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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. KIRK). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 21, 2004. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MARK STE-
VEN KIRK to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend James Patterson, Pas-
tor Emeritus, Lakewood United Meth-
odist Church, Erie, Pennsylvania, of-
fered the following prayer: 

God of our fathers, grant that we 
may greet this day’s duties and respon-
sibilities with a constant remembrance 
of the great traditions that make this 
hallowed place echo with debate, com-
promise, and eternal guidance. 

May the realization of Your presence 
guide all of our decisions. Be with us in 
our silence and in our speech, in our 
haste and in our leisure, in our com-
panionship, and in our solitude. 

May the freshness of this morning 
and the weariness of the evening crown 
all with the desire to help Your people, 
our folks at home, as well as the 
strangers in other States and terri-
tories. 

May we give them and You our very 
best, so that some day we may hear 
Your words, ‘‘Well done, good and 
faithful servant.’’ Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 1914. An act to provide for the 
issuance of a coin to commemorate the 400th 
anniversary of the Jamestown settlement. 

H.R. 2768. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of Chief Justice John Marshall. 

H.R. 3277. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the 230th Anniversary of the United 
States Marine Corps, and to support con-
struction of the Marine Corps Heritage Cen-
ter. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 2700. An act to provide an additional 
temporary extension of programs under the 
Small Business Act and the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 through September 
17, 2004, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 96–114, as 
amended, the Chair, on behalf of the 
Majority Leader, appoints the fol-
lowing individuals to the Congressional 
Award Board: 

Kelly Didawick, of Virginia and 
Michael Carozza of Maryland. 

The message also announced that the 
Secretary be directed to return to the 
House of Representatives (H.R. 4766) 
entitled ‘‘An Act making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2005, and for 
other purposes’’, in compliance with a 
request of the House for the return 
thereof. 

f 

WHAT HAPPENED TO THOSE 
DOCUMENTS? 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when our national security is of para-
mount importance, President Clinton 
laughed when asked what he thought 
about his former National Security Ad-
viser stealing and losing highly classi-
fied national terrorism documents. But 
this is no trifling matter. 

The documents were codeword secret, 
the most highly guarded secrets we 
have. One or more copies of a memo, an 
analysis of the Clinton administra-
tion’s antiterror efforts around the 
millennium, are still missing. 

In the highest levels of the Clinton 
administration, terrorism may have 
been a laughing matter. We know now 
it is not. This is a serious breach of se-
curity. This is the guy who served as a 
senior adviser to the Kerry campaign 
and wants a top spot in the Kerry ad-
ministration. 

We should question Senator KERRY’s 
judgment for placing him in a key posi-
tion in his campaign. 

Fox News reported that he hid the 
documents in his socks ‘‘inadvert-
ently.’’ 

Whether or not that is true, this 
whole thing stinks. 
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ADMINISTRATION NEEDS TO GET 

SERIOUS ABOUT HOMELAND SE-
CURITY FUNDING 
(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, no one 
talks a better game than the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. But be-
yond the bluster, there is reason to feel 
deeply insecure about this administra-
tion’s efforts to protect America. 

Although we hear a great deal about 
the war on terror, no competent gen-
eral in any war would leave his home 
defenses with so many holes. Every 
line of critical homeland defense is un-
derfunded and unprepared for an attack 
on American soil, and we are going in 
the wrong direction. 

Unbelievably, the administration es-
sentially froze homeland security 
spending in 2003. The President’s budg-
et cut port security grant funding by 63 
percent, cut first responder funding 
within the Department of Homeland 
Security by 15 percent, and provided no 
dedicated funding whatsoever for rail 
security or protecting chemical plants 
and nuclear power plants. 

My question is, when is this adminis-
tration going to get serious about fund-
ing homeland security. 

f 

HOUSE KILLS OPTIONS RULE 
SHIFT 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the House voted to block a rule 
that would require companies to count 
stock options against their profits. 
Now, Federal Reserve Chairman Green-
span, a proponent of mandatory ex-
pensing and the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board proposal, told a Sen-
ate hearing yesterday that he would be 
most concerned if Congress intervened. 
Of the rule-making board, he said, I 
think they do a good job. It is a tough 
job. But the House yesterday inter-
vened. 

Advocates of mandatory expensing 
include Securities and Exchange Com-
missioner and Chairman William Don-
aldson, the billionaire investor, Warren 
Buffett and all four big accounting 
firms. The FASB proposal answered the 
call for accurate financial statements 
that came from a string of corporate 
scandals starting with Enron. 

Mr. Speaker, who could be against 
that? Just allow stock options to be ex-
pensed. We could allow exceptions for 
start-up companies, especially in the 
high-tech area, but instead Congress, 
here in the House yesterday, blocked a 
rule to count stock options. 

I hope the Senate will not pass this 
legislation. 

f 

ATTACK THE DEFICIT 
(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
lican leadership still does not grasp the 
importance of reducing our Nation’s 
deficits. Instead, they continue to 
focus on misplaced priorities. 

Our Nation faces record deficits, and 
we ought to tackle the real problems 
that deficits pose. Deficits put a strain 
on the economy. They threaten Social 
Security and force families to bear the 
burden of our Nation’s debt. 

Over the next 6 years, Nevada fami-
lies will pay on average more than 
$20,000 out of their own pockets to help 
cover the cost of the national debt. In-
stead of dealing with this, the Repub-
lican leaders have chosen this week to 
focus on legislation that would erode 
the separation of powers by removing 
Federal court jurisdictions to review 
challenges to the Defense of Marriage 
Act. 

It is incomprehensible to me that Re-
publican leaders have deemed this the 
pressing issue when millions of Ameri-
cans have no health insurance, we still 
have not passed a transportation bill, 
and our deficits are skyrocketing out 
of control. 

Let us focus on what is really impor-
tant to American families, attack ris-
ing deficits with sensible approaches 
and let us let all of this extraneous 
nonsense go by the wayside where it 
belongs. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG CARD 
HELPING SENIORS 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sing 
the praises of the Medicare-approved 
prescription drug card. Seniors are now 
saving up to 20 percent off brand-name 
prescriptions, 40 percent off generics 
and 60 percent off mail order prescrip-
tions. 

In addition, America’s poorest sen-
iors can sign up to receive an addi-
tional $1,200 credit for their prescrip-
tions over the next year and a half. For 
those lower-income seniors, savings 
can be as high as 86 percent off what 
they are paying before the card. 

Now that seniors are receiving these 
savings, Democrats have realized they 
cannot claim that the cards do not 
help. America’s poorest seniors are get-
ting cash subsidies for their medica-
tions, so now the Democrats have 
taken a new approach to their medi- 
scare tactics. 

Since they know the cards are bene-
ficial, they are now saying that they 
are too confusing. Well, if seniors will 
call the 1–800–MEDICARE number and 
have their prescription bottles handy, 
give them your ZIP code, what pre-
scriptions you are currently taking, 
the name of each drug, the dose, how 
often you take the drug, and the cost 
of the drug, you will be able to receive 

information that will immediately be 
of assistance. 

f 

RICH GET RICHER, POOR GET 
POORER 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, two 
headlines speak volumes about the eco-
nomic conditions of the middle class in 
America today: Sunday’s New York 
Times headline, ‘‘Hourly Pay is Not 
Keeping Pace With Price Rises’’; yes-
terday’s Wall Street Journal, ‘‘So Far, 
Economic Recovery Tilts to the High-
est Income Americans.’’ And for the 
middle class we have a wage and ben-
efit recession. 

These headlines show that there is 
two-track economy, one for the very 
wealthy who are doing well, and one 
for the middle class who are struggling 
to keep pace with their middle-class 
dreams and providing for their chil-
dren. 

What we have today is a $500 billion 
deficit all financed because we are try-
ing to wage three wars with three tax 
cuts and showing it cannot be done. 

Republicans have chosen to put off 
addressing America’s health care cri-
sis, rising tuition costs, stagnant 
wages, and the ever-elusive retirement 
security. 

As corporate profits boom in America 
by 16 percent, America’s middle class 
are feeling squeezed by stagnant wages 
and rising health care costs. While 
sales of BMWs and at Neiman-Marcus 
are rising, same store sales at Target 
and Wal-Mart are stagnant. 

With a record like this, only this ad-
ministration would wave the banner, 
‘‘Mission Accomplished’’ above the 
economy. It is time to put that banner 
back where it came from. 

f 

NO HONEST MISTAKE 
(Mrs. MILLER of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, it is absolutely amazing that 
since the revelations about Sandy 
Berger, who was National Security Ad-
viser for President Clinton and has 
been the Kerry Campaign’s senior pol-
icy adviser, since these revelations 
that Sandy Berger had removed classi-
fied documents at the National Ar-
chives, that my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have been so 
dismissive of this gross violation of our 
national security. 

I can only imagine the howls from 
the other side of the aisle if allegations 
were made against Condoleezza Rice, 
that she had stuffed documents, classi-
fied documents in her socks and re-
moved them from the Archives and 
that some of the documents were still 
missing. 

I am sure we would hear accusations 
of a cover-up, a vast conspiracy. 
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No, we are hearing none of that from 

my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. Instead, what do we hear? They 
say it was a mistake, an honest mis-
take, more innocent than it looks. We 
certainly do not hear any calls for in-
vestigations. 

Well, I am both shocked and appalled 
by these reports, and I am calling for 
the appropriate House committee to in-
vestigate. The American people deserve 
to know. 

f 

FAILED REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 1,168 days since President Bush 
and the Republican Party embarked on 
their economic plan for our country. 
During that time the national debt has 
increased by $1,636,400,551,909.99. 

According to the Web site for the Bu-
reau of the Public Debt at the U.S. De-
partment of Treasury, yesterday the 
Nation’s outstanding privately held 
debt was $4,228,487,022,143.12. Foreign 
holdings, debt held by foreign govern-
ments and others, not Americans, now 
total $1.5 trillion. This is an increase of 
$740 billion since January 2001 and is 
now 41 percent of all privately held 
debt. 

f 

b 1015 

PROGRESS IN IRAQ REPORTED IN 
THE NEW YORK TIMES 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday’s New York Times 
front page surprisingly detailed some 
of the progress being made daily in 
Iraq. The article described dozens of 
small-scale construction initiatives or 
microprojects that have been under 
way throughout Iraq. This includes 
digging wells to supply water to hun-
dreds in small towns and helping to re-
store historic sites that are essential 
to the local culture. 

This is only a grudging glimpse of 
the good news that has been taking 
place in Iraq since the American mili-
tary and coalition forces liberated the 
nation from Saddam Hussein’s tyran-
nical regime. I have seen firsthand the 
positive progress being made in Iraq to 
build a civil society which fights ter-
rorist training to protect Iraqi and 
American families. 

I am encouraged that media outlets, 
such as the New York Times that for 
too long ignored the good news in Iraq 
in favor of police-blotter journalism, 
are now showing limited signs of bal-
anced reporting. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops. 
We will never forget September 11. 

HONORING STUDENTS AROUND 
NEW YORK CITY WHO PARTICI-
PATED IN CONSTITUTION EDU-
CATION AND ENGAGEMENT 
PROJECT 

(Mr. WEINER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
pay tribute to the over 100 students 
from around New York City who par-
ticipated this year in the Constitution 
Education Engagement Project. The 
CEEP program, of which Carl Bonomo 
is the founder and Dorothy McCloskey 
is the director, takes secondary school 
students from around New York City 
and asks them to have hearings, dis-
cussion and debates and arrive at a 
piece of legislation for this Congress to 
consider. 

This year, the winner was from the 
Wadleigh Secondary School. Their 
piece of legislation, which addresses 
the inequities in education funding, I 
will be introducing in the RECORD fol-
lowing these remarks, as well as the 
list of students who participated to 
make this project such a success. 

The legislation that they have come 
up with addresses problems that affect 
over 41 States in the United States, 
and that is the inequity between fund-
ing among different school districts. In 
New York State alone, $17,000 is spent 
per student in one district compared to 
$6,000 per student in others. 

Since 1973, 45 different States have 
had to address the inequities in school 
funding. The students at the Wadleigh 
Secondary School are among our 
brightest and best. They are members 
of the CEEP program, which seeks to 
address the problems we have in our 
country through the legislative proc-
ess. 

I hope this House joins in paying 
tribute to their successes. 

f 

FEDERAL MARRIAGE AMENDMENT 

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

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to address the proposed Fed-
eral marriage amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution. 

Marriage for thousands of years has 
been between one man and one woman. 
This body passed the Defense of Mar-
riage Act, along with 38 State legisla-
tures. Yet in recent years, courts and 
other government authorities have ac-
tually worked against these efforts to 
protect marriage. 

Today, because of local government 
authorities, homosexual couples are 
able to be married in certain States 
and cities in our country. It will not be 
long until a couple will try to force an-
other State to recognize this marriage; 
and sooner or later, they will find a 
Federal judge who will side with them. 

Congress must take a stand now 
against these efforts to thwart the will 

of Congress, State legislatures, and the 
American people. Thus far, Federal law 
has not stopped courts from ruling in 
favor of these illegal unions. Organiza-
tions have challenged DOMA in arenas 
that further remove the decision-mak-
ing process from the general public and 
their elected representatives, barring 
the majority of Americans from being 
heard during the process. 

We should support efforts to block 
Federal judges from overriding DOMA, 
but only the Federal marriage amend-
ment can protect the American peo-
ple’s will from being silenced once and 
for all. 

f 

OVERTIME PAY REGULATIONS 
(Ms. WATSON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 23, President Bush’s new overtime 
pay take-away rules will go into effect. 
These rules will slash wages for over 6 
million Americans. 

Since 2001, this administration has 
passively stood by while Americans 
lost their jobs and unemployment ben-
efits; but here in Congress, we have a 
duty to fight for the safety and secu-
rity of workers who need overtime 
wages to pay their bills and make ends 
meet. 

If these rules go forward, the out-
come will be disastrous for working 
families who depend on the income 
from overtime wages in order to live. 
Hardworking mothers and fathers in 
my hometown of Los Angeles will see 
their workplace more than their 
homes, their bosses more than their 
families as they are forced to work 
longer hours for less pay. 

Mr. Speaker, it is outrageous for 
Congress to deny overtime pay to the 
nurses, policemen, secretaries and 
every other person who works for a liv-
ing, while the administration rewards 
millionaires and big corporations with 
tax breaks. Slashing overtime wages is 
another example of this administra-
tion’s disregard for the well-being of 
the middle class. 

f 

INVESTIGATION OF SANDY 
BERGER 

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Clinton’s National Security Ad-
viser, Sandy Berger, has admitted to 
removing highly classified terrorism 
documents from a secure room during 
preparations for the September 11 Com-
mission hearings. 

According to reports, Mr. Berger 
knowingly, and this is an arrogant, 
total disregard of the law, knowingly 
removed handwritten notes he had 
made while reading classified docu-
ments by sticking them in his jacket 
and pants. He also removed several 
classified documents. Some of these 
documents were discarded by Mr. 
Berger and are still missing. 
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The missing documents are highly 

classified reports on the Clinton ad-
ministration’s handling of al Qaeda 
terror threats during the December 
1999 millennium celebrations. They in-
cluded critical assessments of the U.S. 
response to terrorist threats, as well as 
identification of vulnerabilities at U.S. 
airports and seaports. 

Removing highly classified anti-ter-
rorism information from a secure area 
is extremely dangerous, and misplacing 
such information is absolutely inexcus-
able. 

Mr. Berger has attributed his actions 
to sloppiness. A person in Mr. Berger’s 
position does know better than to do 
something so irresponsible, and he 
should be well aware of the serious con-
sequences. 

The Justice Department is currently 
conducting a criminal investigation. 
We should render Mr. Berger the ben-
efit of the doubt, but these admitted 
actions have the potential of under-
mining U.S. national security and dam-
aging the integrity of the September 11 
Commission. 

f 

BUSH ADMINISTRATION SMEAR 
CAMPAIGN 

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, well, 
here we go again. Anytime the heat is 
on the Republicans, the Bush adminis-
tration, they leak something out and 
try and smear somebody. 

The 9/11 Commission report is coming 
out tomorrow, and just 3 days before it 
they bring up something that has been 
investigated for 9 months. They leak it 
out of the Justice Department. 

Now, even conservative reporters like 
Norm Ornstein and David Gurgin have 
said they are enormously skeptical 
about this whole thing. David Gurgin 
said it is suspicious. 

It is not suspicious. It is what they 
always do. Whenever there is some-
thing coming up, they find a way to 
leak out something like against Ms. 
Gorelick on the 9/11 Commission. They 
never wanted the commission, and now 
it is going to come out and say bad 
things about them. So they are going 
to smear all the people around it as 
quickly as possible. 

That is a standard operating position 
for these people, and it is despicable. 
Why do they not let the Justice De-
partment do the report? It was 9 long 
months ago it started. Let them bring 
it out when there is going to be an in-
dictment. 

We will do the same for the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), and 
we will do the same for all the Mem-
bers on the Republican side who want 
to raise these kinds of issues. Why do 
we not wait until the people in the Jus-
tice Department make the decision? 

f 

FINAL OVERTIME RULES 
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, on their 
policy of liquidating overtime pay as 
we know it, the Republican majority 
should end their covert sabotage and 
come out of the closet. The right to 
overtime pay is a fundamental right 
guaranteed for the past 66 years by the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. For 6 mil-
lion or more American workers, how-
ever, that right will expire in exactly 1 
month’s time. 

On August 23, a Bush administration 
rule will be implemented to strip hard-
working Americans, including certain 
police officers, nurses, preschool teach-
ers and many others, of rightfully 
earned overtime pay. Republicans must 
admit their war on overtime. Come out 
of the closet. 

The House Republican leadership is 
now refusing to bring the fiscal year 
2005 Labor-HHS appropriations to the 
floor. The Republicans fear the truth 
and power of a Democratic amendment 
to reverse this Bush rule and protect 
workers’ rights to overtime pay. The 
Republicans are afraid to expose their 
unjust policy to the voters. 

Under the Bush economic plan which 
favors the haves and have-mores, an in-
creasing number of American workers 
have had to rely on overtime wages 
simply to pay their electricity bill or 
their monthly mortgage. 

But overtime for working families is 
also an issue of fundamental fairness. 
In Iraq, 90 percent of the frontline sol-
diers are the children of these working 
families. Mandating that employees 
work extra hours without adequate pay 
is a betrayal of the trust of the fami-
lies of our heroes. 

Vote ‘‘yes’’ on overtime pay. Bring it 
to the floor today. 

f 

THE MAJORITY’S NEW STRATEGY 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, 6 mil-
lion Americans are about to lose their 
right to overtime protection, police of-
ficers, firefighters, preschool teachers; 
and I believe that a majority of this 
House is ready to vote against that 
proposal and is ready to restrain that 
proposal from becoming law. 

I have, Mr. Speaker, to commend the 
majority because they have found a 
new way to subvert the will of the ma-
jority. On two occasions what the ma-
jority has done is permit a proposition 
to come to the floor, lose, as they did 
in the case of the Medicare vote, lose 
as they did in the case of protecting 
civil rights under an amendment to the 
PATRIOT Act, and then fix the result 
after they have lost. 

This time they have come up with a 
new strategy. Because the majority 
knows it will lose this vote on over-
time, they are prohibiting the vote 
from coming to the floor in the first 
place. 

If the Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
were reported out of committee and 
brought to this floor, this House would 
get a chance to work its will and defeat 
this proposal that will deny 6 million 
Americans the right to overtime. 

I say, Mr. Speaker, to the majority, 
bring it to the floor. Let the House 
work its will. Let the majority protect 
the rights of 6 million Americans. 

f 

THE CRISIS IN THE SUDAN 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor today with a sense of 
urgency to call on my colleagues to act 
now, before we adjourn, upon the crisis 
that is developing more and worsening 
every day in the Sudan. 

Over 1 million Sudanese have been 
displaced and 30,000 have been killed so 
far in Darfur, and we understand that a 
minimum of 1,000 people a day are 
dying, being killed. Women and girls 
are being systematically raped and 
brutalized by thugs who have been re-
ported to sing with glee as they inflict 
pain and humiliation beyond belief. 

I stand here today not only as a 
Member of the United States House of 
Representatives but as a Jew, as part 
of a people who are still haunted by the 
killing of 6 million during World War 
II, while there were people in the world 
who knew what was happening, and as 
a grandmother who does not want to 
face my grandchildren who say to me, 
Grandma, you were in the Congress 
when people were killed in a genocide 
in the Sudan, what did you do. That is 
a question we all have to ask ourselves. 

We should pass a resolution today be-
fore we leave this Congress that we will 
act, not just talk about it. 

f 

WHEN THE HEAT IS ON, BUSH 
TEAM USES NATIONAL SECU-
RITY INFORMATION FOR POLIT-
ICAL COVER 
(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, just 3 
days prior to the release of the 9/11 
Commission report critical of the Bush 
administration’s lack of attention on 
terrorism, a 7-month-old FBI investiga-
tion of former National Security Ad-
viser Sandy Berger was leaked to the 
media. The timing of the leak is sort of 
curious. 

Previously, the Bush team has used 
national security information and 
memos to disparage 9/11 Commission 
members who they did not like. Now, 
tomorrow, the 9/11 Commission is pre-
paring to release their report, and we 
know it will be bad for the Bush admin-
istration. We know we were not as safe 
as we should have been on September 
11, and we still mourn the thousands 
who died that day. 

The Bush administration opposed the 
creation of the commission. They 
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fought against giving the commission 
enough time to complete its work and 
tried to limit the documents the com-
mission could see. 

President Bush and Vice President 
CHENEY sought to limit any questions 
they received from the commission and 
National Security Adviser Condoleezza 
Rice tried to avoid testifying publicly 
at all. 

Now, the commission’s report is done 
and the questions it raises are, Are we 
as safe as we should be today? How 
much progress have we made in cor-
recting homeland security deficiencies? 

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has a lot of work left to be done. 

f 

b 1030 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4837, 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 732 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 732 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4837) making 
appropriations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment and 
closure for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2005, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. Points of 
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are 
waived except: section 129. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KIRK). The gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-

olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, last night the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted an 
open rule for H.R. 4837, the Fiscal Year 
2005 Military Construction Appropria-
tions Act. 

The United States military is clearly 
the best in the world, and the young 
men and women in our Army, Navy, 
Air Force, and Marines are thoroughly 
dedicated and patriotic professionals, 
the best our Nation has to offer. 

And we are asking a lot of our mili-
tary today. Our military personnel on 
active duty know that they may well 
be deployed overseas and perhaps on 
dangerous missions; so we want to pro-
vide a quality of life for themselves 
and their families that will allow them 
to serve, knowing that their families 
will be taken care of with good housing 
and good health care. 

H.R. 4837 recognizes the dedication 
and commitment of our troops by pro-
viding for their most basic needs: im-
proved military facilities, including 
housing and medical facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, we must honor the most 
basic commitments we have made to 
the men and women of our Armed 
Forces. We must ensure a reasonable 
quality of life to recruit and retain the 
best and the brightest for America’s 
fighting forces, and most importantly, 
we must do all in our power to ensure 
a strong, able, dedicated American 
military so this Nation will be ever 
vigilant, ever prepared. 

H.R. 4837 provides nearly $1.1 billion 
for troop housing and $190 million for 
hospital and medical facilities for the 
troops and their families. Military 
families also have a tremendous need 
for quality child care, especially single 
parents and families in which one or 
both parents may face lengthy deploy-
ments. To help meet this need, the bill 
provides $26 million for child develop-
ment centers. 

This bill is more than just a signal to 
our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Ma-
rines that this Nation recognizes their 
sacrifices. It is a means by which we 
meet our commitment to providing 
them decent quality of life, and this 
will sustain the commitment and pro-
fessionalism of America’s all-volunteer 
armed services and the families that 
support them. We owe them a great 
debt of gratitude. 

While our men and women in uniform 
have swiftly engaged our enemies 
abroad, they face increasingly complex 
personal and professional challenges 
here at home. We must do more to take 
care of those who are putting their 
lives on the line to defend our freedom 
and for their families that support 
them. So I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule and to support the con-
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes. 

Last night the Committee on Rules 
met to report a rule for the Military 
Construction Appropriations bill for 
2005. The bill has wide bipartisan sup-
port. It provides sufficient funding for 
America’s military construction needs 
and includes funding to improve facili-
ties and family housing on reserve and 
active duty installations around the 
world. The bill also includes a provi-
sion that protects the most successful 
military housing project in history, the 
Military Housing Privatization Initia-
tive. 

Under this program, the Federal Gov-
ernment creates public-private part-
nerships to construct and renovate 
military family housing. The current 
state of military housing is a disgrace. 
It is often old and dilapidated. Under 
this program, quality homes for our 
troops and their families are con-
structed more affordably and more 
quickly. It is estimated that the gov-
ernment saves 10 to 15 percent over the 
life of the project, and military fami-
lies receive improved homes in one- 
tenth of the time it will have taken 
using old methods of family housing 
construction. 

When the program started in 1996, it 
was tied to a cap of $850 million in gov-
ernment investment. The Department 
of Defense will reach this cap in No-
vember. The Military Construction bill 
contains a provision to raise the cap 
and ensure that the most successful 
military housing program ever will be 
able to continue. 

And herein lies the problem, Mr. 
Speaker. The rule that we are consid-
ering today puts this program in dan-
ger. It allows a point of order on the 
section of the bill raising the cap on 
the Privatization Initiative that would 
allow it to be completely stripped from 
the bill. If that happens, the program 
would be unable to continue past No-
vember of this year, and almost 50,000 
military families would pay the price 
and continue to live in substandard 
housing. 

I made a motion last night in the 
Committee on Rules to protect this 
section of the bill so that it could not 
be stripped out, but it was defeated on 
a party-line vote. I just do not under-
stand that, Mr. Speaker, because per-
haps more than anything else in this 
bill, this provision will help raise the 
quality of life for our troops and their 
families. 

Perhaps worst of all is the fact that 
this is the only provision in the Mili-
tary Construction bill that can be 
stripped out on a point of order. I think 
that shows real disregard and dis-
respect for our soldiers, and, quite 
frankly, Mr. Speaker, I find it disgrace-
ful. We in this House are constantly 
talking about the need to support our 
troops, and yet when the time comes to 
actually vote on a substantive issue 
that could really help our fighting men 
and women and their families, some 
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Members of this House are not fol-
lowing through. 

I, for one, am proud to support our 
troops. As a Nation, we continue to ask 
more and more of them, especially in 
this time of war and uncertainty. Our 
brave soldiers and their families de-
serve to live in quality housing, not 
slums. It should be their right, not 
their privilege; and that is why today I 
will attempt to defeat the previous 
question. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to 
protect the military housing cap in the 
bill from being stripped out on a point 
of order. 

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, countless military families 
and military organizations, and the 
President of the United States—let me 
repeat that, and the President of the 
United States, all support raising this 
cap. This House should too. America’s 
troops and their families deserve to 
have our unconditional support as they 
continue to fight the war on terror. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question and 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in opposition to this rule, and I 
do so without disrespect at all to the 
gentlewoman. She is a very valuable 
Member of this Congress and a friend 
and someone who has worked hard to 
make sure that when we write budgets, 
when we determine spending priorities, 
that we adhere to them. And that is 
why I rise in opposition to this rule. 

This bill breaches the spending limit 
made under the budget. There will be 
people who come to the floor today 
who will claim that the only issue 
today is military housing when, in 
fact, the issue today is an $800-plus bil-
lion budget from which we can find 
many puts and many takes in order to 
adjust priorities here and adjust prior-
ities there in order to make sure all 
priorities fit within a budget. 

How does this process work? The 
Committee on Appropriations, appro-
priately and in a way that we all appre-
ciate, filed their bill meeting what is 
called the 302(b) number for military 
construction, meaning that it fit with-
in the budget when the committee 
process began. But there were amend-
ments that were made in order to in-
crease the amount of spending over the 
budget and over the amount that was 
prioritized. 

Why was that done? It was done for 
political purposes. It was done to make 
points because, as everyone knows, in 
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill, the cap that we will be talk-
ing about today for military housing 
was lifted. So it is being taken care of. 

It is being taken care of in the author-
ization process, which is the appro-
priate way to handle it, the appro-
priate direction to take, and a way 
that does not bust the budget and al-
lows all of us to do this within a re-
sponsible process. 

This Military Construction bill 
breaches the allocations that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations established 
for the Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction by $1.2 billion as a result; 
that is 10 percent of the allocation. We 
are not just busting this by a couple of 
bucks here. We are not just saying it is 
okay to go over by a little. I mean, 
there have already been three bills that 
have left the House floor as appropria-
tions that busted their allocations, 
three bills that we voted on on the 
floor here, that were sent to the other 
body, that busted the budget. 

So it does happen. It does happen by 
a few hundred thousand here, hundred 
million there, but rarely have we ever 
seen the chutzpa of coming to the floor 
with a bill that busts it by over 10 per-
cent of the allocation. 

How does the Committee on Appro-
priations usually deal with this? Very 
typically, very routinely, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations comes to the 
floor and they make an adjustment to 
their 302(b) allocations. In fact, they 
can even make an adjustment to a bill 
that has already left, and they have 
done that in the past. And in fact, as I 
understand it today, they will make 
adjustments to their 302(b) allocations 
in order to make the three bills that 
left here, busting the budget, fit, some-
thing that they routinely do currently 
and totally within their jurisdiction 
and something that we, as fiscal hawks 
and people that want to make sure 
that we adhere to the budget, appre-
ciate. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations has never brought a bill 
to this floor that busted the budget. 
Unfortunately, today this rule would 
allow that to happen. And that is why 
I rise in opposition, because we should 
not allow that to happen. 

Military housing is an effective pro-
gram, so important that I am dis-
appointed that the Committee on Ap-
propriations did not offset the addi-
tional cost with a spending reduction 
in other bills from lower-priority 
items, which is fully within their juris-
diction. Do they mean to tell me there 
is nothing else within any of the 13 ap-
propriation bills that are lower pri-
ority than the military housing for our 
families who are fighting to defend our 
freedom? Nothing? Absolutely nothing? 
We cannot look for anything? 

Just waive the rules, and not only 
waive the budget and the budget rules, 
but to do so almost 2 weeks after we 
had a debate on this floor saying the 
budget process is broken, we have got 
to come up with new rules. Why do we 
have to come up with new rules if we 
break the rules that we already have? 
Why do we adhere to the rules that we 
already have? Such as we write a budg-

et, we allow the Committee on Appro-
priations to make their allocations 
within the discretionary accounts. 
They make that decision and bring 
bills to the floor to fit within that 
budget so that in final analysis we are 
able to stay within that budget overall 
and not increase the deficit and not 
borrow more money and not add to the 
national debt. 

But we will continue to hear today 
that this is an important program and 
it needs our support. And it does need 
our support and it already has our sup-
port because it is moving through in 
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion. 

The House should not be in a position 
of having to take up this bill. Under 
section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act, it is not in order for the 
House to even consider a measure that 
breaches the 302(b) allocation, Mr. 
Speaker. It is not even in order to con-
sider this bill. And there are all sorts 
of mechanisms available to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations prior to 
bringing this bill to the floor, to make 
their adjustments to ensure that this 
bill meets its allocation. 

The purpose of this rule is not to put 
a burden on enforcing the budget on 
the committee while it is moving the 
bill. Nevertheless, in a dramatic lapse 
of what I would call parliamentary re-
sponsibility and budget discipline, the 
rule waives this point of order. The 
rule shifts the burden for bringing the 
bill into compliance with the resolu-
tion away from the committee that is 
responsible, away from the Committee 
on Appropriations that we ask to make 
the tough decisions, to make the tough 
political decisions when they are polit-
ical, like this one will have to be be-
cause people will make political points 
about this, about people not caring, 
about people not supporting, about 
people not wanting our military fami-
lies to live in decent housing. 

b 1045 

Well, there is not a Member of this 
body, not a Member of this body on ei-
ther side, who should be accused of 
that or who would suggest that the 
men and women who serve in our mili-
tary, who fight for freedom, should live 
in sub-quality housing. That is why we 
have the program. That is why the De-
partment of Defense authorization lifts 
the cap and works to ensure that our 
men and women in the military have 
the ability to do just that. 

Faced with the choice, and it is an 
unfortunate choice that I believe we 
are faced with today, of enforcing the 
budget resolution or supporting this 
rule, I believe it is my job as the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget 
to enforce the budget; to listen to the 
men and women in the military who 
think their choice is more important 
than all sorts of choices that have been 
made and are going to be made in sub-
sequent appropriation bills, number 
one, and also listen to the unbelievable 
amount, it should not be unbelievable, 
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it is actually believable to me, but the 
growing chorus of people across this 
country that say you in Congress spend 
too much money. Set your priorities. 
Determine what is important. Support 
our military families, and find some-
thing that is not quite as high a pri-
ority to cut out of the budget, to post-
pone until next year, to eliminate en-
tirely. 

The waste, fraud and abuse that is 
going on in this budget, that is going 
on in this government, that goes on as 
a result of what we continue to perpet-
uate without making those tough 
choices, is what we have to come 
through. Are the choices tough? Of 
course they are tough. But remember 2 
weeks ago when we had that budget de-
bate; when everybody said please, take 
away those tough choices for me. Come 
up with new rules that have commis-
sions, outside commissions, to make 
these decisions. Or let us do something 
so that I do not have to make these 
tough choices, so I do not have to 
choose between military families and 
waste within other Departments of the 
government. 

I know what my choice is. My choice 
is let us eliminate the waste. My 
choice is let us support those families, 
just like everybody else here on the 
floor would choose. 

Instead, unfortunately, what happens 
today is we have a bill that comes to 
the floor that not only busts the over-
all budget, but busts its total alloca-
tion for this bill alone by 10 percent. 
That is irresponsible to our military 
families, and that is irresponsible to 
the fiscal integrity of this government. 

We should not adopt this rule. If it is 
adopted, I will move to strike this pro-
vision. I ask for people to vote in oppo-
sition to this rule. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Will the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget please remain for a ques-
tion? Will the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE) please remain for a ques-
tion? I do not think he meant to inten-
tionally misstate a fact. 

I would point out that the authoriza-
tion bill lifts the cap for 2006. It does 
not lift it for 2005. In fact, the adminis-
tration has asked for the $500 million. 

I do not think the gentleman inten-
tionally meant to misstate the fact, 
but he did make a misstatement of fact 
on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I think that 
the speech we just heard indeed does il-
lustrate rather dramatically the dif-
ference in priorities between most of us 
on this side of the aisle and many oth-
ers on that side of the aisle. 

What is before us is this: we rou-
tinely see Members of both parties in 
this House talk about the need for 
shared sacrifice, and we routinely see 
Members of both political parties pos-
ing for political holy pictures because 
they both profess to be so concerned 
about the welfare of our soldiers who 

are fighting our wars on behalf of our 
national interest. But this rule walks 
away blatantly—it walks away from 
our obligation to those military fami-
lies who are the backbone of our mili-
tary efforts, whether in Iraq or other 
places around the world. 

Now, the bill as it was reported by 
the Committee on Appropriations at 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), who is the pri-
mary mover on this issue, included a 
provision which allowed the Military 
Housing Privatization Program to con-
tinue to operate. That is important, be-
cause 160,000 military families right 
now live in sub-standard housing, and 
the provision in this bill to raise the 
cap on that program would have helped 
50,000 of those military families to 
wind up living in decent housing. This 
rule will allow a single Member of this 
House to knock out that provision. 

So here we are in the middle of a war. 
We talk about shared sacrifice, but in 
the end, how does that shared sacrifice 
really apply? To some folks in the mili-
tary, those folks are asked to do their 
duty not just once, but twice. Some of 
them have already done one tour in 
Iraq. Now they are being called upon to 
do it again. Meanwhile, the rest of us 
in the country can sit back and ‘‘sac-
rifice’’ by accepting our tax cuts. 

Now, the gentleman who just spoke, 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, produced a budget resolution 
which sacrificed virtually every na-
tional priority to his preference that 
we provide supersized tax cuts to peo-
ple who make $1 million a year. So the 
budget resolution which that gen-
tleman brought to the floor guaranteed 
that we were going to be able to give 
$90,000 tax cuts to people who make $1 
million a year. 

Where did the money come from? By 
squeezing on military housing, by 
squeezing on aid to education, by 
squeezing on health research at NIH, 
by squeezing on law enforcement fund-
ing. 

The gentleman has very frankly stat-
ed his priorities, and I congratulate 
him for his honesty. I do not think 
much of his judgment, however, be-
cause if we were to follow his judgment 
and if we vote for this rule, that gen-
tleman will be allowed to strike this 
provision on military housing. 

If we follow this rule, if we allow this 
rule to pass, we will be in a situation 
where one Member of the House can ex-
ercise his personal preferences and 
knock out the provision that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, on a bipar-
tisan basis, put in this bill, to try to 
provide some help to the people who 
are doing the most to support the na-
tional policies of this country, and that 
is military families. I think that the 
result of this rule would be shameful. 

Now, frankly, I was surprised when I 
heard the gentleman from Iowa oppose 
the rule, because this rule is here be-
cause of his pressure on the Committee 
on Rules. But, Mr. Speaker, now as I 
think about it, I finally realize what 

the game is. The gentleman from Iowa 
wanted the Committee on Rules to do 
the dirty work. He wanted them to di-
rectly eliminate that provision, rather 
than having to take the personal heat 
by standing up and knocking out that 
provision on a point of order. 

Well, I would suggest the way to cor-
rect this problem is to vote down this 
rule, to vote down the previous ques-
tion so that we can bring to the House 
a bill which protects this provision. 
The rule provided waivers for all kinds 
of other provisions in the bill. Why did 
it exempt from that protection mili-
tary families who need our help the 
most? 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would announce to my 
colleagues, especially on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that I intend 
to vote for this rule. But there is one 
part of the rule that I do not like. I 
wish that the rule would have pro-
tected language relative to military 
housing. 

I am really proud of the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Congress, 
because we have done an awful lot for 
the members of our military services, 
as we should; and there is a lot more 
that needs to be done. There are some 
24,000 military families anxiously 
awaiting for this bill to pass so that 
they can get in line to receive one of 
those new housing projects. 

Some of our military families live in 
great housing that has been produced 
through this public-private venture 
system and at a very low cost to the 
government, I might say. For every 
dollar it costs the government, there is 
$11 of private money invested, and 
these kids have great places to live. 
But there are at least 24,000 of our serv-
icemen today who still do not have a 
decent place to live, and that is what 
this bill seeks to create and to fix 
housing for them. 

The amendment that is in question 
does not appropriate any money. I do 
not see why the budget chairman is so 
exercised. We did not appropriate any 
additional money. The amendment 
that was offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) 
and by the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), was 
strictly to raise the limit on the 
amount of money the government 
could enter into with the contractors. 
We did not appropriate a single addi-
tional dollar; and we did not need to, 
because of the great way this program 
works. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget also said, why do this? It 
has already been done. 

That is not true. It has not been 
done. The authorizing committee 
would like to do it, but they face the 

VerDate May 21 2004 00:35 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.015 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6452 July 21, 2004 
same budgetary constraints that we 
face—not dollars, not money being 
spent by the Federal Government, just 
to raise the limit on the amount of 
money that the Federal Government 
can enter into contracts with private 
contractors. 

It was suggested that we should have 
made changes in the budget process, 
and I agree with that. Let me tell you 
what one of the changes ought to be: 
the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget is basing his position on scor-
ing by CBO, the Congressional Budget 
Office. I would like to base mine on 
OMB, the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

OMB likes this provision, and they 
say that it is not going to cost any 
more money. The Administration in 
their Statement of Administration Pol-
icy, and the President, strongly sup-
port the provision that we are talking 
about. They say OMB would not score 
any additional cost to this provision 
because it does not increase the 
amount of budget authority available 
to the Department of Defense. 

So, yes, we need budget process re-
form. We need to have the people that 
are scoring our appropriations bills 
reading from the same page. You can-
not have CBO scoring something one 
way and OMB scoring it another way. 
That is one of the process changes that 
we need to make and that we will offer 
at a later date. 

Mr. Speaker, this is important to our 
kids that serve in the military. As I 
said, we have done a lot for them, and 
we sent them to war. Most of the peo-
ple that are concerned about this budg-
et situation voted to send them to war. 
And when you go to the hospitals, as I 
do on a regular basis, to visit the kids, 
they want to get better, they want to 
get back to the fight, but they also 
want to know, if someone is taking 
care of their family. Are they going to 
live in decent housing? Are they going 
to have enough money to buy food for 
the kids, and things like this. 

We owe these kids decent places to 
live. If we are going to send them to 
war, we owe them a quality of life that 
is better than so many of them are liv-
ing today. 

So we have a lot of work to do. The 
Committee on Appropriations, I be-
lieve, has made a great step forward in 
this bill by adding this language to 
allow the Department of Defense to in-
crease the amount of authority that 
they would give to the private-public 
venture that provides housing for our 
military families. 

There is a lot more that we have to 
do for these kids. They are paying a 
lot. The sacrifice is great, the separa-
tion from family, the facing of an 
enemy that is not even known in most 
cases, the problems they are facing in 
trying to secure America and our inter-
ests against terrorism and the terror-
ists who would threaten our very way 
of life. We owe them a lot more than 
we are doing for them now. 

MILITARY HOUSING PRIVATIZATION 
The Military Housing Privatization Initiative 

was started in 1996. This program has suc-
cessfully converted, 62,000 units and I have 
seen most of them. The program is extremely 
popular with military families who are clam-
oring to get out of the rat traps and into new 
homes. 

The program is extremely fiscally conserv-
ative. Every $1 of federal money leverages 
$11 of private investment. 

The provision in the Military Construction bill 
enhances the privatization program. Without it, 
the Department of Defense will have to forgo 
the creation of 24,000 additional homes. 

This provision simply raises the cap on the 
amount the Federal Government can con-
tribute to the program. It does not appropriate 
one single additional dime for the program. 
The administration strongly supports this provi-
sion. Let me read from the Statement of Ad-
ministration Policy on the bill. I quote, ‘‘The 
administration strongly supports the provision 
that would increase the military housing privat-
ization cap from $850 million to $1.35 billion. 
This increase will improve the quality of life of 
our military families.’’ OMB estimates that if 
this cap is not lifted the program will shut 
down in November of this year. 

