget, and I am trying to tell
you how we approach these things. I am worried about

Ms. McCLAIN. So it is the bottom line that counts provided you
do not know how to count:

Ms. YOUNG. I am worried about the 99 percent——

Ms. McCLAIN [continuing]. If we can do a shell game.

Ms. YOUNG [continuing]. Versus the 10 percent who have more
income than the rest of the 90 percent, and they pay an effective
less tax rate than most teachers and nurses in this country.

Ms. McCrLAIN. And I would say, you are talking about 400 people
out of 100——

Ms. YOUNG. What are they worth?

Ms. McCLAIN [continuing]. 1.5 million.

Ms. YounG. Well, what are they worth compared to the rest of
the country?

Ms. McCrLAIN. And what are they paying? Those top 10 percent
are paying 74 percent of what we bring

Ms. YOUNG. Eight percent of what——

Ms. McCLAIN [continuing]. Of what we bring in.

Ms. YouNG. Eight percent of their income.

Ms. McCrAIN. We should be celebrating those people.

Ms. YOUNG. Eight percent of their income, which we think is un-
fair.

Ms. McCLAIN. And again, this is the problem with the American
people. We refuse to answer the question. We only want to frame
the issue on how we want to frame it. So again, my disappointment
is that, again, we have a very intelligent person, and we can’t get
an answer.

Ms. YounG. Well—
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Ms. McCrAIN. We can’t get a numeric answer.

Chairman ARRINGTON. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Ms. YouNG. Thank you.

Ms. McCrAIN. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank gentlelady from Michigan and
now recognize Mr. Yakym from Indiana for 5 minutes.

Mr. Yakym. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and congratulations,
Ranking Member Boyle, on your appointment, and thank you to Di-
rector Young for being here today.

Inflation is the single biggest issue I hear from my constituents
as I travel the 11 counties within my district. Seniors can’t keep
up with the price of food. Farmers, many of whom from my district
are here with me today, can’t keep up with skyrocketing input
costs, and the same is true for small businesses. Families feel the
pain at the grocery store and at the pump. Local governments can’t
get vital infrastructure projects done because of the skyrocketing
costs. These are the stories I hear from real people as I travel the
district. It is generally accepted in the economics community that
there are two main ways to lower inflation, and that is to reduce
Federal spending or raise interest rates, and we saw that just yes-
terday, the Federal Reserve is taking their foot off the gas as it re-
lates to interest rate hikes, and so what about the spending equa-
tion from our Federal Government?

Well, as I see the President’s budget, it doubles down on policies
that supercharged this generational inflation. It is a fiscally irre-
sponsible economic disaster, and that stands in stark contrast with
your written testimony, which speaks of the President’s “commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility,” because this budget spends $1.8 tril-
lion in terms of a deficit that we don’t have next year, which is
larger than Fiscal Year 2023. It also calls for $82 trillion of spend-
ing over the next 10 years, which adds $17 trillion to our debt on
top of the $31 trillion that we already have.

And from my vantage point as a father—our oldest child is 13—
10 years from now, she will be graduating college and looking for
her first job, and I don’t believe it is responsible to hand her $51
trillion of national debt, and that doesn’t even include some of the
budget-busting gimmicks, like temporarily expanding the child tax
credit for 3 years at a cost of $470 billion, which hides the true cost
over 10 years, which is likely to be closer to a trillion and-a-half.
We need to seriously evaluate out-of-control government spending
and the negative implications that has on everyday Americans.

We have heard from Democrats many times over the course of
the last 3 months about the debt ceiling, and the debt limit, and
the fiscal irresponsibility that it would be to not increase the debt
limit this summer, but I also think about, and would be curious as
to your thoughts, about the debt, and the spending crisis, and the
consequences over the course of the next 10 years by adding, as the
President’s budget calls for, an additional $17 trillion to our na-
tional debt.

Ms. YouNG. Congressman, thank you for that. I will point out
that CBO has given you a baseline, and it states what will happen
to our debt and deficits if nothing else happens. What the Presi-
dent’s budget does is lay out a set of proposals. I have heard lots
of disagreement on those proposals. That is fair, but he does lay
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out a set of proposals, many of them targeting those that make
over $400,000, and billionaires, and hundreds of millionaires, so his
investments are paid for. I get the disagreement, but it would be
fiscally irresponsible had he not put a proposal to pay for his in-
vestments and put some of those savings to deficit reduction.

Mr. YAKYM. And you are correct, the CBO does lay out a base-
line, but I think for us as government leaders, both in the Congress
and with the President, it is our responsibility to figure out how
we restore fiscal responsibility to our Nation’s fiscal state. Do you
believe that with the President’s budget of $17 trillion of additional
deficit spending, which, again, takes us to $50 trillion of total debt
in 10 years, do you believe that that is the definition of a commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility, $50 trillion of national debt?

Ms. YOUNG. I feel very strongly, and it is a fact, that this Presi-
dent’s policies, whether you agree with him or not, will bring down
the deficit over a 10-year period by more than $3 trillion compared
to if we did nothing. So this President is doing something, and I
get the disagreements, but he is putting forth proposals that would
bring down the deficit by $3 trillion through tax reform.

Mr. YAKYM. Comparing doing nothing is like comparing ourselves
to the worst team in football. I don’t think we need to compare our-
selves to doing nothing. I think what we need to compare ourselves
to is what does success look like ultimately, and I don’t believe that
it is $17 trillion in debt. Do you believe that the American Rescue
Plan reduced or increased inflation?

Ms. YouNG. Congressman, for your last comment, I will just
point out that the President’s budget is the only thing out there,
so we are comparing ourselves to if we did nothing. So I look for-
ward to seeing other proposals, but this is the President’s plan.
This is the thing before us. Do I believe inflation was due to the
ARP, I think was the last——

Mr. YAKYM. Do you believe the ARP increased or decreased infla-
tion?

Ms. YOUNG. I believe, and I know you won’t like the answer, that
we see inflation across the globe. The ARP was not passed in
France, or the U.K., or the Netherlands, and they see persistent in-
flation, often not as bad as the United States.

Mr. YAKYM. But do you believe that the ARP increased or re-
duced inflation in the United States?

Ms. YOUNG. Look, this President has been clear. Prices are too
high. That is why we have proposals that deal with costs for Amer-
ican people in this budget: childcare, energy——

Mr. YAKYM. So the ARP increased or reduced inflation. I just
want an answer. Did it increase or reduce inflation from your——

Ms. YOUNG. I am sure it had some impact on inflation, and as
the acting Chair at the time pointed out, it was passed at a time
of lower inflation. However, we believe, given the global climate
and global inflation coming out of the pandemic, supply chain
issues, lack of competition and shipping, for example, certainly had
a greater role because all major economies are saying inflation——

Mr. YAKYM. I thank you for your time today. I thank you for the
call that we had earlier this week as well.

Ms. YouNG. Thank you so much.

Mr. YAKYM. And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Yakym. Now I would like
to recognize for 5 minutes my friend from Oklahoma, Josh
Brecheen.

Mr. BRECHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Young, thank
you. I am at the tail end, so I know you have been through a gruel-
ing process. I am looking at the 2022 budget from the President,
so just to kind of put this in context, we are talking a couple years
ago, and noticing that you all have said that you are going to save
$3 trillion over the next 10-year window, and the way that you are
doing that is you are saying, the CBO, if we change nothing, gets
us to a $20 trillion total debt load by deficit spending within 10
years, which would put our national debt at $50 trillion in 10
years, to go from $30 trillion to $50 trillion, and you are saying
that we will still grow trillions of dollars in our debt. We just won’t
get to $20 trillion. We will get to $17, thus a $3 trillion reduction
over the baseline. Is that accurate?

