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Chairman Burchett, Ranking Member Stansbury, members of the Subcommittee, thank you 
very much for inviting me to testify today. 

I am currently the senior director of Federal Budget Policy at the Center for American 
Progress, an independent, nonpartisan policy institute that is dedicated to improving the 
lives of all Americans through bold, progressive ideas, as well as strong leadership and 
concerted action. I work to ensure the federal budget prioritizes policies that help the most 
vulnerable people. Prior to joining American Progress, I served in the Biden-Harris White 
House as adviser to the director of the Office of Management and Budget, where I assisted 
with the American Rescue Plan and the Inflation Reduction Act, as well as the president’s 
budget requests, budget concepts, and budget scorekeeping. 

I intend to make three points in my testimony today: 

First, the government owes good services to the American people. 

Second, looking for duplication should not be a cover for cutting assistance.  

And third, any savings from increased efficiency pale in comparison to the costs of tax cuts 
enacted this century. 

To the first point, the purpose of government is to serve. It’s to make people’s lives better. 
Looking for increased efficiency is a worthy and important goal, and therefore the primary 
focus of growing efficiency should be about better serving Americans, and only secondarily 
about reducing costs to the government. In some cases, it may make more sense to have 
separate applications for programs, and in other cases it may make sense to combine 
them. But it’s not primarily about the dollars to the government. It’s about efficiency and 



efficacy for the people whom the government is serving. If policymakers find a way to cut 
administrative costs to the federal government by dramatically increasing the burden on 
the American people, they have made it worse, not better. 

Which brings me to my second point. These efforts must not be a secret tool for cutting 
services themselves. In most cases, programs that people allege are duplicative are not 
actually duplicative. Frequently, they’re deliberately set up to serve different populations, 
or to address different difficulties. 

Consider people who receive Unemployment Insurance while receiving Disability 
Insurance benefits. Imagine a person who’d been earning a salary and paying into the SSDI 
Trust Fund for two decades and then became disabled with a traumatic brain injury in a 
construction accident and started collecting Disability Insurance. While unable to 
participate in substantial gainful employment, they were able to do part-time work at their 
local grocery store. Then the grocery store closed and they lost their job. They’re now 
eligible to collect Unemployment Insurance. You can see why society might encourage the 
person to work at their local grocery store and not want to strip them of their Disability 
Insurance benefits, and you can see why it then makes sense for them to still receive 
Unemployment Insurance benefits after losing that job. That’s the system working 
correctly. 

Sometimes it can make sense to combine the administration of programs that address 
different populations or that serve different but related needs. But regardless of the setup, 
Congress should ensure that the intended groups still receive the intended services and 
benefits. 

Consider the Trump administration’s budget proposal to combine 18 separate education 
grants into a single grant. Most of those 18 grants deliberately serve different populations. 
For example, the proposal included McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and 
Youth; Neglected, Delinquent, and At-Risk Children and Youth; Magnet Schools 
Assistance; Comprehensive Literacy State Development Grants; 21st Century afterschool 
and summer programs; and Arts in Education for example.2 Those deliberately serve 
different populations and address different needs. 

Education is primarily run by states and local governments, and the federal government 
steps in specifically to address situations in which students would slip through the cracks. 
The grants deliberately target different populations in order to prevent specific groups from 
falling behind. Combining them into a single block grant defeats that purpose. It could 
make sense to have all these programs run differently, or to have a single application form 



for all of them to make enrollment simpler. But it does not make sense to make them all 
into a single block grant that is no longer required to serve the intended purposes. 

Now, there are some duplicative or fragmented programs. Sometimes combining in full will 
be better, and sometimes doing so even saves on the cost of administration. But that can’t 
be an excuse to cut the benefits themselves. Suppose there are two $50 million programs 
that do the same thing, and Congress gets rid of one of them. That’s not simply eliminating 
duplication. That’s eliminating $50 million in benefits and making people worse off. 

Furthermore, block granting programs has traditionally led to dramatic cuts to services, 
and oftentimes led to less oversight. The quintessential example is TANF, whose real value 
has declined by roughly 60 percent since its creation—and which now allows for so much 
discretion that it barely serves its actual purpose of providing basic assistance for children 
anymore.3 

And in fact the Trump administration’s proposal to combine education grants, in addition to 
no longer necessarily serving their intended recipients, calls for an immediate cut of more 
than two-thirds to these programs as a whole.4 

If a plan is getting savings purely by cutting benefits, it’s doing it wrong. And if it’s only 
getting savings from more efficient administration of programs, there just isn’t very much 
there.5 

That brings me to the final point, which is, if Congress really is focused on the deficit, 
pinching pennies around the administration of programs is the wrong area. If Congress 
implemented every single recommendation in GAO’s giant report, that would amount to, 
very roughly, $20 billion in savings each year.6 

The tax cuts from the Big Beautiful Bill lost 25 to 30 times that much in federal revenue.7 In 
other words, you could take every recommendation GAO offered in its annual report on 
opportunities to reduce fragmentation, overlap, and duplication – noting by the way that 
the hypermajority of those savings do not actually come from stopping duplicative 
programs and instead come from proposals such as having Medicare make site-neutral 
payments and ensuring better IRS enforcement against tax cheats – and this Congress 
would still be in the red by more than half a trillion dollars every year because of the tax 
cuts this body enacted seven months ago. The 10-year cost of the tax cuts that began in 
2017 and then were made permanent and expanded last year is $5.8 trillion over the 
decade, assuming the new temporary provisions are extended.8 The Bush tax cuts lose that 
much in revenue again, even assuming a permanent AMT patch had been enacted 
beforehand and so do not count as part of the cost of the Bush tax cuts.9 On top of that 



more than $1 trillion in lost revenue every year from those tax cuts, the government loses 
another $725 billion each year from tax cheats and misfiled taxes.10  

The logic of working hard to find every single penny of efficiency in spending on programs 
that serve ordinary people is never applied to the richest Americans and their taxes. The 
richest Americans are not asked to do more with less. Tax cuts for the richest Americans 
are not subjected to any sort of efficiency test. In fact, it’s the other way around. Congress 
keeps coming up with new and creative ways to cut taxes for those with the most, with 
hardly any economic justification in many cases. 

In contrast, the Big Beautiful Bill actually made the largest cuts to the social safety net in all 
of U.S. history, taking food away from hungry children and health care away from sick 
Americans. 

I think that bringing down deficits from current levels is a good goal if done responsibly in a 
way that doesn’t hurt working and struggling Americans by cutting crucial programs they 
rely on. And Congress should look first to reversing some of the tax cuts enacted this 
century that are costing the government more than $1 trillion per year. 

Thank you. 
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