For 6 years CBO scored this provision the 
same as OMB. For some reason, this year 
they have changed their position. Their expla-
nation is long and exceedingly complex. OMB 
disagrees totally with this interpretation. If 
there ever is a case to be made for directed 
scorekeeping, this is it. 

I am extremely disappointed that this provi-
sion was not protected by the rule and will 
probably be struck by a point of order. It has 
been said we will fix it later—why wait—now 
is better than later. 

FACT SHEET 
Military Housing Privatization Initiative 

(MHPI) began in 1996. As of February 2004, 
DOD privatized over 55,000 units through 27 
projects—the current plan is for 171,000 units, 
probably more. 

DOD projects that it will privatize over 
43,000 units in FY 2005. Of these, DOD esti-
mates that 24,000 units are threatened by the 
cap. 

Affected installations include Fort Drum 
(2,272 units), Fort Bliss (2,752 units), Eglin 
AFB (2,155 units), McGuire AFB/Fort Dix 
(2,592 units). 

DOD estimates that about half of current 
housing inventory is still inadequate (too 
small, inferior to current design standards, 
etc.). 

Secretary of Defense has established goal 
of eliminating inadequate housing inventory 
by 2007 (with exception of four Air Force in-
stallations by 2008 and Air Force overseas by 
2009). This goal is impossible without MHPI. 

Average ratio of private to Federal dollars 
is 11:1. 

Privatization is undertaken only where 
housing market and life cycle analysis indi-
cate that it is the best option. DOD will still 
rely primarily on existing housing market to 
meet service members’ needs. 
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The least we can do is give our mili-
tary servicemen a nice place to live, 
for them and their families. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, this 
rule is a slap in the face to America’s 

military families. They have a right to 
be outraged, and they will be when 
they find out what happens on the 
House floor today. 

This rule says to our military fami-
lies, many of them who have loved ones 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan, that 
the House Republican leadership has 
made tax cuts for Members of Congress 
this year a higher priority than better 
housing for military families. 

With this rule, we put at risk the 
most important military housing pro-
gram in American history, the public- 
private initiative. To do so any time 
would be wrong. To do so during a time 
of war is unconscionable. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) owe our military 
families and all who respect them an 
answer to one question: Why is it that 
you can support just 2 months ago on 
this House Floor a $69 billion tax break 
that benefits Members of Congress, but 
today, we cannot afford to continue 
our military housing program for 50,000 
military families? 

Perhaps the answer was given by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) in 
his speech to bankers in March of 2003, 
just 1 week before the Iraqi war began, 
when he said this: ‘‘Nothing is more 
important in the face of war than cut-
ting taxes.’’ Nothing is more important 
in the face of war than cutting taxes. 

I would like to invite the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) to 
Fort Hood in my district, which has 
sent nearly 40,000 Army soldiers to Iraq 
this year alone, to explain why they 
can bring to the House Floor 2 months 
ago a bill that cut taxes for Members of 
Congress making $157,000-plus a year, 
but they cannot find a way today to 
protect the most important military 
housing program ever for service men 
and women making $20,000 and $30,000 a 
year. Where is the fairness in that? 

Is cutting taxes for Members of Con-
gress while freezing military housing 
improvements for our troops the lead-
ership’s new definition of shared sac-
rifice during time of war? If so, it is a 
flawed definition. 

Have our military families not sac-
rificed enough already? Why should 
50,000 military families in 22 States 
now have to sacrifice their dream of 
better military housing so we can help 
pay for a self-serving tax cut for Mem-
bers of Congress? 

What is happening today on this floor 
is an insult to the incredible sacrifices 
made by our service men and women. 

Oh, and how times have changed for 
the worst. Instead of President Frank-
lin Roosevelt asking all Americans to 
sacrifice after Pearl Harbor, the House 
leadership, in the midst of our war on 
terrorism, is saying with its words and 
its deeds that nothing is more impor-
tant in the face of war than cutting 
taxes. 

We are going to hear a lot of excuses 
today. We are going to hear that tech-
nicalities prevent us from preventing a 
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freeze on the most important military 
housing program ever. Baloney. The 
House Committee on Rules, with one 
phone call from the Speaker, could 
have done what it has done repeatedly 
in this Congress on 25 occasions: pro-
tect an important provision in this bill 
from a technical point of order. Unbe-
lievably, unbelievably, that call was 
not made. 

Unfortunately, the same House lead-
ership that told the Committee on 
Rules to bring a tax cut, helping Mem-
bers of Congress, to the floor 2 months 
ago, could not make that phone call to 
protect military families today. We 
will hear a lot of excuses about how, 
well, there are other ways to solve the 
military housing program crisis. Well, 
that is exactly what they are, excuses. 

Those same Committee on the Budg-
et members failed to solve this problem 
in the Committee on the Budget. Then 
they failed to work with the Com-
mittee on Armed Services to solve the 
problem for fiscal year 2005 in the Com-
mittee on Armed Services bill. That 
was two strikes. Now, when the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is trying to 
solve the problem in a bipartisan way 
and support our military families, 
these same folks want to prohibit us 
from doing so. Three strikes, and they 
are out. 

Sadly, though, the people who will be 
left out in the cold are not Members of 
Congress who pretend to be fiscal 
hawks when it comes to funding mili-
tary housing improvements, but turned 
into fiscal doves when it came to pass-
ing a $69 billion tax break that put 
money in our pockets. These same peo-
ple will be leaving 50,000 military fami-
lies in 22 States out in the cold. 

We will hear excuses that military 
families will just have to wait for 
Members of Congress to have our 5- 
week vacation in July and August, and 
maybe the same House leaders we have 
who have ignored this housing crisis 
for the last 6 months will find a way to 
solve the problem, after campaign trips 
in August and beach vacations. 

I would suggest that leaders in Con-
gress who found the time to rename 
dozens of post offices this year and 
schedule tax cuts, votes on tax cuts for 
Members of Congress like me, maybe 
they should find the time to solve the 
military housing crisis now, before 
they go on vacation, before they make 
their dozens of campaign stops and 
fund-raising events in the month 
ahead. When it comes to solving a seri-
ous military housing crisis, the House 
Republican leadership has been AWOL. 

Fortunately, there have been many 
Members such as the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) and oth-
ers who have tried to come together to 
do the right thing. 

Let me be clear. I am not asking the 
House Republican leadership, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
to put themselves today in harm’s way 
like so many of the soldiers from Fort 

Hood in my district are in Iraq today. 
However, in all due respect, I would 
hope the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) would support our 
troops by saying that, Do my col-
leagues know what? The military hous-
ing crisis should be solved before, not 
after, we take our 5-week August vaca-
tion. 

Perhaps a little bit of shared sac-
rifice during a time of war is not too 
much to ask for our military families 
who have already made incredible sac-
rifices on behalf of the American fam-
ily. After all, despite the statement of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
that nothing is more important in the 
face of war than tax cuts, the vast ma-
jority of Americans would agree that 
there is something far more important 
than tax cuts, and especially tax cuts 
for Members of Congress during a time 
of war. It would be more important to 
support our troops and to support their 
loved ones, their families, to allow 
them to live in decent housing while 
they are giving up so much for our 
country. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me finish 
with this. There are moments when 
support for our military families ought 
to be more important than loyalty, 
blind loyalty to the House Speaker and 
the majority leader. I would suggest 
today is one of those times. During a 
time of war on terrorism, let us send a 
bipartisan vote and a message to our 
military families by saying, we are not 
going to go away on vacation in August 
until we solve the military housing cri-
sis; and that, yes, the House leadership 
is not perfect, and today it is wrong to 
bring a rule to this floor that would 
help one person defeat the most impor-
tant military housing program in 
American history. 

The vote is what really counts, not 
our speeches today, and the vote will 
say this: What is more important, loy-
alty to the House Republican leader-
ship or loyalty to the military men and 
women who are making such tremen-
dous sacrifices on behalf of all Ameri-
cans? 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is obviously political season, and 
when it is politically convenient, defi-
cits are a huge problem on the other 
side of the aisle, but they are not will-
ing to make any sacrifices in any other 
areas to be fiscally responsible to all of 
our citizens. 

There is no one in this House who 
does not support our troops and wants 
to see more military housing. But I 
really feel that today, in this debate I 
am listening to, our troops are being 
used as a pawn, and that is very dis-
turbing to me. Yes, this is an agenda of 
our President, but I would also like to 
remind the other side that tax cuts 
were also a priority of our President. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG), the chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
this time. 

I rise in very reluctant support of 
this rule. I am eager to see this bill 
move forward. It is my bill. It is our 
committee’s bill. But I am dis-
appointed in one particular aspect of 
this rule. 

The rule does not protect section 129 
of the bill from a point of order. Sec-
tion 129 raises the cap on the military 
family housing privatization program. 
This provision does not appropriate one 
dime in any new money; it merely in-
creases the authorization level in order 
to allow fiscal year 2005 projects to pro-
ceed. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget referenced the defense au-
thorization bill. It does not even touch 
on 2005. It talks about 2006. This 
money, if the cap is not removed, is 
going to disappear by about November. 

Unfortunately, CBO has decided that 
this provision should be scored. Its ra-
tionale for doing so is a little strange 
and thoroughly unconvincing. The cru-
cial point is this: If the developer can-
not service the debt on a project, the 
Federal Government is not on the 
hook. This has been stated over and 
over. There is no backing of any kind 
for the developer’s private debt. 

The bottom line is that this is a 
bookkeeping dispute with CBO, noth-
ing more. But because of the decision 
of the CBO, this provision is vulnerable 
to a point of order, and I was hoping 
that this rule would waive that point 
of order. 

By the way, CBO and OMB scored 
this the same way since 1996, but this 
year CBO decided to change it. Nothing 
in the program has changed, but CBO 
decided to change the scoring. 

The housing privatization program is 
an enormously successful and popular 
program. I cannot think of a single per-
son, including the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget himself, who 
has expressed opposition to this pro-
gram. The administration put out a 
statement on the bill that strongly, 
strongly supports the provision. They 
do not agree with CBO’s scoring. 

Earlier this year, my subcommittee 
heard from military spouses who testi-
fied to the positive difference that this 
program made in their lives. Let me 
just quote from one spouse, Mrs. Susan 
Sinclair of Fort Rucker, Alabama. 

‘‘Thank you for your efforts to im-
prove our housing. The Residential 
Communities Initiative, RCI, has made 
many of our government neighbor-
hoods look like civilian communities. 
My neighbor received a letter from her 
daughter stating that Camp Hum-
phreys, Korea,’’ we are talking about 
Korea now, ‘‘had the best housing in 
the Army. What a change. As many of 
you know from my testimony 3 years 
ago, when my husband and I were sta-
tioned in Camp Humphreys, we lived in 
a condemned Quonset hut.’’ 

By the way, that still exists around 
the world, around this country in many 
ways, too. 
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‘‘This new housing is a testament to 

your committee’s desire to improve the 
quality of life of our soldiers and their 
families. I want you to know how much 
we appreciate your efforts.’’ By the 
way, we have many of those. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard positive 
comments like this all the way up to 
the Joint Chiefs level. I really want to 
identify, too, with the comments of the 
gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG), because I think he had some 
very, very significant points. 

I have personally seen this housing 
program and many members of this 
subcommittee have done so as well, 
and they have done some great work. 
Some new communities have been 
built, and this is a vast improvement. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I again 
say that I will support this rule, but 
only with serious reservations. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, there 
is absolutely no way I can support this 
rule. 

Last night, the Republican leadership 
of this House once again turned its 
back on military families trying to 
find a decent place to live. On bill after 
bill after bill, this Republican majority 
has chosen to waive all points of order, 
but on this bill, the Speaker and the 
majority leader refused to protect the 
Military Housing Privatization Initia-
tive provision in the Military Con-
struction bill from a point of order, de-
spite the support of the President of 
the United States and the chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

The leadership’s decision dooms the 
important military housing provision, 
and it is wrong; and it is wrong par-
ticularly in a time of war. 

The housing initiative is a public-pri-
vate partnership that allows developers 
and property managers to build or ren-
ovate homes for use by military per-
sonnel. It is extremely successful. In 
fact, it has already provided decent 
housing to more than 60,000 military 
families, exceeding all expectations. If 
adequately funded, this initiative will 
enable the military to eliminate nearly 
all inadequate units within the U.S. by 
2008. 

Unfortunately, the law establishing 
the initiative limits total Federal 
spending on this program. 
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This limit will be reached by this No-
vember, effectively sounding the death 
knell for the expectations of 50,000 
military families at 27 military bases 
in 22 States who are desperately wait-
ing for these homes over the next 2 
years. 

Now, faced with this housing catas-
trophe, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Chairman KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), 
with the bipartisan support of their 
committee, increased the MHPI cap by 
$500 million, the amount needed this 
year to continue upgrading and build-

ing military housing under this pro-
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the practice of the 
Republican leadership in the Com-
mittee on Rules to allow points of 
order to be raised if the chairman of 
the authorizing committee objects to 
the inclusion of any provision legis-
lating on an appropriations bill. The 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
consistently explains this whenever 
Democrats on the Committee on Rules 
ask why a rule does not protect a cer-
tain provision. Yet in this case, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, the authorizing committee, 
supports raising the MHPI cap in this 
bill. 

Not only that, the President of the 
United States supports the raising of 
the cap in this bill; but the Republican 
leadership, despite all their rhetoric 
about supporting our troops, has once 
again turned their backs on our troops 
and their families. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of those de-
fining moments. If Members of this 
House want to support our troops and 
their families, then they will reject 
this rule. If Members of this House 
want their actions to match their rhet-
oric, then they will reject this rule. 
Each year I have watched the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Chairman 
KNOLLENBERG) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) do their best for 
our military personnel and their fami-
lies with one of the most inadequate al-
locations in the budget. This year they 
tackled the difficult challenge of pro-
viding decent housing for our military 
families around the country. They did 
the right thing in this bill and in re-
turn only ask for protection for this 
important provision, and what they got 
from the Republican leadership was a 
slap in the face. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
previous question, support our troops, 
and support the families of our troops. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman HUNTER). 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Generally speaking, the authorizing 
committee, the Committee on Armed 
Services in this case, would be heavily 
attending this particular debate to ob-
ject to the appropriators making policy 
on an appropriations bill. In this case, 
we are not doing that. We do strongly 
support raising this cap, and the reason 
we want to do that is because for over 
the last several years, we have played 
by the rules. We have done everything, 
I think, according to the rules. We 
have engaged with the Committee on 
the Budget, and the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget is a very fine 
individual and has worked hard and 
diligently with us over the last many 
years to put together good defense 
budgets, as has the Republican leader-
ship. We have got a very good package 
this year; but the one thing we have 
not been able to accomplish is to raise 

this cap, and at risk right now are 
some 24,000 units. 

Now, I would just implore the Com-
mittee on the Budget and their very 
distinguished leader, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), to work with 
us on this one. Let us pull together on 
this one. This is one time when the au-
thorizers are willing to not protect 
their turf, because things do not come 
wrapped in neat packages; and this is 
one of those times when we are going 
to have to make a package that is a lit-
tle bit different from the standard 
package. That means doing everything 
with very vigilant protection of turf by 
authorizers during the appropriations 
process. 

We support this, and in the end we 
have got lots of folks that are serving 
in theatre right now. Quality of life is 
still a major, major issue with our 
military families; and we have seized 
on this new method, this privatization 
of vastly increasing that quality of life. 
In the interest of doing that, we are 
willing to give up this piece of turf at 
this time and go forward with this fix 
on this very difficult problem so that 
we can get more military housing for 
our military families, and I would just 
implore the Committee on the Budget 
to hang with us on this one. Let us all 
pull together, let us get this thing 
through, and I would hope that no one 
objects when it gets to the appropriate 
point in the debate. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, about 2,500 military 
families at Fort Bliss, Texas, which is 
in my district, are planning, or were 
planning, to live in new, improved 
homes thanks to the military housing 
privatization plan that is scheduled, or 
was scheduled, to start this year. 

However, because of this rule, this 
rule will prevent these families and 
thousands of others across the country 
from receiving the same improved 
housing they desperately need and they 
deserve. The Residential Communities 
Initiative, RCI, is a Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative that aims to 
eliminate inadequate housing on Army 
bases by 2007. 

I want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) who have worked 
very hard to support our troops and to 
get a provision in the MILCON appro-
priations bill to increase the cap for 
the MHPI program. 

But this irresponsible rule would ef-
fectively strip that provision from the 
bill. So today I want to ask and urge 
my colleagues to vote against this rule 
so that military families across the 
country can receive improved housing 
that they so desperately need and so 
much deserve. At a time when our men 
and women in uniform and their fami-
lies are sacrificing so much for our Na-
tion, this, I think, is the very least we 
can do. 
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And I want to remind all of you, all 

of you, my colleagues, that it is not 
enough to say that we support our 
troops. It is not enough to say that our 
troops are performing professionally. It 
is not enough to say that our troops 
are performing heroically and then 
turn around and shaft their families by 
eliminating this critically needed mili-
tary housing initiative. 

Our troops, their families, and Amer-
ica are watching what we do here 
today. If you vote for this rule, you are 
voting against our military families. 
Let us reject this rule and put our 
money where our mouths have been. 
Let us not just talk the talk time and 
time again on this floor, but it is time 
to walk the walk. Support our military 
families. They are watching what we 
do, and they will hold those responsible 
accountable, as they should. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very reluctant support of this rule and 
with great concern about the provision 
that would permit an objection to be 
offered to the military housing provi-
sions in the bill. Mr. Speaker, much 
has been said about this provision al-
ready, and I would just add this, that 
many of us, all Members of Congress, 
work to support the men and women 
who sign up on a volunteer basis to be 
members of the armed services. When 
they sign up, we spend millions and bil-
lions of dollars on training, recruit-
ment, trying to make sure that the all- 
volunteer force remains a professional 
force, and that depends on retention. If 
we do not have the men and women 
who volunteer to join the service and 
who we spend billions of dollars to 
train, if they do not decide to stay in 
the military forces, then our all-volun-
teer force cannot work. 

The quality-of-life issues become ex-
tremely important, and one of the 
most important quality of life issues is 
housing. Currently, we are behind in 
providing housing for our military fam-
ilies. If we increased our military con-
struction budget by $1 billion a year 
for 20 years, we would catch up. Obvi-
ously, we cannot afford to increase our 
military construction budget by $1 bil-
lion a year for 20 years to do that 
catchup. 

However, if DOD invests $500 million 
and leverages the balance of what we 
need to provide housing through this 
military construction program, we will 
be able to solve this problem in a rel-
atively short period of time. The pro-
gram is working. It has proven to be 
successful, and to remove the legisla-
tive cap in fiscal year 2005 is extremely 
important. We on the authorization 
committee have provided a provision 
to increase it in 2006, but to skip a 
year, which puts us that much further 
behind. And, therefore, I would urge 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, who has indicated that he is 
going to raise this objection, not to do 
so. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON). 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, this is 
not brain surgery. I for myself will 
vote against this rule, because to vote 
otherwise would be to vote against the 
wonderful troops and their families. I 
just cannot do that. 

Let me explain. At the start of fiscal 
year 2004, the services reported that al-
most half of the military families’ 
houses were inadequate. We know that 
they deserve better. The Military 
Housing Privatization Initiative has an 
innovative way to address the problem, 
and when we started the program we 
made sure it would work. 

I am speaking for the troops and 
their families, and everybody ought to 
listen today as we speak. Nothing is 
more important than those young peo-
ple, those young families that we are 
charged with raising and supporting. It 
is more than having a bumper sticker 
on your car that says, ‘‘Support the 
troops.’’ Right here today by voting 
against this rule that does away with 
the opportunity for a clear shot at ad-
ditional housing is most important. 

So what we have to do is to allow 
this rule to be put back, that we have 
the opportunity to submit, as the com-
mittees intended to do but could not do 
for the year 2005, all because of the 
CBO scoring. 

We need not go into the complexities 
of the rule. We need not go into how it 
was drafted or the point of order that 
many of us are fearful will be raised. It 
boils down to whether we support the 
troops, not just by a bumper sticker, 
but whether we support them with our 
votes, because they deserve it so much. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MCHUGH). 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

As the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services Subcommittee on 
Total Force, I just wanted to rise and 
associate myself, really, with the com-
ments of all of us who have stood up 
and talked about the importance of our 
military housing program. It has been 
a money saver. I think, frankly, Mr. 
Speaker, the problem is less with the 
rule than any Member who may exer-
cise the authority given under the rule. 
If, in fact, this bill goes forward and no 
one stands to rise in objection, this 
program that needs to go forward is a 
taxpayer savings; and most impor-
tantly, as everyone has said, placing 
our military family in much better and 
much more attractive housing is the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
great respect for my colleague, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), 
and I understand the position he has 
taken; but let me suggest that this is a 
case where an exception should be 

made and to explain why, let me go 
quickly through the history of this 
program. 

The Military Housing Privatization 
Program was established in 1996 and 
1997. OMB established how the program 
should be scored, how it would reflect 
the cost to the government. 

From 1997 until and through this 
year, OMB has stood by that method-
ology. If we follow that methodology, 
we would not be having this debate. In 
1996, the committee established a cap 
of $850 million to make sure that the 
program worked as intended, and the 
program has worked as intended. It has 
exceeded the expectations. 
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The cap, $850 million cap, was based 
on OMB’s method of scoring. And, once 
again, if we used that method of scor-
ing, we would have no problem today. 

In 2002, we asked OMB and DOD to re-
affirm the methodology, and OMB and 
DOD came back and reaffirmed the 
methodology. CBO only changed its no-
tion of how these scorings should be 
done in this year, midstream. 

November of this year, the cap we set 
several years ago will be reached. In 
the Committee on Armed Services we 
abided by this fact, and using the re-
vised CBO scoring, we provided an off-
set of $6.5 billion. The problem is, that 
will not kick until 2006. Over 2005 and 
2006, the DOD has planned to build 
50,000 units. If we cannot do what the 
bill does today, or would do today, that 
will leave 24,000 military families out 
in the cold because of an arcane scor-
ing difference between OMB and CBO. 

Let me simply say in conclusion, we 
are not calling for free-lancing. We are 
not calling for some pull-it-out-of-the- 
sky number. We are simply saying we 
will stick with the scoring this pro-
gram has used since its inception, still 
used by OMB, as opposed to having 
CBO’s scoring. If we do that, we do not 
have a problem here. 

There is no need for a point of order. 
The bill should be passed as is. But the 
rule, if it does not protect that provi-
sion, should be voted down. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
one very important part of this debate 
that we have not gotten to: Most Mem-
bers of the House support this provi-
sion for family housing. The President 
of the United States supports this pro-
vision for family housing. The mem-
bers of our military who are fighting in 
Iraq and Afghanistan and other places 
support this provision for family hous-
ing. But if we do not pass the rule, if 
we shoot the rule down, then nothing 
happens, including family housing. 

If, in fact, the rule passes and we get 
to the bill, maybe we can prevail upon 
everyone not to raise that point of 
order so that they do not appear to be 
the Grinch that stole Christmas from 
our military families. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, how much 

time remains? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KIRK). The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST) has 4 minutes remaining. The 
gentlewoman from North Carolina 
(Mrs. MYRICK) has 3 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS). 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
disgrace. I have served on the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for 26 years, 
the Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction for 18 years. 

The administration, the Department 
of Defense, the House Committee on 
Armed Services, the House Committee 
on Appropriations and the Sub-
committee on Military Construction 
all support raising this provision. The 
Committee on the Budget is coming in 
here and prevailed on the House leader-
ship. 

Now, I have heard a lot of rhetoric in 
this Presidential Campaign about cer-
tain votes in the other body where peo-
ple did not vote for a certain supple-
mental appropriation for our troops. I 
want to say it very clearly. The Amer-
ican people are going to judge the ma-
jority party here today. If they go out 
here and vote for this rule that allows 
this provision to be stricken, they are 
voting against the men and women in 
the military of our country. It is sim-
ply that clear. 

I have always believed this House 
would always rise up in a bipartisan 
way and get the job done, when it 
counted, for our men and women in the 
field. This will be one of the few times 
in my 28 years in this House where that 
does not happen because of the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the CBO. 

OMB supports this. DOD supports it. 
The President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HUNTER), the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG). Come on. Let us 
support this bill. 

Let us override the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my Republican colleagues who 
genuinely supported improving mili-
tary housing. But today the only vote 
that counts is a ‘‘no’’ vote against the 
rule, a rule that would allow one Mem-
ber of this House to put on freeze dur-
ing a time of war the most important 
military housing program in American 
history. 

Let there be no surprise for anyone 
who votes for this rule that if our col-
league, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
NUSSLE), were to use his prerogative 
under this rule to kill this housing pro-
gram, then, in effect, regardless of the 
good intentions, a ‘‘yes’’ vote for this 
rule is a ‘‘no’’ vote for better housing 

for tens of thousands of military fami-
lies, even families who have loved ones 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Let us rise above loyalty to the 
House Speaker and to the majority 
leader. Let us once say together during 
time of war on a bipartisan basis, we 
are going to do what is right. And if 
that means voting against a dictate 
from the Speaker’s office on how to 
vote for this rule so that we can join 
together to improve housing for mili-
tary families, then that is the right 
thing to do. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

If I understand what is going on on 
the other side during the last 30 min-
utes, several Republican Members, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SAXTON), basically urged the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) not 
to shoot the wounded. They have basi-
cally urged him not to try and strike 
this provision by objecting to it as a 
violation of the Rules. 

What we want to do, of course, is 
take the gun out of the gentleman 
from Iowa’s (Mr. NUSSLE) hand by pro-
tecting this provision so that he will 
not be able to shoot the wounded. 

Mr. Speaker, I will call for a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the previous question. If the 
previous question is defeated, I will 
offer an amendment to the rule that 
will protect the section of the bill that 
raises the cap on the Military Housing 
Privatization Program and ensures 
that more of our troops and their fami-
lies will be able to live in good housing. 

I offered this same amendment in the 
Committee on Rules last night, where 
it was defeated on a straight party-line 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I have served in Con-
gress for 26 years now. In all those 
years, I have thought that one thing 
that both sides of the aisle could agree 
on was our support for our troops and 
making sure that their needs will al-
ways be addressed. I guess what I 
thought was wrong. 

Now we will be able to go forward. If 
we defeat the previous question, then 
we will be able to offer it. We will be 
able to protect this provision, and this 
bill will be able to be voted on. A vote 
against the previous question is the 
only way you protect our troops and 
the only way you protect the military 
housing provision in this bill. 

If we succeed on the previous ques-
tion, then there will be a vote on the 
rule with our protection of that provi-
sion, and this bill can be brought to the 
floor. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Could I ask the gen-
tleman to make it clear now to all 
House Members? 

What the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST) has said is that if we defeat the 
previous question, then we can bring 
back the Military Construction appro-

priations bill today and pass it out of 
this House today in a way that protects 
this vitally important military housing 
improvement program. Is that correct? 
We were not talking about a 1-week or 
2-week delay. 

Mr. FROST. That is correct. 
Again, vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 

question. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment immediately prior to the vote on 
the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman’s time has expired. 
Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER), 
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, to close. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. 

It has been just a few weeks since we 
memorialized Ronald Reagan. His body 
was lying here in state in the Rotunda, 
and we had people on both sides of the 
aisle talk about the legacy of Ronald 
Reagan. And one of the things that 
Ronald Reagan succeeded in doing was 
getting both sides of the aisle to talk 
about deficit spending and fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

I think it is very important for us to 
note that as we deal with this issue, ev-
eryone else, everyone else on both sides 
of the aisle, along with the leadership, 
supports the Ronald Reagan vision of 
ensuring that we have a defense capa-
bility that is second to none; ensuring 
that, as my friend, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) said earlier, 
we have the opportunity for an incen-
tive for people to maintain their serv-
ice in the military. 

What does that mean? It means en-
suring that we take care of families 
and provide that housing. 

My friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) is absolutely right 
that there is strong bipartisan con-
sensus on that. But there is also a re-
sponsibility that we have here to live 
within our budget. It is wrong to make 
the claim that it is impossible to deal 
with the issue of family housing if we 
all of a sudden do not do exactly what 
my friend, the gentleman from Dallas, 
Texas (Mr. FROST) is arguing. 

I believe that we are in a position 
now where we can be fiscally respon-
sible. At the same time, we can comply 
with the rules of the House, and we can 
ensure that we deal with this very im-
portant issue of housing for our men 
and women in uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the appro-
priate thing for us to do is to move 
ahead, support the previous question; 
support this rule; allow us to, in a fis-
cally responsible way, deal with what 
obviously is a challenging situation. 
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The material previously referred to 

by Mr. FROST is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 732: RULE 

FOR H.R. 4837, FY05 MILITARY CONSTRUC-
TION APPROPRIATIONS 

In the resolution strike the following: ‘‘ex-
cept: section 129’’ 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2443, COAST GUARD AND 
MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 730 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 730 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 2443) to authorize appropriations for 
the Coast Guard for fiscal year 2004, to 
amend various laws administered by the 
Coast Guard, and for other purposes. All 
points of order against the conference report 
and against its consideration are waived. 
The conference report shall be considered as 
read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 730 is a rule 
that provides for the consideration of 
the conference report for H.R. 2443, the 
Coast Guard and Maritime Transpor-
tation Act of 2004. This is a standard 
rule for a conference report providing 
for 1 hour of general debate, evenly di-
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Transportation and the 
Infrastructure. 

The legislation before us authorizes 
over $8 billion for the Coast Guard, in-
cluding a commitment to 45,500 active 
duty personnel in fiscal years 2004 and 
2005. This is extremely important legis-
lation to strengthen the Coast Guard 
in its ever-increasing role of defense of 
our homeland. 

This bill makes a new commitment 
to the long-term effectiveness of the 
Coast Guard. The Department of Home-
land Security has called on the Coast 
Guard to be the defender of American 
ports while at the same time sending 
needed resources, soldiers and vessels 
to the battles against terrorism far 
away. 

I am pleased to highlight the Inte-
grated Deepwater Acquisition Pro-
gram. This program provides the need-
ed capital to carry out effective acqui-
sition of the cutters, computer equip-
ment and other resources that the 
Coast Guard so desperately needs. The 
Deepwater System has not received the 
funding outlined in 1998, but this bill 
makes up for the delay. The conference 
report authorizes over $1 billion for the 
program, accelerating the Deepwater 
System 5 years ahead of the original 
20-year completion time line. 

The Coast Guard is particularly im-
portant to the community and con-
stituents that I am honored to rep-
resent in south Florida. The Coast 
Guard Integrated Support Command in 
Miami is essential to the safety and se-
curity of residents. The Coast Guard in 
south Florida coordinates integrated 
plans aimed at hurricane safety, rec-
reational boater safety and, obviously, 
protection of our coastline. 

The conference report before us was 
signed by every member of the con-
ference. It is a good bill, essential real-
ly to our continued commitment to the 
security and safety of all citizens and 
residents of the United States. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO), as well as the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
for their important work. 

I urge my colleagues to support both 
the rule and the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume, and I thank my col-
league, my friend from south Florida 
(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART), for yield-
ing me the time. 

While the two of us, my colleague 
and I, may have ideological differences 
from time to time, we are united in our 
support for the Coast Guard and the 
sometimes thankless work that they 
do every day to protect the ports and 
shores in our home State of Florida, as 
well as throughout this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the conference report to the Coast 
Guard Reauthorization Act. 

As my colleague from the majority 
previously mentioned, the conference 
report authorizes nearly $8.2 billion in 
fiscal year 2005 for the Coast Guard. 
This amount is $169 million more than 
originally approved by the House last 
October and more than $400 million 
above what was approved by the other 
body. These increases are clear indica-
tions of this body’s commitment to the 
Coast Guard’s pressing needs. 

The conference report also includes 
$1.5 billion for the Coast Guard’s acqui-
sitions, construction and improve-
ments account, a $550 million increase 
above what was requested. This in-
crease is to be used by the Coast Guard 
to improve its Integrated Deepwater 
System, as well as assist the Coast 
Guard to reduce the list of unfunded 
shore facilities that has grown signifi-
cantly over the past 5 years. 

Furthermore, the conference report 
increases the number of commissioned 
officers and includes significant au-
thorizations which will assist the Coast 
Guard to better meet our port and mar-
itime security needs. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is also directed in the conference 
report to provide Congress with reports 
regarding joint operational centers for 
port security and port compliance with 
security standards. 

I mention these two reports because 
of the great work that is being done in 
my home county, Broward County, at 
Port Everglades. There are few ports in 
the country as innovative as Port Ev-
erglades when it comes to security. 
The Port of Palm Beach, located in the 
district I represent, has also made sig-
nificant security improvement as a di-
rect result of the port security grant 
authorized by this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the Coast Guard is re-
sponsible for patrolling the more than 
12,400 miles of coastline in the United 
States. Nearly 2,000 of these miles are 
located in mine and my colleague’s, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART), home State of Florida 
where the Coast Guard plays an inte-
gral role in patrolling our shores and 
protecting our citizens. The increase in 
funding provided in the underlying leg-
islation for this important grant of the 
United States Armed Forces serves as a 
statement about the role of the Coast 
Guard in our global war on terrorism. 

Reports have shown that America’s 
ports remain susceptible to attack and 
infiltration by America’s enemies. In 
the last year alone, south Florida’s 
three major ports handled more than 
13.2 million tons of cargo. In all, well 
over 1.5 million shipping containers 
were processed by south Florida long-
shoremen during the last year. 

Certainly, these statistics highlight 
the pressing need to increase the num-
ber of Customs agents working in 
America’s ports, but they also suggest 
that the roles of the Coast Guard and 
Federal Maritime Commission in pro-
tecting our ports are greater than ever. 

Mr. Speaker, when Congress created 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
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it recommitted itself to the security of 
America. The conference report for the 
Coast Guard Authorization Act is an 
extension of that commitment. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
underlying conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak-
ers, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the 
balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on this resolution 
that is very important and urge my 
colleagues to vote favorably on the un-
derlying legislation as well. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KIRK). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, 
proceedings will resume on questions 
previously postponed. Votes will be 
taken in the following order: 

Ordering the previous question on H. 
Res. 732, by the yeas and nays; 

Adoption of H. Res. 732, if ordered; 
H. Res. 723, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 4608, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4837, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of or-
dering the previous question on House 
Resolution 732 on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays 
197, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 400] 

YEAS—217 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 

Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Cox 

Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 

Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 

Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 

Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—197 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 

Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—20 

Bell 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Frank (MA) 
Gordon 

Isakson 
Istook 
King (NY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Mollohan 
Oxley 

Pitts 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Saxton 
Souder 
Strickland 

b 1216 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico changed 
his vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SHAYS changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 211, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 401] 

AYES—212 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 

Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
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Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 

Nunes 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—211 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 

Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 

Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—11 

Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 

Isakson 
Istook 
King (NY) 
Majette 

Quinn 
Saxton 
Strickland 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 
there are 2 minutes to vote. 

b 1232 

Mr. PORTER changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

RECOGNIZING 35TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF APOLLO 11 LUNAR LANDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The unfinished business is 
the question of suspending the rules 
and agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 
723. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 723, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 0, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 402] 

YEAS—416 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Dicks 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
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Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 

Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Ferguson 
Isakson 

Istook 
Jones (NC) 
King (NY) 
Majette 
Meeks (NY) 
Quinn 

Rangel 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Strickland 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1241 

So (two thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

BOB MICHEL DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS OUT-
PATIENT CLINIC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4608. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4608, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 0, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 403] 

YEAS—407 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 

Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Coble 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 

Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 

Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 

Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—26 

Carson (IN) 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Collins 
Culberson 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Gilchrest 

Isakson 
Istook 
Jones (NC) 
King (NY) 
Majette 
McHugh 
Meeks (NY) 
Napolitano 
Pickering 

Quinn 
Rangel 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Strickland 
Tauzin 
Waters 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes to vote. 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I missed 
rollcall votes Nos. 400 through 403. The rea-
son being that I had a prescheduled meeting 
with the Secretary of Defense at the same 
time the votes were taking place. 

However, had I been present, I would have 
voted in the following fashion: Vote No. 400, 
‘‘yea’’; Vote No. 401, ‘‘yea’’; Vote No. 402, 
‘‘yea’’; and Vote No. 403, ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, on July 20, 
2004, on rollcall No. 397 regarding H.R. 
3574, I inadvertently voted ‘‘yea,’’ but 
meant to vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 4837, and that I may include 
tabular material on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 732 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4837. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4837) 
making appropriations for military 
construction, family housing, and base 
realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2005, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. BEREUTER in 
the chair. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG). 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to present the 
fiscal year 2005 military construction 
appropriations bill, which was reported 
out of the full committee on appropria-
tions on July 9 by voice vote. 

Let me at the beginning thank all of 
the people who contributed to this bill, 
the subcommittee staff, and my rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). I want to also call at-
tention to some of the staff who did re-
markable work to bring this bill for-
ward: Carol Murphy, Walter Hearne, 
Eric Elsmo, Mary Arnold and, of 
course, Tom Forhan on the minority 
side. 

The ultimate purpose of this bill is to 
support our service men and women by 
providing a quality of life commensu-
rate with the sacrifices they are called 
upon to make. I want to thank each 
Member again of the subcommittee, be-
cause they did contribute greatly via, 
in some cases, CODELs to look at some 
of the housing, for example, around the 
country and around the world. I thank 
them for their hard work and support, 
and certainly I add to it again the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), who 
has been a strong and vocal supporter 
of our men and women in the service 
for years. 

The bill totals $10 billion, which is 
$162 million above the fiscal year 2004 
enacted level and $450 million above 
the President’s request. The bill also 
contains a general provision related to 
housing privatization that CBO scores 
as additional budget authority. I will 
get to that shortly. But let me empha-
size that $10.003 billion is what the bill 
appropriates, and not a penny more. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at war. Many 
will argue that in such a time as this, 
when so many of our servicemembers 
and their families are making great 
sacrifices, that this bill does not pro-
vide enough. In one respect, they are 
right. There is no question we could do 
more if we had more. But I think this 
bill does a lot of good things and pro-
vides our active, Guard, and Reserve 
servicemembers with critically needed 
infrastructure to meet their mission 
goals, and it improves housing and 
community facilities for their families. 

That being said, I want to draw some 
attention now to the highlights of this 
bill. Within the total amount of $10 bil-
lion, the bill provides $5.3 billion for 
military construction, including $1.1 
billion for troop barracks; $833 million 
for the Guard and Reserve component 
and other facilities such as schools, fit-
ness centers, and child development 
centers. 

The bill also provides $1.6 billion for 
family housing construction, including 
funding for about 18 to 24 privatization 
projects, depending upon the cost of 
those projects; $2.5 billion for family 
housing operations and maintenance; 
$246 million for costs related to past 
BRAC rounds; and $166 million for the 
NATO Security Investment Program. 

In addition, the bill fully funds over-
seas military construction; it fully 
funds the chemical demilitarization 
construction program; it provides the 
requested funds for projects associated 
with new weapons systems, including 
the Army Stryker vehicle, the F–22 
Raptor fighter jet, and the C–17 
Globemaster cargo plane; and provides 
much needed funding for the Navy to 
continue replacing inadequate pier in-
frastructure. 

Now I want to say a word or two 
about the family housing privatization 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, a limitation on budget 
authority was placed on the program 
when it was first authorized in 1996. 
This $850 million cap was put in as a 
safeguard for what was then a new and 
untested program, a pilot program, if 
you will. Eight years later, the pro-
gram has become one of the most suc-
cessful programs we have ever had for 
improving the quality of life and mo-
rale of our troops and families. 

This cap will be reached before the 
end of this year; and if action is not 
taken to increase the limitation in fis-
cal year 2005, progress on replacing 
substandard homes will be seriously 
hampered. Unfortunately, we have run 
into a scoring issue with the CBO, 
which has complicated the solving of 
this problem. 

To my colleagues who are concerned 
about the impact that the provision 
would have on our budget deficit, I 
want to say this, and I may have to re-
peat this: this provision does not ap-
propriate any new money. None. All 
the money that is needed to support 
privatization is already contained 
within the bill. All this provision does 
is raise the authorization to allow the 
program to continue. Not a single dime 
more will be drawn from the Treasury 
as a result of this provision. 

The committee, frankly, disagrees 
with the new approach that CBO has 
decided to take to score the program. 
It does not reflect the reality of the 
program. To me, since the provision 
spends no new money, scoring is like 
building a bridge where there is no 
water. 

Mr. Chairman, this is truly a vital 
program. To endanger it because of 
some bookkeeping disagreement would 
be unwise. I personally have seen the 
homes being built because of the pro-
gram, and I have talked to military 
spouses about how their lives have im-
proved because of this program. You 
might be interested in knowing twice 
the percentage of families that are in 
the military service are married as 
compared to, say, during the Vietnam 
War. This is a good program, it is a bi-

partisan program, and it is a necessary 
program. 

CBO’s rationale for how it scores this 
program is complex, convoluted, and 
unfounded. Every Member of Congress 
that I have talked to strongly supports 
this program, and I mean every Mem-
ber. Every witness that testified before 
the subcommittee supports this pro-
gram, including the Joint Chiefs and 
the military spouses. The chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services sup-
ports this program. Even the adminis-
tration, the White House, and the De-
partment of Defense strongly support 
the provision and submitted state-
ments to the committee that it would 
not result in any, any additional cost 
to the Federal Government. I have not 
heard from one single person that does 
not support this program. 

If the housing privatization cap is 
not raised, then 16 projects covering 23 
installations spanning 13 States will be 
affected in fiscal year 2005. The af-
fected projects include major installa-
tions in California, Florida, New Jer-
sey, New York, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. A sig-
nificant number of Members on both 
sides of the aisle will feel the impact 
on their military constituents. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues 
for their support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to com-
mend the gentleman from Michigan 
(Chairman KNOLLENBERG) for his dedi-
cation to improving the quality of life 
for our military families. His commit-
ment is genuine, and his work on this 
bill has been thorough and fair, along 
with the work of his staff. At every 
step of the way, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) has 
put the interests of our service men 
and women above all other interests. I 
commend him for that, and he deserves 
our thanks and respect for that. 

Given what I believe is an inadequate 
allocation for this subcommittee, a 1.6 
percent increase in military construc-
tion funds during a time of war, an al-
location that is nearly a half a billion 
dollars below what we spent on mili-
tary construction before the Iraqi war 
began 2 years ago, given all of that, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG), the subcommittee, and 
I have worked together to try to maxi-
mize the use of these inadequate tax 
dollars to benefit our troops, and that 
is why I intend to vote for this bill. 