Ms. YouNG. That is one way to say it.

Mr. BRECHEEN. Okay. So in looking at that, we are looking at the
2022 budget from a few years ago. In the first year change, you all
laid out a 10-year window, and you had $100 billion increase from
one year to the next, and then you averaged about a $15 billion in-
crease year after year. So what you did was you front-loaded a
large increase, and then the next several years you averaged $15
billion. The reason why I am pointing that out is in this budget,
there is a very similar tactic that you move from one year to the
next of $150 billion, the next year $75 billion, and then you project
a 1.7 percent increase, which is $35 billion over the next, you
know, 7, 8 years. So what you have done is you say we are going
to increase a massive amount the first 2 years, but then we are
going to slow it to 1.7 percent growth of government versus the
first couple of years. If we average it from 2 years ago, it has been
7 percent.

So my question is this. The greatest predictor of future behavior
is past behavior. How is this not a gimmick, and how is this lead-
ing to a $3 trillion in savings ever going to be realized when your
past is going to predict your future? If you have averaged 7 percent
growth in government, and you say, hey, we will get our savings
in year 2, 3, and 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 by only growing 1.7 percent, is
that not a gimmick?

Ms. YOUNG. So I will point out our $3 trillion in savings are
heavily tied to our revenue proposals. Those are not plugs. They
are analyzed, scored by career staff at Department of Treasury
mostly. The growth in Medicare, Social Security, and other entitle-
ments, we get those estimates from our agencies like the Centers
for Medicare and Medicaid. So I say that to say, you know, our
level of being able to manipulate these things are not high. The
vast majority are scored that way. Now, it depends on how we de-
velop our policies. Are some of our policies earlier years implemen-
tation? Yes, but that is how we are proposing developing those poli-
cies. It is not meant to be a gimmick. It is just our view of how
best to implement them. Some are actually the opposite way where
we slowly ramp up.

Mr. BRECHEEN. Reclaiming my time——

Ms. YOUNG. Sure. I am sorry.
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Mr. BRECHEEN. Just I am watching the clock, and as a new
Member, I am trying to figure out how to manage my time here,
Mr. Chairman. So I am not saying that other administrations
haven’t done this. I would just contend if you look at the history
and look at the future, then at 7 percent, instead of saving $3 tril-
lion, it actually adds $2 trillion more above the baseline. So I just
contend I think it is a great way to get the numbers we want for
our purposes of looking like we are saving money, but I contend it
ii not ever going to be realized, and it is going to be greater than
this.

Let me ask you this. Congressman Norman mentioned $3 billion
is going to be added in your budget proposal for gender equity, cli-
mate change mentioned 42 times, LGBTQ mentioned 7 times. You
all are taxing on the death tax. You are doubling the death tax for
farmers and ranchers. I am, a little small ranch. My family lost a
sizable piece of property years ago on my mother’s side because of
the death tax. You all claim that you are not going to see a tax
increase for those who make above $400,000. The average rancher/
farmer, according to USDA, makes $92,000 or less. So can you
guarantee the American people that a doubling of the death tax is
not going to be borne by the farmers and ranchers who make, on
average, less than $92,000 per year?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, this President has an ironclad com-
mitment. Those making under $400,000 will not see more taxes. I
think you are talking about our stepped-up basis plan, and cer-
tainly those smaller farms are exempt from that, and you have my
commitment to work to make sure we do commonsense policies, but
we have got to do something to make sure that larger corporations,
no matter what business they are in, pay more into the system to
make sure we can save those small family farms.

Mr. BRECHEEN. Mr. Chair, I will just say I contend that the
small farmer and rancher will pay it. It will be borne by those who
make a small amount of money, who keep assets in their land
value, and I just think it is misguided to think the farmer and
rancher, the average person making a small amount, is not going
to pay this tax. I yield.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Oklahoma.
His time has expired, and I now want to recognize Ms. Schakowsky
from Illinois for 5 minutes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Thank you so much. Director Young, it is
great to see you. Happy to be back on the Budget Committee. As
I know you know, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law that we
passed also included the Build America, Buy America Act, which
I am so happy is part of that legislation, that requires that all Fed-
eral-financed infrastructure projects use American iron, and steel,
manufactured products, and make sure that we really are buying
and building America. In your role at OMB and really imple-
menting this, I wanted to just say that I think that it is so critical
that the Federal infrastructure programs maximize the creation of
good union jobs at the same time as we are addressing the supply
chain and making it clean and more secure.

So while I understand that there are some exceptions in the law
of Build America, Buy America, I want to make sure that we are
implementing that in a targeted way, in a transparent way, and a
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time-limited way, and so I just wanted to ask you if there is any
update on the implementation of the Build America, Buy America
and taking into consideration what I was saying about some excep-
tions.

Ms. YouNnG. If you want to hear the President get excited, talk
about Made in America, and I am happy to say the Made in Amer-
ica Office, which was established by the President and made statu-
tory by the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, so I thank you all for
that, is housed in OMB, and for far too long, agencies would just
issue waivers, would buy America without real analysis to see what
products they could secure from American manufacturers. The
President, and I have heard him say it to his Cabinet over and
over, not on his watch, and if there are waivers, they better be
term limited, and they have to have justification that it would im-
peril these projects. So we are very much aligned to make sure that
we not only take the spirit of Buy America, which has been on the
books, I think, what, 70 years, but actually do it, and you have our
commitment to continue to work together, be aggressive here.

Let me just give you one example. We worked extensively with
the Department of Transportation to develop their plan for domes-
tic content participation for EV chargers. That will support invest-
ments in the supply chain, consistent with an aggressive expansion
of domestic manufacturing, because we all said we wouldn’t go
down this route of having supply chain shortages if we ever found
ourselves in a pandemic or in other complicated situations like we
see with the invasion of Ukraine. We need to make more here. We
also see the updated rule increase the percentage of value for man-
ufactured products from 55 to 60 percent this past fall. It will go
up to 65 percent in 2024 and 75 percent in 2029.

Ms. ScHAKOWSKY. Good.

Ms. YOUNG. So we welcome the collaboration. I am happy to take
input on where we could do better. We don’t want to stall projects,
but people need to look for American products. They are out there,
and agencies have to take the time to find them when they make
sense.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So with just a half a minute remaining, what
is an example of something that, at least right now, might have to
be an exception?

Ms. YOUNG. So if we can’t find enough minerals, for example, as
we ramp up our battery production in this country, we might have
to bring in some content. But the idea is that won’t be forever and
that we need to do more here because we have seen now that every
American now knows what “supply chain” means, and that was not
the case before the pandemic, and we should never find ourselves
in that position again.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. And it would be limited in time, right?

Ms. YOUNG. That is the goal for all of this. As we see our manu-
facturing boost, almost 800,000 jobs in manufacturing added under
this President, so as we see these jobs come back to the U.S., more
Made in America, the idea is that will create systemic, long-term
change.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Thank you.
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Chairman ARRINGTON. The gentlelady’s time has expired. Great
conversation, discussion, but let’s now move to my Texas colleague,
senior physician in the House, Dr. Burgess, for 5 minutes.

Dr. BURGESs. Well, I thank the Chairman, and I thank you for
your endurance today. I know it has been a long day. You had a
conversation with Senator Romney in the Senate hearing, and you
implied that we are going to need bipartisan effort to work together
to find common ground to save Social Security and protect Medi-
care. Is that still an operational statement?

Ms. YOUNG. You see an old congressional staffer here. All of
these things in the President’s budget will require Congress to act,
so absolutely.

Dr. BURGESS. So sometimes it is a little disconcerting that some
of the rhetoric that comes out directed at people like myself, who
have genuinely worked on this problem for a long time, being ac-
cused of things that are just simply not true, but I have to ask you,
over the last 2 years, have there been cuts in Medicare over the
last 2 years?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, there have not been cuts from the
President, presented in the President’s budget, or administratively.

Dr. BURGESS. Any doctor in this country that you asked that
question will tell you that they have suffered significant reimburse-
ment reductions in the last 2 years, on top of a base inflation rate
that is unlike anything that has been seen in 20 years, and that
is just simply a fact. So I think we ought to agree that we can work
together. No one’s hands are completely clean here, but we need to
be focused on what can be done for the future. Now, in previous
budgets for President Obama and President Trump, they talked
about site-neutral policy in payments in Medicare, site-neutral pay-
ment policy being that it didn’t matter whether the service was de-
livered in a doctor’s office or a hospital, the reimbursement rate
would be the same, and yet current law is that, under the patient
payment rates, it costs 3 times to do something in a hospital what
it costs to in the doctor’s office, but wouldn’t you agree that site-
neutral policy is something that we should be pursuing?

Ms. YouNG. Congressman, I am happy to look at those proposals.
Clearly, that is not reflected in the President’s budget, and yet he
has a plan on solvency. So I offer to sit down and talk to you about
those, but those are not reflected in the President’s budget.

Dr. BURGESS. Correct, and it was curious to me why the two pre-
vious administrations talked about a site-neutral policy, and this
administration did not. Look, the fact remains over the last 2
years, House and Senate Democrats and the administration worked
together on mammoth reconciliation bills that didn’t include any
Republican input, raided money, $300 billion, from Medicare to pay
for Green New Deal programs. Why was it not a priority to fix
these problems that you are now talking about? Why was it not a
priority to fix these problems while the Democrats were doing their
reconciliation bills the last 2 years?

Ms. YounG. Congressman, it is extremely beneficial to the tax-
payer and to seniors, the prescription drug benefit seen in the In-
flation Reduction Act, so we absolutely did address Medicare in a
substantial way. Seniors will not only see reduced out-of-pocket
costs, but also the taxpayer will because we will pay less.
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Dr. BURGESS. Yeah. Just suffice it to say there is a difference of
opinion on that, and there is a difference of opinion on what it does
to the downstream effects of innovation. However, those cuts that
occurred in the Part B Program basically affect physicians’ offices,
and those dollars saved were basically used to go to pay insurance
companies in the Affordable Care Act, and it increased subsidies of
the Silver Plan in the Affordable Care Act, and it is that funda-
mental unfairness that makes people suspicious of what the admin-
istration has in store, what it has in the plan when it talks about
the future for Medicare and Social Security.

Ms. YounG. Well, I hope they look at the budget because we are
very clear. It moves the net investment tax to the Trust Fund. It
raises the tax from 3.8 percent to 5 for those making over
$400,000, and that is laid out very clearly for those who are con-
cerned about what our policy is, and those policies will extend the
solvency by 25 years at least.

Dr. BURGESS. But to look at other policies, like a site-neutral pol-
icy, perhaps as the way the purchase of prescription drugs occurs
in CMS. There are other programs, there are other approaches that
would yield real savings right now, and it seems like the adminis-
tration is not interested in pursuing those. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. I will yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Texas and
now recognize Mr. Buddy Carter from the great State of Georgia.

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Young, thank you
for being here. I appreciate it very much. This is actually the third
time that I have had the opportunity to ask you questions since I
have been on the Budget Committee, and I am sure you don’t re-
member, but the first 2 times, I made it clear that I don’t agree
with the President on his priorities and spending. I understand it,
but certainly we have our differences on that, but I think that we
do agree that we should be protecting Americans and protecting
our citizens, and our number one responsibility to the Federal Gov-
ernment is to protect our homeland and protect our citizens.

And that is why I am so concerned about what is going on down
at the border, the Southern border, the Southwest border. You see,
I am a pharmacist, a healthcare professional, and, you know, we
are losing upwards to 300 people every day as a result of drug
overdose, much of it fentanyl poisoning. Poisoning. Not overdose.
Poisoning, not addiction, and it concerns me. Listen, I can rattle off
the figures with you, you know: 1.9 billion people. That is enough
to Kkill, fentanyl in our country, enough to kill 1.9 billion people.
You know, it has gotten so bad, if you will look here, Ms. Young,
I actually carry naloxone in my backpack. You know, this will re-
verse the effects, if used quickly enough, of fentanyl, and I actually
carry it my backpack everywhere I go.

And I believe there are two things that we have to do in order
to address this problem with the fentanyl poison in our country.
One is that you got to stop the supply, and most of it is coming
from the Southern border, and secondly, I want to make sure that
we have access to this. There is enough over here now that we
have got to make this available without a prescription. We got to
remove the barriers. This ought to be like syrup of ipecac anymore.
It ought to be in every medicine cabinet, every emergency box.
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Where you see a defibrillator, you ought to see that. That is how
bad that problem is now. That is why it baffles me that, that this
budget seeks to spend 3 times as much money on zero-emission ve-
hicles than combating the fentanyl crisis. Can you tell me how this
budget addresses the fentanyl crisis in any serious way?

Ms. YOUNG. Sure. Congressman, you have heard me rebut the
cut narrative on DHS, and I will continue to point out that DHS
grows by over 9 percent, but specifically on the border with
fentanyl, I think we have some common agreement here. I have
been to the border. I have seen them pop off the sides of cars and
drugs packed to the hilt. The cartels know that our land ports of
entry, because that is where most of the drugs come through, don’t
have the technology in place to track, so they are willing to drive
things through, lose some of their goods because they know they
can g?et enough through. What are you doing to get that equip-
ment?

Mr. CARTER. That is what I am asking.

Ms. YOUNG. And we have

Mr. CARTER. And I appreciate the fact that you know, and I hope
you are communicating that to the administration.

Ms. YOUNG. And that is why we have money to continue, and
thanks to the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, we have land ports
of entry money. This would add more of that NII equipment to
make sure we are scanning more cars that come through the bor-
der, Congressman.

Mr. CARTER. If you will, Ms. Young, I have been to the border
7 times since I have been a Member of Congress, and the last time
I was there, we were told that only 5 to 10 percent of the fentanyl
that is coming in over that border is coming through ports of entry.
Now, granted we may be capturing 97 percent of that at the port
of entry, but that is 97 percent of only 10 percent of the total
fentanyl. So what are we doing to secure the border to stop
fentanyl coming across that border to stop killing our citizens?
What does this budget do to address that?

Ms. YOUNG. One, I am happy to talk offline about your analysis.
Mine is that most fentanyl is coming through the land ports of
entry, so technology will help. What we also need to do is make
sure we are supporting the men and women down at the border.
This budget funds CBP to hire 350 more Border Patrol agents. We
have a border surge plan that I have not heard much interest in
taking up, but we think it is novel. As migration flow changes, we
are asking that, depending on how many migrants are coming
across, more money is released to help us deal with what will most
likely be an increase flow

Mr. CARTER. Okay. That is fine, but I am failing to see how we
are addressing this because we are allowing American citizens to
be killed as a result of fentanyl poison. You know, if we were to
lose 300 people in a plane crash, we would stop every plane from
flying right now until we got it fixed, yet we lose 300 people every
day to fentanyl poisoning, and we don’t do anything about it at the
border.

Ms. YOUNG. We agree with you, Mr. Carter. That is why we have
money here to help stop the crossing of fentanyl and to go after
these cartels. We agree with you.
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Mr. CARTER. I don’t see it in the budget, though.

Ms. YOUNG. After this, we can go through it, and I will show
you

Mr. CARTER. I will be glad to because I need to know that this
administration is serious about this.