I am also pleased that we have been 
able to address, as long as no Member 
of the House objects to it, what could 
have been a terrible injustice to our 
military families. Eight years ago, we 
began a new approach to military hous-
ing. We combined Federal dollars with 
the strengths and resources of the pri-
vate sector to create public-private 
partnerships to improve military hous-
ing. 
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This innovative program is saving 

taxpayers billions of dollars and dra-
matically improving housing for our 
military families. Housing that would 
have taken 50 years to build under the 
old system is now being done in one- 
tenth of that time, in 5 years. Through 
this public-private partnership, we are 
providing military families with hous-
ing that they can be proud of, and cer-
tainly they deserve no less. 

Unfortunately, the Congressional 
Budget Office changed the scoring on 
this process. In my opinion, they erro-
neously are scoring dollars that busi-
nesses borrow to help build these new 
homes, even though the Federal Gov-
ernment is not responsible for those 
dollars. OMB disagrees with CBO’s ap-
proach, and so do I. 

Had we, in this committee, on a bi-
partisan basis under the leadership of 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) not raised the cap 
on the public-private military housing 
program, new housing projects would 
have come to a halt this November, 
just a few months away, shutting out 
over 24,000 military families from new 
houses in fiscal year 2005 and then de-
laying an additional 25,000 or so, for an 
impact on almost 50,000 military fami-
lies in the next 2 years. That would 
have sent a terrible message to our 
military families during a time of war. 
It is also a good reason for no Member 
to object on a procedural basis, a tech-
nical point, against this amendment. 

As a member of the Committee on 
the Budget, I would point out that I 
made an effort this spring to solve this 
problem. The Committee on the Budget 
refused to solve the problem. I then 
talked to members of the Committee 
on the Budget and urged them to meet 
and work with the Committee on 
Armed Services to address the problem. 
The Committee on Armed Services did 
address it for fiscal year 2006, but did 
not do it for 2005. Had we failed to act 
in this subcommittee on this bill, it 
would have been the third strike. In-
stead, this subcommittee took the re-
sponsibility on a bipartisan basis to ad-
dress this housing crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) once again for his 
strong efforts on this particular impor-
tant issue. It also could not have been 
done without the strong leadership of 
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG) and the Committee on Appro-
priations and its subcommittee staffs. 

If any Member of this House who ob-
jects to the increase in the cap on mili-
tary housing and the directed scoring 
allows that to happen, let me explain 
clearly, Mr. Chairman, what the im-
pact will be. Tens of thousands of mili-
tary families that are planning right 
now on having new housing built start-
ing next year will have those promises 
broken, those promises dashed, even 
families who have loved ones fighting 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
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If we do that, it would be a grave in-

justice to men and women and families 
who are making incredible sacrifices 
on behalf of our children. 

Considering the fact that the Com-
mittee on Rules allows protection 
against technical points of order every 
week in this Congress, on a regular 
basis, for unimportant issues as well as 
important issues, surely if there was 
ever a reason to put the interests of 
military families above the interests of 
technical points of order, today should 
be the day, and better housing for 
those families should be the reason. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be remiss not 
to mention my disappointment con-
cerning the overall funding level in 
this bill. Our Nation is at war. Our 
service men and women are risking 
their lives in Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
throughout the world. Military fami-
lies are making great, great personal 
sacrifices for the American family. 
Yet, this bill spends $420 million less on 
military construction than we spent 
prior to the Iraqi war. So Congress, in 
effect, is asking for more from our 
troops and military families, while 
spending less on military construction. 
That does not make sense. 

It does not pass the fairness test be-
cause it means we are shortchanging 
military housing, day care centers, 
training ranges, and military work fa-
cilities. That is not right. 

If we can make significant new com-
mitments to defense spending and 
highway spending and countless other 
programs, why can we not provide 
more than a 1.6 percent increase in 
military construction, which is so im-
portant to our troops’ quality of life 
and their training and working condi-
tions, especially during a time of war? 

In March of last year, as American 
troops were making the final plans to 
commence the war in Iraq, the major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) spoke to bankers and said 
this: ‘‘Nothing is more important in 
the face of war than cutting taxes.’’ In 
all due respect to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), that flawed ide-
ology would be hard to explain to the 
nearly 400,000 Army soldiers I represent 
at Fort Hood, Texas, nearly 40,000 sol-
diers who have been asked to serve in 
Iraq just this year. It would be hard to 
explain to their spouses and children 
who have to worry every day whether 
their loved ones will ever return home. 

I believe most Americans, as they did 
after Pearl Harbor would say, you 
know what? Supporting our troops and 
their families during a time of war is 
far more important than tax cuts, espe-
cially if some of those tax cuts benefit 
Members of Congress, like us. Unfortu-
nately, the inadequate allocation in 
this bill reflects the ideology of the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
rather than the quintessential Amer-
ican value of shared sacrifice during a 
time of war. 

By increasing defense construction 
spending by only 1.6 percent, not even 

enough to keep up with inflation, in ef-
fect, in that way, it is a real cut in 
military construction and quality-of- 
life programs. It spends $420 million, as 
I said, less than we spent 2 years ago 
before the Iraq war even began, and 
even $900 million less in this bill that 
the administration, the Bush adminis-
tration, said was needed for military 
construction just 12 months ago. 

If anyone thinks this allocation was 
not decided by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) or me or 
this committee, but was decided by a 
higher pay grade in this House leader-
ship, if anyone thinks this allocation 
we had to deal with is adequate, let me 
remind them of some of the facts pro-
vided by the Department of Defense: 
Number one, 39,000 Army families live 
in inadequate housing; number two, 
34,000 Army barracks do not meet even 
basic Department of Defense standards; 
number three, 16,000 Navy and Marine 
Corps families live in inadequate hous-
ing; number four, 31,000 Air Force fami-
lies live in inadequate housing; number 
five, 70 percent of Army facilities are 
C–3 or C–4, which means mission im-
paired; number six, 66 percent, two- 
thirds, of Air Force facilities are C–3 or 
C–4, again meaning that the mission of 
those facilities could be impaired. 

Just a month ago, the House voted 
for a new $69 billion tax break that will 
not help our military families, but it 
will just happen to provide a $1,000 tax 
credit to Members of Congress such as 
myself for every child that we have. So 
I will receive a $2,000 tax credit as a re-
sult of that bill that the House voted 
for, over my objection, 2 months ago. 

Now, how can we look today in the 
faces of our service men and women, 
look them in the eye and say, last 
month we could afford to pass a $69 bil-
lion child tax credit that applies to 
people making between $110,000 and 
$250,000 a year, but today, we cannot 
even afford 5 percent of that amount to 
provide a decent increase in military 
construction funding for military fami-
lies making $20,000 and $30,000 a year. I 
just do not see the fairness in that. 

Every one of us, Mr. Chairman, Dem-
ocrat and Republican alike, genuinely 
respects the service and sacrifices of 
our troops and their families. No one, 
no one should doubt that. But I strong-
ly believe that it is time that our budg-
et priorities in Congress should better 
reflect that respect. Our service men 
and women deserve no less. 

Despite the objections I have to the 
underfunding of this, despite my con-
cern that perhaps a Member of Con-
gress, for whatever reason, well-inten-
tioned or not, might strike an amend-
ment that would literally freeze the 
most important military housing pro-
gram ever, because of the strong lead-
ership of the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG), because of the bi-
partisan way in which he worked this 
bill, because of his deep commitment 
and our committee’s work to spend an 
inadequate amount of dollars as effi-
ciently as we possibly could, I intend 
to vote for this legislation. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. GRANGER), who is also 
a member of the subcommittee. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this important bill 
that provides for our military and their 
families. First, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Michigan (Chairman 
Knollenberg) for putting together a 
great bill, and I also want to commend 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) for his work 
on the bill. 

The military construction bill for fis-
cal year 2005 provides just over $10 bil-
lion for construction at our military 
bases here at home and overseas, and 
also for important family housing 
projects and quality-of-life initiatives 
at our military installations. Among 
other things, the bill provides funding 
for new barracks, medical and dental 
facilities, and fitness centers and child 
development centers for our troops and 
their families. The bill also provides 
funding for construction projects that 
support major weapons programs like 
the F/A–22 Raptor and the Joint Strike 
Fighter. 

I strongly support the inclusion of 
the provision in this bill to raise the 
cap on the Military Family Housing 
Privatization Initiative. If we do not 
raise this cap, this privatization initia-
tive will come to a halt in November of 
this year and jeopardize projects to 
build or renovate 50,000 housing units 
for our military families. This program 
is simply the best way to improve 
housing for our troops and their fami-
lies. 

Additionally, the bill includes sev-
eral important construction projects 
for Naval Air Station/joint Reserve 
Base, Fort Worth, in my district. 

It is absolutely essential that we pass 
this bill to support our military men 
and women and their families during 
this time of war. Again, I thank the 
chairman for his great work on this 
bill. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FARR), a very effective 
and hard-working member of the Sub-
committee on Military Construction. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) for 
his leadership on this bill. 

We have just had a long debate on 
this military housing issue, and I think 
what is missing in it is a little bit of 
understanding of what it is all about. 

Several years ago, Congress author-
ized that instead of designing military 
housing, instead of funding and build-
ing it, essentially putting up tax-
payers’ money and then going out to 
bid and building it to a military plan, 
we decided why not allow the private 
sector to build this housing, build it 
more like the housing that is in the 
communities, higher quality housing, 

and build it to the standards that are 
normally found in the private sector in 
housing; and this was called the RCI, 
Residential Community Initiative. It 
has been a very effective program be-
cause we do not have to put up tax-
payer money to do it. 

Through that, what we have found is 
that the private sector rushed in and 
put together these consortiums of de-
velopers and have done a job that is 
more attractive than anything we 
could have done under the old sort of 
public-military housing concept. 

And the soldiers and the wives of the 
soldiers are very, very interested. In 
fact, they came to our committee and 
said of all of the issues affecting the 
military, of all of the issues affecting 
families in the military, the number 
one issue was adequate housing. Not 
surprisingly, it is probably the same 
question on the private side. And they 
applauded us for addressing the issue, 
but they asked us to make sure that we 
do not get stuck in these internal 
budget rules. 

What we are talking about is an in-
ternal rule. It is our own rule, we can 
waive it if we want to, and that is the 
issue. We should be waiving it. Why 
should we be waiving it? Because we do 
not have to put up the money; the pri-
vate sector does it. Why should we 
waive it? Because it is all about invest-
ment. It is the ounce of prevention 
that is worth a pound of cure. What is 
the investment in? It is in quality 
homes built to code standards in the 
community, the highest standards we 
have ever had in this country. It is 
built to the kind of quality that the 
housewives and soldiers, the men and 
women in uniform like. 

And what does it do? It helps us, one, 
go out and recruit people, and we are in 
an all-voluntary military. We cannot 
force them to join. They want to join, 
and part of it is the benefit package 
that is offered to you while you are in 
the military, including the housing. 

The second is, once you get in, if you 
are assigned to bases that have the in-
adequate housing that the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) talked 
about, and there is a lot of it out there, 
people living in Quonset huts, we 
should not allow that. If these were 
local homes, they would be shut down 
by the building inspectors, yet we 
allow military families to live in them 
when the private sector can build new 
homes. So we need to do that for reten-
tion. 

Once we have these well-trained peo-
ple in the military, we want them to 
stay. One of the biggest attractions of 
staying is you get to live in a quality 
community. 

So this internal budget rule makes 
no sense, and I hope that nobody raises 
an objection. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW), who is a 
member of the subcommittee as well. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I rise in strong support of this legis-
lation for a lot of reasons. Most impor-
tant, I think, is that of all of the bills 
that we pass that relate to defense, 
this is the only piece of legislation 
whose main theme is the betterment of 
the lives of the men and women who 
wear our uniform; and it does it pri-
marily in the area of housing in terms 
of their quality of life. 

For too long, we have put the pri-
ority in terms of the weapons systems, 
in terms of the tanks that they drove, 
and for the first time in modern his-
tory, we are now saying that quality of 
life, living conditions are very, very 
important to our men and women. 

So in this bill we spend over $1 bil-
lion of new money to provide for that 
kind of housing, and we do it in cre-
ative, innovative ways, something like 
a Ship-to-Shore program. 

Right now, our sailors, when they are 
at sea being deployed, they live in very 
cramped situations, and that is a real 
sacrifice that they make, and it is part 
of the sacrifice they make overall. But 
when they come back to their home 
port, it is inexcusable that they have 
to continue to live on these ships in 
these cramped conditions, and that is 
what the Ship-to-Shore program helps 
to solve. It gives them a place to live 
on their base, more living room, a bet-
ter way to live; and that is important. 

Then we have heard a lot of discus-
sion about housing privatization. This 
is revolutionary, and it is crazy that 
somebody has decided that when the 
Federal Government spends no money 
whatsoever that somehow, that is 
counted against Federal spending. So 
we have this new program that is inno-
vative, creative, where the private sec-
tor comes in, builds new housing, takes 
the kinds of risks that they ought to 
take because they know it is going to 
be a profitable situation. So we have 
that as well. 

Most of all, this bill recognizes the 
most important asset we have are our 
men and women in uniform, and this 
goes a long way towards providing a 
better quality of life for all of them. I 
urge the adoption of this legislation. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I applaud this 
subcommittee for addressing a very se-
rious crisis in military housing that 
will occur just a few months from now 
if we do not include the language that 
was added in the amendment. 

To be specific about it, let me just 
say to my colleagues, Mr. Chairman, 
some of the families and the numbers 
of families, the different locations of 
military installations that will be af-
fected if a Member of the House were to 
raise a point of order against this hous-
ing measure that we added: In New 
York at Fort Drum, 2,272 families 
would have their new housing put on 
hold. I believe Fort Drum has played 
an important role in the Iraqi war. 

b 1315 
In Pennsylvania, 316 families at the 

Carlisle Barracks would have their new 
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housing put on hold. At Fort Bliss in 
Texas, 2,776 families would have their 
housing put on hold. At Eglin Air 
Force Base in Florida, 2,739 military 
families would see the promise of new 
housing for them broken. At Lackland 
Air Force Base in Texas, 914 families 
would lose the promise of new housing. 
At Langley in Virginia, the State of 
Virginia, 1,268 families would have 
their new housing denied them. 

Sheppard Air Force Base, 1,288 fami-
lies in Texas would lose that improved 
housing. New Jersey, 2,415 at McGuire 
Air Force Base in Fort Dix. Those are 
not numbers. That is 2,415 military 
families making sacrifices for our 
country who would see their housing 
dreams go down the tubes. 

Let us look at Florida, Georgia and 
South Carolina, the Southeast and 
Eastern Navy projects: 6,076 families 
would have a ‘‘no’’ said to them in re-
gard to new housing. How about 
Twentynine Palms in California, 1,382 
families. Well, let us look at Camp 
Lejeune. Obviously they have made 
tremendous sacrifices, those machines, 
that installation as part of our war on 
terrorism; 3,516 of those families would 
be told no. Congress could afford to 
vote in the month of May for a $69 bil-
lion tax cut that gave Members of Con-
gress a tax break, but we cannot afford 
to give you new housing this year dur-
ing time of war; we have got to put a 
freeze on your new housing. 

Well, let us go down to Georgia. Peo-
ple at Fort Benning have made tremen-
dous sacrifices for our country. They 
would actually lose 4,055 new military 
housing under the freeze if any Member 
of this House objects to the amend-
ment we put in the bill. 

At Fort Benning, actually they 
would not lose it this year. They are 
planning on getting their new housing 
next year. They have been told they 
will not even get their new housing 
next year, because that will have to be 
pushed back a year because of the 
freeze that would occur on military 
housing this year. Fort Knox, Ken-
tucky, would be in that similar situa-
tion. Their new housing for 3,380 mili-
tary housing would be pushed back a 
year if any Member objects to what we 
did on a bipartisan basis in this com-
mittee. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to just 
say the Military Officers Association of 
America, the Association of the United 
States Army, the Air Force Associa-
tion, the National Military Family As-
sociation have all written letters ask-
ing this House on a bipartisan basis to 
protect the increase in the cap for mili-
tary housing so we can show respect to 
our military families during time of 
war, not just with our words and our 
rhetoric but with our deeds and better 
housing. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), 
a member of the committee. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this military construction ap-
propriations bill and would like to 
commend the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) for 
their good work on this legislation. 

I would also like to voice my specific 
support for those provisions of this bill 
which continue the critical ongoing 
renovation of military housing. In my 
district in northern New Jersey, the 
Army through its Residential Commu-
nities Initiative has selected a devel-
oper to privatize and revitalize mili-
tary housing at Picatinny Arsenal. 
Looking at the larger RCI program, 
Picatinny’s participation is relatively 
small. We have approximately 113 af-
fected families, but the refurbishment 
of their houses and homes will have a 
deep impact on their quality of life. 
For them this debate and the chair-
man’s leadership has indeed a very 
human face. These military families 
care about leaky roofs, substandard 
plumbing, and ancient electrical wir-
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, we in Congress can do 
several things to support our young 
fighting men and women who serve our 
country with such dedication, because 
literally we are a Nation at war. We 
can make sure they have adequate pay 
and benefits. In this regard, we have 
made significant progress in recent 
years. We can also ensure that their re-
tirement benefits meet their needs 
when their service is over. Again, we 
continue to work to improve veterans 
programs, but we can and must work to 
improve the day-to-day quality of life 
that they have. In this regard, there 
are few things more important to mili-
tary personnel than where they live 
and the quality of the roof over their 
heads. 

This legislation contains important 
provisions which will allow the contin-
ued revitalization of military housing. 
I would urge the Committee on the 
Budget to allow this program to con-
tinue and to support the bill as it was 
drafted. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS), a tremendous 
leader in this Congress on defense 
issues and an important member of the 
Committee on Appropriations Sub-
committee on Military Construction. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, we did not 
have much time on the rule to discuss 
this issue on the cap on family hous-
ing, and I want to first of all congratu-
late the chairman (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) 
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) for working together in a very 
bipartisan basis in our committee. The 
chairman could not have done more to 
help bring this provision to the floor of 
the House. We all regret, and I think it 
was a mistake in judgment for the 
Committee on Rules, to make a deci-
sion to not protect this provision, and 
this provision which raised by $500 mil-
lion the cap on family housing was 
sought by the administration. 

Each of the services testified before 
our subcommittee. The Secretary of 
Defense and his people supported it. 
The White House supported it. OMB 
supported it. The chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services supported it. 
Of course our distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Military Construc-
tion and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations also sup-
ported it. And we are going to make a 
decision based on an arcane rule com-
ing out of CBO that is in conflict with 
OMB. 

Now, my view in this situation, if I 
were in the majority party and the ad-
ministration wanted this done, I would 
be trying to find a way to make it hap-
pen; and this is a big problem, because 
there are, I think, about a dozen 
projects. 

Here are the projects that will not go 
forward this year if the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) has his way: 
Fort Drum, New York; Dover Air Force 
Base, Delaware; Shaw Air Force Base, 
South Carolina; Cannon Air Force 
Base, New Mexico; Fort Monmouth/ 
Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; Car-
lisle Barracks, Pennsylvania; Fort 
Bliss, Texas; White Sands Missile 
Range, New Mexico; Altus Air Force 
Base, Oklahoma; Eglin/Hurlburt Air 
Force Base, Florida; Lackland Air 
Force Base, Texas; Langley Air Force 
Base, Virginia; Sheppard Air Force 
Base, Texas; Tinker Air Force Base, 
Oklahoma; McGuire Air Force Base/ 
Fort Dix, New Jersey; MCAGCC 
Twentynine Palms, California; MCSA 
Kansas City, Missouri; Camp Lejeune/ 
MCB Cherry Point, North Carolina; 
Stewart Army Subpost. 

Those projects will all be delayed be-
cause of this decision; and as has been 
suggested, we are in a time of war. We 
are in a war on terrorism, a war in 
Iraq, a war in Afghanistan. We have 
our troops deployed all over the world. 

The one thing the people who are de-
ploying say and their spouses say is 
one thing we really would like to see 
an improvement in, in the services, is 
military housing; and we have worked 
at Fort Lewis. I have a major project 
out there that is going forward. It is 
one of the greatest successes. We can 
get more housing, new housing and 
more restored housing faster under this 
public-private sector project; and usu-
ally the majority party is thrilled 
about public-private projects. 

In this case, this decision will ad-
versely affect the quality of life of men 
and women serving in the military and 
their families, and this is over an ar-
cane budget rule. To me, the insistence 
on striking this out is one of the worst 
mistakes I think we have made around 
here in a long time. 

One thing I have always been proud 
of, this House has always been able to 
rise above partisan or short-term con-
siderations and work towards a bipar-
tisan cooperation on defense. Let us 
not ruin that today. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
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from Virginia (Mr. GOODE), who is a 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Chairman, I too 
want to salute our Chair, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG), and the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
I agree with them. I do not agree with 
CBO as other speakers have so indi-
cated. I agree with OMB, I agree with 
the President, and I agree with our 
subcommittee on this issue of caps. I 
cannot understand how CBO scores it 
as it does. 

Let me mention briefly the impact in 
Virginia. An additional 39 units are 
planned for privatization in fiscal year 
2006 and 2007. This includes 22 projects 
in 16 different States. In Virginia at 
Langley Air Force Base, we are talking 
about 1,400 units. I can tell you the 
quality of life of those at Langley 
would be significantly enhanced if this 
could go forward. 

One gentleman on the other side said 
we have got to find a way to make it 
happen. I believe the best thing to do is 
vote for this bill, send it forward. This 
is just part of the process through 
which Military Construction will go be-
fore it is finally adopted by both the 
House and the Senate and signed by 
the President. 

So I would urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote, go for-
ward with the process, and I think 
positive things will happen throughout 
that process. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
yielding me time. 

I, too, was saddened by the decision 
of the House Republican leadership, so 
ably articulated by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS); and 
I appreciate the service you are doing 
for our servicemen and -women, train-
ing the spotlight on this. 

But I would like to speak briefly, if I 
could, Mr. Chairman, to a specific area. 
Historically, I have come before this 
subcommittee talking about the prob-
lems of military cleanup. I did not this 
time, because I appreciated what the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), the members of 
the committee, were faced with. And I 
think they have done a good job under 
difficult circumstances, trying to put a 
little bit of money into the BRAC 
cleanup; but I would like to serve no-
tice that I am hopeful that this is the 
last time that we place this low degree 
of priority. 

I appreciate the imperative that you 
are facing, but we have a long-term 
time bomb, literally, that is ticking. 
The presence of unexploded ordnance 
and other contaminants on transferred 
military property limits our use of 
hundreds of thousands of acres of 
closed military bases from prime real 
estate to scenic open space. That is one 
of the reasons why we have such great 
apprehension about the BRAC process 

that is working its way forward. People 
are afraid that they are going to be left 
with a toxic white elephant. 

And, indeed, the BRAC situation is 
just the tip of the iceberg, because we 
have between 10 and 50 million polluted 
acres; and at the rate of the spending 
that we are embarked upon now under 
the MILCON and the Department of 
Defense, we are going to take in the 
neighborhood of 300 years or more to 
clean up this responsibility that will be 
skyrocketing in costs over time. And 
these things get worse as the explo-
sives, as the military equipment dete-
riorates, polluting groundwater, mi-
grating to the surface. This is a prob-
lem that we cannot continue to sweep 
under the rug. 

The Federal Government should be 
leading by example, cleaning up after 
itself, making sure we are not leaving 
an expensive, toxic legacy for the fu-
ture. 

Last but not least, this sub-
committee can help by providing more 
leadership with local communities to 
provide a framework to the cleanup. I 
have been impressed with what hap-
pened in the State of California, recog-
nizing that long-term operation of 
military installations must involve a 
partnership between the State, the 
local, the Federal Government; in some 
areas, tribal authorities. 
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I would hope that we could work to-
gether in a cooperative fashion with 
these other entities to be able to have 
a framework that will promote the 
clean-up because, ultimately, not only 
will this improve the quality of life of 
our military families, it will hasten the 
day that we solve this problem, saving 
billions of long-term dollars. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time. 

I thank the gentleman for having 
produced an excellent bill with limited 
funds available; and I appreciate the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), 
the ranking member, for his partner-
ship in making this a very good bill. It 
is a good bill. 

We are focusing on one part of the 
bill, and I think that is appropriate. We 
should focus on that one part of the 
bill, but all of the items included in 
this appropriations bill for military 
construction are needed. They are cost 
effective and they are very good 
projects. But the one that we are vi-
tally concerned about today, the one 
that we fear might have a point of 
order raised against it, is the military 
family housing issue. 

I have not found anybody, Mr. Chair-
man, that is opposed to doing what we 
want to do. We want to provide decent 
housing for the members of our mili-
tary and their families. We do not want 

a soldier or a Marine to be in Iraq or 
Afghanistan and have in the back of 
his mind that his family is living in a 
rat-trap condition back home. That 
soldier, that Marine, has to be paying 
full attention to the mission and to ac-
complishing the mission, and also to 
providing some protection for himself 
or herself while they do this mission. 

Congress needs to be totally sup-
portive of the troops; and Congress has 
done a really good job. I am proud to 
say that we have identified, just during 
this year alone, many areas where the 
government is not taking proper care 
of military members and their fami-
lies, and we are fixing them. 

And, Mr. Chairman, we ought to do 
that. We need to fix these issues. We 
need to provide what our troops need 
and we need to protect them while they 
are doing it. And we need to have their 
families have a quality of life while 
they are out fighting that war. They do 
not need to be worried about what con-
ditions the folks are living in back 
home. 

The reason we need to do this is be-
cause this Congress voted to send them 
to the war. Now, maybe everybody did 
not vote for it, but most of us did, and 
we have an obligation to the men and 
women who protect this Nation and 
protect our national interests, wher-
ever they might be, and who are on the 
front line in the war against terrorism 
and the threats of terrorists. A world 
that is controlled by terrorists or their 
threats of violence is not acceptable, 
and I do not know of anyone who would 
disagree with that except the terror-
ists. 

This Congress has stepped up to the 
plate before, and we need to step up to 
the plate today. I am not exactly sure 
what the issue is on military family 
housing. Everybody is for it, but there 
are some who want to strike it from 
this bill and do it at a later time. What 
I cannot understand is, if we are going 
to do it at a later time, why not do it 
now? 

There may be some other bills that 
could solve this same problem, but this 
bill is here and fixes it today. Some 
other bill that might solve this prob-
lem of family housing for the military, 
but it may not have to pass. This bill 
has to pass. Before this Congress can 
leave its business, this bill and all of 
the other appropriations bills have to 
pass. 

That is an interesting point. A lot of 
folks do not understand that. Appro-
priations bills have to pass because if 
they do not, the government shuts 
down. Now, who wants to shut down 
the government? I do not know of any-
body who wants to shut down the gov-
ernment. There may be some. 

But this bill has to pass, and that is 
why we ought to solve the problem of 
military housing for families in this 
bill today, while we are here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

Now, there is a scoring issue. We 
have had many bills come to the floor 
where the Committee on the Budget 
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could have raised points of order— 
issues like the farm bill that exceeded 
the budget resolution; like the Medi-
care reform bill, where costs far ex-
ceeded the estimate; and this afternoon 
we are going to consider a highway 
program that exceeds the authorizing 
committee allocation by $400 million. 
And I have heard nothing about raising 
points of order on those bills. 

I have not heard anyone from the 
Committee on the Budget state a con-
cern about those bills. No points of 
order were raised against the farm bill 
or against the Medicare reform bill. It 
is my understanding that none are 
going to be raised against the highway 
bill today. That may change now that 
we put a little pressure on the issue, 
but as of this morning that was not in-
tended. 

But, for years, OMB and CBO have 
scored the military housing program 
the same way, 6 years. But for some 
reason, all of a sudden, CBO decided to 
score it differently. I do not know why. 
Maybe there is some good reason, but if 
there is, I do not know what it is. 

I want to take just a couple of min-
utes to read what the President of the 
United States thinks about this provi-
sion in the appropriations bill. He sup-
ports this very strongly, as do most of 
the Members of this House and the 
Senate, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the chiefs of the services. They all 
support it. But you know who really 
supports it? The military troops who 
are defending our Nation support this 
because it gives their families some 
quality of life. 

I am quoting now from the letter 
from the Administration. ‘‘The admin-
istration strongly supports the provi-
sion that would increase the military 
housing privatization cap from $850 
million to $1.35 billion. This increase 
will help improve the quality of life of 
our military families. Furthermore, 
without this increase, the current limit 
would be reached by November of 2004 
and the program would be over. OMB 
would not score any additional costs to 
this provision because it does not in-
crease the amount of budget authority 
available to the Department of De-
fense.’’ And it goes on for about five 
more sentences expressing strong sup-
port for this provision and, expressing 
no concern whatsoever for the scoring. 

I just think that it is so important to 
those Americans serving in our mili-
tary, doing whatever they are asked to 
do, going wherever they are asked to 
go, making whatever sacrifice they 
must make. If we cannot today, in this 
bill that must pass, take care of their 
concerns for the way their families 
have to live, shame on us. But I would 
tell you that of the 435 Members of this 
House, I will bet if this was put to an 
up or down vote, there probably would 
not be five votes against it. 

It is just too bad that a procedural 
situation, that is not even consistent, 
can derail this extremely important 
issue. 

Let us not shoot Santa Claus on the 
floor of the House today. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) for his eloquent comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ), 
a senior and respected member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. ORTIZ asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) that this bill has some good 
items in the bill, but I think that the 
heart of the bill was in housing. And I 
do not know whether we have thought 
about what are we going to do with re-
enlistments? How are we going to do 
with retainment? 

The first time the young men and 
women enlist in the military they en-
list on their own. Once they serve 2, 3 
years in the military, then they marry. 
Then the second time they are going to 
reenlist, they reenlist their families. 
That is why this bill, the family hous-
ing portion of this military construc-
tion bill, was the very center of this 
bill. 

The idea was born about private-pub-
lic housing in my district in Kingsville 
because we saw the need to free loose 
some of the moneys for other purposes, 
and this is where this came about. In 
Kingsville, Texas, this idea was born, 
and we have been able to save millions 
and millions and millions of dollars. 

I am concerned about whether we are 
going to be able to retain these young 
men and women if we do not provide 
adequate housing for their wives, for 
their children. 

I have four military bases in my dis-
trict. Thank God that we do not have a 
seriousness yet in housing. But right 
before 9/11, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) and myself, we 
visited 25 bases in 4 days. I hope that 
some of the Members have been with us 
to see the deplorable conditions of the 
housing that we have throughout this 
Nation. 

I think that we are beginning to see 
retention numbers coming down. We 
are going to be able to see within the 
next few months that reenlistment will 
come down. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) has 
81⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) has 31⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WALSH), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on VA, HUD 
and Independent Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and a mem-
ber of this subcommittee. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) for the 
remarkable work product that he has 
provided to us. 

The subcommittee worked very hard 
to meet the needs of our military. This 

is our highest priority, and this bill 
comes in $450 million above the Presi-
dent’s budget request. It supports our 
active duty forces. It supports our 
Guard and Reserve. It is building hous-
ing, hospitals, schools, public safety 
and, most importantly, our national 
security. It is improving our bases. 

Personally, in my home, the district 
in central New York, the Air National 
Guard base, not 5 years ago, the com-
mandant came through and said, This 
is one of the sorriest looking bases I 
have ever seen. 

These are soldiers who fought in the 
Gulf War, who have flown air CAP in 
Iraq, both north and south, some of the 
most dangerous duty of any of our sol-
diers in the country. And what we have 
done through this bill, through the 
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) leadership, is made that 
one of the finest looking bases in 
America to make sure that our troops 
have the very best facilities and equip-
ment and quality of life that this Na-
tion can afford. 

I also rise in strong support of the 
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) manager’s amendment 
regarding raising the cap on privatiza-
tion of military housing. This provi-
sion has outlived its usefulness. The 
provision was put in place to make 
sure this program worked. Well, the 
jury is in. The program works. It works 
so well that we now need to continue 
it. And this cap is no longer needed to 
provide insurance that the program 
works. It does work. It works better 
than most. 

Our soldiers and their families are 
benefiting. They deserve good, quality 
housing and they need it. Let us raise 
the cap. Let us build more housing and 
let us support the bill. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) who was pre-
viously the chairman of this com-
mittee for 4 years. 

(Mr. HOBSON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I can 
think of no bill more important than 
this bill, especially at this time. And I 
want to thank the committee on both 
sides for doing great work on this. 

The quality of life for our troops is 
very important. Their ability to come 
home and live in appropriate housing is 
of the highest need. 
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When I was the chairman of the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Sub-
committee, we began in earnest to do 
the privatization of housing on our 
bases because we realized that we did 
not have enough money to build hous-
ing under the old MILCON way. 

I can tell my colleagues that as we go 
around and visit the bases today where 
we have gotten these programs going, 
people are thrilled at the quality of the 
housing that is now there. 
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I think CBO has done a very great 

disservice to this country in not under-
standing how these deals are put to-
gether. These deals are put together at 
no risk for the most part to the Fed-
eral Government. There is only a cou-
ple who have a BRAC guarantee. All 
the rest of them are a simple, lease- 
back proposition with no guarantee by 
the Federal Government. 

So let us take a base that has been 
done. Let us go to Fort Hood, Texas. If 
we go to Fort Hood, Texas, we have a 
company that has built this housing, 
and they have agreed that they will 
provide this housing to the military; 
and the military has said we will rent 
it, we will rent it from you, but if it at 
some time Fort Hood does not need the 
housing, the government does not pay 
for it. The risk of the private financing 
on this is in the private sector, not to 
the Federal Government; and I do not 
think CBO understands that. We do not 
have to pay for it, if we do not need it. 

That is the best deal for the tax-
payer. That is the best deal for the 
troops. He is getting housing that he is 
entitled to, that is the same type of 
housing if he were in the private sec-
tor, and that is the kind of housing our 
troops are entitled to; and we are giv-
ing it to them. 

I urge the support for this bill and to 
keep this provision in this bill. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

I would just like to go back to the 
issue of the military housing program 
that is being protected in this bill un-
less a Member of the House objects to 
it. 

I want, Mr. Chairman, all Members 
and all those watching to understand 
what is going to happen if anyone ob-
jects. First of all, 24,000 servicemen and 
-women and their families will have a 
promise broken to them. A promise to 
provide them with new housing is a 
show of respect for the tremendous sac-
rifices they are making for our country 
and the American family. 

Secondly, and this I do not think has 
been discussed, while the present bill 
provides a 1.6 percent increase over 
military construction spending com-
pared to a year ago, not even enough to 
keep up with inflation, the fact is that 
many of those dollars being appro-
priated in this bill will be prohibited 
from being spent if one Member of this 
House stands up and objects to our hav-
ing solved the military housing cap 
problem. 

So, in effect, you are not only saying, 
no, you are not only going to break the 
promise to 24,000 military families 
across this country; you are actually 
saying that in a time of war it is okay 
with you if the effect of your action is 
to actually cut military construction 
funding this year compared to last year 
because literally millions and millions 
of dollars that look like they are being 
appropriated will be nothing but an il-
lusion, nothing but a false promise to 
our servicemen and -women, 40,000 of 
whom live in my district, nearly 20,000 
of whom are in Iraq today. 

No, Mr. Chairman. When our troops 
are asked to go into combat, they do 
not have an option of saying I will take 
care of that later. That is called 
AWOL. 

Well, today, let us as Members of 
Congress not go AWOL when we have 
an opportunity to step up to the plate, 
and right now, not a week from now, 
not a month from now, not some false 
promise, let us vote now to support our 
military men and women and the bet-
ter housing they deserve. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON), who is a 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time, and I appreciate the time and 
wanted to stand in support of the 
chairman’s mark on this important 
bill. 

We have been working in the Sub-
committee on Military Construction 
for many years to get this housing pri-
vatization project going. To date, we 
have got about 60,000 houses that are 
under this program. It has been a huge 
success. Yet we have something like 
160-odd thousand to go. That would be 
our goal. That would give us about 70 
percent of the existing housing units. 
Big step. 

It has been a very, very positive pro-
gram from Fort Meade to Fort Stew-
art. Here is a quote that one of the sol-
diers in our area at Fort Stewart actu-
ally wrote us: ‘‘There is a maintenance 
manager here at Fort Stewart, who is 
undoubtedly the best I have seen in my 
20 years in the military. He is respon-
sible for Marne Homes. He is person-
able, kind, and most of all a man of his 
word. If he says he’ll fix something, he 
will fix it and he will fix it fast. He’ll 
fix the root of a problem and not just 
put a Band-Aid on it. I feel better’’ and 
perhaps this is the key sentence, ‘‘I feel 
better going to Iraq in a few months 
knowing he will be here to take care of 
my family.’’ 

That is a strong statement for our 
soldiers back home, and yet what is the 
problem here? We have two scoring 
agencies. One is the Congressional 
Budget Office. One is the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. And this year, for 
some reason, the CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, changed the way 
they want to score this. 

In essence, what they did is they 
charged all the money up front. It is 
the equivalent of going to a soldier and 
saying, instead of your annual pay 
being scored on a 1-year basis, we are 
going to multiply it by the 20 years 
you are going to serve in the military 
and we are going to score your pay 
against you for the whole 20 years. 
That is what the Congressional Budget 
Office did. That does not make any 
sense, but the Office of Management 
and Budget did not change its scoring. 
The program has not changed, nor has 
the committee position changed. 

So we should not change as Members 
of the House. We need to stand with 

our military. The manager’s amend-
ment has fixed this problem for right 
now. We have got good bipartisan sup-
port on it, and we need to move for-
ward on this bill. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of 
things that already have been said, 
which I would like to repeat in my own 
words, but I am sure my fellow Mem-
bers of Congress would not mind if I 
spoke for a little less period of time; 
but I just want to say that this is what 
we need to do for our soldiers. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
compliment the gentleman on his 
statement; and when he is right, he is 
really right. I thank him. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I appreciate that. 
Thanks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise that each side has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining 11⁄2 min-
utes. 

This subcommittee worked on a gen-
uine bipartisan basis to provide a bet-
ter quality of life for military families. 
It worked on a bipartisan basis to ad-
dress a looming crisis in military hous-
ing. Now the moment has come for us 
to decide if we want to support our 
troops, including troops in combat, 
with our rhetoric and with our hearts 
and with our deeds. 

With all due respect to our hearts 
and our intentions and our goodwill, 
what matters to the 40,000 soldiers I 
have the privilege to represent at Fort 
Hood, Texas, is what Congress does 
with its deeds. Our responsibility today 
should be to say that in a time of war, 
it is of the utmost national priority 
and responsibility to take care of our 
military families who are sacrificing so 
much for all of us. 

We need to pass this subcommittee 
bill as it was drafted and passed out of 
subcommittee, now out of full com-
mittee. We need to pass this bill on a 
bipartisan basis; and for that reason, I 
ask my colleagues not only to support 
this bill but to ask all of their col-
leagues not to be the one person in this 
House who stops the most important 
housing program ever for our military. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would ask 
one question to any Member who would 
have the gall to stand up and strike 
out this issue, and that is, 2 months 
ago, how did you vote on the $69 billion 
tax cut which included tax breaks for 
Members of Congress? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself the remaining time. 

I believe my colleagues can tell from 
the input that has been brought for-
ward this afternoon and the contribu-
tions from everybody that everyone 
here feels very strongly about this 
issue, extremely strongly. In fact, I 
think about the work that this sub-
committee has done. We have always 
striven to do things in a fashion that 
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represents actually what ends up being 
a bipartisan effort, but we actually do 
not seek that necessarily. It is just 
that what we are doing is for the com-
mon good of our military, and it seems 
to be appropriate then that it all works 
out in our favor. 

This, I believe, is a fair bill. It is a 
good bill. We worked with some mone-
tary restrictions. That is something 
that has to happen over here. It hap-
pens all the time. 

The other thing I would say, this is, 
as the chairman has mentioned, a 
must-pass bill. We cannot think about 
it and talk about it, but it has got to 
pass. It is one of the requirements of 
this committee. 

So I would simply say that this, with 
input that we have got, with the feel-
ing being 100 percent in terms of sup-
porting this measure, that we are in a 
position to carry out what it is that 
the troops want. They deserve better 
housing. This bill promises better 
housing; and in fact, it does something 
about the inadequate housing, too, 
that has become a major problem be-
cause the goal of the military is to get 
those inadequate housing situations 
out of the picture by 2007. To crimp 
this, it would simply crimp what we 
are trying to do here. 

So I would urge everybody to support 
this bill. It is a good bill, and I thank 
everybody. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber certainly is pleased that H.R. 4837 pro-
vides appropriations for a very important 
project in Nebraska’s 1st Congressional Dis-
trict. The bill includes $614,000 for a national 
guard and reserve center headquarters build-
ing at Lincoln Airbase, Nebraska. This is the 
second year that this Member has requested 
this funding for this necessary project. This 
Member would like to thank the distinguished 
Chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Military Construction (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) 
and the distinguished Ranking Member (Mr. 
EDWARDS) for their assistance in this important 
matter. 

These funds will be used to complete the 
design process associated with the construc-
tion of a new headquarters and emergency 
operating center for the Nebraska Army Na-
tional Guard. This existing headquarters facil-
ity must be relocated due to the new Antelope 
Valley highway/flood control infrastructure 
project in the city of Lincoln, Nebraska. 

While this project was included in the De-
partment of Defense’s (DoD) FY2009 future 
Year Defense Plan (FYDP), it needs to be ac-
celerated due to the unanticipatedly expedi-
tious progress on the Antelope Valley Freeway 
and Flood Control project, which will very soon 
necessitate the abandonment of the current 
headquarters. It appears that the National 
Guard Bureau agrees, since initial design 
funding was allocated last year from existing 
funds, even though it was not authorized or 
appropriated. 

The new facility will house the Joint Forces 
Headquarters, the Army National Guard Emer-
gency Operating Center, the 24th Medical 
Company, the 105th Personnel Service De-
tachment, the Nebraska State Patrol dispatch 
and communications systems and the Ne-
braska Emergency Management Agency. 