Ms. YouNG. I have worked on these issues a long time, and I am
happy to work with you.

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Thank you to the gentleman from Georgia
and would like to recognize now my friend from Kansas, Mr. Estes,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. EsTES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Director
Young, for being here. I know it has been a long day for you and
some of us coming in and out and going through the process. So
I just want to skim the surface on two or three things and then
a deep dive on a couple.

I mean, one of the things when we passed the Tax Cuts and Jobs
Act was intentionally addressing companies being motivated to
leave the United States because of taxes, and we were seeing a lot
of inversions, and even the Obama Administration, President
Obama before President Trump came in, was talking about how
bad inversions were, and since the Tax Cut and Jobs Act was
passed in 2017, there have been no inversions, companies leaving
United States through that process, and that was the intention of
making sure that we do that.

So I am really concerned, some of the things in the budget, going
through and adding taxes back and defeating some of the value
that was in that program of helping make companies stay here,
and particularly, as we talked about, I mean, one of the things
talked about, raising a trillion dollars from the global minimum tax
under the theory that it would prevent a race to the bottom in
taxes around the world when, in reality, the underreporting process
is going to allow other countries who have passed that law, which
nothing has been brought before Congress yet to be able to change
U.S. tax law, to have that process. So I am really concerned that
the numbers in here for revenue are going to be worse than what
moves forward.

And part of the reason why that bothers me is, you know, this
past year, this current year, we are borrowing $1 out of every $5
that we spend. I mean, $1 out of $5 we spend, and the budget that
is proposed for next year, $1 out of every $4 that is spent is bor-
rowed, and to me, it looks like, as I go through the math, you are
saying that the deficit is reduced by $3 trillion, but I just don’t see
that. When I look at the numbers, I look at S.1, the table in the
budget, and it talks about a $1.5 trillion deficit this year. Next year
that goes up. The next year it goes up. A couple of years are stable,
right about the same as this year, but then it goes up and goes up
and goes up, and, you know, over the 10-year period, on that Table
S.1, it says that the deficit is increasing by $17 trillion. So I am
wondering where the claim is that it is $3 trillion less when it is
going up to $17 trillion over the 10 years.

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, if you look on S.2—we have S-tables—
I would point out if you look on S.2 at the bottom, total proposals
in the 2024 budget shows the year-over-year deficit reductions, and
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it adds to $2.9 trillion of the nearly $3 trillion we have talked
about over many hours in this room.

Mr. EsTES. Right, but if you look at the debt, it actually con-
tinues to go up. Just because we didn’t raise the deficit $20 trillion,
we can’t claim that as a $2.9 trillion savings because we are raising
the deficit by $17 trillion.

Ms. YOUNG. You can. I mean, yearly deficits, yearly, feed into the
debt, and you can’t make deficits worse. It will make the debt prob-
lem worse. So it absolutely does help get our fiscal house in order
to save $3 trillion with the President’s policies.

Mr. ESTES. But it doesn’t save $3 trillion. It just means we spend
$3 trillion less than we could have spent on other avenues——

Ms. YOUNG. The savings.

Mr. ESTES [continuing]. Because the debt actually continues to go
up in this next 10 years, the breakdown for that. So I know a lot
of discussion around that. I don’t understand that math, that proc-
ess going through there.

I do want to hit one other quick point. I know this is real quick
to go through in 5 minutes, and you have been hit with a lot of
different issues, but one of the things we talked about earlier was
Social Security, and I don’t see anywhere where the President pro-
poses to save anything on Social Security. I mean, you know, all
the projections are out there that within 10 years, the Trust Fund
will be depleted, that at that point in time, the projections are
there will be a 23-percent cut in monthly payments. So if you are
making $1,000 a month in your Social Security payment, you will
drop down to $770. So what has the President done to fix that?

Ms. YOUNG. So, Congressman, as we sit here in 2023, we abso-
lutely—the budget speaks to this—want to work with people in
Congress who have solutions for the Trust Fund running out of sol-
vency in 2033. Today, unfortunately, we believe the largest crisis
is those who have, as the Ranking Member pointed out, had poli-
cies that would cut Social Security benefits. This budget says the
President will not do that.

Mr. EstTEs. Okay. So if I look at this, there is really nothing in
there that helps Social Security over the next 10 years.

Ms. YOUNG. It helps seniors not lose benefits.

Mr. EsTES. We will have to do that work.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah.

Mr. ESTES. Thank you, and I yield back Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentleman from Kansas and
now yield 5 minutes recognition to Ms. Stephanie Bice from the
State of Oklahoma.

Ms. Bice. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Boyle, for hosting this hearing today, and thank you, Director
Young, for being here. It looks like we are close to the end.

Ms. YOUNG. So are we. [Laughter.]

Ms. BICE. In Ranking Member Boyle’s opening remarks this
afternoon, he questioned or suggested that the U.S. Senate would
be considering cutting Social Security, and he read a list of Mem-
bers, but I didn’t hear a single House Member mentioned, and in
fact, Speaker McCarthy and Republican leadership have expressly
stated that they are not interested in cutting Social Security bene-
fits. So I find it a bit insulting that the other side of the aisle would
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be so disingenuous to sort of suggest that that is on the table. No
Member that I am aware of here has filed legislation——

Mr. BOYLE. Sorry. Would the gentlelady yield just for a second
since she invoked my name

Ms. BICE. I would not. I want to finish my line of questioning.

Mr. BOYLE [continuing]. Because I do have the quotes right here
if she wanted them from House Members.

Ms. BICE. And I wasn’t allowed to finish, Representative Boyle.
There has been no legislation filed to suggest that Social Security
benefits are going to be cut. I find it disingenuous to speak to such
thing.

America is facing serious questions about the future with the
budget, the debt ceiling, and markets being on the forefront of my
constituents’ minds. The President’s answer to the budget is to
make history by raising spending to the highest sustained level in
American history, by increasing taxes to the highest sustained level
in American history, and by bringing our Nation’s deficits to the
highest sustained level in American history. This is not the direc-
tion the American people want to see our Nation go, and this budg-
et shows the President is out of touch and doesn’t care.

I want to pivot to energy. It is important to the State of Okla-
homa. The Small Business Administration recently filed comments
critical of EPA’s oil and natural gas methane rule. The comment
letter states that EPA’s proposal will have a significant and dis-
proportionate impact on small businesses. Oklahoma has many
small businesses that are part of our oil and gas sector. The EPA’s
proposed rule will have a devastating impact on the future viability
of those businesses. OMB will have an opportunity to weigh in on
the EPA’s rule before it is published. What will you do to protect
small businesses from unreasonable and harmful aspects of the
EPA’s methane rule?

Ms. YOUNG. So, Congresswoman, I am unaware of the letter. 1
am happy to look at whatever you received. Was it from the Small
Business Administrator?

Ms. BICE. I believe that is correct.

Ms. YouNG. I would be surprised by that, but I am happy to look
at that, and when it comes into OMB, as you know, it will be an
OIRA, the regulatory office, review. We would not comment on how
we review that regulation. That would be improper. We do take—
as part of the 12866 process, from Members of Congress, from out-
side organizations that have an interest in the rule, we do offer
meetings to make sure that all of their positions are known and
put into the record. So I promise you we will follow that process
and make sure we have a robust 12866 process.

Ms. BICE. Thank you. In response to Representative McClintock’s
questioning earlier, you suggested that oil and gas companies have
made record profits this last year and should pay their fair share.
Is that accurate?

Ms. YOUNG. A little more nuanced, but I said profits were $200
billion last year, and——

Ms. Bick. Can you share with Members of this Committee what
the total losses for oil and gas companies were in 20207

Ms. YOUNG. I do not have that, but I
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Ms. Bick. Okay. Would you be surprised to know that with just
the five integrated super majors—ExxonMobil, BP, Shell, Chev-
ron—in total, the posted combined total losses for those five enti-
ties was $76 billion in 2020, in one year, and the reason I bring
that up is that it is surprising to me that this administration would
think that taxing the oil and gas industry would be a viable option
in raising revenue. As you know, yes, oil and gas companies have
been able to make a profit this last year, but this is a cyclical mar-
ket.

I come from the great State of Oklahoma where 25 percent of our
State revenues come from oil and gas. Some years it is great. Some
years it is really bad, and 2020 was one of those years. There were
a record number of bankruptcies in the oil and gas industry, a
record number of job losses, and so to suggest that taxing the oil
and gas industry is a way for you to be able to have a bigger budg-
et and to a larger spend, I think is a detriment to the American
people because at the end, that is going to require us increasing
%oois’ and services’ cost, and that is a hit to Americans’ pocket-

ooks.

So, Mr. Chairman, with that, thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank the gentlelady, and I would like
{:o yield 5 minutes to my friend Chuck Edwards from North Caro-
ina.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Director Young, thanks for
being with us this afternoon. I am not going to ask a lot of ques-
tions about the budget. I know my colleagues have dug into that
quite thoroughly and certainly exposed it for what it is. I have got
two questions. One is going to be fairly simple, the other might not.
We heard the Ranking Member earlier this morning mention that
perhaps billionaires were not paying their fair share. Do you recall
that statement or something similar to that?

Ms. Youna. I do.

Mr. EDWARDS. And yet this budget places new taxes. Not only
does it raise taxes on the middle class by about $2,000 per year,
but it places new taxes on anyone making more than $400,000 a
year. Is that right?

Ms. YOUNG. Yes, including to extend Medicare, but not on mid-
dle-class families. Middle-class families don’t make $400,000.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. So let’s talk about that for just a minute.
If our concern is with billionaires, why was $400,000 the number
that was chosen to draw a line and add a new tax bracket?

Ms. YOUNG. Congressman, I think, and I don’t want to speak for
the Ranking Member, but I will speak for the budget. One tax pro-
posal to raise revenue is a billionaire tax. It also deals with hun-
dreds of millionaires. That is one. Another goes after large corpora-
tions, not taking their tax rate back to 35 percent before the 2017
tax cuts, but to 28 percent. So I think we were talking about one
particular focus, which was what we call the billionaire tax, but the
President has made an ironclad commitment, while you continue to
hear $400,000, is he wants to make sure he communicates clearly
to the American people that none of these tax policies that are up
for debate will he negotiate to raise taxes, including when we go
to the extension of the 2017 on those making under $400,000. It
is a value statement.
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Mr. EDWARDS. But it does raise taxes on farmers and small busi-
nesses that might make $400,000, and I think that you hit the nail
on the head when you said that the “intent of this,” and I think
this is most conservatives’ problem is to raise revenue that I know
my colleagues have pointed out that this government, this body
should not be spending. Are you a small business or a farmer?

Ms. YOUNG. I am not either. Just a child and grandchild of one.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Are you aware that folks in those positions
that grow our country’s food, that provide jobs for Americans, do
not have a regular income? They don’t make $400,000. Even if they
make $400,000, they don’t make it from year to year to year. Are
you aware of that? I said I would only ask one question.

Ms. YOUNG. Yeah.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Ms. YOUNG. No, I am well aware that many assets are not in-
come and are land and other equipment.

Mr. EDWARDS. So I have asked one of my two questions. I am
going to try to keep it to just two, but I do have some comments
and I am going to ask you a question about in just a minute be-
cause you and I here are both messengers. You are messaging the
President’s budget. I am messaging on behalf of small businesses,
farmers, and folks in my district, and my gosh, 5 minutes goes so
fast. The reality is many years, folks are struggling, and they have
to go take out loans to keep their business afloat, and to draw a
line at $400,000, because everybody is looking for that breakout
year, to draw a line at $400,000 is punitive to those folks for ac-
complishing what they want to, which is to have that breakout
year.

And after businesses and small farms have gone through what
they have gone through, and let’s run through that real quick.
After enjoying the strongest economy ever under the Trump Ad-
ministration, they were hit with a pandemic. Many of them were
forced to close. They were hit with inflation. The correction for the
inflation was that interest rates needed to be raised. Now they are
paying more on their debt in addition to the items that they were
hit on inflation, and now they are being told that they are not
doing their part, that they are not paying their fair share. I suggest
that is a slap in the face to small businesses and farmers, and it
cripples growth, it stalls our economy, and it limits the possibilities
for our American workforce, and my question is as a messenger,
would you take that back to the President?

Ms. YOUNG. I will, but if I can, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Please.

Ms. YOUNG. I know we are over time.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Please.

Ms. YOUNG. With regard to American farmers, and I feel strongly
about this, and I have talked to Secretary Vilsack. As you know,
he has done this a long time, so I am privileged to be able to serve
with him in the Cabinet. You know, we have got to do something
where only 10 percent of farmers make money in this country.
What can we do to make sure these family farmers stay around?
So you have my commitment. If we want to find solutions, they are
going to take bipartisan effort. I know the farm bill is coming up
this year. What can we do to make sure these family farmers stay
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around? So I commit to working with you and others, and Sec-
retary Vilsack and others, to look at how to reauthorize the farm
bill coming up this year.

Mr. EDWARDS. I would say we are talking about more than farm.
I am out of time, Mr. Chairman. I yield.

Chairman ARRINGTON. I thank my friend from North Carolina,
and the time now has come, as much fun as I know you are having
and would love to go for another 2 hours. I don’t mean to put words
in your mouth, Madam Director, but you have done, I have to say,
an outstanding job just persevering through the questions. The
President, I think, is well served by your candor and your construc-
tive tone, and, you know, for our first hearing, Ranking Member.
I want strong debate. I don’t want us to back down, shy away, pull
punches. I just want it to be about the policy differences, and I
want the American people to understand where we disagree and
why we disagree, and the principles behind it, and the policies be-
hind it, and then let the democracy, you know, have its effect, and
I know you are committed to that, too. In the spirit of civility——

Mr. BOYLE. Yeah.

Chairman ARRINGTON [continuing]. Why don’t you give some
closing remarks? I will give just a few, and we will let the good
lady go about her way.

Mr. BoYLE. I am happy to. First, if we learned just one thing
over the last 3-and-a-half hours is that Shalanda Young knows her
stuff, so thank you for being so knowledgeable about the budget,
a consummate professional. It is an honor to work with you. I also
congratulate you, Chairman, chairing your first Committee hear-
ing. Between this session and the session that we moderated in the
CVC for all House Members of both parties with the CBO Director,
I think both were, by and large, conducted on a bipartisan basis
and were informative. So I hope and believe that we have set a
tone for hopefully the rest of these 2 years.

One final comment I will make is I understand Director Young
has to do this all over again this afternoon in the Senate.

Ms. Youna. I do.

Mr. BovyLE. I believe the——

Ms. YOUNG. The House Approps is doing this to me.

Mr. BoyLE. Oh, House Approps? I believe the Constitution has
an amendment banning cruel and unusual punishment, so, Direc-
tor Young, you might have a lawsuit that I would support if you
pursue it, but with that, I yield back to you.