Building a multipurpose facility on an existing 
military installation increases security for all of 
the components. Furthermore, housing several 
Federal, State and local agencies in one facil-
ity allows the Department of Defense to save 
scarce military construction funds. Also, bring-
ing those various components within close 
proximity will facilitate better coordination 
among the agencies on issues of national and 
homeland security. Indeed, it is critically im-
portant to enhance these relationships in the 
current post-September 11th environment. 
This appropriation will allow this important 
project to move forward. 

In addition, this Member is pleased that 
$497,000 in design funds is appropriated in 
H.R. 4837 for a critically important runway re-
pair at Offutt Air Force Base, which is imme-
diately contiguous to the 1st Congressional 
District of Nebraska. This repair project has 
been championed by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), who rep-
resents Offutt, with this Member, and the two 
U.S. Senators from Nebraska. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, this Member urges 
his colleagues to support H.R. 4837. 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, let 
me first take this opportunity to express my 
sincere appreciation for the leadership shown 
by my chairman, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and my 
ranking member, Mr. EDWARDS, on the hous-
ing privatization issue. I would also like to 
commend the leadership shown by Chairman 
YOUNG, and Ranking Member OBEY on this 
important issue as well. 

As a member of the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Military Construction, I know 
of no other issue which is more important to 
our military and their families than housing. 
There is no other issue which has more of an 
impact on the quality of life of the men and 
women serving in the military than housing. 
This year we heard witness after witness tes-
tify before our subcommittee—each describing 
the lack of adequate housing as ‘‘the’’ major 
quality of life issue facing the military. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to have two major 
military facilities—Ft. Benning and the Marine 
Corps Logistics Base in Albany, Georgia, in 
my district. However, just as important, I rep-
resent thousands of other military personnel 
who work at Moody Air Force Base and War-
ner Robbins Air Force Base, both of which are 
now adjacent to my district. 

Unfortunately, according to the Department 
of the Army’s installation status report for fis-
cal year 2004, approximately 71 percent of the 
Army’s residential quarters located in the 
United States require some level of improve-
ment or replacement, in order to meet the de-
partment’s own adequacy standards. If you 
read literally, this means that seven (7) out of 
every ten (10) housing units located at our 
Army installations here in the United States do 
not meet the current standards for adequacy. 

I am particularly concerned about the hous-
ing situation at Ft. Benning. According to the 
most recent data available, it is my under-
standing that approximately ninety percent 
(90%) of the family housing at Fort Benning is 
classified as substandard. Fortunately, Ft. 
Benning is scheduled to be one of the first 
bases to participate in the upcoming round of 
privatization. 

Ft. Benning is scheduled to construct 4,055 
much-needed family housing units. An addi-
tional 872 units are planned in FY 05 for Ft. 
Gordon, in Georgia as well. Unfortunately, Mr. 

Chairman, if the point of order is sustained 
against the language in the bill extending the 
program and we do not raise the cap, the pro-
gram could be in jeopardy of stalling after No-
vember of this year. 

That means that the units planned for Ft. 
Benning and Ft. Gordon in Georgia could be 
in jeopardy of not moving forward but not just 
in Georgia. Other bases, including Ft. Riley 
and Leavenworth in Kansas, West Point in 
New York, Ft. Rucker in Alabama, Ft. Knox in 
Kentucky, Ft. Jackson in South Carolina—all 
are just a few of the facilities which would be 
in jeopardy for the upcoming round of privat-
ization. 

It is important that my colleagues have an 
appreciation of the practical effects of not act-
ing to increase the cap. Thousands of our offi-
cers and enlisted personnel will continue to re-
side in inadequate family housing. Our na-
tional goal of privatizing military housing will 
not be accomplished. In addition, the existing 
inventory of housing facilities will continue to 
deteriorate, resulting in even billions of dollars 
of more costs for maintenance and operations. 
Finally, each of the services, particularly the 
Army, will be unable to meet its goal of elimi-
nating all inadequate family housing by 2007. 

Not meeting this goal will further adversely 
affect the health, safety and quality of life of 
the soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines and their 
families occupying these units. Privatization 
will provide new construction and revitalization 
of the existing inventory at a more rapid rate 
than current procedures and funding limits will 
permit. Privatization will also provide ren-
ovated or new quarters for our military and 
their families, which is comparable to housing 
of a similar size and quality as would be avail-
able in the local economy. 

It is critical that our fighting men and 
women, and their families, have the best qual-
ity of life we can offer them. Their sacrifices 
are too great. This investment is such a small 
cost given what they are giving to us—putting 
their lives on the line—day in and day out. A 
decent place to live is small cost in return for 
their service to America. We owe them so 
much more. 

Mr. Chairman, housing is at the core of pro-
viding a decent quality of life, and I urge the 
House to allow a lifting of the cap on housing 
privatization. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to express my severe dis-
appointment of the military housing provisions 
in H.R. 4837 the Military Construction Appro-
priations for fiscal year 2005. While this legis-
lation as a whole will support important military 
construction projects, it is absolutely shameful 
that Members of this body would seek to block 
lifting the cap on military housing privatization 
in this legislation. It is clear from the facts, 
which were agreed to by the Appropriations 
Committee, that if we do not take action now 
in regards to lifting the cap, then we will expe-
rience a crisis in military housing. I want to 
thank the ranking member from the sub-
committee Representative CHET EDWARDS for 
all his work and dedication on the issue of 
military construction specifically his determina-
tion to do justice to our Nation’s military fami-
lies by lifting the cap on military housing pri-
vatization. It is because of his tremendous ef-
fort that the Appropriations Committee as a 
whole agreed that this cap must be lifted in 
this legislation. Again, I will say that it is 
shameful that we would try to undo this bipar-
tisan effort in order to maintain a cap that can 
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only hinder military families from finding afford-
able and quality housing. 

By not lifting the cap on military housing pri-
vatization we will in effect stop developers and 
property managers from building and ren-
ovating homes that are used by military per-
sonnel. Not lifting the cap in this legislation will 
affect 50,000 military families. Since its estab-
lishment in 1996, the Military Housing Privat-
ization Initiative has been the most successful 
military housing program ever. In less than 10 
years it has already helped over 60,000 mili-
tary families, and would help an additional 
50,000 military families at 27 military installa-
tions in 22 States if the cap is lifted. Under the 
Military Housing Privatization Initiative, the 
Government creates public-private partner-
ships to construct, renovate, and maintain mili-
tary family housing. Not only has the program 
provided better housing for military families 
more quickly, this innovative military housing 
program has actually saved billions of tax-
payer dollars. The Government saves up to 
10–15 percent over the life of the project and 
military families are receiving improved homes 
in one-tenth of the time it would take using old 
methods of family housing construction. I find 
it repulsive that at a time when we are asking 
so much from our military families that we 
would try to undermine such a necessary pro-
gram. It is imperative that we keep our prom-
ises to provide better and more affordable 
housing for our soldiers and their families. If 
we do not lift the cap in this legislation then a 
great deal of military home construction will be 
put on hold and many of the hopes of our 
brave military families will be put on hold as 
well. 

Many efforts have been made to lift the cap 
on military housing privatization, first in the 
Budget Committee and then in the House De-
fense Authorization bill, however it is vital that 
we lift this cap now because it is just plain 
wrong to compromise good and affordable 
housing for our military families. This provision 
was supported on a bipartisan basis when it 
came through the Appropriations Committee; it 
is also supported by the Bush administration 
and a large number of organizations including: 
the Military Officers Association of America, 
the Association of the U.S. Army, the Air 
Force Association, and the National Military 
Families Association. I believe it must be clear 
to the entire body the need to lift this harmful 
cap now. The true of the matter is that our 
men and women of the military have always 
been ready when called upon and their fami-
lies have always stood by courageously. How 
can we now turn our backs on them by com-
promising a tremendously successful pro-
gram? 

I would also like to stress my dismay that 
funding for existing military family housing will 
be $231 million less than the current level. 
These funds are used for maintenance and re-
pair, furnishings, management, services, utili-
ties, leasing, interest, mortgage insurance, and 
miscellaneous expenses of already existing 
family housing units. In 2001, the Department 
of Defense estimated that 180,000, 60 per-
cent, of the 300,000 housing units it operates 
were substandard. While I applaud the com-
mittee’s commitment to the goal of eliminating 
inadequate housing by fiscal year 2007, we 
must take significant steps to address this 
problem now. Clearly, by cutting hundreds of 
millions of dollars from the funds used to 
maintain existing family units, this will only 

magnify the problem. Again, we turn our backs 
on our military families when we compromise 
funding that is used specifically to improve 
their living conditions. 

Again, I want to thank Ranking Member ED-
WARDS for his valiant efforts on this legislation 
under difficult conditions. It is truly disgraceful 
that there are those in this body who seek to 
undo the ranking member’s work to craft an 
effective and bipartisan piece of legislation. It 
is also truly unfortunate that this appropriation 
had to be stretched so tight because of the 
administration’s insistence on large tax cuts 
for the wealthiest Americans. Once again, we 
see how these reckless policies have led us to 
restrict funding to groups of Americans who 
are in need of it. In this case it is our military 
families who will have to suffer because tax 
cuts for the rich apparently trump any other 
consideration. Even though I have always 
worked against these reckless tax policies I 
want to apologize to our military families be-
cause as Members of Congress we have 
failed them, even though they have never 
failed us. It is my sincere hope that by next 
year’s Military Construction Appropriations we 
will be able to do real justice for the sacrifice 
made by our military families. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I object 
to the vote on the ground a quorum is 
not present and make the point of 
order a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
ask for a recorded vote? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and I withdraw 
my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count for a recorded vote. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, well, 
then, I insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. A quorum is not re-
quired to adopt a motion for the Com-
mittee to rise. The Chair will advise it 
takes 25 to support the request for a re-
corded vote. An insufficient number 
having risen, the request is denied; and 
the motion is adopted by voice vote 
and the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BEREUTER, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4837) making appropria-
tions for military construction, family 
housing, and base realignment and clo-
sure for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2005, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2443, 
COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2004 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 730, I 

call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 2443) to authorize appropria-
tions for the Coast Guard for fiscal 
year 2004, to amend various laws ad-
ministered by the Coast Guard, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 730, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
July 20, 2004 at page H 6022.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

b 1400 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the conference 
report on H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard 
Authorization and Maritime Transpor-
tation Act of 2004. 

This conference report is the result 
of a very bipartisan effort. I notice this 
is a word being used often today on 
this floor, but I want to compliment es-
pecially the committee I serve on. It 
was worked out with the subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the ranking 
members from the full committee and 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER), 
and all of the conferees; and it deserves 
the support of all Members. 

As this body’s only licensed mariner 
and elected Member for all of Alaska, I 
am extremely interested in making 
sure the Coast Guard has the tools nec-
essary to carry out its many varied 
missions. This bill gives the Coast 
Guard the resources and authorities 
necessary to protect the safety and se-
curity of lives and property on U.S. wa-
ters. 

H.R. 2443 authorizes $8.2 billion to 
support activities of the Coast Guard 
for fiscal year 2005 and includes a num-
ber of provisions which will result in a 
safer, more effective system of mari-
time transportation. 

My State of Alaska contains nearly 
one-third of the Nation’s exclusive eco-
nomic zone, the Nation’s largest fish-
ery, and significant cruise ship and oil 
tanker traffic. Therefore, I am con-
cerned about the ability of the Coast 
Guard to carry out its traditional 
search, fisheries law enforcement, and 
vessel inspection missions. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us recognize the 
exceptional work performed by the 
Coast Guard, often under dangerous 
conditions and circumstances. I urge 
all of my colleagues to support the con-
ference report. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to recog-

nize Mr. John Rayfield and Mr. Mark 
Zachares for their hard work, and 
thank the staff on both the Senate and 
House side. The staff has worked very 
hard to ensure this has been done cor-
rectly. 

Again, may I stress, I hope we can do 
the same thing on the highway bill as 
we have done on this bill, and through 
a bipartisan effort, achieve our goal. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
of the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) for his 
remarks, and certainly the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), and 
the ranking member from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR). I would say to the gen-
tleman from Alaska, maybe we should 
ask unanimous consent to substitute 
the highway bill for this conference re-
port! 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today with Chair-
man YOUNG to strongly support the 
conference report for H.R. 2443, the 
Coast Guard Authorization and Mari-
time Transportation Act of 2004. 

This legislation is the culmination of 
our work in this Congress in examining 
the Coast Guard missions, with par-
ticular emphasis on the funding for the 
Maritime Transportation Security Act 
of 2002 and their new homeland secu-
rity missions. 

The bill authorizes over $8.2 billion 
for Coast Guard operations for fiscal 
year 2005. We believe this will be suffi-
cient funding for the Coast Guard to 
carry out their many missions, includ-
ing homeland security, search and res-
cue, marine safety, drug and migrant 
interdiction and law enforcement, 
which includes $5.4 billion for Coast 
Guard operating expenses, $1.5 billion 
for acquisition and construction 
projects, $24.2 million for research and 
development, and $19.65 million for al-
teration of bridges. 

In particular, I am pleased that the 
conferees recommended that the Coast 
Guard should lease additional heli-
copters to establish a helicopter inter-
diction tactical squadron, HITRON, ar-
mored on the West Coast. Since their 
establishment in Jacksonville, Florida, 
the East Coast HITRON squadron has 
stopped over $4 billion in illegal drugs 
from entering the United States. De-
ployment of a HITRON squadron on the 
West Coast will help stem the flow of 
illegal narcotics through the eastern 
Pacific Ocean. 

There is sufficient authorized funding 
in this bill for the Coast Guard to lease 
the helicopters required for this de-

ployment. If one were to look at this 
using a cost-benefit analysis, the $39 
million we spend to lease and deploy an 
armored HITRON squadron on the West 
Coast will stop drugs valued at more 
than 20 times that amount. 

It is my strong view that the Coast 
Guard must increase existing airborne 
use of force assets for port security and 
drug interdiction. The lease option for 
these aircraft is already in place. The 
lease provides antiterrorist and anti-
drug coverage for the next 3 to 5 years 
while providing flexibility for the 
Coast Guard to engage in a competi-
tion to select a permanent multimis-
sion Cutter helicopter to meet the 
post-9/11 challenge. When these multi-
mission helicopters are deployed, the 
HITRON helicopters can be returned to 
the manufacturer at the option of the 
Coast Guard. 

We make a number of other sub-
stantive changes in the law, including 
providing critical skill training bo-
nuses for enlisted members, providing 
legal authority to build new housing 
for Coast Guard and military per-
sonnel, extending the International 
Safety Management Code to all vessels 
operating in U.S. waters, and requiring 
electronic charts on ships to help pre-
vent accidents such as the 1989 acci-
dent of the Exxon Valdez when they lost 
their way in Prince William Sound in 
Alaska. We also extend the oil spill re-
sponse plans to cargo ships entering 
U.S. ports, not just tankers. 

I thank the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG); the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO); and the rank-
ing member of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) for their bipartisan effort to put 
the bill together. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the chair-
man of the subcommittee, who has 
done an outstanding job on this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time and for his leadership of the full 
committee and this conference. I also 
want to thank the ranking members, 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FILNER), as well as all 
of the conferees of the House and Sen-
ate. 

Mr. Speaker, I too rise in strong sup-
port of the conference report on the 
Coast Guard Maritime Transportation 
Act. The conference report authorizes 
funding and personnel numbers for the 
Coast Guard and includes a number of 
other measures that will improve both 
the operational capability of the Coast 
Guard and the safety of our maritime 
transportation system. 

This conference report also includes 
important provisions designed to build 
upon the work we did in the Maritime 
Transportation Security Act of 2001 to 
strengthen security at our ports. 

H.R. 2443 includes language to clarify 
that members of the Coast Guard may 
make arrests for violations of Federal 
law while conducting security oper-
ations at our port facilities, to direct 
the Coast Guard to conduct vulner-
ability assessments of any waters adja-
cent to nuclear power plants to help 
ensure we are properly prepared for a 
waterborne threat to these facilities, 
and to authorize a new program to fund 
pilot projects that will test promising 
new technologies that could improve 
security at our ports. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
other body has agreed with Members of 
the House regarding the need to accel-
erate Coast Guard’s asset recapitaliza-
tion program known as Operation 
Deepwater. This report authorizes a 
funding level of $1.1 billion for fiscal 
year 2005. This level of funding puts us 
on track to accelerate Deepwater’s 
completion date to February 1, 2006, 5 
years earlier than originally planned. 

The effective accomplishment of the 
Coast Guard’s national and homeland 
security missions, as well as its ability 
to sustain the level of performance of 
traditional missions, is predicated 
upon having a required funding level to 
replace its aging and rapidly failing as-
sets sooner than the 20-year projected 
plan. 

The need to accelerate is compelling. 
Over 20 110-foot patrol boats underwent 
emergency dry dock for breached hulls 
this past year, and the rest of the fleet 
is in immediate need of repair for 
structural corrosion. Over the past 
year, the HH–65 helicopters have suf-
fered more than 125 in-flight main en-
gine power losses, robbing the asset of 
its ability to hover and placing the 
lives of its crew, passengers and those 
below in grave danger. 

These failures are increasing mainte-
nance costs and are resulting in the di-
rect loss of over 600 patrol days annu-
ally, severely affecting readiness and 
diminishing the service’s ability to re-
spond to terrorist threats and conduct 
its other vital missions. 

I firmly believe that, as authorizers, 
it is our job to set goals and priorities 
for the service. The accelerated re-
placement of these assets is one of the 
Coast Guard’s highest priorities. I com-
mend my colleagues for their support 
of this critical issue and encourage our 
appropriators to work towards the 
goals we have established in this re-
port. 

We all praise the work of the men 
and women of the Coast Guard almost 
on a daily basis. We have seen the in-
credible footage of the videos of the 
rescues that they have made. We hear 
of their heroism on a day-in-and-day- 
out basis. While it is very nice to say 
thank you in words, we need to show it 
in deeds, so we are providing the men 

VerDate May 21 2004 01:56 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.078 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6471 July 21, 2004 
and women of the Coast Guard the as-
sets that they so dramatically need to 
complete their mission. 

Finally, I would like to thank the 
staff on both sides for their tremendous 
work, particularly John Rayfield, Eric 
Nagel, Marsha Canter from our sub-
committee, as well as Liz Megginson 
from the full committee, and John 
Cullather from the staff of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
for their efforts. I urge all Members to 
support this legislation. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ). 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the conference report for 
H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation Act of 2004. I 
would like to commend the members of 
the Subcommittee on Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation and all of the 
conferees for the great job they did on 
this bill. 

My interest in this bill stems from 
the work I do on the Committee on 
Homeland Security and the strong need 
that we have to bolster the security at 
our Nation’s ports. I am thankful that 
the conferees included the gentleman 
from California (Mr. COX) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON) 
on that committee. The traditional and 
homeland security missions of the 
Coast Guard must both be supported, 
and I think this bill addresses both of 
those areas well. 

One provision requires the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop 
a long-range vessel tracking system. A 
true global, satellite-based tracking 
system that will give the Coast Guard 
worldwide maritime domain awareness. 
When we have the ability to track 
ships on their entire ocean voyage, we 
will be able to target the ships that ex-
hibit atypical or erratic behavior as 
well as to ensure their safety through-
out the journey. 

The technology and infrastructure 
needed for such a tracking system is 
already available and in place, and I 
hope to see it will be used within 
months of passage of this legislation. I 
had previously introduced legislation 
addressing that important issue, and I 
am glad to see it is included in this 
bill. Tracking vessels is an important 
part of overall maritime intelligence. 

The bill also requires the Department 
of Homeland Security to report to Con-
gress on the maritime intelligence plan 
required by the Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act. 

Container security is another key 
provision in the bill which requires 
DHS to update Congress on container 
security technology, empty container 
inspection, cargo targeting and the de-
ployment of radiation portal monitors 
at seaports. 

Finally, this bill gives the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security continued 

authority to issue port security grants 
and accelerates the Deepwater program 
implementation. 

This bill will make the Coast Guard 
stronger and our Nation’s ports more 
secure. I urge my colleagues to vote to 
pass this legislation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the gentleman from Alaska (Chairman 
YOUNG) for his support in including my 
provision in this bill that calls for the 
timely review and adjustment of pilot-
age rates by the United States Coast 
Guard; and of course, special thanks to 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for his 
continued efforts to advocate for the 
just treatments of our American mari-
time pilots. 

Unfortunately for American mari-
time pilots, the review has been far 
from timely, and a permanent adjust-
ment flat out has not happened. Last 
fall, during floor debate on this bill, I 
engaged in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
to raise the issue that no permanent 
rate adjustment for pilots had been 
made. At that time, I was vexed at how 
the Coast Guard, whose responsibility 
it is to set the rates that American pi-
lots charge shipping companies for pi-
lotage services, let the 2003 shipping 
season come and go without issuing a 
permanent rate adjustment. 

The Great Lakes pilotage system per-
forms critical safety and environ-
mental functions for the Great Lakes. 
And not only that, it also requires by 
law that every vessel entering the 
Great Lakes has a maritime pilot on 
board. It does not make sense to 
underfund a pilotage system which is 
crucial to the largest freshwater body 
in the world, yet the Coast Guard 
failed to complete a permanent, full 
rate adjustment at all last year. At the 
end of last year, the Coast Guard fi-
nally did issue an interim rule which 
provided only a partial rate adjust-
ment. 

In a letter I received from the Com-
mandant earlier this year, I was ad-
vised that a supplemental rule sched-
uled to be published in February was 
going to be delayed until May. 

Mr. Speaker, Members, you might 
further understand my utter disbelief 
and complete frustration that a supple-
mental rule is still not out yet, and 
there are signs now it will not be out 
until October and maybe later. 

b 1415 

Remember, the supplemental rule 
will not change the rate. It will just 
trigger another round of public com-
ment. 

Every day that goes by is another 
day that pilots are not getting the pay 

that they not only deserve but are en-
titled to. This is contrary to the Coast 
Guard’s promise of last year to adjust 
the current pilot system funded at 1997 
levels. This is particularly disturbing 
because the Coast Guard regulations 
require rates to be reviewed and ad-
justed on an annual basis. Setting 
rates to 1997 levels will inevitably re-
sult in the fraying of the Great Lakes 
pilotage system. 

Foreign shipping companies and their 
agents in the United States have urged 
the Coast Guard to delay and reduce 
the proposed rate increase. This is not 
surprising because foreign shipping 
companies have an economic interest 
in reducing these rates, which they 
pay. However, it is the Coast Guard 
that by law bears the responsibility for 
ensuring that rate reviews and adjust-
ments are completed in a timely man-
ner and reflect the formula set out in 
detail in the agency’s own regulations. 
It is simply not acceptable for the 
Coast Guard to have repeatedly missed 
its own deadlines of a rate adjustment. 
Such delays will only continue to sub-
ject the Coast Guard to the charge that 
it is placing the economic interests of 
foreign shipping companies ahead of 
the environmental protection and ma-
rine safety of the Great Lakes. 

It is unbelievable to me that it is ac-
tually possible that another shipping 
season will come and go without a per-
manent adjustment. After having writ-
ten five letters in the last year request-
ing a prompt establishment of a perma-
nent Great Lakes maritime pilotage 
rate, that is five times we have writ-
ten, enough is enough; and I believe we 
need to call on GAO to investigate this 
issue. 

Again, I exhort the Coast Guard to 
follow its own rules and implement a 
full pilotage rate adjustment on the 
Great Lakes now. The pilots in my con-
gressional district bordering Lakes 
Michigan, Superior, and Huron as well 
as pilots throughout the Great Lakes 
have waited long enough for the Coast 
Guard’s empty promise to come to fru-
ition. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STUPAK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I greatly appreciate 
the gentleman’s statement which has 
laid out very clearly the problem that 
we face on the Great Lakes. This is 
really a Great Lakes issue. It does not 
affect the rest of the Nation. The salt-
water ports all have different regimes 
for pilotage. But this is not a new prob-
lem that the gentleman has laid out 
and detailed in a very clear manner. 
This goes back to the 1960s when we 
had a pilotage administration that was 
separate from the Coast Guard. It was 
run by a private sector, that is, a non-
military, non-Coast Guard, entity. And 
that was a failure. They did not man-
age the three pilotage districts, either 
in effectiveness in getting pilots when 
and where they were needed or in man-
aging the pay. 
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Then the pilotage administration was 

absorbed from the Department of 
Transportation into the Coast Guard. 
For a while that worked, but the Coast 
Guard had a retired captain running 
the program, and he would on week-
ends be off at his farm in Virginia when 
they needed pilots to be assigned out of 
the reserves to guide ocean-going ves-
sels into Great Lakes ports. That was 
unacceptable. We thought we had that 
fixed for a while. It was taken out of 
the Coast Guard, and now it is back in 
the Coast Guard again. 

This is not acceptable for ocean ship-
ping that enters the Great Lakes at a 
cost of as much as $15,000 a day when 
there are delays, when there is an inad-
equate reserve of pilots to guide the 
vessels. The gentleman has put his fin-
ger on it. The language that the gen-
tleman offered on the floor which the 
chairman agreed to accept, which I ac-
cepted and which is in this bill, will 
hopefully prod the process along. But 
that is not good enough. We need to 
scrub this whole process from top to 
bottom, have an independent review of 
it, and find a better way to deal with 
pilotage. It is unacceptable that the 
Coast Guard has not resolved it, the 
Department of Transportation has not 
resolved it, and that the Department of 
Homeland Security got their hands in 
this mess when they have nothing to do 
with it and the whole pilotage rule was 
sent over to Homeland Security. 

I see the chairman nodding his 
amusement over this mess which we 
knew was going to happen when the 
Coast Guard was taken out of the DOT 
and put over in Homeland Security. 
This is one of the fallouts of that whole 
mess. We have got to have this thing 
straightened out. 

I pledge to the gentleman, with the 
support of our chairman who is a river-
boat captain himself and knows how 
important it is to have good pilots, we 
will get this thing done and we will 
work with the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO). We will get this 
straightened out because it has to be 
done. 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the ranking 
member, and I think the chairman for 
his help and support. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, con-
tinuing along with the concerns that 
the gentleman from Minnesota ex-
pressed, I have another matter to bring 
to the Members’ attention that perhaps 
both the Chair and our ranking mem-
ber with their experience can be of as-
sistance. I am here to ask for help in 
remedying a situation on the Great 
Lakes that I have just been made 
aware of. 

I received a letter today, as a matter 
of fact, from the Port of Cleveland rais-
ing serious concerns with a marine pi-
lotage shortage that is causing ship-

ping delays on the Great Lakes. Fed-
eral law and Coast Guard regulations 
require all ocean-going commercial 
ships to employ a marine pilot on 
board when navigating the Great 
Lakes. For reasons unknown, one of 
the pilotage associations has had trou-
ble fulfilling its mission. This is begin-
ning to create shipping delays. Since 
the beginning of this year, according to 
a study that has been provided to me, 
there have been over 582 hours of ship-
ping delays according to the American 
Great Lakes Port Association and the 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation. A French cruise ship com-
pany has already ceased operations in 
the Great Lakes and other shipping 
companies are rumored to be wary of 
continued operations in the Great 
Lakes. 

While I fully realize the Coast Guard 
must place a priority on safety and 
lifesaving, the Coast Guard can stop 
these delays. Since the Coast Guard 
regulates the pilot associations, I be-
lieve the Coast Guard must ensure that 
shipping delays are avoided when rea-
sonably possible. 

I ask the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) to 
work with me to explore this issue and 
to make sure that the Coast Guard is 
taking all necessary steps to avoid un-
necessary shipping delays without im-
pacting safety. To make this easier, I 
have provided both the chairman and 
the ranking member a list of delays 
and several letters of correspondence 
between the interested parties. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the 
gentleman for bringing this to our at-
tention. I was unaware of this problem. 
I do appreciate his suggestions. We will 
look into it. 

Concerning the previous conversa-
tion, in this legislation there is a pro-
vision in the bill to tell the Coast 
Guard to get off their you-know-what 
and get busy and finish that problem 
that the gentleman from Michigan was 
talking about, and we are going to take 
care of that. 

With respect to the gentleman from 
Ohio’s issue, I now will be contacting 
the pilots association to find out what 
is the problem. I was reading with dis-
may the amount of delays that did 
occur because there were no pilots 
available. I cannot quite understand 
that myself because these are fine-pay-
ing jobs; and very honestly, the rev-
enue is quite attractive. I am antici-
pating my career, and I am really 
shocked. Maybe there is a place for me, 
after all, if I get out of this position. I 
will be working with the gentleman 
very closely to see if we can do it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Alaska for 
his observations. The gentleman’s 
point and information is accurate, but 
the reason they are having difficulty 
getting pilots is for 2 years, pilots have 
been paid at the rate of a mate. The 
chairman of the committee knows very 
well what that means. A pilot ought to 
be paid better than the pay for a mate, 
and that pay has stayed there for 2 
years and the Coast Guard has failed to 
act. And so the pilots are saying, We 
are out of here. They are quitting. You 
cannot bring a seasoned pilot on board 
with one season’s experience. You are 
going to run that ship aground. 

Because the Coast Guard has failed 
to act, because the pay has not been 
adjusted and the pilots are feeling 
abused, they are walking. What is hap-
pening is it is costing more for every 
piece of goods that comes into the 
Great Lakes. Every item that comes in 
on those vessels is taking longer, cost-
ing more than it would otherwise cost 
to be delivered to customers, and that 
means that our Great Lakes St. Law-
rence system is less efficient and less 
competitive. That is not right. That is 
not fair. The Coast Guard needs to get 
this thing done and done quickly and 
fairly and equitably. If they are not 
going to do it, then we need to find an-
other way to run this operation. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LOBIONDO), and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FILNER) for their 
attention to this. The Port of Cleve-
land is essential to the economy of our 
region in northeastern Ohio. Their 
knowledge and cooperation is much ap-
preciated here. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL). 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans have always counted on the Coast 
Guard to enforce maritime law, to se-
cure our waterways and ports, to res-
cue those in distress, and to intercept 
illegal drugs. In this new century, how-
ever, we are going to need to count on 
them even more. In the Iraqi theater, 
the Coast Guard is protecting key 
ports and oil platforms and helping 
speed the delivery of relief supplies to 
those in need. 

This year, Petty Officer Third Class 
Nathan Bruckenthal became the first 
member of the Coast Guard to die in 
battle since Vietnam. His bravery and 
sacrifice shines a light on the often 
overlooked sacrifices made by our 
Coast Guard. When I spoke to Nathan’s 
father, he said simply, ‘‘My son served 
his country.’’ Mr. Speaker, he did 
serve, and sacrifice. 

We have to keep Nathan and his fam-
ily in our prayers, in our budgets, and 
keep the Coast Guard the very best in 
the world. The Coast Guard is always 
ready to defend our Nation and rescue 
those in trouble. Now it is our turn. I 
urge my colleagues to support this con-
ference report and to give the Coast 
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Guard the funds that it needs to meet 
the national security challenges of the 
21st century in honor of the 
Bruckenthal family which served and 
sacrificed. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my debate time to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO) and, pending that, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to control the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER). 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) for yielding me this 
time to speak on this legislation. I rise 
today to support America’s Coast 
Guard, and that is why I intend to sup-
port the conference report for H.R. 
2443, the Coast Guard Authorization 
Act. 

I represent Maryland’s Second Con-
gressional District, which includes 
both the Port of Baltimore and the 
Coast Guard Yard. So while I applaud 
attempts to provide adequate funding 
for the Coast Guard and its mission to 
protect America’s shorelines, I am dis-
appointed that this conference report 
does not provide any language to pro-
tect the critical role and mission that 
the Baltimore Coast Guard Yard 
serves. 

The Baltimore Coast Guard Yard is a 
unique and indispensable asset to this 
Nation and the Coast Guard itself. For 
over a century it has served as the 
service’s sole ship construction and 
major repair facility. It is an essential 
part of the Coast Guard’s core of indus-
trial support base and supplier of 
depot-level services. 

In the wake of the September 11 at-
tack on America and the intensity of 
the national Coast Guard homeland se-
curity response, the yard capabilities 
and skill allowed the Coast Guard to 
sustain critical readiness for the fleet 
and our Nation. The yard plays a 
unique and indispensable role in both 
our homeland security and homeland 
defense priorities. 

For example, it supported efforts in 
Iraq and Afghanistan through a joint 
Department of Defense and Coast 
Guard project. Engineers and trades-
men designed, tested, and constructed 
the custom shipping cradles needed to 
transport the 110 patrol boats needed in 
Iraq. The yard also answered an urgent 
request from the U.S. Army and Ma-
rine Corps to quickly repair over a 
dozen old-style bridge erection boats. 
These boats were refurbished and 
shipped to Iraq, allowing bridges to be 
built over the inland rivers permitting 
the transportation of personnel and 
supplies. 

It is my understanding that the core 
logistics of the yard are being threat-

ened, and I am deeply troubled by the 
absence of language in the conference 
report to protect the Coast Guard 
Yard’s mission. This is an incredibly 
important issue to the security of our 
country. Protecting the yard and its 
shipbuilding and repair facilities is 
critical to all Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
tradition of excellent service the Balti-
more Coast Guard Yard has provided in 
the defense of the Nation for over a 
century. The dedicated and skilled 
craftsmen working at the yard today 
are among this country’s greatest as-
sets protecting our way of life. 
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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation Act. 

It has been almost 3 years since the 
September 11 terrorist attacks, and we 
still do not have sufficiently detailed 
information about what enters our 
ports. We know that approximately 6 
million shipping containers enter the 
United States each year, but we do not 
know what all these containers contain 
nor do we know what it would cost to 
inspect all of these containers. 

We also know that approximately 6- 
to 7,000 ships enter the United States 
each year, but that figure refers main-
ly to deep-draft vessels. How many 
smaller ships, or break bulk vessels, 
enter our ports? We do not really 
know. 

When this bill was considered in the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure last year, I offered an 
amendment that was accepted by com-
mittee, asking the Coast Guard to do a 
study. I wanted to know a complete 
breakdown of the number and types of 
containers and ships that enter the 
United States each year. I also wanted 
to know the cost that would be in-
curred if we were to inspect adequately 
all of these containers and ships. 

Once we understand the different ele-
ments of what enters our ports, we can 
establish a better baseline on what we 
are currently spending on port secu-
rity. More importantly, we will have a 
better understanding of how we can im-
prove port security and the cost that 
will be entailed with each type of im-
provement. 

I am pleased that this port security 
study provision has been included in 
the final conference report that is be-
fore us today, along with additional re-
porting requirements regarding con-
tainer security inserted by the Senate. 

This is a good bill that will authorize 
appropriations for the Coast Guard. It 
has good provisions that will enable us 
to get a better handle on proper secu-
rity in our ports, and I urge my col-
leagues to support its adoption. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member of the full 
committee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and for his splendid manage-
ment of the bill on our side. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) for his 
steadfast dedication to the purposes of 
the Coast Guard and his distinguished 
leadership of the subcommittee on this 
matter and other Coast Guard-related 
matters, and the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG) for the steadfast sup-
port that we had in adhering to the 
principles of the committee as ex-
pressed by the House and passage of 
our version of the Coast Guard reau-
thorization. 

This is a very happy day for the com-
mittee and for the Coast Guard. It is 
the first time in 2 years, in fact a little 
bit more than that, that actually we 
are on the point of passing a Coast 
Guard reauthorization bill in the nor-
mal legislative course of business. It 
had to be done in the appropriations 
process last year, Mr. Speaker, because 
although the House did its work, 
passed the bill, the other body could 
not come to a resolution on the mat-
ter, and we never even got to con-
ference. 

But this year, congratulations on 
both sides. The Coast Guard will have 
its charter spelled out legislatively as 
we need to do. 

We make a number of improvements, 
a significant increase in personnel for 
the Coast Guard. The former Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee was 
one of my first two committee assign-
ments along with, then, Public Works 
when I was elected in 1974; and the per-
sonnel allocated to the Coast Guard in 
1975 was listed at 39,000. It remained at 
that level for the next 30 years, and 
only recently have we begun to raise 
the number of personnel for the Coast 
Guard, while all along adding new re-
sponsibilities to the Coast Guard. 

Congress so loved the Coast Guard 
and so admired the work it could do 
that it laid on 27 new authorities and 
responsibilities for the Coast Guard to 
carry out without adding the personnel 
to do the job, and only in the last 8 
years, 9 years have we begun the Blue 
Water program and the program of add-
ing extended endurance helicopters and 
fixed-wing aircraft and surface vessels 
and high-endurance, high-speed vessels 
to combat the illegal drug trade and 
immigration trade in the Caribbean 
and on the coastal waterways of the 
United States. 

This legislation takes us signifi-
cantly forward. We authorize Coast 
Guard to set hours of service limits for 
personnel working on towing vessels to 
avoid the kind of tragedies that oc-
curred at South Padre Island. We re-
quire all commercial vessels to have 
electronic charts beginning in 2007. 

We authorize establishment of a Na-
tional Maritime Enhancement Insti-
tute on the Great Lakes to study mari-
time transportation needs on the Great 
Lakes, and full safety inspection of 
towing vessels. 
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We require the Coast Guard to set 

standards for adequate amounts of po-
table water on commercial vessels. 
After many years of studying this 
issue, we are finally going to deal with 
it. 

And we extend the authority of ships 
operating on the Great Lakes to dis-
pose of dry bulk cargo residue in ac-
cordance with standards already set by 
the Coast Guard for at least a decade. 

The only disappointment I have with 
this legislation, and it is a major one, 
is that we did not come to a resolution 
of security issues along the lines that 
the committee agreed upon, the House 
voted on, and the motion to instruct 
conferees was passed with an over-
whelming vote in this body, and that 
was to deal with security plans for for-
eign-flag vessels entering U.S. ports. 

We passed the affectionately known 
Port Security Act, known properly as 
the Maritime Transportation Security 
Act of 2002. The gentleman from Alas-
ka (Chairman YOUNG) and I were at the 
White House for the signing of this bill, 
along with Members of the other body. 
We all patted each other on the back. 
There was not enough money in that 
bill on the one hand to carry out the 
intentions of the legislation, but there 
was very good and very strong lan-
guage in that legislation to protect 
U.S. ports. 

‘‘An owner or operator of a vessel 
. . . shall prepare and submit to the 
Secretary a security plan for the vessel 
. . . for deterring a transportation se-
curity incident to the maximum extent 
practicable.’’ 

It goes on to say, ‘‘A vessel or facil-
ity for which a plan is required to be 
submitted to the Secretary under this 
subsection may not operate after July 
1, 2004 unless, A, the plan has been ap-
proved by the Secretary; and, B, the 
vessel or facility is operating in com-
pliance with the plan.’’ 

Well, that seems, on the face of it, 
very clear language, a very clear direc-
tive to the Coast Guard, but hardly was 
the ink dry when they went to the 
International Maritime Association 
and negotiated something quite dif-
ferent and issued regulations saying 
that instead of reviewing foreign vessel 
security plans, the Coast Guard will 
simply accept the security certificates 
issued by the flag state or by a security 
organization approved by the flag state 
under which that vessel operates. 

Many ships coming into U.S. harbors 
operate from a flag state country that 
we know as ‘‘flag states of conven-
ience’’ or ‘‘flags of convenience,’’ those 
great seafaring nations of Panama, 
Malta, Cyprus. Cyprus may have been a 
seafaring nation B.C., but not in recent 
times. And under the Coast Guard reg-
ulations, the agency would have to ac-
cept approvals from these countries or 
their security organizations. Those 
countries do not inspire a great deal of 
security confidence in me or other ob-
servers of the security scene. 

So we came back with the House bill 
to strengthen that language, make it 

clear what we intended; and the other 
body had a little different version. We 
tried mightily to come to an agree-
ment. When we could not, the conferees 
agreed to delete language in both bills 
and leave current law standing. 

That outcome and this conference re-
port, Mr. Speaker, should not be con-
strued as endorsing the Coast Guard’s 
regulations. They are inconsistent with 
current law. Current law states very 
clearly that foreign vessels must have 
their security plans approved by the 
Secretary of the department in which 
the Coast Guard is operating. And 
those regulations are not in compli-
ance, and they should be revised, not 
only not in compliance but not pro-
viding adequate security. 

Under these regulations, this is what 
can and will and is happening. A for-
eign vessel enters U.S. waters. Under 
Coast Guard regulations, the Coast 
Guard will not examine the vessel’s se-
curity plan unless there is clear evi-
dence that the crew has insufficient 
knowledge of the security plans and 
procedures. And even if the Coast 
Guard finds that the crew does not 
have sufficient knowledge about secu-
rity, regulations do not allow the Coast 
Guard to look at these areas of the se-
curity plan for that vessel, identifying 
restricted areas on the vessel and 
measures to prevent unauthorized ac-
cess to those areas, procedures for re-
sponding to security threats or 
breaches of security, procedures for re-
sponding to security instructions of 
the flag state under which that vessel 
is operating. 

Duties of shipboard personnel assigned se-
curity responsibilities and of other shipboard 
personnel on security aspects of their duties. 

Procedures to ensure the inspection, test-
ing, calibration, and maintenance of any secu-
rity equipment on board the vessel. 

Identification of the location where the ship’s 
security alter activation point is located. 

Procedures, instructions, and guidance on 
the use of the ship security alert system. 

And yet, the Administration wants us to be-
lieve that under this system ships would be 
secure. This is not the type of security that we 
need. This is not what the law currently re-
quires. The Coast Guard’s regulations must be 
revised to comply with the law. 

Apart from this difficult security issue, H.R. 
2443 makes many substantive improvements 
to maritime safety and the quality of life for the 
men and women who serve in the Coast 
Guard. 

I thank Chairman YOUNG, Subcommittee 
Chairman LOBIONDO, and Subcommittee 
Ranking Member FILNER for the cooperation 
and teamwork in successfully concluding this 
Conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port adoption of this conference report. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER), the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), and everyone aforementioned 
for their support in bringing this con-
ference report to the floor. 

I would like just to put a human face 
on it for a minute, that this is really 
about the men and women of the Coast 
Guard who are out there every day 
doing such a heroic job both here and 
abroad. 

For those who think that the Coast 
Guard is only here on our shores, re-
cently there was a Coast Guard heli-
copter crew that was in theater in Iraq. 
One of those engine failures that I 
talked about earlier was experienced. 
The captain of the helicopter really 
had a tremendous challenge on his 
hands when he had an engine failure 
and had to decide whether to set the 
helicopter down in Syria or do a hard 
landing on the deck. 

We can just let our minds wonder a 
little bit about what it would have 
been like to have one of our Coast 
Guard helicopters having to set down 
in Syria and the implications of that. 
We can all see that that is not a good 
scenario. 

He very heroically put the helicopter 
down without any injuries to himself, 
the crew, or damage to the helicopter. 
But it is symptomatic of why we have 
to make sure that they have the re-
sources necessary. This authorization 
bill will be a critical, but first step in 
getting us to that point. 

So I would urge all my colleagues to 
continue to understand the tremendous 
mission that the Coast Guard has un-
dertaken, the tremendous job that they 
do day in and day out. I ask everyone 
to please support this legislation. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2443. I want to thank the 
chairmen and ranking members for all their 
hard work. The Coast Guard is an integral part 
of our Nation’s homeland security efforts. 

I want to mention that I am a strong sup-
porter of the Deepwater program that is re-
placing a number of aging vessels with new, 
high tech ships that I have no doubt will serve 
the Coast Guard and the American people 
very well. 

Most of all, I want to thank my colleagues 
on the Transportation Committee for retaining 
and broadening language regarding security 
assessments at nuclear facilities. When the 
House debated its version of this bill, I offered 
and the chairs and ranking members gener-
ously accepted, an amendment to study the 
vulnerability of the Indian Point Nuclear power 
plant in Westchester County New York. 

I am very pleased that during negotiations 
with the Senate on the final bill, this version 
was expanded to include all nuclear facilities 
that are adjacent to navigable waters. 

We have a responsibility to ensure that our 
Nation is safe. We know that Al Qaeda has 
plans for our nuclear facilities. This assess-
ment will help us in Congress and the Admin-
istration to better plan for protecting and pre-
venting an attack that may be attempted. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this important legislation. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
strongly support the conference report on H.R. 
2443, the Coast Guard and Maritime Trans-
portation Act, a bill to reauthorize Coast Guard 
operations for fiscal year 2005. 

I thank Chairman DON YOUNG and FRANK 
LOBIONDO, and Ranking Member JIM OBER-
STAR for their hard work and leadership on be-
half of our Coast Guard men and women. And 
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I thank my colleagues and fellow conferees for 
working with me to authorize the establish-
ment of a National Coast Guard Museum in 
New London, Connecticut—where the Service 
first came ashore and established the Coast 
Guard Academy. 

In 2001, I became one of the founding 
members of the National Coast Guard Mu-
seum Association. Our goal was to fund and 
construct the museum in New London. The 
seven-member board included our chairman, 
James Coleman, Jr., Connecticut State Sen-
ator Cathy Cook, Rear Adm. Richard 
Larrabee, USCG (ret.), Cmdr. Don Chapman, 
USCG (ret.), Richard Grahn and John John-
son. These civic-minded individuals dedicated 
their time and talent to make this project work. 

Connecticut’s two Senators CHRISTOPHER 
DODD and JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, also supported 
this project and I thank them for their input 
and support. I am proud to have been part of 
the effort, which we anticipate will be com-
pleted with full support of the community. 

The bill appropriately directs the Coast 
Guard Commandant to establish the museum 
in New London at, or in close proximity to, the 
Academy. This will ensure that future cadets, 
commissioned officers, warrants and petty offi-
cers attending the leadership school at the 
Coast Guard Academy will benefit from the 
collection and programs of the new museum. 

The people of Connecticut and the New 
London area are proud of their Coast Guard 
and maritime heritage, and eager to support 
the new museum. I am confident that local 
leaders will support this effort and be diligent 
in securing a suitable location for the museum. 

The Coast Guard is our major force in mari-
time safety and law enforcement, an integral 
part of our national defense, and an important 
member of our New London community. It is 
right to honor the service and sacrifice of the 
men and women in the Coast Guard by estab-
lishing this museum, and it is fitting to locate 
the facility in New London. 

A National Coast Guard Museum will be a 
place to honor, preserve and share the story 
of our beloved ‘‘Coasties.’’ It is the proud story 
of brave men and women who live and serve 
by their motto—Semper Paratus. Always 
Ready. 

Mr. Speaker, today this body is ready to say 
thank you. More than 70 museums across the 
country celebrate our military services, and 
H.R. 2443 pays a long overdue tribute to the 
Coast Guard in establishing the first museum 
dedicated to this Service. I am gratified to 
have the support of my colleagues in passing 
this bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
ference. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the conference report for H.R. 2443. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later today. 

f 

b 1445 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR AMER-
ICA’S JOB CREATORS ACT OF 2004 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4840) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to simplify the tax-
ation of businesses. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4840 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Sim-
plification for America’s Job Creators Act of 
2004’’. 
SEC. 2. 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF INCREASED EX-

PENSING FOR SMALL BUSINESS. 
Subsections (b), (c), and (d) of section 179 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 are each 
amended by striking ‘‘2006’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘2008’’. 
SEC. 3. INDEXING OF GROSS RECEIPTS TEST FOR 

CASH METHOD OF ACCOUNTING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 448(c) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT OF GROSS RE-
CEIPTS TEST.—In the case of any taxable year 
beginning in a calendar year after 2003, the 
$5,000,000 dollar amount in paragraph (1) 
shall be increased by an amount equal to— 

‘‘(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2002’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $100,000, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100,000.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 448(b)(3) of such Code is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ both places it ap-
pears in the heading and text. 

(2) Section 448(c) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ in the heading and 
the first place it appears in paragraph (1) 
thereof. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 

SEC. 4. SIMPLIFICATION THROUGH ELIMINATION 
OF INOPERATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) GENERAL BUSINESS CREDITS.—Subsection 

(d) of section 38 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(2) CARRYBACK AND CARRYFORWARD OF UN-
USED CREDITS.—Subsection (d) of section 39 of 
such Code is amended by striking paragraphs 
(1) through (8) and by redesignating para-
graphs (9) and (10) as paragraphs (1) and (2), 
respectively. 

(3) ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON ADJUSTED CUR-
RENT EARNINGS.—Clause (ii) of section 
56(g)(4)(F) of such Code is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘In the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1992, clause’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Clause’’. 

(4) ITEMS OF TAX PREFERENCE; DEPLETION.— 
Paragraph (1) of section 57(a) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Effective with respect 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1992, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(5) INTANGIBLE DRILLING COSTS.— 
(A) Clause (i) of section 57(a)(2)(E) of such 

Code is amended by striking ‘‘In the case of 
any taxable year beginning after December 
31, 1992, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(B) Clause (ii) of section 57(a)(2)(E) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘(30 percent in 
the case of taxable years beginning in 1993)’’. 

(6) GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM.— 
Section 126(a) of such Code is amended by 
striking paragraph (6) and by redesignating 
paragraphs (7), (8), (9), and (10) as paragraphs 
(6), (7), (8), and (9), respectively. 

(7) TREBLE DAMAGE PAYMENTS UNDER THE 
ANTITRUST LAW.—Section 162(g) of such Code 
is amended by striking the last sentence. 

(8) CHARITABLE, ETC., CONTRIBUTIONS AND 
GIFTS.—Section 170 of such Code is amended 
by striking subsection (k). 

(9) NET OPERATING LOSS CARRYBACKS AND 
CARRYOVERS.— 

(A) Section 172 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking subparagraph (D) of sub-

section (b)(1) and by redesignating subpara-
graphs (E), (F), (G), and (H) as subparagraphs 
(D), (E), (F), and (G), respectively, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘ending after August 2, 
1989’’ in subsection (b)(1)(D)(i)(II) (as redesig-
nated by clause (i)), 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (F)’’ in sub-
section (b)(1)(G) (as redesignated by clause 
(i)) and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (E)’’, 

(iv) by striking subsection (g), and 
(v) by striking subparagraph (F) of sub-

section (h)(2). 
(B) Section 172(h)(4) of such Code is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(E)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(D)’’. 

(C) Section 172(i)(3) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(G)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(F)’’. 

(D) Section 172(j) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(H)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(G)’’. 

(E) Section 172 of such Code, as amended 
by subparagraphs (A) through (D) of this 
paragraph, is amended— 

(i) by redesignating subsections (h), (i), and 
(j) as subsections (g), (h), and (i), respec-
tively, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘subsection (h)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection (g)’’, 
and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (i)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection (h)’’. 

(10) RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDI-
TURES.—Subparagraph (A) of section 174(a)(2) 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) WITHOUT CONSENT.—A taxpayer may, 
without the consent of the Secretary, adopt 
the method provided in this subsection for 
his first taxable year for which expenditures 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:59 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A21JY7.024 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6476 July 21, 2004 
described in paragraph (1) are paid or in-
curred.’’. 

(11) AMORTIZATION OF CERTAIN RESEARCH 
AND EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDITURES.—Para-
graph (2) of section 174(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘beginning after De-
cember 31, 1953’’. 

(12) SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION EXPEND-
ITURES.—Paragraph (1) of section 175(d) of 
such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) WITHOUT CONSENT.—A taxpayer may, 
without the consent of the Secretary, adopt 
the method provided in this section for the 
taxpayer’s first taxable year for which ex-
penditures described in subsection (a) are 
paid or incurred.’’. 

(13) ACTIVITIES NOT ENGAGED IN FOR PROF-
IT.—Section 183(e)(1) of such Code is amended 
by striking the last sentence. 

(14) DIVIDENDS RECEIVED ON CERTAIN PRE-
FERRED STOCK; AND DIVIDENDS PAID ON CER-
TAIN PREFERRED STOCK OF PUBLIC UTILITIES.— 

(A) Sections 244 and 247 of such Code are 
hereby repealed, and the table of sections for 
part VIII of subchapter B of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by striking the items relat-
ing to sections 244 and 247. 

(B) Paragraph (5) of section 172(d) of such 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(5) COMPUTATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DIVI-
DENDS RECEIVED.—The deductions allowed by 
section 243 (relating to dividends received by 
corporations) and 245 (relating to dividends 
received from certain foreign corporations) 
shall be computed without regard to section 
246(b) (relating to limitation on aggregate 
amount of deductions).’’. 

(C) Paragraph (1) of section 243(c) of such 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any divi-
dend received from a 20-percent owned cor-
poration, subsection (a)(1) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘80 percent’ for ‘70 percent’.’’. 

(D) Section 243(d) of such Code is amended 
by striking paragraph (4). 

(E) Section 246 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ in subsection (a)(1), 
(ii) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘sections 243(a)(1), and 

244(a),’’ the first place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘section 243(a)(1)’’, 

(II) by striking ‘‘244(a),’’ the second place 
it appears, and 

(III) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) or (b) of 
section 245, and 247,’’ and inserting ‘‘and sub-
section (a) or (b) of section 245,’’, and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ in subsection (c)(1). 
(F) Section 246A of such Code is amended 

by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ both places it appears in 
subsections (a) and (e). 

(G) Sections 263(g)(2)(B)(iii), 277(a), 
301(e)(2), 469(e)(4), 512(a)(3)(A), subparagraphs 
(A), (C), and (D) of section 805(a)(4), 805(b)(5), 
812(e)(2)(A), 815(c)(2)(A)(iii), 832(b)(5), 
833(b)(3)(E), and 1059(b)(2)(B) of such Code are 
each amended by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ each place 
it appears. 

(H) Section 1244(c)(2)(C) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘244,’’. 

(I) Section 805(a)(4)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘, 244(a),’’ each place it 
appears. 

(J) Section 810(c)(2)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘244 (relating to divi-
dends on certain preferred stock of public 
utilities),’’. 

(15) ORGANIZATION EXPENSES.—Section 
248(c) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘beginning after December 31, 1953,’’ and by 
striking the last sentence. 

(16) AMOUNT OF GAIN WHERE LOSS PRE-
VIOUSLY DISALLOWED.—Section 267(d) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘(or by reason 
of section 24(b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1939)’’ in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘after 
December 31, 1953,’’ in paragraph (2), by 
striking the second sentence, and by striking 

‘‘or by reason of section 118 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939’’ in the last sentence. 

(17) ACQUISITIONS MADE TO EVADE OR AVOID 
INCOME TAX.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) of sec-
tion 269(a) of such Code are each amended by 
striking ‘‘or acquired on or after October 8, 
1940,’’. 

(18) INTEREST ON INDEBTEDNESS INCURRED 
BY CORPORATIONS TO ACQUIRE STOCK OR AS-
SETS OF ANOTHER CORPORATION.—Section 279 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘after December 31, 1967,’’ 
in subsection (a)(2), 

(B) by striking ‘‘after October 9, 1969,’’ in 
subsection (b), and 

(C) by striking ‘‘after October 9, 1969, and’’ 
in subsection (d)(5). 

(19) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO CORPORATE 
PREFERENCE ITEMS.—Paragraph (4) of section 
291(a) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1984, section’’ and inserting 
‘‘Section’’. 

(20) TAX CREDIT EMPLOYEE STOCK OWNERSHIP 
PLANS.—Section 409 of such Code is amended 
by striking subsection (q). 

(21) FUNDING STANDARDS.—Section 412(m)(4) 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the applicable percent-
age’’ in subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘25 
percent’’, and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and by re-
designating subparagraph (D) as subpara-
graph (C). 

(22) RETIREE HEALTH ACCOUNTS.—Section 
420 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (4) of subsection 
(b) and by redesignating paragraph (5) as 
paragraph (4), and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) of sub-
section (c) to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO PENSION 
BENEFITS ACCRUING BEFORE TRANSFER.—The 
requirements of this paragraph are met if 
the plan provides that the accrued pension 
benefits of any participant or beneficiary 
under the plan become nonforfeitable in the 
same manner which would be required if the 
plan had terminated immediately before the 
qualified transfer (or in the case of a partici-
pant who separated during the 1-year period 
ending on the date of the transfer, imme-
diately before such separation).’’. 

(23) EMPLOYEE STOCK PURCHASE PLANS.— 
Section 423(a) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after December 31, 1963,’’. 

(24) LIMITATION ON DEDUCTIONS FOR CERTAIN 
FARMING.— 

(A) Section 464 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘any farming syndicate (as defined 
in subsection (c))’’ both places it appears in 
subsections (a) and (b) and inserting ‘‘any 
taxpayer to whom subsection (d) applies’’. 

(B)(i) Subsection (c) of section 464 of such 
Code is hereby moved to the end of section 
461 and redesignated as subsection (j). 

(ii) Such subsection (j) of such Code is 
amended— 

(I) by striking ‘‘For purposes of this sec-
tion’’ in paragraph (1) and inserting ‘‘For 
purposes of subsection (i)(4)’’, and 

(II) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(3) FARMING.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘farming’ has the meaning 
given to such term by section 464(e). 

‘‘(4) LIMITED ENTREPRENEUR.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘limited entre-
preneur’ means a person who— 

‘‘(A) has an interest in an enterprise other 
than as a limited partner, and 

‘‘(B) does not actively participate in the 
management of such enterprise.’’ 

(iii) Paragraph (4) of section 461(i) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 464(c)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (j)’’. 

(C) Section 464 of such Code is amended— 

(i) by striking subsections (e) and (g) and 
redesignating subsections (d) and (f) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively, and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) FARMING.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘farming’ means the cultiva-
tion of land or the raising or harvesting of 
any agricultural or horticultural commodity 
including the raising, shearing, feeding, car-
ing for, training, and management of ani-
mals. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, trees (other than trees bearing fruit or 
nuts) shall not be treated as an agricultural 
or horticultural commodity.’’ 

(D) Subsection (d) of section 464 of such 
Code, as redesignated by subparagraph (C), is 
amended— 

(i) by striking paragraph (1) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) as para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘SUBSECTIONS (a) AND (b) TO 
APPLY TO’’ in the subsection heading. 

(E) Subparagraph (A) of section 58(a)(2) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 
464(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 461(j)’’. 

(25) DEDUCTIONS LIMITED TO AMOUNT AT 
RISK.—Paragraph (3) of section 465(c) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘In the case of 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1978, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(26) NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING COSTS.—Sec-
tion 468A(e)(2) of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘at the rate set forth in 
subparagraph (B)’’ in subparagraph (A) and 
inserting ‘‘at the rate of 20 percent’’, and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and by re-
designating subparagraphs (C) and (D) as 
subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively. 

(27) PASSIVE ACTIVITY LOSSES AND CREDITS 
LIMITED.— 

(A) Section 469 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (m). 

(B) Subsection (b) of section 58 of such 
Code is amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end 
of paragraph (1), by striking paragraph (2), 
and by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2). 

(28) ADJUSTMENTS REQUIRED BY CHANGES IN 
METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—Section 481(b)(3) of 
such Code is amended by striking subpara-
graph (C). 

(29) EXEMPTION FROM TAX ON CORPORATIONS, 
CERTAIN TRUSTS, ETC.—Section 501 of such 
Code is amended by striking subsection (q). 

(30) REQUIREMENTS FOR EXEMPTION.— 
(A) Section 503(a)(1) of such Code is amend-

ed to read as follows: 
‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—An organization de-

scribed in paragraph (17) or (18) of section 
501(c) or described in section 401(a) and re-
ferred to in section 4975(g)(2) or (3) shall not 
be exempt from taxation under section 501(a) 
if it has engaged in a prohibited trans-
action.’’. 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 503(a) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘described in 
section 501(c)(17) or (18) or paragraph 
(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘described in para-
graph (1)’’. 

(C) Subsection (c) of section 503 of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘described in 
section 501(c)(17) or (18) or subsection 
(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘described in sub-
section (a)(1)’’. 

(31) INSURANCE COMPANY TAXABLE INCOME.— 
(A) Section 832(e) of such Code is amended 

by striking ‘‘of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1966,’’. 

(B) Section 832(e)(6) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘In the case of any taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1970, the’’ 
and inserting ‘‘The’’. 

(32) PROPERTY ON WHICH LESSEE HAS MADE 
IMPROVEMENTS.—Section 1019 of such Code is 
amended by striking the last sentence. 
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(33) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSION.—Section 

1033 of such Code is amended by striking sub-
section (j) and by redesignating subsection 
(k) as subsection (j). 

(34) PROPERTY ACQUIRED DURING AFFILI-
ATION.—Section 1051 of such Code is hereby 
repealed, and the table of sections for part 
IV of subchapter O of chapter 1 is amended 
by striking the item relating to section 1051. 

(35) HOLDING PERIOD OF PROPERTY.— 
(A) Paragraph (5) of section 1223 of such 

Code is amended by striking ‘‘(or under so 
much of section 1052(c) as refers to section 
113(a)(23) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1939)’’. 

(B) Paragraph (7) of section 1223 of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen-
tence. 

(C) Paragraph (9) of section 1223 of such 
Code is repealed. 

(36) PROPERTY USED IN THE TRADE OR BUSI-
NESS AND INVOLUNTARY CONVERSIONS.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 1231(c)(2) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘beginning 
after December 31, 1981’’. 

(37) SALE OR EXCHANGE OF PATENTS.—Sec-
tion 1235 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (c) and by redes-
ignating subsections (d) and (e) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ in sub-
section (b) and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’. 

(38) DEALERS IN SECURITIES.—Subsection (b) 
of section 1236 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after November 19, 1951,’’. 

(39) SALE OF PATENTS.—Subsection (a) of 
section 1249 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after December 31, 1962,’’. 

(40) GAIN FROM DISPOSITION OF FARM 
LAND.—Paragraph (1) of section 1252(a) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘after De-
cember 31, 1969,’’ both places it appears. 

(41) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED ON 
RETIREMENT OR SALE OR EXCHANGE OF DEBT 
INSTRUMENTS.—Subsection (c) of section 1271 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN OBLIGA-
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO WHICH ORIGINAL 
ISSUE DISCOUNT NOT CURRENTLY INCLUD-
IBLE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—On the sale or exchange 
of debt instruments issued by a government 
or political subdivision thereof after Decem-
ber 31, 1954, and before July 2, 1982, or by a 
corporation after December 31, 1954, and on 
or before May 27, 1969, any gain realized 
which does not exceed— 

‘‘(A) an amount equal to the original issue 
discount, or 

‘‘(B) if at the time of original issue there 
was no intention to call the debt instrument 
before maturity, an amount which bears the 
same ratio to the original issue discount as 
the number of complete months that the 
debt instrument was held by the taxpayer 
bears to the number of complete months 
from the date of original issue to the date of 
maturity, 

shall be considered as ordinary income. 
‘‘(2) SUBSECTION (a)(2)(A) NOT TO APPLY.— 

Subsection (a)(2)(A) shall not apply to any 
debt instrument referred to in subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) CROSS REFERENCE.— 
‘‘For current inclusion of original issue dis-

count, see section 1272.’’. 
(42) AMOUNT AND METHOD OF ADJUSTMENT.— 

Section 1314 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (d) and by redesignating 
subsection (e) as subsection (d). 

(43) ELECTION; REVOCATION; TERMINATION.— 
Clause (iii) of section 1362(d)(3) of such Code 
is amended by striking ‘‘unless’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘unless the corporation 
was an S corporation for such taxable year.’’. 

(44) AFFILIATED GROUP DEFINED.—Subpara-
graph (A) of section 1504(a)(3) of such Code is 

amended by striking ‘‘for a taxable year 
which includes any period after December 31, 
1984’’ in clause (i) and by striking ‘‘in a tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1984’’ 
in clause (ii). 

(45) DISALLOWANCE OF THE BENEFITS OF THE 
GRADUATED CORPORATE RATES AND ACCUMU-
LATED EARNINGS CREDIT.— 

(A) Subsection (a) of section 1551 of such 
Code is amended— 

(i) by striking paragraph (1) and by redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘after June 12, 1963,’’ each 
place it appears. 

(B) Section 1551(b) of such Code is amend-
ed— 

(i) by striking ‘‘or (2)’’ in paragraph (1), 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘(a)(3)’’ in paragraph (2) 
and inserting ‘‘(a)(2)’’. 

(46) DEFINITION OF WAGES.— 
(A) Section 3121(b) of such Code is amended 

by striking paragraph (17). 
(B) Section 210(a) of the Social Security 

Act is amended by striking paragraph (17). 
(47) CREDITS AGAINST TAX.— 
(A) Paragraph (4) of section 3302(f) of such 

Code is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsection—’’ and all that 

follows through ‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection, the, 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B), 
(iii) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 

subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, and 
(iv) by moving the text of such subpara-

graphs (as so redesignated) 2 ems to the left. 
(B) Paragraph (5) of section 3302(f) of such 

Code is amended by striking subparagraph 
(D) and by redesignating subparagraph (E) as 
subparagraph (D). 

(48) DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT 
TAXES.—Section 3510(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking paragraph (4). 

(49) TAX ON FUEL USED IN COMMERCIAL 
TRANSPORTATION ON INLAND WATERWAYS.— 
Section 4042(b)(2)(A) of such Code is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) The Inland Waterways Trust Fund fi-
nancing rate is 20 cents per gallon.’’. 

(50) TRANSPORTATION BY AIR.—Section 
4261(e) of such Code is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking subpara-
graph (C), and 

(B) by striking paragraph (5). 
(51) TAXES ON FAILURE TO DISTRIBUTE IN-

COME.— 
(A) Paragraph (2) of section 4942(f) of such 

Code is amended by striking the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (B) and inserting 
‘‘, and’’, by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting a period, and 
by striking subparagraph (D). 

(B) Subsection (g) of section 4942 of such 
Code is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘For all taxable years be-
ginning on or after January 1, 1975, subject’’ 
in paragraph (2)(A) and inserting ‘‘Subject’’, 
and 

(ii) by striking paragraph (4). 
(C) Section 4942(i)(2) of such Code is 

amended by striking ‘‘beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969, and’’. 

(52) TAXES ON TAXABLE EXPENDITURES.— 
Section 4945(f) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘(excluding therefrom any pre-
ceding taxable year which begins before Jan-
uary 1, 1970)’’. 

(53) RETURNS.—Subsection (a) of section 
6039D of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘beginning after December 31, 1984,’’. 

(54) INFORMATION RETURNS.—Subsection (c) 
of section 6060 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘year’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘year.’’. 

(55) CANAL ZONE.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 6103(b)(5) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘the Canal Zone,’’. 

(56) ABATEMENTS.—Section 6404(f) of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(57) FAILURE BY CORPORATION TO PAY ESTI-
MATED INCOME TAX.—Clause (i) of section 
6655(g)(4)(A) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘(or the corresponding provisions of 
prior law)’’. 

(58) MERCHANT MARINE CAPITAL CONSTRUC-
TION FUNDS.—Paragraph (4) of section 7518(g) 
of such Code is amended by striking ‘‘any 
nonqualified withdrawal’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘shall be determined’’ and in-
serting ‘‘any nonqualified withdrawal shall 
be determined’’. 

(59) VALUATION TABLES.— 
(A) Subsection (c) of section 7520 of such 

Code is amended by striking paragraph (2) 
and by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2). 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 7520(c) of such 
Code, as so redesignated, is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Not later than December 
31, 1989, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘thereafter’’ in the last 
sentence thereof. 

(60) ADMINISTRATION AND COLLECTION OF 
TAXES IN POSSESSIONS.—Section 7651 of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (4) 
and by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (4). 

(61) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYEE.—Section 
7701(a)(20) of such Code is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘chapter 21’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘chapter 21.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise 

provided in paragraph (2), the amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SAVINGS PROVISION.—If— 
(A) any provision amended or repealed by 

subsection (a) applied to— 
(i) any transaction occurring before the 

date of the enactment of this Act, 
(ii) any property acquired before such date 

of enactment, or 
(iii) any item of income, loss, deduction, or 

credit taken into account before such date of 
enactment, and 

(B) the treatment of such transaction, 
property, or item under such provision would 
(without regard to the amendments made by 
subsection (a)) affect the liability for tax for 
periods ending after such date of enactment, 

nothing in the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall be construed to affect the 
treatment of such transaction, property, or 
item for purposes of determining liability for 
tax for periods ending after such date of 
enactment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are frus-
trated. They are frustrated with their 
current Tax Code, and they should be. 
The mountains of documents that they 
face are complicated, confusing, and 
sometimes contradictory. The effects 
of this complex code, by the way, are 
more than just frustration for those of 
us who are taxpayers. They include de-
creased levels of voluntary compliance, 
people cannot figure out the code and 
they are less likely to comply with it; 
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increased costs, of course, for the en-
tire taxpayer system; reduced percep-
tion of fairness in the Federal tax sys-
tem; and, of course, increased difficul-
ties at the Internal Revenue Service as 
they try to administer this unwieldy 
code. Clearly, we need to make our Tax 
Code more user friendly, and we should 
take every opportunity to do so. 

Over the last few years, we have done 
that in some cases, for instance, the 
expansion of the 10 percent tax brack-
et, and taking literally millions of tax-
payers off the Internal Revenue Code 
altogether. 

But today, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE), for 
legislation that he has brought to the 
floor showing his commitment to tax 
simplification, and particularly focus-
ing on the needs of our small busi-
nesses. 

H.R. 4840, which is before the House 
today, the Tax Simplification For 
America’s Job Creators Act, provides 
provisions that will provide tax relief 
and simplification for small businesses 
and small business owners as they plan 
for the economy, which is now growing. 

First, the bill will extend the $100,000 
expensing amount provided under what 
is called section 179 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. This is an extremely im-
portant incentive which was included 
in the President’s 2003 tax relief bill, 
the Jobs Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act. 

It allows small businesses to deduct 
up to $100,000 immediately, to write 
that off, not depreciate it over time, as 
compared to $25,000, which was in law 
before the 2003 tax relief act. This is for 
new equipment up to 2006. Therefore, 
we want to expand that, we want to ex-
tend the legislation into 2006 and 2007, 
and the legislation offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) does 
that. 

It also expands the definition of who 
qualifies. Before 2003, those companies 
who qualified were those that had 
$200,000 or less of capital purchases per 
year. We doubled that to $400,000 of 
capital purchases per year, making this 
provision something that is more usa-
ble for more small businesses. 

Expensing, of course, allows small 
businesses to recover the cost of their 
investment immediately rather than 
writing it off over time and rather than 
requiring them to keep extensive 
records and track those deductions 
over several years. This helps reduce 
the cost of capital, which helps to ex-
pand plant and equipment. It also 
makes it simpler and less costly, less 
complicated for our small businesses to 
be able to comply with our Tax Code. 

Again, today’s bill will provide yet 
another vehicle that we can use to try 
to enact this important small business 
priority that has already passed the 
House in some other forms, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman CRANE) for it. 

Second, his bill also begins adjusting 
an important standard which affects 

small businesses’ ability to use the 
cash accounting system. The cash ac-
counting method is simpler, and it pro-
vides under this legislation to convert 
from the current $5 million threshold 
to $10 million. So we are expanding the 
amount that can be indexed for infla-
tion, so that more and more small busi-
nesses are not forced into using the ac-
crual method each year. 

It is important to understand that 
forcing businesses into the accrual ac-
counting method has real consequences 
for smaller companies. Not only must 
they begin calculating taxes using a 
different accounting method; they 
must actually pay tax on the difference 
in income as measured by the accrual 
and the cash methods. The bill before 
us rectifies this situation by indexing 
the limit so inflation will not force 
more and more small businesses into 
the accrual method. 

This does not change the $5 million 
threshold. Mr. Speaker, I correct my-
self. Rather, it indexes that going for-
ward to inflation to be able to increase 
that amount. This change will provide 
$120 million in tax relief to smaller 
businesses during the coming decade. 

Finally, the bill eliminates a number 
of outdated references in the code. 
These are so-called ‘‘deadwood provi-
sions.’’ This is also very important 
both because these deadwood provi-
sions that have been identified by the 
Joint Tax Committee, by the Treasury 
Department, by others in their reports 
are important to get out of the code be-
cause they do not need to be in it, do 
not make any sense; but it also creates 
confusion at the IRS and confusion 
among taxpayers and has created 
downstream problems that are difficult 
to address. 

H.R. 4840, in the end, Mr. Speaker, 
will cut taxes by approximately $1.2 
billion for our small businesses, and 
that figure is over the next decade. 

The bill is well within our House- 
passed budget, and I believe it is very 
worthy of our support as an important 
simplification method. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation to 
help our small businesses, our job cre-
ators, our risk takers, who are out 
there ensuring that this economic re-
covery continues, and continues 
strongly. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

I thank my friend from Ohio for his 
work on this bill. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of tax simplification. 
There can be little doubt that tax-
paying individuals and American busi-
nesses, particularly small businesses, 
spend far too much time, not just pre-
paring their tax returns and paying 
their taxes, but in even figuring out 
just how to file or which forms to fill 
out, what tax preferences they qualify 
for, what they can deduct, and what 
elections they should make to best 
serve the interests of the business, its 
employees, and themselves. 

On top of that is the anxiety that 
many small business owners experience 
when confronting the daunting com-
plexity of the Tax Code and trying to 
make sound business and tax planning 
decisions with the prospect of taking a 
wrong turn in a numbing maze that 
makes tax lawyers and accountants 
shudder. Such complexity is both un-
necessary and unhealthy, Mr. Speaker, 
for small business and our Nation’s 
economy. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly 
support meaningful efforts to reform 
our tax system and to reduce an ex-
treme burden on our small businesses 
and individuals and to ensure effi-
ciency. 

Moreover, I am pleased to rise in sup-
port of the legislation introduced by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
CRANE). I am pleased to be a cosponsor 
of the legislation that somewhat eases 
the burden borne by America’s small 
businesses, truly the engine that drives 
our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, at a very modest cost, 
H.R. 4840 provides two valuable bene-
fits to our Nation’s small businesses. 

First, the bill extends enhanced sec-
tion 179 expensing for small businesses 
for 2 years. Last year Congress passed 
and President Bush signed into law leg-
islation that increased the amount of 
equipment that small businesses may 
expense from $25,000 annually to 
$100,000 annually. The 2003 law also in-
creased the phase-out range from 
$200,000 of capital expenditures to 
$400,000, significantly expanding the 
number of small businesses that qual-
ify for section 179 expensing. Both 
amounts are indexed for inflation. 

The bill the House considers today 
extends these improvements to section 
179 for 2 additional years through 2007, 
thereby providing much-needed relief 
as our economy continues to recover 
and to grow. 

Second, H.R. 4840 eases the account-
ing burden on small businesses by pre-
serving the cash accounting method for 
more small businesses. Generally, 
under current law, businesses with $5 
million or more in gross receipts must 
switch from the cash method of ac-
counting to the accrual method. The 
bill offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. CRANE) preserves the value of 
the $5 million limit by indexing it for 
inflation so that more small businesses 
will not be forced to use the more com-
plicated accrual method. 

Finally, but less directly beneficial, 
H.R. 4840 cleans up the Tax Code by 
eliminating outdated, rarely used and 
unnecessary provisions of the code. Re-
pealing these deadwood provisions cer-
tainly has the effect of reducing clutter 
in our code, but its practical effects 
and benefits to small business are 
somewhat limited. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4840 is a fine bill. 
It is a good first step, and I am proud 
to support it. However, this Congress 
needs to do more to relieve the burden 
borne by America’s small businessmen 
and -women and individuals. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the comments of my colleague 
from Texas. I agree with them. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. CRANE), the author of this 
legislation on tax simplification. 

(Mr. CRANE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
distinguished colleague from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), for 
yielding this time to me and for help-
ing me in getting this bill explained 
and passed. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 4840, the legislation I have in-
troduced that will simplify the Tax 
Code for small businesses. 

Nearly seven in 10 new jobs are cre-
ated by small businesses, which are the 
backbone of our economy. The Tax 
Simplification For America’s Job Cre-
ators Act helps small businesses in 
three ways: 

First, it extends section 179, small 
business expensing, for 2 years, 
through 2007. This provision allows 
small businesses to immediately de-
duct the cost of up to $100,000 in ex-
penditures for new equipment. Failure 
to extend this provision will result in 
an effective tax increase of about $1 
billion on small businesses seeking to 
make critical investments that expand 
their businesses and create jobs. 

Second, my legislation will allow 
small businesses to take advantage of 
the cash method of accounting. Under 
current law, subchapter C corporations 
cannot use cash accounting, which al-
lows them to deduct expenses in the 
year paid and report income in the 
year received, if their gross receipts ex-
ceed $5 million. H.R. 4840 indexes the $5 
million threshold for inflation, which 
ensures that more small businesses are 
not forced to use the more complex, 
costly, and time-consuming accrual 
method of accounting. This provision 
saves business taxpayers roughly $120 
million. 

Third, H.R. 4840 eliminates from the 
Tax Code a number of dead-letter pro-
visions, which serve no purpose other 
than to clutter an already overly com-
plex set of laws. 

My constituents tell me that passage 
of this legislation will mean more jobs 
and increased economic growth in the 
Chicagoland area. I am also pleased 
that some of the Nation’s leading small 
business associations, including the 
National Federation of Independent 
Businesses, the NFIB, the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the Associated 
Builders and Contractors, strongly sup-
port the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, my legislation is not a 
panacea for small business. The gov-
ernment can only do so much. As al-
ways, it is the hard work and ingenuity 
of the American people that lead to ex-
panded growth, job creation, and pros-

perity. However, taxpayers with busi-
ness income pay about 55 percent of all 
income taxes. This bipartisan legisla-
tion will not only simplify the Tax 
Code; but by returning over $1 billion 
to business taxpayers, it will also let 
our job creators know that Congress 
means business when it comes to low-
ering their tax burden. It is the least 
we can do. 

While I am extraordinarily pleased 
that we are acting today on much- 
needed simplification for small busi-
ness, I want to take a moment to men-
tion the need for greater simplification 
in the tax laws. I, for one, intend to be 
dogged in my pursuit of this goal. 

To give one example, I have long 
championed an effort for many years to 
address a complex and unfair provision 
in the consolidated return rules. These 
rules were enacted so that corporate 
groups could pay tax on the net income 
of all their affiliated companies. Gen-
erally, the rules accomplish this goal, 
unless one of the affiliated corpora-
tions in the group is a life insurance 
company. 

Twenty Members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means have cosponsored 
legislation I have introduced, H.R. 2228, 
that reforms the consolidated returns 
to address this inequity. Similar legis-
lation passed both the House and Sen-
ate in 1999 as part of a larger tax bill 
that, unfortunately, was vetoed by 
President Clinton. I would expect that 
with the appropriate amount of effort, 
this legislation, as well as other meri-
torious simplification, can and will be 
enacted in the near future. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, to continue on 
the theme of tax simplification, in 2002, 
the IRS issued Revenue Procedure 2002– 
28 to allow subchapter S corporations 
to use cash accounting if their gross re-
ceipts do not exceed $10 million. That 
ruling provided useful clarification for 
taxpayers. I believe the service should 
go one step further and make this guid-
ance a formal regulation so that in the 
future America’s small business owners 
can rely on a simple method of ac-
counting. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a copy of the NFIB’s petition 
to the IRS asking for a final rule to ad-
dress this issue. 

NFIB LEGAL FOUNDATION, 
Washington, DC, July 20, 2004. 

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING BEFORE THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Hon. MARK W. EVERSON, 
Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. COMMISSIONER: The National 
Federation of Independent Business Legal 
Foundation (‘‘NFIB Legal Foundation’’) sub-
mits this petition to the Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 553(e) of 
the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
§§ 551 et seq. Petitioners request a rule-
making to incorporate Revenue Procedure 
2002–28, with three requested modifications, 
into a formal regulation. Pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. § 555(e), petitioners request prompt 
consideration and response to this petition. 

The NFIB Legal Foundation, a 501(c)(3) 
public interest law firm, is the legal arm of 
the National Federation of Independent 

Business (NFIB), which is the nation’s oldest 
and largest organization dedicated to rep-
resenting the interests of small-business 
owners throughout all 50 states. The approxi-
mately 600,000 members of NFIB own a wide 
variety of America’s independent businesses 
from restaurants to hardware stores to bowl-
ing alleys. 

REVENUE PROCEDURE 2002–28 
Revenue Procedure 2002–28 allows quali-

fying small business taxpayers with gross re-
ceipts of less than $10 million to use the cash 
receipts and disbursements method of ac-
counting. This relieves qualifying small 
businesses from the more complex inventory 
and accrual method of accounting. Revenue 
Procedure 2002–28 also provides for qualifying 
businesses to obtain automatic consent to 
change from accrual accounting to cash ac-
counting. 
THE PROPOSED REGULATION—INCORPORATION 

OF REVENUE PROCEDURE 2002–28 INTO A FINAL 
RULE. 
Petitioner requests that the IRS convert 

Revenue Procedure 2002–28 into a formal reg-
ulation. A formal rule would provide sta-
bility and prevent long-term confusion and 
wide-ranging interpretations of the current 
revenue procedure. While there are numerous 
revenue procedures that have been in effect 
for many years, nothing prevents a subse-
quent administration from modifying or 
withdrawing a revenue procedure. Incorpora-
tion into a formal regulation would make 
the components and intent of Revenue Pro-
cedure 2002–28 a more permanent fixture of 
the tax law thereby maintaining a predict-
able environment in which small businesses 
may operate. 

FURTHER CHANGES ARE NEEDED IN A FINAL 
RULE 

Petitioner applauds the IRS Small Busi-
ness/Self-Employed Division’s outreach to 
small business owners on this matter. In 
doing so, Revenue Procedure 2002–28 ad-
dressed many small business owners’ con-
cerns and provided much needed tax sim-
plification for many taxpayers. Nevertheless, 
there are some outstanding issues that Peti-
tioner would like to see incorporated into a 
final rule. 
1. Provide one-year grace period to adjust in-

come ratio or change accounting method 
Section 4(.01) of Revenue Procedure 2002–28 

allows a qualifying small business taxpayer 
to use a cash method of accounting for all of 
its trade or business if ‘‘the taxpayer reason-
ably determines that its principal business 
activity is the provision of services, includ-
ing the provision of property incident to 
those services.’’ A taxpayer may determine 
its principal business activity using either 
(1) the gross receipts for its prior taxable 
year, or (2) the average annual gross receipts 
for its three most recent prior taxable years. 

We support the inclusion of the three-year 
average test in Revenue Procedure 2002–28 
for determining if a small business qualifies 
for use of cash accounting methods. By using 
a three-year average, qualifying businesses 
can maintain their customary cash account-
ing methods if, in one year, their service-to- 
produce income ratio changes to 55/45 rather 
than 60/40. Revenue Procedure 2002–28 ad-
dresses this issue in Example 6 by showing 
that a business with 57% of its income from 
services still qualifies for the cash account-
ing method. This practice is both practical 
and fair, and petitioner requests that the 
procedure and examples used in Revenue 
Procedure 2002–28 are incorporated into a 
regulation. 

In addition, however, we request that a 
business should not be forced to immediately 
switch from cash accounting to accrual ac-
counting when the business’ principal busi-
ness activity income ratio falls below the 60/ 
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40 threshold percentage provided in the Rev-
enue Procedure examples. Instead, busi-
nesses should be provided a one-year grace 
period to either adjust their income ratios or 
to change accounting methods. Allowing 
such a grace period would enhance stability 
and certainty for small business taxpayers 
by providing them with an opportunity to 
avoid having to switch from cash to accrual 
accounting from one year to the next. 
2. Provide notice of changes to NAICS 

Revenue Procedure 2002–28 applies to quali-
fying taxpayers who fit within the $1 million 
to $10 million gross receipts threshold. Busi-
nesses qualify if they derived their largest 
percentage of gross receipts in the prior tax 
year from an activity other than one in the 
following North American Industry Classi-
fication System (NAICS) codes: mining ac-
tivities within NAICS codes 211 and 212, in-
cluding oil and gas extraction; manufac-
turing within NAICS codes 31–33; wholesale 
trades within NAICS code 42; retail trade 
within NAICS codes 44 and 45; and informa-
tion industries within NAICS codes 5111 and 
5122, including newspaper, periodical, book, 
and database publishers and sound recording. 
The cash accounting method does not apply 
to farming businesses or those prohibited 
from using cash accounting by IRC Sec. 448. 

Changes made to NAICS codes could obvi-
ously impact the ability of a business to 
qualify for the cash accounting method 
under Revenue Procedure 2002–28. The IRS 
should provide some form of notification to 
affected businesses when NAICS codes are 
changed, to ensure that business taxpayers 
remain aware of the impact on their ac-
counting procedures. 
3. Provide one-year grace period to businesses 

affected by changes to NAICS 
Petitioner also requests that the IRS pro-

vide businesses affected by changes to the 
NAICS codes a one-year grace period to 
switch their accounting systems from cash 
accounting to accrual accounting. A grace 
period would provide business taxpayers 
time to adjust their business practices and 
change their accounting procedures. 