Chairman ARRINGTON. Well, I thank my friend from Pennsyl-
vania. Just a couple of comments because it was mentioned mul-
tiple times about the Republicans’ vision, budget framework, and
the values that that will reflect in comparison or contrast with the
ones that were articulated by you and discussed by our Members
today. Our commitment is there to get that budget framework out,
to have this same robust debate, and, again, to make that compari-
son about our vision for a stronger, safer, freer country, and to ad-
dress probably most of the problems we agree on in terms of the
needs, but probably disagree, and I know for me, in many ways,
starkly disagree with how to address those, how best to address
them to satisfy all stakeholders, and the public interest, and our
taxpayers as fiduciaries.
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So that is forthcoming, and I commit to that to my Ranking
Member and to my colleagues, and the principles will be reining in
spending because we believe that is a big problem, and we believe
we can’t get to the debt and we can’t guarantee our children that
blessing of security, and a stable economy, and future without
doing it. We also commit to growing the economy, among other
things that I hope will be clear about our budget, but thank you
for your time, and your long suffering, and your great attitude.

And with that, I will read my little remarks here. We have got
to get a bigger gavel

Ms. YOUNG. Oh yes. [Laughter.]

Chairman ARRINGTON. This is so disrespectful to a Texan. I
think you know that as a good Louisiana country girl. This is

Ms. YOUNG. It is not right.

Chairman ARRINGTON. This is not right, so we will let it slide
this time. I want to thank the Director again for appearing today.

Please be advised that Members may submit written questions
to be answered later in writing. Those questions and their answers
will be made part of the formal hearing record. Any Member who
wishes to submit a question or any extraneous material for the
record may do so within 7 days, and with that, the Committee
stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, the Committee was adjourned.]
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Questions for the Record



99

Committee on the Budget
Hearing on the President’s Fiscal Year 2024 Budget Request
March 23, 2023

Questions for the Record Submitted by Representative Stephanie Bice (OK-05)

o EPA Standards of Performance for New. Reconstructed, and Modified Sources of
Emissions Guidelines for Existing Sources: Oil and Natural Gas Sector Climate Review

o The Small Business Association’s Office of Advocacy filed comments and sent a
letter on February 13, 2023 that are critical of the EPA’s oil and natural gas methane
rule. Oklahoma has many small businesses that are part of the state’s oil and gas
industry and the proposed rule will put them at a disadvantage. The President’s
Budget request emphasizes growing the economy from the bottom up and the middle
out, including supporting small businesses and promoting fair competition.

o Question: Do you agree that the proposed rule will disadvantage small businesses in
the ONG industry and works against the President’s budget to support small
businesses?

o EPA Standards of Performance for New. Reconstructed. and Modified Sources of
Emissions Guidelines for Existing Sources: Qil and Natural Gas Sector Climate Review

o The Small Business Association’s Office of Advocacy filed comments and sent a
letter on February 13, 2023 that are critical of the EPA’s oil and natural gas methane
rule. Oklahoma has many small businesses that are part of the state’s oil and gas
industry and the proposed rule will put them at a disadvantage. The comments filed
by the SBA contained suggestions such as having the super-emitter response program
provide protections for small businesses operating in good faith and emphasize
reports of super-emitter events are not evidence of violating the Clean Air Act permit
or regulations.

o Question: When the OMB has an opportunity to weigh in on the EPA’s rule will it
consider recommendations put forward by the SBA?
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Representative Bob Good (VA-05)

Background: Last year, Congress enacted $61 billion for the Department of Homeland Security.
This year, the budget proposes “$60.4 billion in discretionary budget authority for 2024, a $0.6
billion or one-percent decrease from 2023 enacted level.” In that year, there were over 2.7
million border patrol enforcement actions taken by CBP. This represents a 30 percent increase
over FY21. These drastic increases in border patrol enforcement actions coupled with mass
migration events such as ‘migrant caravans’ have overwhelmed CBP agents and adversely
affected operational stability.

America’s top adversaries including Mexican drug cartels are well-aware of the strain at the
border and are taking advantage. In just the first four months of FY23, 53 people whose names
appear on the terrorist watchlist, including 15 in January alone, were stopped trying to cross the
U.S.-Mexico border between ports of entry. This total is more than the encounters in all FY17,
FY18,FY19, FY20, and FY21 combined and is on track to exceed the disturbing 98 encounters
in FY22.

Questions:
e What conversations have you had with officials at CBP as you and the President drafted
this budget? Who, if anyone, asked for a $600 million reduction in funding?

e How does the President justify a $4.7 billion dollar fund to facilitate the processing and
release of illegal migrants into the country? Aren’t these resources better spent preventing
illegal immigration in the first place?

e How can you justify allocating $123 million for DHS to support “market shaping
investments to Zero-Emission Vehicles and only allocate $40 million for combatting
fentany! trafficking?
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Representative Michael Burgess (TX-26)

Director Young, I have long been a champion of the policy that we need to pass the rebate
savings the government receives from insulin manufactures on to the patients who need it most.
This budget proposes expanding price controls on insulin at $35 for every American, even those
not on government plans.

o Deoes this budget account for the loss of the $17.3 billion that CBO calculated
Medicaid plans would gain through the removal of rebate caps enacted through the
American Rescue Plan?

o What do you think this arbitrary price control mandate does to innovation and health
care premiums?

Director Young, I have heard you say multiple times over the last few weeks that this budget
would ask the top 1% to “begin to pay their fair share.”

o What do you mean by “begin”?

o Where does it end? What would you consider to be a “fair share” for the top 1%, whe
employ a large majority of Americans?

Director Young, as acting Director of OMB during the passage of the American Rescue
Plan, did you not consider the inflationary effects it would have?

In speaking to Senator Lujan, you committed to working on the health care workforce
shortage, an issue that I have long been concerned about even prior to the stresses of the
pandemic.

o Does this commitment include working with CMS to raise the pay of those very health
care professionals who have had their pay cut every year, only adding to the stresses
of their job?

w2
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Representative Scott Peters (CA-50)

Director Young: The Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) recently issued
guidance on the Medicare Drug Price Negotiation program. This guidance will
implement the first round of Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) negotiations to take effect in
2026. This inquiry relates to the Maximum Fair Price (MFP) Methodology. The MEP
methodology will start with net prices of therapeutic alternatives and adjust upwards or
downwards based first on clinical comparisons and then second on the manufacturer
specific factors (research and development costs, cost of production, federal financial
support, patent information, and market data). However, there is a need to clarify further
how CMS will address an unmet need or how it will adjust the MIFP for therapeutic
advance over the course of a product’s lifetime. These types of considerations are
necessary o maintain innovation and ensure patients with difficult and complex diseases
can continue fo see new therapies come to market.

We can ensure that the Medicare negotiation paradigm in the IRA is successful, while
also making sure investments continue fo flow in high-risk areas, especially those
diseases like Alzheimer’s that disproportionately harm traditional underserved
commumnities.

o As the OMB clears the final guidance, how will it ensure that true innovation,
which addresses unmet patient needs, continues to be rewarded?

Director Young: As CMS officials have noted, the administration has been working hard
to implement the IRA s drug pricing provisions under very tight deadlines.

o Can you tell me what steps your office is taking to work with CMS and make
sure they are following open and transparent practices to implement these
provisions, including (but not limited to): publishing draft policies for
comment, allowing at least 60 days for comment wherever possible, and
providing robust responses to comments received?

Director Young: One area the IRA did not address was the role of Pharmacy Benefit
Managers (PBMs) in driving the up the cost of medicines for patients in need. Three
PBM s currently control about 80% of prescription claims in the US. Despite the
availability of authorized generic versions of certain brand medicines — which may have
considerably lower list prices than their otherwise therapeutically equivalent brand name
counterparts - PBMs do not atways include these medicines on their standard
commercial formularies. PBMs may exclude lower list price versions of brand medicines
from their formularies in favor of higher list price versions. This increases PBM revenue
but can force patients to pay higher out-of-pocket costs.

o Can you tell me what the president’s budget does to address PBMs and their
role in driving up prescription drug prices?
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Representative Jan Schakowsky (1L-09)

e As OMB’s Made in America Office continues to implement Build America Buy America
Act, can you provide an update on the use of de minimis, small grants, and minor
components general waivers and whether OMB intends to update its guidance?

* Limited use of these tools can be effective in advancing implementation while providing
commonsense flexibility. However, if these tools are applied too broadly, they have the
effect of limiting Buy America coverage. I am aware of concerns that some departments
have sought de minimis waivers that allow for a significant amount of non-compliant
products to be used in projects. For instance, the Department of Transportation proposed
a de minimis waiver policy set at 5% of overall project costs, which effectively creates a
non-compliance allowance that may well exceed the actual amount of materials used in
many projects.
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Rep. Bice
EPA oil and natural gas methane: Rule 1

EPA Standards of Performance for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources of Emissions
Guidelines for Existing Sources: Oil and Natural Gas Sector Climate Review

o The Small Business Association’s Office of Advocacy filed comments and sent a
letter on February 13, 2023 that are critical of the EPA’s oil and natural gas methane
rule. Oklahoma has many small businesses that are part of the state’s oil and gas
industry and the proposed rule will put them at a disadvantage. The President’s
Budget request emphasizes growing the economy from the bottom up and the middle
out, including supporting small businesses and promoting fair competition.

o Question: Do you agree that the proposed rule will disadvantage small businesses in
the ONG industry and works against the President’s budget to support small
businesses?

EPA's proposal and supplemental proposals related to the Oil and Natural Gas Sector Climate
Review identified small business impacts. OMB participated in a review panel with SBA and EPA
to gather feedback from small businesses on this issue. In the supplemental proposal, EPA proposed
or took comment on several regulatory alternatives that could reduce impacts on small business.

w
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Rep. Bice
EPA oil and natural gas methane: Rule 2

‘When the OMB has an opportunity to weigh in on the EPA’s rule will it consider
recommendations put forward by the SBA?

OIRA considers all interagency comments received during its review process, including those
that might be submitted from the SBA, and shares inter-agency feedback with the authoring

agency.
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Rep. Burgess
Insulin price cap

Director Young, I have long been a champion of the policy that we need to pass the rebate
savings the government receives from insulin manufactures on to the patients who need it
most. This budget proposes expanding price controls on insulin at $35 for every American,
even those not on government plans.

o Does this budget account for the loss of the $17.3 billion that CBO calculated Medicaid
plans would gain through the removal of rebate caps enacted through the American
Rescue Plan?

o What do you think this arbitrary price control mandate does to innovation and
health care premiums?

Section 9816 of the American Rescue Plan Act eliminated a cap on Medicaid manufacturer drug
rebates, ensuring manufacturers pay proportional rebates covering all price increases for a drug,
and therefore lowering costs for states and taxpayers.

As part of the Inflation Reduction Act, nearly 4 million seniors on Medicare with diabetes started
to see their insulin costs capped at $35 per month this past January, saving some seniors hundreds
of dollars for a month’s supply. The Administration believes this life-saving benefit should be
available and affordable to everyone, which is why the President’s FY 2024 Budget extends the
insulin price cap to privately insured individuals and it does so without driving up the cost of
premiums. In fact, some manufacturers have followed the President's lead in lowering their insulin
prices, a clear sign that they were price gouging without innovating. In addition, the Administration
believes that fostering scientific innovation is essential to both promoting better health care and
improving health, which is why the Biden Administration 2021 Comprehensive Plan for Addressing
High Drug Prices includes innovation as one of its key guiding principles.
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Rep. Burgess
Taxes

Director Young, I have heard you say multiple times over the last few weeks that this budget
would ask the top 1% to “begin to pay their fair share.”

o What do you mean by “begin”?

o Where does it end? What would you consider to be a “fair share” for the top
1%, who employ a large majority of Americans?

For too long, it has been too easy for the wealthiest Americans to reduce their taxes by taking
advantage of loopholes and special tax advantages. Right now, under our current system, some of
the wealthiest people in our country end up paying a lower tax rate, as a share of their income, than
a middle-class family. Some recent research estimated that the average tax rate of the richest 400
billionaires was just 8%. The President doesn’t believe that is fair. And the American people agree
with the President that billionaires should not be paying lower tax rates than ordinary middle-
class families. That’s why the President’s Budget includes several proposals—including a
proposed Billionaire Minimum Tax—to ensure that those at the top pay a share of their income
comparable to the rates paid by working Americans in professions such as nursing and teaching.
The President takes a reasonable approach to tax reform. For example, the corporate tax rate increase
in the budget would see the rate go from 21% to 28%, which is still far lower than the 35% tax
rate on corporations that was in place prior to the 2017 tax cuts.
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Rep. Burgess
American Rescue Plan and inflation

Director Young, as acting Director of OMB during the passage of the American Rescue Plan,
did you not consider the inflationary effects it would have?

1 did not work for the Administration, as I was not yet confirmed as Deputy Director, until after
the passage of the American Rescue Plan.
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Rep. Burgess
Healthcare workforce

In speaking to Senator Lujan, you committed to working on the health care workforce shortage,
an issue that I have long been concerned about even prior to the stresses of the pandemic.

o Does this commitment include working with CMS to raise the pay of those very health

care professionals who have had their pay cut every year, only adding to the stresses of

their job?
The health workforce plays a vital role in responding to public health threats including the behavioral
health crisis, addressing health disparities, and improving the health and resiliency of communities.
As the demand for healthcare workers increases and concerns of potential shortages grows, the
Administration remains committed to strengthening and expanding the workforce. The FY 2024
budget provides $2.7 billion to HRSA workforce programs, including $947 million in mandatory
resources, to expand workforce capacity across the country.

The Budget includes proposals that would expand coverage and payment, providing additional
reimbursement to parts of the workforce, such as certain behavioral health professionals and
community health workers. The Budget also provides $150 billion for home and community-based
services including increased Medicaid reimbursement for well-paid home care workers.
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Rep. Good
Customs and Border Protection funding

Background: Last year, Congress enacted $61 billion for the Department of Homeland
Security. This year, the budget proposes “$60.4 billion in discretionary budget authority for
2024, a $0.6 billion or one-percent decrease from 2023 enacted level.” In that year, there were
over 2.7 million border patrol enforcement actions taken by CBP. This represents a 30 percent
increase over FY21. These drastic increases in border patrol enforcement actions coupled
with mass migration events such as ‘migrant caravans’ have overwhelmed CBP agents and
adversely affected operational stability.

America’s top adversaries including Mexican drug cartels are well-aware of the strain at the
border and are taking advantage. In just the first four months of FY23, 53 people whose
names appear on the terrorist watchlist, including 15 in January alone, were stopped trying
to cross the U.S.-Mexico border between ports of entry. This total is more than the encounters
in all FY17, FY18, FY19, FY20, and FY21 combined and is on track to exceed the disturbing
98 encounters in FY22.

Questions:

What conversations have you had with officials at CBP as you and the President drafted this
budget? Who, if anyone, asked for a $600 million reduction in funding?

The facts remain that, when adjusted for how TSA passenger fees are treated, DHS would
receive a 6.3% increase in the President’s Budget. Total discretionary budget authority outside of
special funding for the border last year for DHS was $60.8 billion and the President’s Budget
proposes $64.6 billion, when TSA passenger fees are not deducted from the DHS topline. To go
even further this administration asked Congress to provide a $4.7 billion contingency fund to
strengthen border management as part of the President’s Budget. With that accounted for, DHS
would receive $69.3 billion, a 9.1% increase over last year’s total funding.