AUTHORITY OF THE COMMISSIONER 
The enhanced sense of permanence associ-

ated with a formal regulation as described 
above would provide certainty and stability 
for thousands of small businesses nation-
wide, allowing the business owners to do 
what they do best—run the businesses that 
are the backbone of our economy. Federal 
law provides ample authority to grant this 
petition and issue the requested final rule. 

Respectfully submitted this 20th day of 
July 2004, 

KAREN R. HARNED, Esq., 
Executive Director. 
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Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We appreciate the efforts of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) and 
clearly, there is a need for tax sim-
plification. Today, the IRS now prints 
more than 1,000 publications, forms, 
and instruction booklets, and while the 
Tax Code was a mere 500 pages in 1913, 
financial publisher CCH says its Stand-
ard Federal Tax Reporter, which is the 
guidance for tax preparers, has grown 
to more than 60,000 pages today. The 
cost to individuals and business in 
America of the complexity of our code 
are staggering. 

More than $100 billion a year in ac-
counting fees and the value of tax-
payers’ time to complete their returns, 

according to Joel Slemrod of the Uni-
versity of Michigan, are used up each 
year. This is roughly equivalent to 
what our Nation spends to operate the 
Departments of Education, Homeland 
Security, and the Department of State 
each year. According to the IRS, small 
business owners are required to devote 
60 hours, almost 8 full work days each 
year, to prepare their taxes. 

While the bill we debate today is a 
good piece of legislation, it will not do 
enough to reduce this burden, and we 
must do more, working together. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT.) 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
are getting close to election again. The 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
Congress says it is time for simplifying 
the Tax Code. But, Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues know that ‘‘tax simplifica-
tion’’ is just the term the Republicans 
use to start talking about the need for 
a flat tax or a sales tax. Every year at 
this time it comes up. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
had a host of hearings about this same 
issue in the mid-1990s under Chairman 
Archer. At one point during the hear-
ings in 1995, the chairman said he was 
convinced that the Tax Code needed to 
go to a flat tax. He even said he was 
going to introduce legislation to do it. 
But, after all the hearings and all of 
the rhetoric, he never even introduced 
a bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do two things 
with money: We can save it or we can 
spend it. Now, rich people have more to 
save than do poor people. If all that we 
do is impose taxes when people spend 
money, then poor people are going to 
spend the larger share of their pay-
check on taxes than rich people are. I 
mean, anybody knows that. Poor peo-
ple spend every dime of every pay-
check; rich people spend some and then 
they put a whole bunch in the bank or 
in the stock market or in something 
else. A system based on consumption 
taxes hardly is fair at all. 

Legislation has been introduced in 
the past to convert our tax regime to 
one that relies solely on consumption 
taxes. The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LINDER) has introduced legislation 
to abolish the IRS, abolish it, and force 
the Federal Government to rely on a 
national sales tax, a proposal that the 
majority leader supports. This proposal 
would be a boon to the wealthy elite. 
His proposal would tax all purchases on 
goods and services in our economy, in-
cluding food, health care, home rents, 
and new home purchases. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation 
did an analysis of the Linder proposal. 
The study indicated that in order for 
the bill to be revenue neutral over 10 
years, the estimated national sales tax 
rate would be between 36 and 57 per-
cent. In other words, the price of blood 
transfusions, prescription drugs, and a 

pair of sneakers would increase be-
tween 37 and 57 percent. Does that 
sound fair to my colleagues? 

How do we sell this proposal to sim-
plify tax structure to the baby boomers 
of this country who are about to go 
onto a fixed income? We have this big 
bulge of people who are just about, in 
2008, going to start going onto Social 
Security. You cannot, and that is why 
they call it tax simplification. It 
sounds like a good idea. 

The Health Insurance Association of 
America states that one of the con-
sequences of a flat tax bill is likely to 
be a rapid increase in the number of 
people without private health insur-
ance coverage. One economist esti-
mated that there would be 8 million 
more people without health benefits if 
a flat tax proposal were enacted. 

James Poterba, an economist at MIT, 
estimated that eliminating the current 
tax law benefits for purchasing homes 
could result in a 17 percent decline in 
the value of the U.S. housing market. 

Now, what about the payroll taxes? A 
flat tax proposal may eliminate the de-
duction that employers pay for their 
payroll taxes, amounting to a massive 
tax increase on businesses of all sizes. 

The American public is not naive, 
Mr. Speaker. They know that when it 
is election time and the Republicans 
start talking about tax simplification, 
it really means they want a flat tax. If 
you just give us one more chance, we 
did not simplify it over the last 10 
years that we have been in control. 
Give us another chance and we will get 
our flat tax in. 

Now, when are they going to be hon-
est about these goals for the people? 
When are they going to be honest and 
tell the American people that the Tax 
Code has only become more complex 
since they controlled the Congress and 
its tax-writing committees. They have 
105 more days to run this charade, but 
it is coming. There is going to be a 
change, and not in the Tax Code, but in 
who runs this House. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate my friend from Washing-
ton’s discussion on general tax relief. I 
suppose at the end he would say he sup-
ports this legislation before us because 
it is not a flat tax, it is not a sales tax, 
it is not even a fundamental reform. 
Rather, it is simplification and good, 
common-sense simplification at that, 
this one focused on small businesses. 
The next piece of legislation we will 
take up focuses more on individuals. 

But it is hard to defend the current 
code. Again, my friend from Texas 
talked earlier about the compliance 
costs and referenced Professor Joel 
Slemrod’s reports from the University 
of Michigan. I think the number is 
somewhere between 50 and 100 billion 
now. That is the consensus number; 85 
seems to be the one most people are 
using. Mr. Speaker, $85 billion a year in 
compliance costs, and over 3 billion 
compliance hours. 
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Another interesting statistic is that 

every year now, tax compliance ac-
counts for about 80 percent of the pa-
perwork burden of the Federal Govern-
ment. So we do need to do something. 

Today is not the silver bullet, but it 
is a start. It is going into the current 
code and changing some unfair aspects 
of the code; in the case of section 179, 
helping businesses to be able to not 
just write off their purchases more 
quickly for equipment, but also to be 
able to reduce their compliance costs, 
because they do not have to keep those 
depreciation schedules over time. 

It also takes out some deadwood pro-
visions which come from the Joint 
Committee on Taxation recommenda-
tions, as well as Treasury Department 
recommendations, which say that 
these provisions of the code that have 
not been removed over time, and it 
must be done by statute by the way, 
not only cause confusion and com-
plexity, but actually cause some tax-
payers to make mistakes that then 
cause tremendous cost to the tax sys-
tem over time. 

This legislation also again helps 
some smaller businesses to be able to 
take advantage of cash accounting 
rather than the accrual method, which 
is a complexity. Therefore, this is a 
simplification as well. 

So I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments, and what I would say is what we 
are doing today is, we are taking a 
very responsible step towards sim-
plification. We are not providing again 
for the silver bullet. We need to con-
tinue to work on that, as we will every 
year, and I know as we are going for-
ward in this Congress, should we be 
here on this congressional floor next 
year talking about these issues, hope-
fully we will have a more fundamental 
reform that we can agree on on a bipar-
tisan basis, as we will agree today, I 
believe, on a bipartisan basis, on these 
simplifications. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me a couple more minutes. After 
listening to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN), I always can think of 
things to say. 

The gentleman tells us that this bill, 
that I am probably for it; the gen-
tleman is right. This is nothing. This 
bill does not do anything except do 
what the gentleman told us he was not 
going to do. The gentleman said he was 
going to make the expensing for a 
while and then stop it. Now my Repub-
lican colleagues are making it perma-
nent. It is just one more of those 
things. 

But the real point here is, you say 
this is a start. It is not much. It is a 
start on the way to what? 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

I certainly never heard anybody say 
that section 179 expensing was tem-
porary. What we said was that the 
bonus depreciation provision was tem-
porary. Section 179, on our side, we 
have always intended to be permanent 
and we would certainly hope that it 
will be made permanent. 

What we are doing today is, we are 
extending it for 2 more years, in 2006 
and 2007, that is as compared to bonus 
depreciation, which was meant as a 
stimulus, just to correct the gentleman 
on those two depreciation provisions. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, does the gentleman 
realize he just put everybody to sleep, 
who is watching this, with that stuff? 
You guys come out here to pass a bill 
because you cannot get through the 
military construction bill, and this is 
nonsense. 

Every time we have had, since 1994 
we have Archer talk about simplifica-
tion, we had the majority leader, Mr. 
Armey, who campaigned against the 
tax system and said he was going to rip 
it out by the roots and have a flat tax. 
I mean, we have been hearing this 
stuff, and today we have this little 
bitty thing, and it does not do any 
harm, really; it does not do any good, 
really. 

I mean, surely everybody would like 
to have their taxes cut, whoever they 
are, but the real issue is the working 
people of this country. They are paying 
payroll taxes, and nobody is talking 
about them. Nobody is talking about 
the fact that we took the tax structure 
and gave the bulk of the benefits to 
people above $1 million, or above 
$100,000, for that matter. Nobody is 
talking about that. Why do my Repub-
lican colleagues not talk about what 
you are doing for people on the bot-
tom? 

In India they ran a campaign and 
they said that ‘‘India is shining.’’ That 
was the theme of the campaign in 
India. And the Congress Party ran one 
with a symbol that said, ‘‘The hand of 
Congress is with the common man.’’ 
And, lo and behold, in spite of an 8.2 
percent growth rate in India, they 
threw out the ‘‘India is shining’’ be-
cause it was not shining on the people 
at the bottom. 

And you people have got to under-
stand that. You can keep doing this 
kind of stuff and telling people, we are 
going to simplify, we are going to sim-
plify. They do not believe you. They do 
not believe you. They have watched 
what you did for 10 years. So you can 
say it as many times as you want, but 
they have to figure out their taxes, and 
they know that it is not simplification. 

So I know it is election time, and I 
appreciate that you have control of the 
Committee on Rules and can bring this 
kind of stuff out, but it is not making 
it any better for the common man in 
this country. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 

just to respond to my friend from 
Washington. 

For him to say, this does not matter 
and does not help anybody, I hope he 
will talk to the small business people 
in the State of Washington as well as 
in the State of Ohio that I represent. 
This does help them. 

I was with one of those small busi-
ness people today talking about section 
179 expensing and the importance of 
being able to plan. And he was abso-
lutely delighted that this Congress is 
going to pass, once again, legislation to 
be sure that he can plan for being able 
to immediately write off not $25,000 a 
year, but $100,000 a year of new pur-
chases in equipment. This is extremely 
important. 

If the gentleman chooses to vote 
‘‘no,’’ that is his right, but for him to 
say it does not affect anybody, I think 
is inaccurate. That is not to mention 
the other provisions the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) talked about, 
which are also important to small busi-
nesses. 

To say that this is a bill that does 
not matter and that it is just some-
thing that we do around election time, 
I think, is not consistent with the fact 
that in 2003, this same legislation was 
passed by this Congress. We could not 
do it for as long a period of time as we 
wanted to, frankly, because of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
who did not believe that this legisla-
tion should be made permanent. 

We would like to make it permanent. 
It is extremely important to our small 
business community. It is extremely 
important to the risk-takers, to the en-
trepreneurs, who, after all, are creating 
most of the jobs out there right now. 
And I would hope that on a bipartisan 
basis we could at least agree to these 
simplifications. 

We can have the debate later as to 
whether the gentleman would like to 
defend the current code and continue 
to have, again, 3 billion hours a year in 
compliance costs, $85 billion a year in 
expenses related to compliance; or 
whether we do want to look at more 
fundamental reforms. That would be 
more controversial and they will need, 
again, the same kind of bipartisan 
work that has gone into this legisla-
tion here. 

But at a minimum, let us at least go 
into the current code and make some 
responsible changes to make it simpler 
for small businesses, which is this leg-
islation before us. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

It is interesting, to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio, in the last 31⁄2 
years, while they have been in control, 
they have had 326 changes to the Tax 
Code, adding 10,000 pages to the Tax 
Code. So in his effort today at sim-
plification, let us have a rendezvous 
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with the record: 10,000 new pages to the 
Tax Code and addendums. 

b 1515 

That has been your record; and if you 
are in the business of being a tax law-
yer, a tax accountant, there is a treas-
ure chest out here in George Bush and 
the Republican majority’s Tax Code. 
For middle-class families, it has be-
come more complicated, burdensome, 
and unfair; and the complexity of this 
Tax Code directly relates to the inequi-
ties in this Tax Code. And that is what 
has happened to our middle-class fami-
lies as we have shifted more and more 
of the tax burden onto work and people 
who work for a living rather than peo-
ple who open up dividend checks for a 
living. 

Let us see what has happened in the 
last couple of years to typical families. 
It now takes since 1994, since you have 
been in the majority, 71⁄2 hours longer 
to fill out the tax form. Thanks for the 
contribution to simplification. 

The child tax credits now on the code 
have five different breaks for families 
and children, each with a different defi-
nition. Now, I have three kids, and I 
will tell them there is only one defini-
tion for a child. We do not need five 
definitions for what a child is, but 
their Tax Code has done wonders in 
complicating the code. 

Education tax credits, with a child in 
college, parents have to choose be-
tween two nonrefundable tax credits, 
the Hope or the Lifetime Learning, all 
the while in complicated forms that 
are long and duplicative. But guess 
what? If you are a corporation and you 
are filling out the Export-Import Bank 
loan, a page and a half. A kid filling 
out the FAFSA form trying to get a 
Pell grant, 108 questions. Now, what 
makes a corporation more important 
to America’s future than that child? 
That corporation on average gets $200 
million. That child gets $2,500. That 
child is as important to America’s fu-
ture, and it should be easier to get a 
college loan than it is to get an Export- 
Import loan agreement. 

Increased tax preparation costs: as 
middle-class families struggle with the 
wage and benefit recession, costs for 
gasoline and food are going up. The 
last thing they need to deal with is tax 
preparation costs. Since 1995, 15 more 
million Americans have needed to hire 
a professional tax preparer to deal with 
the Tax Code and its increased com-
plexity. The average cost is between 
$100 and $150. It can be a full day’s pay 
for millions of Americans. If someone 
is an attorney or an accountant in the 
tax business, the Bush Tax Code is like 
Christmas every year. The abusive tax 
shelters used by corporations and the 
wealthy have increased exponentially 
in the last few years as the burden on 
middle-class families have grown in-
creasingly. 

The tax gap that is underreported by 
corporations and wealthy individuals is 
nearly $311 billion. Underreporting ac-
counted for $249 billion. And that is the 

majority’s refusal to work on this and 
crack down on this. Even their Treas-
ury Department has asked for new en-
hancements in the laws. 

Tax shelters have a corrosive effect, 
stacking the deck against ordinary 
taxpayers. While the special interests 
win shelters, loopholes, middle-class 
families have to play by the rules and 
are buried under a crushing burden by 
the IRS. The public’s distaste for the 
current Tax Code is a direct result of 
the inequity. 

And now they want towards election 
time this holy picture by passing this 
legislation. I will vote for it. It is their 
first step after adding 10,000 pages to 
the code and 326 changes to trying to 
do something for simplification. 

I have offered my own piece of legis-
lation to simplify family credit that 
condenses the child tax credit, the 
earned income tax credit and the de-
pendent care into a single credit. It 
takes 200 pages down to 12 questions. It 
puts the Tax Code on behalf of work, 
on behalf of middle-class families try-
ing to raise their children, and gives 
the same energy to those families that 
you have given to the wealthy and spe-
cial interest in this country; and that 
is where we should put the Tax Code on 
behalf of the working families of our 
country. 

Tax reform is more than a fiscal 
issue. It is also about our priorities. 
Our tax system should respect the val-
ues and the interests of the middle- 
class families. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would remind my colleague from Il-
linois that some of the very issues that 
he raises are currently under consider-
ation by the Congress, including the 
definition of a child. As he may know, 
I have introduced legislation to con-
solidate those definitions into one defi-
nition that is currently in the child tax 
credit conference between the House 
and the Senate. I fully expect he will 
have the opportunity to vote on that 
legislation in this Republican-con-
trolled Chamber, if not this week, then 
in September; and that will be a major 
simplification. 

I would also remind the gentleman 
that this complication of the Tax Code, 
which I agree with him on, is not just 
the province of one administration. I 
can remember when he was in the Clin-
ton administration working on the 
Hope credit, working on the Lifetime 
Learning credit, working on many 
other ways to use the Tax Code to 
achieve social purposes which further 
complicated the code dramatically; and 
I would remind him that one of the pil-
lars of the Bush administration tax re-
lief was not just lowering rates for ev-
erybody, which is a simplification, not 
just lowering rates on capital gains 
which is a simplification, lowering 
rates on dividend which is a simplifica-
tion, but also extending this 10 percent 
tax bracket. 

That has focused exactly on the tax-
payers that my colleagues are talking 

about. Lower-income taxpayers they 
say have got no benefit. Their benefit 
is total simplification, because 3 or 4 
million Americans who are lower-in-
come Americans now are no longer on 
the tax roles at all. They do not have 
to look over their shoulder at the IRS 
because they are off the Federal tax 
rolls. They pay no income tax at all, 
and that is simplification that George 
Bush put through this House and that 
most of us voted for on this side of the 
aisle. 

With regard to EITC, I would remind 
my friend that we have actually, in the 
2001 bill, streamlined the EITC, not as 
much as I would like, as we know, be-
cause we have talked about that; but 
their income tax credit has actually in 
this administration under this Con-
gress been simplified. 

So just to put a little bit of clarity 
around it and some perspective, today 
we are talking about section 179. We 
are talking about the expensing, the 
need to simplify that. I would remind 
him that the bonus depreciation provi-
sion that his colleague from Wash-
ington talked about as being tem-
porary, that was also a simplification 
and simplification not just for small 
businesses but for all businesses. 

So we have done our part in terms of 
making the code more complicated, 
both parties over the years; but if he 
looks back at the record over this Con-
gress and over this administration, 
there are a number of items which have 
been very positive in terms of sim-
plification, the most important of 
which is to take people off the rolls al-
together, not having to worry about in-
come taxes and the legislation before 
us today, again, bringing us back to 
where we are, taking us from the ab-
stract to the practical. 

We have an opportunity on a bipar-
tisan basis to make some sensible 
changes to our Tax Code, to make it 
simpler for small businesses to comply 
with taxes. These are the risks takers. 
These are the people we want to help, 
and I commend my colleague from Illi-
nois for bringing this legislation to the 
floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I do 
want to acknowledge one thing. The 
gentleman is right. We use the Tax 
Code to let middle-class families afford 
college education and lifetime learning 
so they can go back to community col-
leges, and the gentleman has used the 
Tax Code to ensure that people who 
want to buy Hummers get a tax deduc-
tion. The gentleman has used the Tax 
Code to ensure that a corporate execu-
tive gets only $300 for using a plane; 
and, yet, his corporation writes $30,000 
off for using a corporate jet. Which is 
it, $30,000 that the taxpayers have to 
pick up, or $300 that the CEO gets to 
deduct from their taxes? 

The gentleman is right. We have had 
our differences in how we have used the 
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Tax Code, one for higher education and 
access to college education, and an-
other for corporate executives who 
want to discount their corporate jet 
use. So when it comes to complexity, I 
am glad that the gentleman is still 
working on simplification; but since 
1995, they have been in control, and 
they have had many opportunities to 
reduce and simplify the code; and they 
have made it more complicated, more 
difficult for middle-class families, 
while they have alleviated the burden 
for the wealthy and the special inter-
ests in this town. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I consume. 

In 1996, then-Speaker Newt Gingrich 
stated the Tax Code over the years has 
become increasingly politicized and is 
seen less as a simple tool for raising 
revenues than as an instrument for so-
cial and economic engineering, expo-
nentially increasing the complexity of 
the code. 

The current system is indefensible. 
Clearly, the small business community 
in America has been subject to more 
tax law complexity year after year. For 
example, the Small Business Job Pro-
tection Act of 1996 makes 657 Tax Code 
changes which expanded the Tax Code 
by more than 50 pages. The Jobs and 
Growth Tax Relief Act of 2003 made 51 
Tax Code changes and expanded the 
Tax Code by 12 pages. The IRS esti-
mates that the average taxpayer with 
self-employed status has the greatest 
compliance burden in terms of prepara-
tion, 59 hours. And this is about 10 
hours longer than in 1994. 

Even the House-passed version of the 
FSC/ETI bill from this year has 109 tax 
changes. This will encompass at least 
200 additional Tax Code lines and at 
least 50 new pages of statutory lan-
guage and footnotes. 

Mr. Speaker, America’s small busi-
nesses are the engine powering the 
largest, most robust and most innova-
tive economy in the world. They de-
serve a more meaningful effort by this 
Congress to ensure that valuable time 
and resources are better invested in the 
success of their business and not wast-
ed in preparation of returns and to 
make sure that our business people, en-
trepreneurs, are not raked over the 
coals by a Tax Code that requires a 
lawyer, a CPA and a computer pro-
grammer to understand it. We can and 
must do better by our small business 
men and women and individuals in this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I am proud to 
support and cosponsor this fabulous 
piece of legislation. I urge my col-
leagues to join with me in casting a 
vote for small business owners and 
their employees across this Nation. At 
the same time, however, I am hopeful 
that this legislation is the beginning of 
meaningful reform and not the end of 
the line. 

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

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this has been a helpful debate to talk 

about the need for simplification. I am 
glad to see some of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are agreeing 
with us with regard to this underlying 
legislation with regard to small busi-
nesses but also with the need to sim-
plify our code. We have taken steps to 
simplify, and we need to continue to do 
that. 

It is on the heels of major tax relief 
in 2001, 2002, and 2003 this administra-
tion inherited a failing economy, mov-
ing into recession. Then the tragedy of 
9/11, the shock of the corporate scan-
dals, the stock market boom busting, a 
lot of challenges to our economy. And 
our first focus was economic recovery; 
and, therefore, the stimulus and the 
economic recovery tax legislation pro-
vided needed tax relief to small busi-
nesses, to families, and to individuals 
around this country. 

Now we are focused on that, as well 
as simplification; and it is very impor-
tant given the fact that we do have an 
increasingly complex Tax Code and 
that the burden of compliance with 
that code is greater and greater, that 
we on a bipartisan basis focus on this 
compliance cost and, therefore, on sim-
plifying the code. 

Before us today we have a great piece 
of legislation. It is not the silver bul-
let, does not do it all; but it helps and 
it tells small businesses that if they 
want to go out there and buy new 
equipment to be able to expand their 
plant, to hire new people, to keep this 
economy moving, we are adding jobs, 
we have economic growth that is the 
best we have had in 20 years in this 
country, that we will enable them to 
write off $100,000 worth of new pur-
chases rather than $25,000 worth of new 
purchases. 

We are telling them that businesses 
that are a little bit smaller than the 
very smallest businesses would be able 
to take advantage of this as well by 
being sure that the definition of what 
businesses can qualify is expanded. 

Now, this is good legislation. We are 
also telling small businesses they can 
use the cash accounting method, which 
saves them money, which saves them 
complexity in not having to hire ac-
countants and additional professionals, 
rather than going to the accrual meth-
od. So we are saying we are going to 
index that to inflation to help small 
businesses. And, finally, we are saying 
that our Tax Code has too many provi-
sions that are no longer relevant, dead-
wood provisions that cause complexity 
and confusion. We are going to get rid 
of those provisions in the code, particu-
larly as they affect small businesses. 

So, again, I commend my colleague 
from Illinois for bringing this legisla-
tion before us today. This is the first 
step in a long march towards simpli-
fying our Tax Code, and I would hope 
that we will have support across the 
board on a bipartisan basis for this leg-
islation. 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of H.R. 4840 
which encourages investment and simplifies 

bookkeeping and tax reporting requirements 
for small business owners. This legislation will 
not only allow small businesses to continue to 
expense $100,000 instead of dropping back 
down to $25,000, but will also allow more 
small businesses to be eligible. 

We should be encouraging small busi-
nesses to buy technology, machinery, and 
other equipment so they can expand their 
businesses and in turn create more jobs. H.R. 
4840 removes some of the redtape that in-
creases the cost of doing business. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the private sector, the 
small businesses throughout the Nation that 
create jobs, wealth and innovation. In fact, 
small businesses are responsible for creating 
two out of every three net new jobs. 

Low taxes and sensible regulations are es-
sential to helping the 25 million small busi-
nesses in America; that’s why I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of H.R. 4840. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4840. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR 
AMERICANS ACT OF 2004 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4841) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to simplify certain 
tax rules for individuals, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4841 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD FILING STATUS 

CHANGED TO SINGLE HEAD OF 
HOUSEHOLD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 are each 
amended by striking ‘‘head of a household’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘single 
head of household’’: 

(1) Subsection (b) of section 1. 
(2) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 2(b). 
(3) The table in section 25B(b). 
(4) Clause (iii) of section 151(c)(6)(B). 
(5) Clauses (ii) and (iii) of section 

151(d)(3)(C). 
(6) Subparagraph (A) of section 6012(a)(1). 
(b) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 63(c)(2) of 

such Code is amended by striking ‘‘head of 
household’’ and inserting ‘‘single head of 
household’’. 

(2) Section 1 of such Code is amended— 
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(A) in the heading for subsection (b) by in-

serting ‘‘SINGLE’’ before ‘‘HEADS’’ , 
(B) in subsection (c) by inserting ‘‘single’’ 

before ‘‘head’’, and 
(C) in the heading of subsection (c) by in-

serting ‘‘SINGLE’’ before ‘‘HEADS’’. 
(3) The heading for section 2(b) of such 

Code is amended to read as follows: ‘‘DEFINI-
TION OF SINGLE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2004. 
SEC. 3. EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 1040EZ AND 

1040A. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to miscella-
neous provisions) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 7529. DOLLAR THRESHOLD FOR THE USE 

OF FORMS 1040EZ AND 1040A. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual shall not 

be ineligible to use Form 1040EZ and Form 
1040A for filing individual income tax returns 
on the basis of— 

‘‘(1) the amount of the taxpayer’s taxable 
interest income, or 

‘‘(2) the amount of the taxpayer’s taxable 
income, 
so long as the taxpayer’s taxable income 
does not exceed $100,000. 

‘‘(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar 
year after 2004, the $100,000 dollar amount in 
subsection (a) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to— 

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2003’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $10,000, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $10,000.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 77 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

‘‘Sec. 7529. Dollar threshold for the use of 
forms 1040EZ and 1040A.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 
SEC. 4. SIMPLIFICATION THROUGH ELIMINATION 

OF INOPERATIVE PROVISIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ADJUSTMENTS IN TAX TABLES SO THAT IN-

FLATION WILL NOT RESULT IN TAX INCREASES.— 
Paragraph (7) of section 1(f) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN BRACKETS.— 
In prescribing tables under paragraph (1) 
which apply to taxable years beginning in a 
calendar year after 1994, the cost-of-living 
adjustment used in making adjustments to 
the dollar amounts at which the 36 percent 
rate bracket begins or at which the 39.6 per-
cent rate bracket begins shall be determined 
under paragraph (3) by substituting ‘1993’ for 
‘1992’.’’. 

(2) EARNED INCOME CREDIT.—Paragraph (1) 
of section 32(b) of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C), 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘(A) IN 
GENERAL.—In the case of taxable years begin-
ning after 1995’’ and moving the table 2 ems 
to the left. 

(3) ANNUITIES; CERTAIN PROCEEDS OF ENDOW-
MENT AND LIFE INSURANCE CONTRACTS.—Sec-
tion 72 of such Code is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)(4) by striking ‘‘; ex-
cept that if such date was before January 1, 
1954, then the annuity starting date is Janu-
ary 1, 1954’’, and 

(B) in subsection (g)(3) by striking ‘‘Janu-
ary 1, 1954, or’’ and ‘‘, whichever is later’’. 

(4) ACCIDENT AND HEALTH PLANS.—Section 
105(f) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘or (d)’’. 

(5) FLEXIBLE SPENDING ARRANGEMENTS.— 
Section 106(c)(1) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘Effective on and after January 1, 
1997, gross’’ and inserting ‘‘Gross’’. 

(6) CERTAIN COMBAT ZONE COMPENSATION OF 
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES.—Subsection 
(c) of section 112 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(after June 24, 1950)’’ in 
paragraph (2), and 

(B) striking ‘‘such zone;’’ and all that fol-
lows in paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘such 
zone.’’. 

(7) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—Section 121(b)(3) 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (B), and 
(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘(A) IN 

GENERAL.—’’ and moving the text 2 ems to 
the left. 

(8) CERTAIN REDUCED UNIFORMED SERVICES 
RETIREMENT PAY.—Section 122(b)(1) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘after Decem-
ber 31, 1965,’’. 

(9) MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS FOR RESI-
DENCES IN FEDERAL DISASTER AREAS.—Section 
143(k) of such Code is amended by striking 
paragraph (11). 

(10) STATE LEGISLATORS’ TRAVEL EXPENSES 
AWAY FROM HOME.—Paragraph (4) of section 
162(h) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘For taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1980, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(11) HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF SELF-EM-
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 162(l) of such Code is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of an individual who is an employee within 
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall 
be allowed as a deduction under this section 
an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for 
the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s spouse and 
dependents.’’. 

(12) INTEREST.— 
(A) Section 163 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking paragraph (6) of subsection 

(d), and 
(ii) by striking paragraph (5) of subsection 

(h). 
(B) Section 56(b)(1)(C) of such Code is 

amended by striking clause (ii) and by redes-
ignating clauses (iii), (iv), and (v) as clauses 
(ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively. 

(13) AMOUNTS RECEIVED BY SURVIVING ANNU-
ITANT UNDER JOINT AND SURVIVOR ANNUITY 
CONTRACT.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
691(d)(1) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘after December 31, 1953, and’’. 

(14) INCOME TAXES OF MEMBERS OF ARMED 
FORCES ON DEATH.—Section 692(a)(1) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘after June 24, 
1950’’. 

(15) TAX ON NONRESIDENT ALIEN INDIVID-
UALS.—Subparagraph (B) of section 871(a)(1) 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) gains described in subsection (b) or (c) 
of section 631,’’. 

(16) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY IN-
SURANCE.—Subsection (a) of section 1401 of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘the fol-
lowing percent’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘12.4 percent of the amount of the 
self-employment income for such taxable 
year.’’. 

(17) HOSPITAL INSURANCE.—Subsection (b) 
of section 1401 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘the following percent’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘2.9 percent of the 
amount of the self-employment income for 
such taxable year.’’. 

(18) MINISTERS, MEMBERS OF RELIGIOUS OR-
DERS, AND CHRISTIAN SCIENCE PRACTI-

TIONERS.—Paragraph (3) of section 1402(e) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘which-
ever of the following dates is later: (A)’’ and 
by striking ‘‘; or (B)’’ and all that follows 
and inserting a period. 

(19) WITHHOLDING OF TAX ON NONRESIDENT 
ALIENS.—The first sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 1441 of such Code and the first sen-
tence of paragraph (5) of section 1441(c) of 
such Code are each amended by striking 
‘‘gains subject to tax’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘October 4, 1966’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
gains subject to tax under section 
871(a)(1)(D)’’. 

(20) RETIREMENT.—Section 7447(i)(3)(B)(ii) 
of such Code is amended by striking ‘‘at 4 
percent per annum to December 31, 1947, and 
at 3 percent per annum thereafter’’, and in-
serting ‘‘at 3 percent per annum’’. 

(21) ANNUITIES TO SURVIVING SPOUSES AND 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN OF JUDGES.— 

(A) Paragraph (2) of section 7448(a) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘or under sec-
tion 1106 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1939’’ and by striking ‘‘or pursuant to section 
1106(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939’’. 

(B) Subsection (g) of section 7448 of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘or other than 
pursuant to section 1106 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1939’’. 

(C) Subsections (g), (j)(1), and (j)(2) of sec-
tion 7448 of such Code are each amended by 
striking ‘‘at 4 percent per annum to Decem-
ber 31, 1947, and at 3 percent per annum 
thereafter’’ and inserting ‘‘at 3 percent per 
annum’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise 

provided in paragraph (2), the amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SAVINGS PROVISION.—If— 
(A) any provision amended or repealed by 

subsection (a) applied to— 
(i) any transaction occurring before the 

date of the enactment of this Act, 
(ii) any property acquired before such date 

of enactment, or 
(iii) any item of income, loss, deduction, or 

credit taken into account before such date of 
enactment, and 

(B) the treatment of such transaction, 
property, or item under such provision would 
(without regard to the amendments made by 
subsection (a)) affect the liability for tax for 
periods ending after such date of enactment, 

nothing in the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall be construed to affect the 
treatment of such transaction, property, or 
item for purposes of determining liability for 
tax for periods ending after such date of en-
actment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the legislation. This is introduced by 
my friend and our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BURNS). This 
legislation clears up a number of issues 
that affect the Tax Code and its com-
plexity as it relates to individuals as 
compared to small businesses. So it is 
a natural companion piece of legisla-
tion to the legislation that we had be-
fore us a moment ago on this floor. 

Studies have shown that individual 
taxpayers now spend over 3 billion 
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hours per year complying with our Tax 
Code, filling out tax returns, keeping 
records and so on, and that cost of 
compliance, as we talked about in the 
earlier debate, is now exceeding $85 bil-
lion a year. 

b 1530 

This bill is not the sales tax bill. It is 
not the flat tax bill. It is not the pan-
acea. It is not the silver bullet, but it 
is an important and very valuable con-
tribution to the effort of simplifying 
the Tax Code for individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BURNS). 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) for yielding me time. I 
thank the committee for allowing me 
to bring this legislation to the floor 
today. 

This is common-sense legislation. It 
does something positive for America’s 
working families. H.R. 4841, the Tax 
Simplification for Americans Act will 
clear up a number of confusing issues 
that ordinary people, people like you 
and people like me, struggle with as 
they prepare their tax forms and begin 
to pay their taxes. 

H.R. 4841 does several things for the 
taxpayer. It widens access to the time- 
saving forms of 1040A and 1040EZ. It 
clarifies confusing issues in the Tax 
Code, and it eliminates a number of 
outdated and unnecessary provisions. 

My bill will benefit working families. 
It will save them both time and money. 

Mr. Speaker, the Joint Committee on 
Taxation concluded that this bill will 
have only negligible effects on reve-
nues. H.R. 4841 permits more taxpayers 
the opportunity to use the simpler 
1040A and 1040EZ for their filing. Tax-
payers with up to $100,000 of taxable in-
come will be able to use these time- 
saving forms. The previous cap, Mr. 
Speaker, was $50,000 set in 1982, 2 dec-
ades ago, over 2 decades ago with no 
adjustments for inflation. 

Over time the old Tax Code has 
forced nearly 2 million taxpayers, 2 
million taxpayers out of being able to 
use this simplified, time-saving short 
form. The new limit that this bill pro-
vides is for $100,000 and will be indexed 
for inflation so this body will not have 
to again address the issue of a 1040EZ 
or a 1040A. We are going to allow more 
taxpayers to use these time-saving 
forms. 

Another provision of the bill will 
allow the taxpayer who has interest in-
come of more than $1,500 to also use 
the 1040EZ subject to certain IRS re-
quirements to report the services on 
those interest incomes. 

The IRS has concluded that it takes 
28 hours of taxpayer time to prepare a 
1040, 28 hours, as compared to 4 hours 
for a 1040EZ. So the challenge we face 
is, let us simplify the Tax Code; let us 
allow more Americans to use the 1040A 
and the 1040EZ. The changes will allow 
over 1.6 million taxpayers to file these 
simple forms. 

The other thing this bill does is it 
provides for elimination of some dead-
wood provisions, those provisions that 
are needlessly complicating our Tax 
Code, and they are obscuring the true 
meaning of the tax laws. So we need to 
take the opportunity, while we are in-
creasing the limit on the use of the 
1040EZ, to eliminate some of these 
deadwood provisions. 

The tax burdens on Americans is 
great, and it is as much about how we 
pay taxes as the amount of taxes we 
pay. This bill makes it a little easier 
and a little simpler for Americans to 
pay their taxes. It is common-sense 
legislation. It restores reason to the 
taxable income limits for 1040A and the 
1040EZ use. It clarifies confusion in the 
Tax Code, and it removes deadwood. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot imagine any-
one opposing common-sense tax sim-
plification, and I want to urge all of 
my colleagues to support this bill 
today. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, again I want to restate 
my commitment to reform our Tax 
Code in ways that meaningfully benefit 
America’s working families. While I 
support this bill, I am afraid that we 
missed an opportunity. H.R. 4841 offers 
little meaningful benefit. It is, as we 
say in Texas, all sizzle and no steak. 

In effect, the bill before the House 
does three things, only one of which 
provides any real benefit to the Amer-
ican taxpayer; and even that particular 
change does not require any legislative 
action by this body. The IRS could ac-
complish that same result by regula-
tion. 

First, under the current law there is 
special filing status for heads of house-
holds. The bill before us does not 
change the criteria for qualifying for 
that filing status, but simply inserts 
the term ‘‘single’’ before ‘‘head of 
household.’’ 

This decision or provision does not 
change or simplify anything. Indeed, it 
may create some confusion because 
some individuals who are legally mar-
ried under State law, but otherwise 
considered unmarried qualify for head- 
of-household status. For example, a 
spouse living apart with children can 
qualify for head-of-household status 
even though that spouse is married. 

Second, the bill would make the form 
1040EZ and form 1040A short forms 
available for individuals with incomes 
up to $100,000; currently, the limit is 
$50,000. Also, the bill allows the filer to 
have more than $1,500 in interest in-
come. There is no question but that 
this change is useful, particularly as 
individual incomes rise in concert with 
inflation. Nevertheless, this change 
does not require an act of Congress. 
The IRS is fully empowered to make 
tax form revisions without additional 
legislation. 

Finally, the bill purports to repeal 
some deadwood language on the Tax 
Code on the grounds that the language 
has no legal effect. However, the ma-

jority apparently is uncertain that all 
of the provisions no longer have effect. 
Therefore, the bill includes a savings 
clause. The savings clause in effect re-
enacts the repeal provisions if it turns 
out that anyone would benefit from the 
provisions in the future. Once again, it 
is all sizzle and no steak. 

Mr. Speaker, we need real reform. We 
need real simplification. The bill may 
be entitled and named ‘‘The Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act of 2004,’’ 
but adding one modifier to the head of 
household’s filing status provision has 
no effect and may, in fact, be contrary 
to the stated purpose and introduce 
confusion rather than clarity. More-
over, changing legislatively what can 
be accomplished through agency action 
does not serve meaningfully to sim-
plify an onerously complex Tax Code. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
the House today is simplification in 
name only. We can and must do better 
in this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate my col-
league from Texas indicating that he is 
not supportive of these simplifications. 
But I would say that if we use the argu-
ment that we do not need to legislate 
because it can be done administra-
tively, then we will have a lot of prob-
lems in our tax administration system 
because all that the IRS has the power 
to do, a lot of the things that we have 
done in this Chamber, including many 
of the reforms we did in 1996 when we 
totally restructured the IRS, we would 
be waiting forever sometimes. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HOUGHTON) is retiring from this Con-
gress. We want to get this done before 
he leaves. The IRS has had since 1982 to 
make these changes on the 1040EZ and 
the 1040A, and they have certainly had 
over the last decade as it has been in-
creasingly evident that they have not 
adjusted the level for inflation, and we 
want taxpayers to be able to use this 
simpler form if they can. 

So the argument that they can do it 
administratively at the IRS and, there-
fore, we should not touch it seems to 
me to be an unusual one when there is, 
as in this case, such an urgent need to 
make the change. 

So I do think the legislation before 
us is important. I also think that the 6 
million Americans, estimated by the 
IRS by the way, who make a mistake 
on their filing status because they 
think that ‘‘head of household’’ is folks 
who are exclusively married, ‘‘head of 
household’’ is the change that we make 
in this legislation, to say that that is 
not a change that is meaningful, I 
think is inaccurate because those 6 
million people by indicating the wrong 
filing status get in trouble with the 
IRS. 

Some of them get audited because of 
that. That causes enormous problems 
for those taxpayers, particularly low- 
income taxpayers who do not have the 
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professional help to be able to deal 
with these audits. It also causes tre-
mendous downstream costs to the IRS 
as they try to untangle the mess that 
sometimes occurs when somebody 
chooses the wrong filing status. 

So I think this legislation is impor-
tant. I think it is good legislation. 
Again, it is not everything. It is not 
meant to be everything. But I do not 
think it should be legislation that is 
not supported by the other side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HOUGHTON), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Over-
sight. He has devoted himself to sim-
plification. It is his legislation in 
terms of international tax simplifica-
tion that has really been at the fore-
front on a bipartisan basis over the last 
several years. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I par-
ticularly want to thank the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BURNS) for this leg-
islation. I really think it is important. 

We can argue whether it is enough or 
not. Simplification is an ongoing proc-
ess. It is never over; it just goes on and 
on and on. And this is not perfect, but 
it is one element that I think is impor-
tant and we ought to pass it. 

This bill contains an exception to the 
rule of tax simplification not being 
simple. It is one simple change that 
would benefit 19 million individual tax-
payers. So let me try to explain. 

Over a million taxpayers call the 
IRS’s toll free help line each year with 
questions about the filing status of de-
pendents. One of the first questions 
they ask is, Does ‘‘head of household’’ 
mean what it means? What is the filing 
status and do I qualify? So certainly if 
you are married, the answer is no. But 
it is no wonder taxpayers are confused 
because if you are married, generally 
the filing is of a joint return. 

So here is an example of a phrase 
commonly misunderstood, meaning 
head of one’s household. And that has 
been appropriate for years in the Tax 
Code. And it would be fine if the pop-
ular meaning of the phrase it was at-
tached to had the same meaning, but 
sadly, they are different. 

In fact, taxpayers are so likely to be 
confused, as the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN) said, 6 million choose 
this filing status in error each year. 

Now, I do not want to get into a word 
game, but changing the name ‘‘head of 
household’’ to ‘‘single head of house-
hold’’ is going to provide some clari-
fication. The change will alert filers 
that the favorable rate structure is for 
single taxpayers or those considered 
single under the special rules for mar-
ried taxpayers who are separated. 

It will also make clear to single and 
long-term separated taxpayers that 
they might qualify if they maintain a 
home for a dependent child or a retired 
parent. 

I am pleased to say that this builds 
on legislation that I introduced in 
April to rename the Head of Household 

filing status, the Filing Status Sim-
plification Act. 

This proposal is strongly supported 
by the National Taxpayer Advocate 
who writes that the proposal inserting 
the word ‘‘single’’ before the ‘‘head of 
household’’ is going to clarify the law 
for many married taxpayers who do not 
really understand this term. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
common-sense change that will help 
millions of taxpayers each year. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL). 

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I think everybody in this in-
stitution knows the high personal re-
gard in which we hold the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON), and 
we certainly regret that he is moving 
on to other things. 

That applause there was singular. 
Mr. Speaker, there is another issue 

that draws us to this floor today, and I 
have heard the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN) is a good enough guy. 
He said a couple of times today, he 
said, Well, this is not a silver bullet. 

Well, when I was a kid, if my father 
was witnessing something that he 
thought was particularly outrageous or 
he was looking at some sort of a ques-
tion that he thought lacked proper def-
inition, he would say, Well, at least 
Jesse James had the honor to wear a 
mask. And when I hear these folks on 
the other side come to the floor today 
and talk about simplification, it is out-
rageous. 

Let me remind Members of this body 
that in 1994 the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means said em-
phatically he was going to ‘‘pull the 
Tax Code up by its roots.’’ Then, of 
course, the charade was perpetrated on 
the rest of the committee when others 
said, Well, not to be outdone, we are 
going to drive a stake through the 
heart of the Tax Code. And then an-
other one said, Well, we are going to 
have a long funeral procession for the 
Tax Code. 

Well, to those of you who filled out 
your own tax forms in the last round, 
that Tax Code is more complicated 
than ever. There has been no effort to 
simplify that Tax Code, but we know 
there is an election that is going to 
take place 15 weeks from yesterday, so 
we are going to be on the side of tax 
simplification. 

I would submit to you today that this 
is the easiest thing in this body that 
could be done with Democrats and Re-
publicans to simplify the Tax Code. 
But the rhetoric does not fit public pol-
icy, because we have got to get people 
psyched up and convince them in this 
short span that we are going to sim-
plify the Tax Code. We will be back 
next year, and we will not simplify the 
Tax Code because once again it is in-
consistent with the rhetoric, as op-
posed to the policy that is necessary. 

b 1545 
Let me talk today about something 

we could do to really simplify the Tax 
Code. 

While I am disappointed with the 
context of the bill, simply because I 
think it could have been expanded in 
an effort to achieve simplification, we 
examine the four provisions that are 
put to us today. So we are going to 
clarify how to classify people who were 
born on January 1. 

Then the second section is going to 
replace the phrase ‘‘head of household’’ 
with a phrase that says ‘‘single head of 
household’’ throughout the Tax Code. 

The third provision is going to in-
struct the IRS to make the EZ avail-
able to more people; but my colleagues 
know what, the IRS already has the au-
thority to do that. That could be done 
short of what we are undertaking at 
this moment. 

The final provision deletes some 
parts of the Tax Code that no longer 
has any legal effect. My goodness, I can 
feel the heartland of America today, 
boy, the satisfaction they must feel 
that we are taking up this major piece 
of legislation that, in the end, really 
does very little for them. 

It is easy to talk about tax sim-
plification, and we all know it is very 
difficult to accomplish; but for the last 
three Congresses, I have offered a tax 
simplification bill that would include a 
paid-for repeal of alternative minimum 
tax. If this body is serious about mak-
ing it easier for Americans to file their 
taxes, there is no better place to start. 

The alternative minimum tax was de-
signed to prevent the very wealthiest 
Americans from overusing certain tax 
benefits to avoid most of their tax bur-
den. Today, we all know it does not ac-
complish that goal any longer. Today, 
it ensnares millions of ordinary mid-
dle-class taxpayers, and I spoke to the 
American Manufacturing Association 
last night, and they were enraged by 
what has happened, and by the way, 
they generally support the other party. 

By the end of this decade, the AMT 
will apply to over 30 million taxpayers, 
including more than three-quarters of 
taxpayers with incomes between $75,000 
and $100,000. In fact, unless we change 
the tax laws, in 2005, married couples 
with four children will be subject to 
the alternative minimum tax as soon 
as their incomes reach $58,500. What 
used to be a class tax has now become 
a mass tax. 

Now, I understand the reasons for the 
original imposition of AMT, but it no 
longer makes any sense. It no longer 
solves the problem that it was sup-
posed to correct. It, in fact, creates a 
new problem. It doubles the amount of 
work that millions of Americans have 
to do to determine how much they owe. 

Because of the AMT, these taxpayers 
have to fill out two tax forms. The 
process has become so complex that it 
now takes an average middle-class 
family 19 hours to fill out their tax 
forms. That is 71⁄2 hours longer than it 
took in 1994 when they were going to 
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pull the Tax Code up by its roots or 
drive a stake through the heart of the 
Tax Code. 

The American people could be hardly 
more clear on the message they are 
sending to all of us. They need help 
navigating this process. It has become 
much too complicated. Sixty percent of 
the individuals hire a professional 
today to prepare their taxes, an in-
crease of 50 percent from 1994 when 
they were going to drive a stake 
through the heart of the Tax Code, 
when they were going to have a long 
funeral procession for the Tax Code, 
when they were going to pull the Tax 
Code up by its roots. 

If my colleagues really want to do 
something in this institution, we do 
not have to talk about tax increases or 
tax cuts. What we could do is talk 
about tax simplification. Work with 
me on this AMT proposal that I have 
had. It could be done in a bipartisan 
manner. I wish the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HOUGHTON) was staying 
because we have had success working 
on bills in a bipartisan manner, the 
two of us; and I regret his departure 
precisely because of that, and I believe 
that we could still do a tax simplifica-
tion in the next session of this Con-
gress without a great deal of difficulty. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would tell my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts who had expressed concerns 
about the so-called birthday rule, we 
actually took it out of the legislation 
because of concerns expressed by the 
gentleman’s side of the aisle. 

With regard to AMT, I commend the 
gentleman for his work on that over 
the years. As the gentleman knows, in 
2001 and 2003, we put in place increases 
in the threshold for the first time in 
many, many years which has saved 
millions of taxpayers from having to go 
into the AMT. We also have an ex-
tender bill that passed this House to 
extend that into the future. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
friendly observation? 

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been here for 16 years, 
and I have never been involved in an 
issue where people congratulated me 
more for bringing it forward and did 
less about it than the alternative min-
imum tax issue. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Reclaiming my time, 
I will tell the gentleman that I actu-
ally have had legislation in to repeal 
the AMT for many years. So I go even 
further than the gentleman goes in 
terms of AMT relief. So the gentleman 
is not the only one who is interested in 
it; but he has brought focus to it and 
we appreciate that, as has the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON). 

I would also say, though, that this 
Congress has made some progress. It is 
a tough issue. Because we did not index 
it, therefore AMT goes to more and 

more taxpayers every year. By not in-
dexing the threshold, more and more 
middle-income taxpayers, particularly 
those with children, get caught in it. 

Mr. Speaker, we now have with us 
the chairman of Committee on Ways 
and Means, who has worked hard on 
these tax simplification bills before us, 
including this individual tax sim-
plification bill that was authored by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BURNS). 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS), chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time, 
and I have been listening to some of 
the discussion; and, sadly, it tends to 
revolve around the same themes, and 
what I would like to do is suggest that 
instead of a semantic war, i.e., you are 
concerned because this particular leg-
islation was called tax simplification, 
we would be open to some terms that 
would suit you, such as Tax Code ra-
tionalization, Tax Code clarification. 

If you are hung up on the fact that 
this is not the end-all and the be-all in 
terms of simplification, I can suggest 
to you that if you want to look at the 
recent record of voting on measures, 
the ultimate simplification of the Tax 
Code would be to zero out a tax respon-
sibility for someone. That was done. In 
terms of the low-income who fall into 
the tax-paying category, if you have 
dividend income or you have capital 
gains returns, we provided a Tax Code 
modification which would produce a 
zero tax rate. Now, that is ultimate 
simplification, and the fact of the mat-
ter is you voted against that. 

So when you take a look at areas 
that the administration should have 
changed, I do hope that you take a step 
back from yourself and look at yourself 
as others do. You are standing here on 
the floor of the House criticizing legis-
lation because it does not do enough, 
and you point out that there are provi-
sions in this legislation that could be 
done administratively, but they have 
not; and at some point, either you con-
tinue to state that it could be done ad-
ministratively and it is not done, or 
you agree it is relatively modest and 
minor and you wonder why it has not 
been done, and you go ahead and say 
you should do it. Now, that is at least 
a step forward. 

So when I find you criticizing, what 
you do is you criticize if it is too 
grand, you criticize if it is too mini-
mal, you criticize if it were requiring 
the administrator to do something 
they have the administrative power to 
do, but they do not exercise it. In fact, 
all you do is criticize. 

When you listen to your arguments, 
it really boils down to one point. You 
simply cannot stand the fact that you 
are no longer in the majority, and I un-
derstand that. I was in the minority for 
16 years, and I watched what you folks 
did to the Tax Code when you were in 
the majority, and I will return briefly 

and then end on the theme of the alter-
native minimum tax. 

The problem we are in today is based 
upon a tax measure passed by the Con-
gress of the United States, originating 
in the House of Representatives, con-
trolled by my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, with not one Republican 
voting for it, which created the non-
indexed provisions which you all la-
ment have driven people into the alter-
native minimum tax structure. 

I will tell you, when I was in the mi-
nority on the committee, I could not 
understand the logic in which you 
wanted to impose an alternative min-
imum tax in the first place. Because 
when we began discussing the fact that 
there were some people who did not 
pay taxes and because of the various 
deductions in the code, it allowed them 
not to pay taxes, the question I asked 
you was why do we not modify the de-
ductions so everybody pays taxes. That 
is a fundamental, direct change. 

Oh, no, we are not going to do that; 
we are going to create a whole alter-
nate world, akin to physics in terms of 
matter versus anti-matter. We are 
going to have a structure which has a 
minimum tax, then we are going to 
create a structure which has an alter-
native minimum tax, and it only works 
in your bipolar world if the indexing in 
terms of the objects you do allow to be 
counted against a modification of the 
alternative minimum tax are adjusted 
the way those same items are in the 
regular tax structure. 

What you wound up doing in that 
piece of legislation was freezing those 
deductions in the alternative world 
which has created this march into 
lower and lower brackets. It is wholly 
something that you are responsible for. 

Now, since we are now in the major-
ity, we obviously need to address a 
number of areas that you either failed 
to address or complicated significantly 
when you were in the majority; but it 
seems to me if you want to be a con-
structive minority, you join with us 
when we have these modest changes 
that make sense, instead of opposing 
absolutely anything, whether large, 
small, simple, or clarification. 

Someone once said the role of the op-
position party is to oppose. You folks 
are driving it to the absolute supreme 
example. What you really ought to do 
is begin to talk about where it makes 
sense and we join together, we join to-
gether. You start in the small areas, 
and we can move to the larger areas. 

You folks proved absolutely conclu-
sively that when you ran the place you 
could really mess up the large areas. 
What you are doing now is indicating 
that you are more than willing to be 
the opposition and the obstructionists 
even in the small. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have heard my distin-
guished chairman make his argument 
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many times about the fact that we did 
this problem as Democrats when we 
were in the majority. I would think 
that after 10 years, the statute of limi-
tations should have run on that argu-
ment. The Republicans have had 10 
years in which to act. 

I guess one of the problems that I 
have, Mr. Speaker, is that this bill did 
not go through a markup in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. We did not 
have an opportunity to offer amend-
ments. 

The chairman complains about the 
fact that we do not like the title of this 
bill, Tax Simplification for Americans 
Act. If we had had it in committee, 
maybe I would have had a chance to 
offer an amendment to clarify exactly 
what this bill does, which is very little. 
It does not carry out a commitment 
that was made by the Republicans to 
simplify our Tax Code. 

We bring that up because, as my col-
leagues have already pointed out, there 
were statements made 10 years ago 
when the Republicans took control of 
this body that tax simplification was 
going to be their top priority, and they 
simply have not delivered on that. We 
have not had any bold proposals. In-
stead, what does the record show? 

Well, we have seen that the number 
of pages of the Internal Revenue Code 
and Regulation now equals 54,846 pages. 
That is a 35 percent increase from what 
it was in 1995. That is hardly tax sim-
plification. 

We have talked about the alternative 
minimum tax, and why do we mention 
this? My good friend from Ohio indi-
cates that we are making progress in 
dealing with the alternative minimum 
tax. Mr. Speaker, I would say to my 
colleagues that we are not making 
progress in dealing with the alter-
native minimum tax because, under 
current tax law, the number of tax-
payers who are going to be subject to 
the alternative minimum tax by the 
year 2010 will be 33 million taxpayers, 
up from 1 million taxpayers in 1999. 
That is not making progress. One out 
of every three taxpayers will be subject 
to the alternative minimum tax. Six 
million taxpayers will face the alter-
native minimum tax in 2010 just be-
cause they have children, and we talk 
about marriage penalties here. A per-
son is 20 times more likely to be sub-
ject to the alternative minimum tax if 
they are married. 

These are issues that we would like 
to address in the committee that I 
have the honor of serving on; but in-
stead, we get bills that are brought di-
rectly to the floor; that we do not have 
a chance to offer amendments on; that 
are brought up under suspension where 
all we can do is vote the bill up or 
down. Obviously, it might make some 
progress but very little, and it does not 
deal with the underlying issue of com-
plexity in our Tax Code and, therefore, 
should not be called the Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act. 

b 1600 
Mr. Speaker, let me just say in con-

clusion, we are doing all this and still 

adding billions and billions of dollars 
to the national debt in the tax policies 
that we are bringing forward. That is 
hardly serving the interests of the peo-
ple we represent. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as I 
sat and listened to this debate, I 
thought of a very famous quote from 
Groucho Marx. He said if you are going 
to go into politics, the first thing you 
have to learn to do is learn to keep a 
straight face and act sincere. 

Now this bill taxes anybody’s ability 
to do that. It is election time. We have 
a man from a southern State who is 
running for election. He spent a million 
dollars in the primary, and yesterday 
he did not do that well. But he now has 
this bill the next day to take home and 
say, ‘‘I have brought tax simplification 
to Georgia.’’ That is what we have here 
today. 

I understand it is election time, and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
certainly has interest in tax simplifica-
tion, but the other side of the aisle 
simply has no credibility on this issue. 

They have been talking about this 
for 10 years. My colleague from Mary-
land pointed out the other side has 
passed 42 new laws since 1994, and they 
have added 3,533 changes to the law 
covered in more than 10,000 additional 
pages. 

Now, not one single committee had a 
hearing on this. This is such a political 
bill, they did not even bother to run it 
through committee. They said, What 
does this guy from Georgia need? Let 
us give him a bill and pass it so he can 
run home with it and put out his press 
release. 

Mr. Speaker, I guarantee there will 
be a press release this afternoon that 
will hit the Atlanta Constitution and 
whatever else is in Georgia. It is done 
for that reason. Otherwise it would 
have gone through committee and had 
a hearing, and we would actually talk 
about it. But when it has no purpose 
legislatively, there is no sense running 
it through the legislative process; just 
jam it through so we can get it into the 
campaign. 

Now, we cannot find time in this 
Congress to deal with the alternative 
minimum tax. Everybody is out here 
saying bad things about it. The reason 
AMT was put in in 1986 was very sim-
ple, and that is, there are rich people in 
this country. It may come as a surprise 
to some Members who do not think of 
themselves as rich, but there are some 
really rich people, and they were ma-
nipulating the Tax Code so effectively 
that they could have $10 billion and not 
pay any taxes at all. 

The average working Joe or Jill who 
carries a lunch bucket to work or to 
the restaurant where she works or as a 

maid in a hotel, they pay taxes. And 
then you have got these really rich 
people out there who are not paying 
anything. 

So the decision of the Congress was, 
and it was another Congress, not a Re-
publican Congress, it would never have 
passed if you guys had been in charge, 
I understand that, because you think if 
you can figure a way out of paying 
taxes, you should not pay any. You do 
not owe anything to the country. You 
should not pay any part of what is 
going on in Iraq. 

You should not pay anything for 
what is going on in Iraq, you should 
not pay anything for what is going on 
in homeland security, that should be 
paid by Joe Lunch Bucket and Jill 
Lunch Bucket. You do not want an al-
ternative minimum tax, and what you 
are doing, we all know, is letting more 
and more people get sucked into it. 
They have to do their taxes twice, so 
you can get rid of it to help the people 
at the top. It is real clear what the 
other side is up to. 

Mr. Speaker, this silly bill the other 
side of the aisle has out here today, I 
do not think anybody is going to vote 
against a title like ‘‘tax simplifica-
tion.’’ The first section you dropped; 
the other ones do not do anything. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s defense of the alternative min-
imum tax. We just fundamentally dis-
agree. We do not think there ought to 
be an alternative minimum tax. We 
think we ought to change the code. If 
Members think people should not get 
preferences in the code, change the 
preferences. Let us be honest about it. 

But I am glad the gentleman is hon-
est about it and saying he supports it, 
and it was done in a Democrat Con-
gress and he would like it to continue. 
I would also say that the gentleman’s 
attempt to imitate a southern accent, 
and my colleague from southern Texas 
can confirm this, is as bad as his anal-
ysis of the underlying legislation be-
fore us. This is not everything, but it is 
a good bill. 

Let us talk about the facts. We have 
had a lot of interesting conversation 
about what it does and does not do, but 
let us get to the facts. Number one, it 
clarifies a misleading part of the code 
which has to do with a filing status 
title. It will help about 6 million Amer-
icans who file the wrong way because it 
is misleading. 

It is going to help with regard to let-
ting people use the short 1040EZ and 
1040A tax forms, which will help save 
millions of dollars and also millions of 
hours of taxpayer work in terms of put-
ting their taxes together. 

Finally, it eliminates a bunch of 
deadwood. The ‘‘head of household’’ fil-
ing status, which is the first thing it 
does, is generally for single taxpayers 
with dependents, we changed it to say 
that, ‘‘single head of household.’’ That 
makes it clear to the vast majority of 
married taxpayers that they are not el-
igible. 
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Again, about 6 million of them a year 

inappropriately choose that filing sta-
tus when they should not, and it causes 
great problems to them and to the IRS. 
In fact, the IRS gets over a million 
calls a year just about filing status. At 
any given time, there are 18 million 
people who might be subject to audit 
because they choose the wrong filing 
status. Being subject to audit, espe-
cially to lower-income taxpayers, is 
devastating, and so we are trying to 
help those people. 

It also expands the 1040EZ and the 
1040A by allowing taxpayers with up to 
$100,000 in taxable income, rather than 
$50,000, and who have interest pay-
ments, to be able to use these shorter 
forms. 

What is the difference? The normal 
tax forms takes on average 28.5 hours 
to fill out. The 1040EZ, 3.5 hours. That 
is a huge time savings for Americans 
who do not have enough time to do the 
things that they want to do, to take 
that time away from filling out taxes. 
Again, it is a tremendous savings of 
money and time. 

Yes, the IRS may be looking at this, 
but they have not done it, and it is the 
right thing to do, so let us do it. It has 
not been adjusted since 1982. 

Finally, getting rid of some of these 
deadwood provisions is extremely im-
portant, cleaning up the code for indi-
viduals because people make mistakes 
based on these inaccurate provisions in 
the code. We have gone through it 
using the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, professional analysis, to deter-
mine what is appropriate and what is 
not. 

This is good government legislation. 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to strongly support this. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, our honorable chairman 
mentioned maybe we should rename 
the act because we had been criticizing 
it, and maybe call it the ‘‘Taxpayer Ra-
tionalization Act.’’ Well, I had already 
proposed calling it the ‘‘All Sizzle and 
No Steak Taxpayer Act,’’ and certainly 
we would accept that moniker. 

The honorable chairman indicated 
that we are unfairly criticizing the bill, 
but I might mention, we are only criti-
cizing it because it is wrong. Adding 
‘‘single’’ to the ‘‘head of household’’ is 
just simply incorrect. If it was so sim-
ple, we would not have to be debating 
and talking about it so much. 

In fact, the Tax Code contains 1.4 
million words, 10,000 of which have 
been added since the gentleman from 
California (Chairman THOMAS) got into 
the majority, and now we can make 
that 10,001 words, as we add the word 
‘‘single,’’ although it certainly is incor-
rect. 

I feel that in looking at this we have 
to clarify what the bill does and does 
not do by asking ourselves certain 
questions and asking the author cer-
tain questions about the intent of the 
bill. 

The questions would be: Does the bill 
deny the tax benefits of head of house-

hold status to a married woman whose 
husband has abandoned her and the 
kids? And the answer to that would be 
‘‘no.’’ 

Does the bill deny tax benefits of 
head of household status to a married 
man who is legally separated under the 
laws of a State of this Nation, who has 
custody of the children? And again the 
answer would be ‘‘no.’’ 

So if the provision does not apply 
only to single taxpayers, what does the 
provision do other than add confusion 
by using the word ‘‘single,’’ which is 
inapplicable. 

Finally, I am curious about the other 
provision of the bill, which would re-
quire the IRS to change the short 
forms to allow taxpayers with higher 
incomes, up to $100,000, to use the 
forms. My questions are: Does the code 
need to be amended, added to, to 
change how tax forms are printed and 
formatted? And the answer would be 
‘‘no,’’ they have authority to do that 
under the current law. 

And do the experts at the IRS and 
the Treasury think that these forms 
that we currently have should be 
changed? And I think obviously not or 
that would have been done. 

Now, possibly some of these issues 
could have been addressed if we had 
gone through the regular order and 
process of the House, as was mentioned 
by the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN). The rules are there for a pur-
pose. Possibly if we had gone through 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
consider this bill, these issues could 
have been addressed. We could have re-
named the bill the ‘‘All Sizzle and No 
Steak Act.’’ We could have made sure 
that the word ‘‘single’’ was inserted if 
it was accurate, and not inserted if it 
was not. 

But again, the rules are there for a 
purpose. We did not follow the rules, 
and we find ourselves here today in 
this confusion. So again this legisla-
tion may be marginally helpful, but 
why miss an opportunity for real tax 
simplification? 

Since 1994, the majority has enacted 
42 new public laws with 3,533 changes to 
the Tax Code contained in those more 
than 10,000 additional pages of complex 
public laws. That averages 360 changes 
a year with no serious efforts made to 
provide simplification. The Tax Code 
currently contains about 1.4 million 
words. The Tax Code has more than 
4,700 pages. The Tax Code content has 
grown by at least 15 percent since the 
majority took over in 1994. It has 
grown 15 percent. The Master Federal 
Standard Tax Reporter used by ac-
countants and lawyers is more than 
60,000 pages. Since 1994, that manual 
has increased by 2,000 pages. 

Today it takes average, middle 
American families 7.5 hours longer to 
fill out their tax return than it did in 
1994, an increase from 11.5 hours in 1994 
to 19 hours today. That is a full day’s 
work for most Americans. And what do 
we do to simplify? We add the word 
‘‘single.’’ 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD). 

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Tax Simplifica-
tion for Americans Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
Tax Simplification for Americans Act. 

As American taxpayers know too well, the 
tax code is incredibly complex and compliance 
is all to expensive. Americans spend 3 billion 
hours per year filling out tax forms and keep-
ing tax records. The cost of complying with the 
code is a whopping $85 billion per year. That’s 
3 billion hours and $85 billion that could be 
put to much productive uses in America. 

This bill will offer taxpayers some meaning-
ful relief from complexity. about 1.6 million 
people will be able to fill out simpler tax 
forms—1040A and 1040EZ—rather than filling 
out the 1040 form with all its schedules, which 
takes about 28.5 hours to complete. 

The bill would also end the confusing use of 
definitions regarding a taxpayer’s age. It also 
clarifies the ‘‘head of household’’ definition, 
which will help taxpayers prevent errors in fil-
ing status. In addition, the bill gets rid of a 
number of outdated and unnecessary provi-
sions in the tax code. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of work to do in 
the area of simplification, but this bill is an ex-
cellent start. It will mean real help to real peo-
ple. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4841, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MILITARY HOUSING 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2004 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4879) to increase the military 
housing private investment cap. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4879 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Military 
Housing Improvement Act of 2004.’’ 
SECTION 2. INCREASE IN MILITARY HOUSING 

PRIVATE INVESTMENT CAP 
Section 2883(g)(1) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$850,000,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$1,350,000,000’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER). 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4879, the Mili-
tary Housing Improvement Act of 2004. 
We have spent the last several hours 
debating points of order and budgetary 
implications of a provision in the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Act 
to address the housing privatization 
program. H.R. 4879, I am pleased to say, 
goes straight to the heart of the mat-
ter by raising the cap on the housing 
privatization program by $500 million, 
enough to permit DOD to continue the 
program through fiscal year 2005. 

As Member after Member has pointed 
out today, the Military Housing Pri-
vatization Program has been an un-
qualified success. By leveraging the in-
terest of private sector developers and 
property managers, housing privatiza-
tion improves and manages military 
family housing better, more quickly, 
and at lower cost than our traditional 
military construction model. 

To date, the housing privatization 
program has leveraged a government 
cash contribution of only $500 million 
to build approximately $5.6 billion in 
housing construction. Furthermore, 
privatized housing is a tremendous im-
provement over existing DOD housing 
facilities. 

b 1615 

Privatized homes are often equipped 
with new appliances, built to modern 
standards, well-maintained, and are 
parts of communities. This is in stark 
contrast to the patchwork of poorly 
maintained housing for which DOD is 
known. 

Despite the success of the housing 
privatization program, a legislative 
cap will soon bring a halt to the pro-
gram by preventing DOD from entering 
into new privatization contracts after 
November 2004. The FY 2005 National 
Defense Authorization Act contains a 
partial fix to this problem. It elimi-
nates the cap in fiscal year 2006. How-
ever, it leaves a gap between November 
2004 and October 2005 during which 
DOD would be unable to sign any pri-
vatization contracts that would count 
against the cap. As a result, most 
projects DOD plans to begin in fiscal 
year 2005 would be delayed until Octo-
ber 2005. This would affect approxi-
mately 24,000 family housing units at 
at least 16 installations nationwide. 

H.R. 4879 addresses this problem by 
increasing the cap on the program by 
$500 million, enough to allow DOD to 

proceed with its privatization program 
through FY 2005. The program is a suc-
cess. I urge my colleagues to join with 
me in ensuring that it continues by 
supporting this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
My fellow Missourian, Mark Twain, 
once said, ‘‘The more you explain it to 
me, the more I don’t understand it.’’ 

I have no idea why we are consid-
ering this bill, because all the majority 
had to do was not raise a point of order 
on the appropriations bill. I do not 
want to say this is a cynical gesture, 
but it is. We are considering this bill 
because the majority is not serious 
about taking care of the troops and 
their families. 24,000 families will do 
without because the other bill will 
have a point of order raised on it. All 
they had to do on the other bill, the ap-
propriations bill, was not to raise a 
point of order and 24,000 military fami-
lies would have their housing in 2005. 

I appreciate the fact that our friends 
in the majority are taking the issue se-
riously, but it appears to me that this 
is going around Robin Hood’s barn to 
do what could be simply done by not 
raising a point of order. 

While this stand-alone bill is fine on 
its merits, it is going to die in the Sen-
ate. It will go nowhere. What we want-
ed to do was raise the privatized hous-
ing cap in the Military Construction 
Appropriations Act. That is legislation 
that the Senate cannot ignore. And all 
we had to do was just not raise the 
point of order and those young families 
would have their housing. 

I cannot argue against the words of 
this measure, but we should not be de-
ceived. This is a ruse to avoid dealing 
with the privatized cap on an issue in a 
must-do piece of legislation. The de-
tails of the cap issue have been dis-
cussed at length by others, and I raised 
the issue during the rule on the other 
appropriations bill. Let me just say 
that because the Committee on the 
Budget refused to accommodate bipar-
tisan requests on both sides of the aisle 
by the Committee on Armed Services, 
the Defense authorization bill bowed to 
CBO scoring. As a result, we could not 
fix the problem until 2006. Con-
sequently, 24,000 military families do 
without. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to extend a very warm thanks 
to the gentleman from California for 
bringing this bill to the floor. He is a 
devoted patriot and devoted to the men 
and women who serve in our military, 
and he has proved that so many times. 
What he does today by expediting the 
consideration of this bill, the military 
folks I think will appreciate him and 
express that appreciation in many 
ways. The gentleman from Missouri 

again is absolutely correct. This is a 
total bipartisan effort not only on the 
part of the committees but the House, 
the administration, the President, the 
Department of Defense. Everybody. It 
is really a shame that we have to ask 
the gentleman from California to bring 
this bill up basically out of order. But 
since there is the threat of not allow-
ing the appropriations bill to include 
this issue on military family housing, 
this is the only other way to get to it. 

But here is the problem. This bill will 
pass today with a big vote, but that is 
the end of it. It is never going to pass. 
It is never going to become law. We are 
never going to see it anywhere. The ap-
propriate way to do this is on that ap-
propriations bill that we were talking 
about all morning and that we will 
come back to later this afternoon. 
That is the right way to do it and get 
it done. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for agreeing with me. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The appro-
priations bill is a must-pass bill. It will 
pass eventually. I cannot say when. We 
are going to pass it. I cannot say when 
it might get final passage, considering 
the other body has to deal with it; but 
the appropriations bill has to pass as 
all appropriations bills have to pass, or 
the government shuts down. We have 
not let that happen for a long time, 
and we are not going to let it happen 
now; but it is a shame that we have to 
use, as the gentleman from Missouri 
said, the round robin way to get to this 
when we could have had it done and 
over with and on the way to the Senate 
if we would have just passed this bill 
the way that the committee wrote it 
with the bipartisan support of every-
body involved, except the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not legislating 
here today. We are engaging in a giant 
game of charades. Let me explain. The 
gentleman who just spoke, the gen-
tleman from Florida, is the senior Re-
publican on the Committee on Appro-
priations. I am the senior Democrat on 
the Committee on Appropriations. We 
are absolutely as one on this issue. I 
totally agree with everything the gen-
tleman just said. What I would like to 
do is to repeat what he said in a slight-
ly different way to drive home the 
point that he was making. 

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, is 
that the Committee on Appropriations 
brought to this floor earlier today the 
military construction bill which con-
tained a provision which enabled us to 
improve military housing for thou-
sands of young military families who 
are sacrificing more than anybody else 
in this country because of the Iraq war. 
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When we did that, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget made known 
his unhappiness with that action be-
cause it technically breached the pre-
vious budget resolution which the 
Committee on the Budget had pushed 
through this House on an earlier date. 
So the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget made known his intent to 
eliminate that provision by making a 
point of order against it when it was 
before the House. That meant that that 
action would effectively deny that im-
proved military housing to somewhere 
between 23,000 and 50,000 additional 
military families. 

So now what is happening is this. Be-
cause evidently some people are un-
comfortable with their being politi-
cally exposed on that issue, we now 
have seen the authorizing committee 
ask to bring this bill to the floor which 
purports to accomplish the very same 
thing that was accomplished by the ap-
propriations committee. The only rea-
son that this is allowable under House 
rules and the appropriations bill was 
not is because the gentleman’s ability 
to make a point of order lies only on a 
bill which has been reported from a 
committee. This provision that is be-
fore us was never considered by the 
committee and so, therefore, it is ex-
empt. So it is a procedural loophole 
which is being used by the Committee 
on the Budget in order to force this 
House to go through this outrageous 
charade, and the net result is what? 

The result will be that the bill now 
before us will not pass. We have abso-
lutely no guarantee whatsoever that it 
will be passed in the Senate. So this is 
probably on a short track to nowhere. 
Meanwhile, the one bill that we know 
will pass, the military appropriations 
bill, will now fall victim to a point of 
order that will be lodged by the gen-
tleman from Iowa. The result is the 
only vehicle which is guaranteed to 
pass will no longer contain the provi-
sion helping military families. A vehi-
cle which is not going to go anywhere 
will contain that provision that does 
not help anyone. 

The bill that is before us today is not 
a substantive fix. It is a political fix. It 
takes care of a few people’s political 
problems, but it does not solve the 
problem of the military families. This 
is an outrageous charade. I welcome 
the action of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and the gentleman from Mis-
souri in at least trying to do what they 
can to help these military families get 
the housing assistance they need, but 
we would not have had to go through 
this if we had simply allowed the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to proceed 
with its bill; and even though we are 
allowing this committee to take this 
action today, there is no guarantee 
whatsoever that this action will 
produce one additional decent house 
for a military person in this country. 
The only guarantee is to vote for the 
military construction bill with that 
provision. 

Right now this entire issue is in the 
hands of the gentleman from Iowa. If 

he wants to effectively deny military 
families that decent housing, he will 
proceed to object to the provision in 
the military construction bill. I do not 
think we are going to fool anybody 
with the charade that is being partici-
pated in by bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
optimistic note, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. Let me just ad-
dress my friend who just spoke and all 
Members. This bill does have meaning 
because every time the full House 
manifests its will and gives a good ma-
jority vote, a good solid vote, that is a 
very important boost to the process. I 
would just tell the gentleman that we 
are going to make sure that by the 
time the smoke clears and the dust 
clears in this process, we are going to 
have these 24,000 units released for con-
struction. It is important to everyone. 
I might say, also, and I appreciate my 
friend from Florida and all the great 
work he has done on this, and all the 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services, that we do have this problem 
fixed from 2006 on. It is this gap, this 
bridge this year that we need to fix. 

I might mention to my colleagues 
that the gentleman from Iowa is the 
author of this provision. I think that 
bespeaks of his good intentions to get 
this problem taken care of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the very distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services for 
yielding me this time. There is no one 
in this body who has worked any hard-
er than he has in making this issue re-
solved, getting it to resolution. I appre-
ciate his willingness to expedite this 
bill that I introduced today in order to 
help deal with the problem. 

To those who are suggesting that this 
bill goes nowhere after it passes unani-
mously today, I just ask them, why? I 
see them shaking their heads, but why 
is it that the other body would stop 
military families from receiving this 
benefit? And why is it that the other 
body would oppose the Department of 
Defense authorization, as we hear is oc-
curring? Why are they stopping every-
thing? For our defense needs, our intel-
ligence needs, our military families, 
everything is stopped. They have not 
even been willing to vote on a budget. 

I ask the Members, is that a prob-
lem? Of course it is. Do we break our 
rules? Do we bust our budget in order 
to do that, in order to fix it? I would 
suggest no. You have the right to over-
rule that. You have the right to vote 
differently. I would suggest you do that 
if that is how you feel. But then do not 
come to the floor and lecture the Com-
mittee on the Budget about how the 
budget process is broken. Do not come 
to the floor and lecture the American 
people about deficits and national 
debts and tell me time and time again 
during the budget debate itself how 

when you are in a hole, you stop 
digging. I believe if I had a nickel for 
every time that speech was made, we 
could probably resolve the national 
debt and the deficit, because when you 
are in a hole, you stop digging. 

How could you do that? Today the 
Committee on Appropriations brought 
to the floor a bill that busts the budget 
by $1.2 billion instead of looking 
throughout the rest of their budget, 
the rest of their appropriations alloca-
tion of $821 billion, to find enough 
money in order to meet the needs of 
our military families. 
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So they came to the floor and for the 
very first time since Republicans took 
the majority, violated a rule, bringing 
to the floor an appropriation bill that 
busted their allocation called 302(b), 
which I understand most people watch-
ing do not pay any attention to. 

Yes, these are arcane rules, but the 
reason that we have these rules is so 
that we can try to get a handle on 
spending. And, no, it is not just for 
military families. I ask Members to 
look through that $821 billion and they 
will find many places that are less im-
portant than our military families. 
That is why this bill needs to be sup-
ported. We need to pass it, and we need 
to put pressure on the other body that 
stands in the way of all progress for 
our military, passing the Department 
of Defense authorization, passing ap-
propriation bills. 

We are not even going to pass the 
Military Construction appropriation 
bill before the election. I will bet my 
colleagues on that one. Will we do what 
is called a CR? Probably. But do my 
colleagues think we are going to pass 
that before this election? Do my col-
leagues think we are not going to have 
CR and CR and CR? If it is such an im-
portant priority, where are these peo-
ple rushing to get this done? 

So I want to commend the gentleman 
who is the very distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
who has jurisdiction over this issue, 
who has been working on this, who is 
bringing this bill today to the floor and 
deserves the ability to continue to 
work on this and not put it in an ap-
propriation bill when it does not belong 
there, and it busts the budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

I would simply ask the gentleman, 
does he mean that even though his 
party controls both Houses of the Con-
gress that they are not going to be able 
to pass a Military Construction appro-
priation bill, one of the 13 bills that 
must pass this Congress before we ad-
journ; and yet he believes that the Sen-
ate somehow will miraculously pass 
this bill which has nothing else going 
for it? 

Give me a break. I do not mind if the 
gentleman wants to fool himself, but 
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do not think he is fooling me with this 
action. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has been 
a Member of the House Committee on 
Appropriations longer than anyone else 
on that committee. Help me out. If the 
provision in the appropriations bill 
busts the budget and this bill that we 
talk about today has the identical ef-
fect and it does not bust the budget, 
can the gentleman explain to me how 
that works? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the only 
way the gentleman from Iowa can get 
away from this is that the rule he is 
citing applies only to a bill that is re-
ported from committee. This action is 
not reported from committee, so he 
gets around the very rule he professes 
to be supporting. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that we 
have obviously a difference of opinion 
as to how we get this particular meas-
ure forward, how we move it forward. 
We have got people of goodwill on both 
sides. 

I have recommended today, even 
though we are the authorizing com-
mittee, that we give up some of our 
turf today and let this thing pass on 
the appropriations bill. There is obvi-
ously a problem with that occurring. 

We have got this measure up, which 
is authored, in fact, by the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, as evi-
dence of the fact that he wants to get 
this thing to move forward; and I think 
if we pass this with an overwhelming 
vote, manifesting that will of the 
House is going to help this process. 

We have got a long way to go before 
the dust settles on the spending bills 
this year. We are going to make sure 
that this problem is solved this year. 
The exact parliamentary road for that 
obviously has not been determined, as 
is, I think, evidenced by the debate 
that has taken place. 

But I would just ask Members from 
all positions, from all points, who have 
one piece of common ground, and that 
is to get this very important housing 
measure passed, to work together on 
this thing and move forward. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I think the 
chairman is operating in totally good 
faith, but the way to move forward is 
to support the Military Construction 
appropriations bill, which came to this 
floor on a bipartisan basis. 

The subcommittee wanted this prob-
lem solved. We solved it in the full 
committee with the help of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
This thing was worked out. 

The reason we are doing this is be-
cause of this Congressional Budget Of-
fice rule, and OMB, the administration, 
the Defense Department all want us to 
do this. Why can we not figure out a 
way to do this today? Why do we have 
to wait for months when we could get 
this thing done? 

He makes all kinds of excuses, but we 
might be able to put this into another 
bill and maybe it will go into the CR if 
it passes the House. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time from my very good col-
league, and I just remind him that no 
objection has been heard yet on the 
MILCON bill, and I would just would 
ask the gentleman, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, to look at this as a 
very extraordinary situation, because 
it is an extraordinary situation in that 
we have a very unusual scoring appli-
cation by CBO that is not endorsed by 
OMB and not, obviously, endorsed by 
us and does not make good sense. That 
is that the entire economic implication 
of this 24,000 units is being scored at 
one time, and that is a very unusual 
thing; and secondly, that we have a 
very unusual circumstance with this 
being the centerpiece of quality of life 
for our military folks. 

So let me just suggest to my friend 
that we all have a job in this House and 
that the Committee on the Budget has 
undertaken to follow their duty, their 
obligation, in the manner they best see 
fit; and I would suggest to the gen-
tleman that talking with them and 
working with them on this may be the 
way to get this thing done, and I would 
hope that the gentleman would talk 
with the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, I 
would hope that the gentleman from 
California would talk to his leadership, 
too, because his leadership has got to 
play a role here in giving some guid-
ance to senior Members, because they 
are in charge of the House, because 
they are the majority party. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
remind the gentleman that neither of 
us belongs to organized political par-
ties. We are Republicans and Demo-
crats. But I just want to remind the 
gentleman, too, that we are stretched 
between two cross-strains which are 
very familiar to this House. One is the 
strain and the discipline that is re-
quired for fiscal discipline. And we all 
know that, and I think we have to give 
some credence to the Committee on 
the Budget chairman’s statement, be-
cause the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget does stand here and he 
does take fusillades from both sides 
about spending money and about not 
having rules. On the other hand, we 
then have these extraordinary cir-
cumstances in which we beat up on the 
Committee on the Budget chairman for 
sticking with those rules. 

And I told the gentleman that my po-
sition is, even though we own the turf 

on this as the authorizing committee, 
we think it is so extraordinary and so 
compelling we are willing to give up 
that turf and pass it in this particular 
bill. 

But I would recommend to the gen-
tleman that he talk with the members 
of the Committee on the Budget and 
remember that they have an obliga-
tion, too, and try to work through that 
obligation. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
good program, too. That is the point 
we want to make. This is working, and 
it is not costing the taxpayers money. 
We are using the payments to work 
with the private sector. This meets all 
the tests of a great program. 

The other thing is, this is not manda-
tory. I mean, in other words, we can 
get out of this program. If the military 
does not need the housing, then the 
private sector will take the project 
over and operate it. That is why I am 
wondering why this big scoring rule 
when, in fact, we are not putting real 
money into this, we are just giving a 
guarantee, and that way we get the 
housing done and it is much more ef-
fective than military construction. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, let me respond to the gen-
tleman because I think all of us were 
disappointed when we saw what I think 
is a very unusual ruling, that this is all 
to be costed up front, and that was a 
highly unusual ruling which I think is 
erroneous. 

On the other hand, it has put us 
where we are. And what we have got to 
do is work through it, and I think we 
are going to work through it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My recollection, during the earlier 
debate on the rule on the appropriation 
bill, was that my friend and my col-
league and chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services, during his very elo-
quent speech at that time, urged the 
gentleman from Iowa not to raise the 
point of order. 