Consequently, the FY 2024 Budget invests in personnel and technology to enhance border
security, to disrupt drug and human trafficking, and to provide safe and orderly pathways that
stem irregular migration. We look forward to working with you to secure the President’s 9%
increase for the Department of Homeland Security.
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Rep. Good

Immigration processing

How does the President justify a $4.7 billion dollar fund to facilitate the processing and release
of illegal migrants into the country? Aren’t these resources better spent preventing illegal
immigration in the first place?

The FY 2024 Budget invests in personnel and technology to enhance border security, disrupt drug
and human trafficking, and provide safe and orderly immigration pathways that stem irregular
migration. That includes the creation of a $4.7 billion contingency fund to provide resources to
address increases in southwest border migration when necessary. The fund is an innovative policy
that will come into play only if there is a migration surge. The fund would receive quarterly
appropriations only if pre-defined southwest border encounter levels are met, and would help DHS
be prepared to address border management needs that may arise. This is an acknowledgment that
migration patterns can quickly change and provides a funding structure that allows for quick
response, only if necessary. To be clear, funding these border management activities and agencies
is necessary whether done through a contingency fund or as has historically been done, as part of
the regular appropriations for DHS. We believe the contingency fund is more fiscally responsible
as DHS would only access funds if migration patterns change. To properly manage the border,
under the current laws of the United States, the Administration continues to call on Congress to
enact meaningful immigration reform, consistent with the President’s immigration plan submitted
to Congress on day one of his Administration.

10
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Rep. Good
DHS Zero-Emission Vehicles

How can you justify allocating $123 million for DHS to support “market shaping investments
to Zero-Emission Vehicles and only allocate $40 million for combatting fentanyl trafficking?

The FY 2024 Budget includes $7.4 billion for drug control activities at the Department of Homeland
Security, including activities to combat fentanyl trafficking, a 6 percent increase above the FY 2023
Enacted level. This includes $4.3 billion at U.S. Customs and Border Protection, $2.2 billion at
the U.S. Coast Guard, and $726 million at Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE).

In support of the President's goal of transitioning to a fully zero emission vehicle Federal fleet, the
Department of Homeland Security's budget includes $123 million for zero-emission vehicle (ZEV)
acquisitions and deployment of supporting charging stations and infrastructure. As the third-largest
Federal agency, DHS's investment in ZEVs is an important step towards curbing the carbon emissions
from tailpipes that threaten the planet and harm U.S. communities. The proposed funding level will
enable DHS to be responsive to the ongoing supply chain issues while maintaining operational
requirements as the fleet transitions to ZEVs.
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Rep. Peters
Maximum Fair Price Methodology

Director Young: The Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) recently issued
guidance on the Medicare Drug Price Negotiation program. This guidance will implement
the first round of Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) negotiations to take effect in 2026. This
inquiry relates to the Maximum Fair Price (MFP) Methodology. The MFP methodology will
start with net prices of therapeutic alternatives and adjust upwards or downwards based first
on clinical comparisons and then second on the manufacturer specific factors (research and
development costs, cost of production, federal financial support, patent information, and
market data). However, there is a need to clarify further how CMS will address an unmet
need or how it will adjust the MFP for therapeutic advance over the course of a product's
lifetime. These types of considerations are necessary to maintain innovation and ensure
patients with difficult and complex diseases can continue to see new therapies come to market.
We can ensure that the Medicare negotiation paradigm in the IRA is successful, while also
making sure investments continue to flow in high-risk areas, especially those diseases like
Alzheimer's that disproportionately harm traditional underserved communities.

o As the OMB clears the final guidance, how will it ensure that true innovation, which
addresses unmet patient needs, continues to be rewarded?

The Administration is committed to supporting public and private research and ensuring market
incentives promote discovery of innovative and accessible new treatments. It is the Administration's
belief that fostering scientific innovation is essential to both promoting better health care and
improving health, which is why the Biden Administration 2021 Comprehensive Plan for Addressing
High Drug Prices includes innovation as one of its key guiding principles. These principles will
continue to guide our drug pricing reform efforts including implementation of the Inflation Reduction
Act. Specifically, the recently released Medicare Drug Price Negotiation Program Initial Guidance
solicits comment on how to evaluate the clinical benefit, among other attributes, of drugs selected
for negotiation as compared to their therapeutic alternatives in order to determine the initial offer
and maximum fair price.
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Rep. Peters

Inflation Reduction Act drug pricing provisions

Director Young: As CMS officials have noted, the administration has been working hard to
implement the IRA’s drug pricing provisions under very tight deadlines.

o Can you tell me what steps your office is taking to work with CMS and make sure
they are following open and transparent practices to implement these provisions,
including (but not limited to): publishing draft policies for comment, allowing at least

60 days for comment wherever possible, and providing robust responses to comments
received?

The Administration and the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) are taking steps
toward implementing the Medicare Drug Price Negotiation Program, setting the stage for multiple
comment opportunities for members of the public, people with Medicare and their families,
beneficiary and consumer advocates, pharmaceutical manufacturers, health care providers, and
other interested parties. As the law is implemented, CMS intends to prioritize transparency and
robust engagement among all interested parties. Additional information on IRA implementation
and opportunities to engage can be found on CMS' "Inflation Reduction Act and Medicare" website
(https://www.cms.gov/inflation-reduction-act-and-medicare).

13
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Rep. Peters
Pharmacy Benefit Managers

Director Young: One area the IRA did not address was the role of Pharmacy Benefit Managers
(PBMs) in driving the up the cost of medicines for patients in need. Three PBM’s currently
control about 80% of prescription claims in the US. Despite the availability of authorized
generic versions of certain brand medicines — which may have considerably lower list prices
than their otherwise therapeutically equivalent brand name counterparts — PBMs do not
always include these medicines on their standard commercial formularies. PBMs may exclude
lower list price versions of brand medicines from their formularies in favor of higher list price
versions. This increases PBM revenue but can force patients to pay higher out-of-pocket costs.

o Can you tell me what the president’s budget does to address PBMs and their role in
driving up prescription drug prices?

The Budget builds upon the Inflation Reduction Act to continue lowering the cost of prescription
drugs. This carries indirect impacts for PBMs as misaligned incentives and exorbitant prices and
price increases are addressed. The Administration has taken targeted regulatory action to ensure
Part D plans and PBMs share all discounts they receive from network pharmacies at the point of
sale so beneficiaries can also share in the savings. This policy, effective January 1, 2024, reduces
beneficiary out of pocket costs, improves price transparency and market competition in the Part D
program, and works to address PBMs and their role in driving up prescription drug prices. We
look forward to working with Congress on the President's Budget proposals and other ways to
reduce drug costs.

14
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Rep. Schakowsky
Build America Buy America waivers

As OMB’s Made in America Office continues to implement Build America Buy America Act,
can you provide an update on the use of de minimis, small grants, and minor components
general waivers and whether OMB intends to update its guidance?

Limited use of these tools can be effective in advancing implementation while providing
commonsense flexibility. However, if these tools are applied too broadly, they have the effect
of limiting Buy America coverage. I am aware of concerns that some departments have sought
de minimis waivers that allow for a significant amount of non-compliant products to be used
in projects. For instance, the Department of Transportation proposed a de minimis waiver
policy set at 5% of overall project costs, which effectively creates a non-compliance allowance
that may well exceed the actual amount of materials used in many projects.

On November 4, 2022, DOT posted for public comment a proposed de minimis costs, small grants,
and minor components waiver. As you note, DOT received public comments with respect to the
applicability of the proposed de minimis waiver, which would apply if “the total value of the
non-compliant products is no more than the lesser of $1,000,000 or 5 percent of total allowable
costs under the Federal financial assistance award.” DOT is considering the comments received
during the comment period. The Made in America Office will ensure waivers issued by agencies
are consistent with policy.
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