So I ask this question, Mr. Speaker: 
In order for us to have 24,000 more fam-
ily units under the privatization pro-
gram, the only thing that has to hap-
pen under the appropriation bill would 
be for the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, not to raise a point of order. 

So I ask the gentleman from Iowa, 
will he insist on raising the point of 
order on the appropriation bill? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I 
will insist on that. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, he will 
insist on raising the point of order. 

Mr. Speaker, we just saw 24,000 mili-
tary families getting their just housing 
delayed for a long time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE). 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Missouri, I 
have even been told today I was shoot-
ing at Santa Claus. Somebody came to 
the floor and said I shot Santa Claus 
today. My goodness, I have been ac-
cused of a lot of things, but shooting 
Santa Claus and personally, individ-
ually, one Member stopping 24,000 fami-
lies from getting that housing, let us 
review the record. 

If this was so important, would my 
colleagues not think that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, in their base 
bill as it was reported to the sub-
committee, do my colleagues not think 
that in that base bill they would have 
written this procedure in? It was not 
done. It was not done. In fact, it was 
done as an amendment at the com-
mittee. 

So I understand that this is now a 
pretty important priority for a number 
of reasons. Some of it is politics. Some 
of it is expediency. Some of it is prob-
ably due to the fact that we have a 
body across the Rotunda that does not 
appear to be getting much accom-
plished. There is a lot of that that 
probably makes it very difficult. But 
that does not mean that we bend our 
rules, we break our rules here in the 
House in order to proceed. 

There is not one family today that 
loses their housing as a result of a 
point of order on the House floor. My 
goodness, if that was the case, there 
would probably be a lot more Members 
down here doing a lot of points of order 
on a lot more issues. 

What needs to be done is, priorities 
need to be made. We need to within the 
bills determine what is important, and 
I would stack up military housing to 
just about anything else in most of 
these bills that come to the floor called 
appropriation bills. 

People want to talk about priorities? 
These are the priorities, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri is as strong as 
the gentleman from California in un-
derstanding that. But I am, too, and 
every Member of this body is, too. And 
I appreciate the leadership that that 
gentleman from Missouri makes every 
day for our men and women. But we 
have many leaders who make that 
same sacrifice, and I do not count my-
self in the back seat to any one of 
them. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS). 

b 1645 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out to the distinguished chair-
man that it was because the chairman 
of our subcommittee, who has worked 
so hard on this, asked us to do this in 
full committee. We did not raise it in 
subcommittee. We had a long discus-
sion about it. The gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) asked us 
to hold up and do it in full committee. 
So the committee on a bipartisan basis 
agreed to that strategy. 

This was not because it was not a big 
priority. It has been a big priority all 
year. So the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, is misinformed on this subject. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, in my 
14 years in the House, the introduction 
of this bill this afternoon is the most 
cynical charade I have ever seen. This 
bill, they did not even know what bill 
number to put on this. They had to 
mark out one bill number and put an-
other. They had to hand write part of 
this. What a sorry way to deal with the 
needs of 24,000 military families, the 
need to get better housing. 

I think it is interesting that the gen-
tleman from Iowa, the very person who 
within the next couple of hours is 
going to kill our opportunity to solve a 
military housing crisis, is at the mo-
ment trying to get us to pass a bill 
that a few hours ago had not even been 
introduced. 

It is also interesting that the same 
gentleman who introduced this bill, 
that says this is the solution to our 
military housing problem, then spoke 
on the floor just a minute ago saying 
the other body cannot pass anything. 

What reason do we have to believe 
that this is going to go anywhere? It is 
probably to go in a trash bin of fig 
leafs. And that is exactly what this is, 
and that is what bothers me more than 
anything. When the House Republican 
leadership this morning could have 
stood up for our military families, who 
deserve better housing, especially dur-
ing a time of war, they were not only 
AWOL, they broke arms on the floor of 
this House for 25 minutes to see that 
Members voted for a rule that would 
get us into exactly the quagmire we 
are in at this moment. Shame on them 
for doing that. 

Now the House leadership, when the 
issue is no longer providing new hous-
ing for military families, the issue is 
far more important than that, a much 
higher priority than that. It is how do 
we pass a fig leaf today so that Mem-
bers of Congress are not embarrassed, 
212 of them who voted to get us into 
the position we are in today? One Re-
publican Member could have added to 
that vote saying to the Speaker, I am 
going to put military families’ inter-
ests today above my loyalty to you, 
and we would not be here. 

We can solve this problem. We do not 
have to pass this fig leaf that is going 
nowhere. We ought to simply bring 
back up the military construction ap-
propriations bill and pass it by unani-
mous consent, a bill that was put to-
gether on a bipartisan basis. 

But, unfortunately, the same leader-
ship that turned its back this morning 
on the Air Force Association, on the 
Association of the U.S. Army, on the 

Military Officers Association of Amer-
ica, and on the National Military Fam-
ilies Association, the same leadership 
that turned their back on these groups 
that wanted to really help military 
families to better housing, that leader-
ship is now saying, gee, we could not do 
that this morning, but we can pass a 
fig leaf bill. 

Why can they pass a political fig leaf 
for Members of Congress, but cannot do 
something over the last 6 months that 
we have been asking to help military 
families get better housing? 

This is a sad day for all the service-
men and -women in our country who 
sacrifice for our Nation. I am proud to 
represent 40,000 of those great service-
men and -women at Fort Hood in my 
district. What we ought to do is pass a 
military construction bill. Let us put 
military families first, not fig leafs for 
politicians first. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute to remind my friend 
that the same Republican leadership 
that he has criticized so heavily is the 
Republican leadership that passed con-
current receipt, where retirees can re-
ceive their checks and disability 
checks; has urged and has passed the 
survivor benefit program, which laid in 
state for years; has increased the 
equipment supply from an average of 
about $45 billion a year under the Clin-
ton administration to an average of 
about $70 billion a year for new equip-
ment for our troops in the field; and 
supplied the ammunition, force protec-
tion and, surveillance they have been 
so sorely lacking the last 15 years. 

I would remind my friend, this should 
not be a blame day; this should be a 
day in which we all work and move for-
ward. I think that every vote that one 
takes on an issue, one can call this a 
fig leaf vote if one wants, but I would 
remind my friend that every vote that 
we take on an issue is an important 
vote. 

I would just tell my friend from 
Texas, at the end of this year when the 
dust clears on this process, which is ob-
viously affected by the political sea-
son, we are going to have legislative 
vehicles come down the track and get 
across the finish line. This problem is 
going to be fixed. 

If my friend wants to ask me to take 
the floor with him at the end of this 
session and we will prove up, I will be 
happy to tell him now, I will give him 
my word, this problem is going to be 
fixed. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Again, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California (Chairman HUNTER) for the 
good work that he does and the strong 
support he is giving us on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct one 
thing said earlier on, that nothing is 
getting done, that the national defense 
bill is not working and this is not hap-
pening and that is not happening on 
national defense. The national defense 
appropriations bill has been passed by 
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the House, has been passed by the Sen-
ate, has gone to conference; and, as a 
matter of fact, it has been filed and we 
would be considering it right this 
minute if it had not been for the fact 
we are having to deal with this issue. 

As we deal with this issue, we are 
spending a lot of time; and that is 
okay, because the issue is extremely 
important. But I have to keep asking 
myself over and over again, and I can 
usually come up with the answer: What 
is the difference in doing it on the ap-
propriations bill or doing it on a free-
standing bill? The effect is the same. 

The chairman who is going to raise 
the point of order on the appropria-
tions bill is the author of this bill, so I 
have a hard time understanding what 
the problem is. I do not know if there 
is a good answer to that. But no matter 
how we do it, it is going to have the 
same effect. 

If we do not do it, we are going to 
have many people who are looking for-
ward to having decent housing for their 
military families that are not going to 
get it any time soon. That is the big 
issue. 

Now, when it was suggested that 
someone was shooting Santa Claus, I 
said that earlier in debate. I said, let us 
not have these kids in Iraq and Afghan-
istan who are planning to have their 
families in decent housing, let us not 
let them think Santa Claus is going to 
be shot today. Let us not be the Grinch 
that stole Christmas. 

Let us do what we have to do; let us 
do what is right. If we are going to do 
it later, why not do it now, while the 
vehicle is before us? There are a lot of 
questions that I really cannot get an-
swers to in my own mind. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
would like to say there is no financial 
difference whatsoever between these 
two approaches. The only real dif-
ference is the one being proposed by 
the gentleman from Iowa probably will 
not become law, and the other one will. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, the gentleman is 
exactly right. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The time of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) has 61⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day today. I 
do not know if anybody else is as 
ashamed as I am that we are going 
through this kind of a process. When I 
think back at the times I have visited 
Iraq, five times that I have visited in 
Iraq, and I sit across the table, whether 
it is for breakfast, for lunch or for din-
ner, with the soldiers, they look at us 

and they have a trust that we are going 
to do the right thing. They look at us, 
and they know that we are going to 
represent their best interests. 

In my district at Fort Bliss, Texas, 
there are about 2,500 military families 
that have been looking forward to get-
ting a benefit from this program that 
we are talking about here. We were 
looking forward to it. 

It is clear to me that what we are 
doing here today is a lot of political 
CYA and nothing substantial appar-
ently is going to come from it. Shame 
on us for not having the guts to stand 
up and do what is right for our mili-
tary families, and shame on us for 
passing emergency legislation, supple-
mental bills, that give $20 billion, $21 
billion, whatever that figure is, to re-
construct neighborhoods, give garbage 
trucks and all of these other things in 
Iraq, when we cannot even do the basic 
thing for our military families. 

So here we are in this situation here, 
where we are talking about what a 
great job our military is doing, how 
proud we are of them and how we con-
sider them heroes; and at the same 
time, we cannot find a process to give 
their families who are sacrificing be-
yond what most of us can imagine, who 
are sacrificing, we cannot give them 
decent housing. 

Shame on us. We call this the peo-
ple’s House? We ought to be ashamed of 
each and every one of these machina-
tions that we put ourselves through. 

So it is a sad day for me. It should be 
a sad day for all of us. But, most of all, 
as I look at my watch and it is some-
time after midnight in Iraq, those sol-
diers are putting their lives on the line 
for us for everything that we hold dear. 
We ought to have enough guts to do 
whatever it takes to find the money, to 
ensure that the money is there. 

I will tell you very honestly, I do not 
have the knowledge of the intricacies 
of the budget and all of these other 
things that my honorable colleagues 
have, but I do know one thing: do not 
run a sham on our military families. 
That is all they care about. All they 
want to know from us is, as they look 
in our eyes, that they can trust us, 
that we are going to deliver for them 
like they deliver for us every day. 
Shame on us. 

Mr. Speaker, at Fort Bliss in my district, 
nearly half of the NCOs attending the Ser-
geant Major’s Academy live in beautiful re-
cently built homes. The other half live in what 
is affectionately referred to as ‘‘Bedrock.’’ 
While there is something nice about returning 
home to a neighborhood where your neigh-
bors are Barney and Fred, it’s not the neigh-
bors that make this area of family housing on 
Fort Bliss resemble Bedrock—it’s the fact that 
despite noble efforts by the folks at Fort Bliss, 
the houses are in poor shape and look like 
they were built in the Stone Age. 

About 2,500 military families at Fort Bliss 
were looking forward to living in new or im-
proved homes, thanks to the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative (MHPI) that is scheduled 
to start this year. The Army’s arm of this pro-
gram, the Residential Communities Initiative 

(RCI), aims to eliminate inadequate housing 
on Army bases by 2007 through the construc-
tion of new homes, the improvement of current 
structures and the incorporation of community 
features such as recreation centers into mili-
tary posts. At Fort Bliss, this means that ‘‘Bed-
rock’’ will be a thing of the past. 

MHPI is an extremely cost-effective meas-
ure because contractors pay the up-front costs 
and recover their investment through rental 
payment. MHPI also stimulates local econo-
mies by providing job opportunities in the con-
struction and maintenance of homes and facili-
ties. Unfortunately for the 2,500 military fami-
lies at Fort Bliss and for thousands of other 
families across the country, MHPI is threat-
ened by a funding cap which will be reached 
in November of this year. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I stood on the 
floor of this House to urge my colleagues to 
vote against the rule for the FY05 MilCon ap-
propriations. The rule would have stripped a 
provision from the bill to ensure that the MHPI 
program would continue. The passage of that 
rule almost ensures that this important provi-
sion will be eliminated from the appropriations 
bill. The bill now before us, H.R. 4879, con-
tains language that is nearly identified to the 
military housing privatization provision in the 
MilCon appropriations bill. This bill is basically 
a face saving measure by the Republicans. 
This suspension bill that increases the housing 
cap does not keep out faith with our men and 
women in uniform. If the provision is in the 
MilCon appropriation bill, it will be committed 
to Conference and the Senate must deal with 
it. If, on the other hand, it is passed as a Sus-
pension, the Senate is under no obligation 
whatsoever to consider the measure, and we 
have no idea if it will ever see the light of 
day—in short, the odds that it will become law 
are dramatically decreased. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a cynical gesture and a slap in the face 
of our brave men and women of the armed 
services. Our men and women in uniform and 
their families deserve the very best—and ade-
quate housing is the least that we can provide 
for them. Unfortunately, this bill falls far short 
of ensuring that they will get the housing they 
so need and deserve. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ORTIZ). 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, when we 
look at the issue today, it is very sim-
ple. It is so simple. Private industry is 
putting a lot of money out so that our 
soldiers and their families can have 
adequate housing. 

But let me look at the other side. 
When the pilots that we train, when 
the helicopter pilots leave, when the 
tank drivers leave, do you know how 
much it costs to train them? Private 
industry, my friends, they do not put 
one penny into that. It comes strictly 
from the taxpayers. 

We know that a lot of the more sen-
ior members of the military are com-
ing out, because the terrorist environ-
ment is blooming and they are getting 
out of the military so that they can get 
better paying jobs, and we are forcing 
them to leave the military because 
their families do not have adequate 
housing. 

I have talked to helicopter pilots, 
and they tell me that they get calls in 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:16 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.124 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6495 July 21, 2004 
Iraq about the plumbing in their homes 
not working, about the electricity hav-
ing been shut off because of the wiring. 

Mr. Speaker, let us do something 
that we need to do now and support our 
soldiers. It will take millions and mil-
lions of dollars when those senior mem-
bers of the military get out, because 
their families do not want them to stay 
in the military because they do not 
have adequate housing. 

Mr. Speaker, I promised the soldiers 
that we were going to correct that. 
Now I feel kind of embarrassed that we 
could not deliver to them what they 
need. I feel like my colleague. I am 
ashamed that we were not able to help 
our soldiers, those who are being 
wounded, those in the different hos-
pitals. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, we pride ourselves in 
this body, I know my chairman and I 
pride ourselves, in working for and sup-
porting the troops. But supporting the 
troops is more than a bumper sticker. 
We are the one body in the United 
States of America that can speak, and 
speak with authority, and make good 
things happen for those families and 
those soldiers, sailors, airmen and Ma-
rines. 

I hate to turn the news on in the 
morning, because I hear so many 
Americans have either been wounded 
or killed or both in the far reaches of 
Afghanistan and Iraq. 
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Those St. Louis families, we are not 
going to take care of them. We are 
going to do it by insisting on a tech-
nical point of order on the appropria-
tions bill. That is not right. So let us 
vote for this. I will support this suspen-
sion measure. I, of course, do so with 
reluctance because we could solve the 
problem so easily on the appropriations 
bill by just doing nothing. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my strong support for the bill under 
consideration here today. But I am dis-
appointed that we could not address this issue 
in the military construction appropriations bill. 

The military construction bill includes not 
just funding for the construction of much need-
ed facilities but also funds dedicated to con-
structing housing for our troops and their fami-
lies. These funds are needed to construct new 
housing to replace existing housing that is in 
poor condition—where failing electrical sys-
tems and leaky roofs risk the safety of our 
military families. These funds are needed to 
build new houses on military bases where 
there are not enough homes to meet the de-
mand of our military families—where the wait-
ing time for a home can be over a year, where 
young enlisted families must live far from the 
support the base community provides. And 
these funds are needed to remodel and refur-
bish homes that are in disrepair—where fami-
lies live without proper air conditioning in the 
summer or with poor heating in the winter. 

In order to meet these pressing needs in the 
best and quickest way possible, we have 
worked with private industry to speed relief to 
military families. But today some here in Con-

gress want to put a halt to the very successful 
military housing privatization program—not be-
cause they want to harm military families, but 
because they want to argue about the legisla-
tive process. 

I believe that there is a time and a place for 
a debate about budget process to occur—that 
time is not now. Not when we have military 
families living in substandard housing. And not 
when we have hundreds of thousands of fa-
thers and mothers serving in hostile environ-
ments around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
to support our military families by supporting 
the privatized housing program that has been 
so successful in bringing needed relief to 
these hardworking families. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4879. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

PERMITTING 5-MINUTE VOTES 
AFTER FIRST VOTE IN NEXT SE-
RIES NOTWITHSTANDING INTER-
VENING PROCEEDINGS 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the 
next series of postponed votes, ensuing 
votes after the first vote may be 5- 
minute votes notwithstanding inter-
vening proceedings attending the 
swearing in of the new Member-elect 
from North Carolina. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put each question on which 
further proceedings were postponed 
earlier today in the following order: 

Conference report to accompany H.R. 
2443, by the yeas and nays; and 

on the motions to suspend the rules 
and pass 

H.R. 4840, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 4879, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2443, 
COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2004 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question of 

agreeing to the conference report on 
the bill, H.R. 2443, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 425, nays 1, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 404] 

YEAS—425 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 

Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
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McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—1 

Paul 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 

Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Majette 

Quinn 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 
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Mr. SANDERS changes his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 21, 2004. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a facsimile copy of a let-
ter received from Mr. Gray O. Bartlett, Exec-
utive Director, North Carolina State Board 
of Elections, State of North Carolina, indi-
cating that, according to the unofficial re-
turns of the Special Election held July 20, 
2004, the Honorable G.K. Butterfield was 
elected Representative in Congress for the 
First Congressional District, State of North 
Carolina. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk. 

Attachment. 

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS, 
Raleigh, NC, July 21, 2004. 

Mr. JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Office of the Clerk, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. TRANDAHL: The unofficial results 

of the special election to fill the unexpired 
term in the First Congressional District of 
North Carolina are as follows: 
G.K. Butterfield (Dem), 42,450 71%; 
Greg Dority (Rep), 16,470, 27%; 
Thomas I. Eisenmenger (Lib), 994, 2%. 

All the counties in the First District have 
transmitted their unofficial totals to our 
SEIMS database as of 12:25 p.m., this morn-
ing. The above figures above represent the 
unofficial totals with all counties reporting 
into our SEIMS database at this time. 

Sincerely, 
GARY O. BARTLETT, 

Executive Director. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR SWEARING IN OF 
MR. G.K. BUTTERFIELD, OF 
NORTH CAROLINA, AS A MEM-
BER OF THE HOUSE. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) be permitted to take the 
oath of office. 

His certificate of election has not ar-
rived, but there is no contest; and no 
question has been raised with regard to 
his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
G.K. BUTTERFIELD, OF NORTH 
CAROLINA, AS A MEMBER OF 
THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER. Will the Member- 
elect from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) kindly step into the well 
of the House, along with the members 
of the North Carolina delegation, and 
take the oath of office. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD appeared at the 
bar of the House and took the oath of 
office, as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear that you will 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that you will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the 

same; that you take this obligation 
freely, without any mental reservation 
or purpose of evasion; and that you will 
well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office on which you are about to 
enter. So help you God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You 
are now a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

f 

ELECTION OF G.K. BUTTERFIELD 

(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleagues who joined me yesterday, 
Mr. Speaker, in North Carolina’s First 
Congressional District. A special elec-
tion, as well as a primary election, 
were conducted. The special election 
was conducted for the purpose of elect-
ing a candidate to fill the unexpired 
term of our friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. Ballance), who 
previously resigned. 

b 1730 

G.K. BUTTERFIELD, a long-time polit-
ico, well known in North Carolina, was 
elected to that post yesterday. Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD served with distinction as 
a member, Mr. Speaker, of the Superior 
Court in North Carolina; and finally, 
with 2 years as a sitting member, as a 
jurist on the North Carolina Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I join you and 
my colleagues in extending a warm 
welcome to G.K. BUTTERFIELD to the 
people’s House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) from 
North Carolina’s Fourth Congressional 
District. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with tremendous 
pride that we welcome our newest 
Member, G.K. BUTTERFIELD. 

George Kenneth BUTTERFIELD’s roots 
run deep in eastern North Carolina. He 
is the product of the Wilson County 
Public Schools. He interrupted his col-
lege career at North Carolina Central 
University to serve in the United 
States Army. He returned a few years 
later, went on to law school. 

His career in private law practice 
spanned 15 years before he was elected 
to the Superior Court in 1988. Governor 
Easley appointed Justice BUTTERFIELD, 
widely respected by lawyers, judges, ju-
rors and citizens, to the Supreme Court 
of North Carolina in 2001. 

In the course of his distinguished ju-
dicial career, Mr. BUTTERFIELD has 
served as vice president of the North 
Carolina Bar and president of the Asso-
ciation of Black Lawyers. 

He is deeply involved in his home 
community of Wilson, North Carolina, 
from his Baptist church to local job 
training programs and child care. 

The next phase of Justice 
BUTTERFIELD’s career will combine his 
commitment to public service with his 
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expertise in the law. He knows the 
issues that matter to eastern North 
Carolinians. I know that his contribu-
tions as a Member of Congress will be 
significant, and we look forward to 
working with him. 

Congratulations to G.K. 
BUTTERFIELD. 

Mr. COBLE. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present to 
my colleagues in the House the newly 
elected Member from North Carolina’s 
First Congressional District, the Hon-
orable G.K. BUTTERFIELD. 

f 

EXPRESSING GRATITUDE AND 
THANKS FOR THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO SERVE AS REPRESENTATIVE 
FOR THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

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

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. COBLE), the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) and to the 
other Members of this august body. It 
is my honor to join the 108th Congress 
to represent the citizens of the First 
District of North Carolina. 

It has been a long night. Yesterday 
was election day in the First District, 
and I have the privilege of winning 
both the special election and the 
Democratic primary. I have traveling 
with me today many members of my 
family, friends and supporters. They 
are seated in the gallery. I would like 
to take this rare privilege to be able to 
point to them and to say to them, 
Thank you, thank you, thank you. 

Mr. Speaker, North Carolina’s First 
District is located in the northeastern 
part of our State. It is a largely rural 
community that once thrived upon to-
bacco as its main product. Tobacco 
farmers in North Carolina are facing a 
crisis that this Congress is now ad-
dressing. 

The people of the First District are 
no different from your constituents. 
They want our government to work to 
enable all people to experience the 
American dream. Therefore, I look for-
ward, Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues, 
to working with each of you as we 
serve our respective districts and as we 
serve America. 

Thank you, thank you, thank you. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(c) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the administra-
tion of the oath to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD), the 
whole number of the House is adjusted 
to 435. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Under the previous order of the 
House, 5-minute voting will resume. 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR AMER-
ICA’S JOB CREATORS ACT OF 2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4840. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4840, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 405] 

YEAS—424 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 

Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 

Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 

Ferguson 
Lewis (GA) 
Majette 
Ney 

Quinn 
Reynolds 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 2 
minutes remain in this vote. 

b 1747 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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MILITARY HOUSING 

IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The pending business is the ques-
tion of suspending the rules and pass-
ing the bill, H.R. 4879. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4879, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 423, nays 0, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 406] 

YEAS—423 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 

Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 

Ferguson 
Kennedy (RI) 
Majette 
Ney 

Quinn 
Reynolds 
Tauzin 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1755 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on July 21, 2004, I 
was unable to be present for rollcall vote No. 
404, on agreeing to the Conference Report to 

H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation Act of 2003; rollcall vote No. 
405, on final passage of H.R. 4840, the Tax 
Simplification for America’s Job Creators Act 
of 2004; and rollcall vote No. 406, on final 
passage of H.R. 4879, the Military Housing 
Improvement Act. Had I been present I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No. 404, 
‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No. 405, and ‘‘yes’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 406. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on additional motions to suspend 
the rules on which a recorded vote or 
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 6 of rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken tomorrow. 

Furthermore, the following votes 
postponed yesterday will be taken to-
morrow: 

H.R. 4175, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Res. 728, by the yeas and nays; and 
Motion to instruct on H.R. 1308. 

f 

SUPPORTING GOALS OF NATIONAL 
MARINA DAY 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 647) supporting 
the goals of National Marina Day and 
urging marinas to continue providing 
environmentally friendly gateways to 
boating. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 647 

Whereas the people of the United States 
highly value their recreational time and 
their ability to access the waterways of the 
United States, one of the Nation’s greatest 
natural resources; 

Whereas in 1928, the National Association 
of Engine and Boat Manufacturers first used 
the word ‘‘marina’’ to describe a recreational 
boating facility; 

Whereas the United States is home to more 
than 12,000 marinas that contribute substan-
tially to local communities by providing safe 
and reliable gateways to boating; 

Whereas the marinas of the United States 
serve as stewards of the environment and ac-
tively seek to protect the waterways that 
surround them for the enjoyment of this gen-
eration and generations to come; 

Whereas the marinas of the United States 
provide communities and visitors with a 
place where friends and families, united by a 
passion for the water, can come together for 
recreation, rest, and relaxation; and 

Whereas the Marina Operators Association 
of America has designated August 14, 2004 as 
‘‘National Marina Day’’ to increase aware-
ness among citizens, policymakers, and 
elected officials about the many contribu-
tions that marinas make to communities: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) supports the goals of National Marina 
Day; and 

(2) urges that the marinas of the United 
States continue to provide environmentally 
friendly gateways to boating for the people 
of the United States. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 647, which was 
introduced by our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL), pro-
claims the House of Representatives’ 
support for the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Marina Day and urges marina 
owners and operators to continue their 
strong stewardship of the marine envi-
ronment so that this Nation’s waters 
may be enjoyed by recreational boaters 
for generations to come. 

August 14 is National Marina Day, 
and this is a perfect resolution to be 
considering in the week prior to the 
August recess. Throughout the coun-
try, Americans of every economic class 
are using their summer vacations to 
enjoy their own recreational boats or 
to charter time on professionally oper-
ated vessels. 

The vast majority of boat owners do 
not have their own docks, and many 
boaters hire vessels rather than owning 
their own vessels. Therefore, without 
the Nation’s 12,000 marinas and the 
services they provide, many of these 
boaters would be unable to maintain, 
operate, and enjoy their recreational 
boating. In turn, by providing dock 
space and services to the Nation’s boat 
owners and operators, marinas provide 
140,000 jobs and generate significant 
tax revenue. 

As the resolution states, marinas are 
places where friends and families, 
united by a passion for the water, can 
come together for recreation, rest, and 
relaxation. Certainly in this summer 
season, we should support the goals 
and ideals of such places. 

I want to commend our colleague, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
DEAL), for introducing this resolution. 
I urge our colleagues to cast an ‘‘aye’’ 
vote to support the goals and ideals of 
National Marina Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I, too, rise in support of H. Res. 647, 
designating August 14 as National Ma-
rina Day. Like many Members of this 
House, I have a marina in my district. 
I am joined with all those who, over 
the United States, have 12,000 of them. 

These marinas, of course, provide a 
home to millions of boats and provide 
millions of Americans with access to 
the ocean, bays, rivers, and lakes in 
the United States; and as we heard, 
they also provide jobs for over 140,000 
of us. 

When we are in our districts next 
month, we will likely see our constitu-
ents relaxing on the water because 
they have access to that water through 
the marina. 

These marinas will be celebrating 
National Marina Day with boating 
safety demonstrations, environmental 
demonstrations, fishing rodeos, and 
marina open houses. What is a fishing 
rodeo? I wrote it, but I just do not 
know what I mean. 

In a time of heightened security, ma-
rina owners across the Nation are 
working with the Coast Guard to help 
improve security on our waterways by 
keeping an eye out for aggressive tac-
tics and unusual activities on the 
water. They are on the water everyday 
and know when something appears un-
usual, and they will call the Coast 
Guard. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is entirely fitting 
and appropriate for the U.S. House of 
Representatives to recognize the con-
tributions that marinas make to mari-
time safety, our national economy, our 
national enjoyment. 

I urge my colleagues to support H. 
Res. 647, designating August 14 as Na-
tional Marina Day. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman was inquiring about a fish-
ing rodeo. That is catch-and-release 
fishery. You cast out and catch fish 
and weigh them. 

Mr. FILNER. It is not riding them? 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Then you throw 

them back into the water, not throw 
them but you put them gently back 
into the water. You kiss the fish when 
you put it back in. 

Mr. FILNER. I thank the gentleman. 
I am glad I yielded to him. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman from 
Ohio understands what is kissing the 
fish and putting it back in, especially 
in Lake Erie. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, in 
Ohio we always had trouble finding the 
little saddles necessary to accommo-
date the fish rodeos. They are very pop-
ular in Ohio as well. 

Mr. FILNER. Do I have to wear stir-
rups or whatever? 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to yield such time as he 
might consume to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. DEAL), the author of this 
resolution. 

b 1800 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
would say, if the gentleman would 
come to Lake Lanier in north Georgia, 
we have some fish big enough to ride in 
Lake Lanier. We will provide the sad-
dles. Fishing rodeos are big business, 
and they attract a lot of people to the 
sport of fishing. 

On August 14, we will celebrate the 
third annual National Marina Day. 
This annual celebration promotes the 

United States’ 12,000 marinas and 
strives to educate all of us, politicians, 
civic leaders and the public, about the 
important roles that marinas play in 
the waterfront communities across 
America. 

During the first year, 80 marinas in 
23 States participated in National Ma-
rina Day. Last year, the celebration 
spread to 150 marinas in 25 States. This 
year again marks another significant 
opportunity to recognize marina opera-
tors and their industry’s role and con-
tributions to America’s water recre-
ation. 

National Marina Day offers local ma-
rina operators the opportunity to host 
events to bring tens of thousands of 
people to our country’s marinas. These 
marinas are gateways to boating and 
help maintain the natural environ-
ments that we enjoy. 

In my district, Lake Lanier is home 
to 10 marinas, and I am proud to recog-
nize Kirby Cay Scheimann of the 
Aqualand Marina in Flowery Branch, 
Georgia, as the National Marina Day 
chairman. The marinas in my district, 
like other marinas throughout the 
country, provide an economic invest-
ment in the lake, boat storage, boat 
events, and a wealth of local knowledge 
for visitors to the lake. These marinas 
serve in our State as the area’s gate-
way to Georgia’s Great Lake. 

This resolution supports the goals of 
National Marina Day and recognizes 
the value marinas play as gateways to 
boating and as stewards of the environ-
ment. This resolution commends mari-
nas as places where Americans can 
visit with family and friends and come 
together for recreation, rest, and relax-
ation. 

Congress and all of us as Members of 
Congress are in a unique position to 
support these goals. When the National 
Association of Engine and Boat Manu-
facturers first used the word ‘‘marina’’ 
in 1928, it was defined simply as a rec-
reational boating facility. Today, how-
ever, marinas are much more. They 
have become an integral part not only 
of American recreation, but also of 
American life. They are strong, vibrant 
communities of families and friends 
united by a shared passion for the 
water. 

I urge adoption of the resolution. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-

tion before us recognizes National Marina Day 
on August 14, 2004. 

There are more than 12,000 marinas in the 
United States providing safe harbor for mil-
lions of recreational vessels that operate on 
the lakes and navigable waters of the United 
States. These marinas include boatyards, 
yacht clubs, and public and private mooring 
basins across the United States. Marinas in 
the United States provide employment for 
more than 140,000 Americans. 

Perhaps most importantly, marinas provide 
a means for millions of Americans to relax and 
enjoy themselves boating. 

National Marina Day is a time to celebrate 
the history of marinas and boating and to look 
to the future of this vibrant industry. National 
Marina Day activities across the United States 
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will include environmental demonstrations, 
youth center events, fishing rodeos, boating 
safety demonstrations, and marina open 
houses. 

National Marina Day is going to be cele-
brated from Maine to Florida; from Maryland to 
Los Angeles, CA. Marinas participating in the 
celebration include marinas from the Marriott 
Marina in San Diego to the Constitution Ma-
rina in Boston. 

Marina owners are working closely with the 
United States Coast Guard to step up vigi-
lance at their facilities to improve security on 
U.S. waterways. These efforts include looking 
out for aggressive activities, attempts to gain 
access to vessels without proper identification, 
fixtures attached to structures, unusual diving 
operations, and vehicles and vessels in un-
usual locations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting for the U.S. House 
of Representatives to recognize the ongoing 
contribution of marina operators in the United 
States to our economy, our security, our envi-
ronment, and most of all, for providing us with 
a way of enjoying a day on the beautiful wa-
terways of the United States. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Resolu-
tion. 

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

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge passage of the resolution, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution, 
H. Res. 647. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3313, MARRIAGE PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2004 

Mrs. MYRICK (during consideration 
of H. Res. 647), from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–623) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 734) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3313) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to limit Federal 
Court jurisdiction over questions under 
the Defense of Marriage Act, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4613, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

Mrs. MYRICK (during consideration 
of H. Res. 647), from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–624) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 735) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 4613) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-

tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

HIPOLITO F. GARCIA FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3884) to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse 
located at 615 East Houston Street in 
San Antonio, Texas, as the ‘‘Hipolito 
F. Garcia Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse’’. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3884 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building and United States 
courthouse located at 615 East Houston 
Street in San Antonio, Texas, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Hipolito F. 
Garcia Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the Federal building and 
United States courthouse referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3884, introduced by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GON-
ZALEZ), designates the Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse located 
at 615 East Houston Street, San Anto-
nio, Texas, as the Hipolito F. Garcia 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse. 

Judge Garcia was born in San Anto-
nio, Texas, on December 4, 1925, and 
grew up in a neighborhood a few blocks 
from the very courthouse that will now 
bear his name. After serving his coun-
try in the Army from 1943 to 1945, 
Judge Garcia attended St. Mary’s Uni-
versity School of Law. He graduated in 
1951 and began working for Bexar Coun-
ty, Texas, as the Assistant Criminal 
Attorney, a position he held until 1963. 

After a short time practicing law pri-
vately, Judge Garcia served as Judge 
to the county court in 1964 and State 
district court until 1974. Judge Garcia’s 
career culminated in 1981 when Presi-
dent Carter appointed him to the 
United States District Court for the 
Western District of Texas. He sadly 
passed away on January 16, 2002. 

Judge Garcia is remembered as a 
man who treated everyone with respect 
and remained humble despite his high 
position. He served his country in arms 

and in justice, and he was the first 
Mexican American to serve as a United 
States District Judge in the Western 
District of Texas. 

This is a fitting tribute to a dedi-
cated public servant. I support this leg-
islation and urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3884 is a bill to des-
ignate the Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse located at 615 East 
Houston Street, San Antonio, Texas, as 
the Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse. 

The bill was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ). 
Judge Garcia was born on December 14, 
1925, in San Antonio. He recently died 
in January, 2002. He was educated at 
public schools, and in 1951 received his 
law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law. During World War II, he 
served in the United States Army. 

His professional career included 
being Deputy District Clerk for Bexar 
County, Assistant Criminal Attorney, 
and Judge for the County-Court-at- 
Law. In 1979, President Carter nomi-
nated him for the Federal bench, and 
he was confirmed by the Senate in 1980. 

Judge Garcia was an inspiration and 
role model. He broke barriers and 
earned a place in history as the first 
Mexican American to serve as a United 
States District Court Judge in the 
Western District of Texas. Despite his 
status, he remained humble and was 
known for treating everyone with dig-
nity and respect. 

He was an outstanding public servant 
who mentored young lawyers, pro-
viding sage advice and counsel. Judge 
Garcia was an exemplary public serv-
ant, and this dedication honors his con-
tributions to the citizens of San Anto-
nio and Texas. 

I support H.R. 3884 and strongly urge 
its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ), 
the author of the bill. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Alaska 
(Chairman YOUNG), the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), and the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON) for bringing this bill 
to the floor. 

I could go over all of Hippo’s accom-
plishments, and I say ‘‘Hippo’’ with the 
greatest affection and respect. Few 
people ever referred to him by formal 
title because he would not have it. And 
if he were alive and we were honoring 
him in this fashion today, he would 
probably be a little humbled and em-
barrassed. 
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Mr. Speaker, I will keep my remarks 

brief, but a man of the caliber and de-
cency of Hippo Garcia deserves a cou-
ple of minutes to recognize his true 
contribution. Members have heard of 
his professional accomplishments, his 
sacrifices and contributions to the 
legal profession, to the city and the 
State and to this country, but I would 
like to bring out the human side of 
Hippo, that he was probably one of the 
most decent human beings one could 
ever meet. 

He was a mentor and second father to 
many young San Antonio lawyers. I 
had the privilege of practicing before 
him when he was a county court law 
judge, a State district court judge, and 
then he moved to the Federal level. 
Many of us sought counsel with Hippo, 
a brave and wise man. We all had our 
first trials in Hippo’s court. My first 
nonjury trial, which I lost, my first 
jury trial, which I also lost, come to 
think of it; but somehow it was a 
learning experience for everyone. 

In the era of determinative sen-
tences, mandatory guidelines, Hippo 
was an individual that still had a great 
deal of compassion and understanding 
and exercised that kind of discretion in 
such a responsible manner to make all 
of us proud. 

Many people say the last thing we 
want is a liberal activist judge. I am 
here to tell Members that Hippo Garcia 
was a liberal activist judge. And what 
I mean by that is, his rulings always 
exhibited a liberal dose of humanity 
and decency and compassion. He was 
an activist, no doubt, and that activ-
ism was in the pursuit of justice. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank every-
one who made this possible. Of course, 
the building we are naming is right 
across from the Alamo, which is a fit-
ting location, so that everyone that 
passes by there will always remember 
the great sacrifices of the defenders of 
the Alamo, and look up and see Hippo’s 
name on the Federal Building and re-
member the great contributions of a 
great man by the name of Hipolito Gar-
cia. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ). 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3884 which 
would name the San Antonio Federal 
Courthouse after the Honorable 
Hipolito F. Garcia, better known to 
San Antonians as Hippo Garcia. 

He was a native of San Antonio, and 
entered high school unable to speak 
English. Through hard work and deter-
mination, he became the first Mexican 
American to be named a Federal judge 
for the Western District. After grad-
uating from high school, he served in 
the Army and on his return to civilian 
life, he earned a law degree. 

With his diploma in hand, he 
launched his career as assistant dis-
trict attorney. Years later, Judge Gar-
cia was recognized by President Carter 
who nominated him to the Federal 

bench in 1980. Following his confirma-
tion by the United States Senate, he 
served as a U.S. District Judge for the 
Western District. 

Judge Garcia, better known as Hippo 
Garcia, dedicated more than 50 years of 
his life pursuing the cause of justice 
and inspired many people along his 
path. Over the course of his extraor-
dinary life, Judge Garcia blazed new 
trails for Americans of Hispanic de-
scent and brought incomparable integ-
rity, fairness and intelligence to his 
courtroom. He is a highly respected ju-
rist who has earned this permanent 
honor. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this legislation as we commemorate 
his achievements, Judge Hippo Garcia. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3884, a bill to designate the fed-
eral building and United States Courthouse lo-
cated at 615 East Houston St., San Antonio 
Texas as the Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Build-
ing and United States Courthouse. 

Hipolito Garcia was a native Texan, born in 
San Antonio in 1925. Judge Garcia received 
his law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law in 1951. He was nominated by 
President Carter to the federal bench in 1979 
and was confirmed by the U.S. Senate in 
1980. Judge Garcia was the first Hispanic 
judge for the Western District of Texas where 
he served with distinction for over two dec-
ades. 

Hipolito Garcia was renowned for his fair-
ness, professionalism, and his commitment to 
public service. He was part of the ‘‘Greatest 
Generation’’, serving in the Army during World 
War II. Prior to his appointment to the federal 
bench, Judge Garcia worked as an assistant 
district attorney and as a county court-at-law 
judge. Throughout his accomplished career, 
he remained humble and proud of his San An-
tonio roots. 

I thank Congressman GONZALEZ for intro-
ducing this legislation. It is a fitting tribute to 
an outstanding jurist and public servant. I sup-
port the bill and urge its passage. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to cosponsor with Representative GON-
ZALEZ legislation that designates the Federal 
building and courthouse located in downtown 
San Antonio, Texas, as the ‘‘Hipolito F. Garcia 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house’’. 

Judge Hipolito Garcia—known to his friends 
as ‘‘Hippo’’—led an amazing life and career. 
He was born to immigrant parents in down-
town San Antonio, just two blocks from the 
United States Courthouse where he served as 
a United States District Judge for over 20 
years. 

Despite the challenges of learning English, 
and of being one of the few Hispanic students 
at his high school, he excelled and graduated 
as the most popular member of his class. 

Judge Garcia served our nation in the U.S. 
Army in World War II. He went on to receive 
a law degree from St. Mary’s University and 
then became a respected member of the San 
Antonio legal community. 

After serving as a County Court-at-Law 
judge, and then as a State District Court judge 
in Bexar County, Judge Garcia was appointed 
a federal judge in the Western District of 
Texas. He served on that bench more than 
twenty years. 

In addition to his professional accomplish-
ments, Hippo Garcia was a light in our com-
munity. He befriended many young attorneys, 
sharing his time, his knowledge, and his innu-
merable stories. 

Judge Garcia loved the law and our home-
town of San Antonio. It is fitting that we should 
name the federal courthouse in his honor. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in support 
of this legislation. 

If my colleagues or constituents want to 
know more about this remarkable man, I’ve 
made a part of the record a eulogy given by 
a good friend, James R. Nowlin, a federal 
judge now on senior status. It does strike me 
that while Judge Nowlin was in good company 
with Judge Garcia, the reverse was true as 
well. 

[January 19, 2002] 
MEMORIAL, JUDGE H.F. ‘‘HIPPO’’ GAR-

CIA, FIFTH CIRCUIT JUDICIAL CON-
FERENCE, 2002 

(By James R. Nowlin) 
From the time I was a 24-year-old guy in 

San Antonio, Texas, until recent years, 
whenever I would be driving Judge Garcia to 
a restaurant, to a meeting, to the court-
house—whenever we crossed a street or 
walked a slippery sidewalk, his favorite ex-
pression was always: ‘‘Careful what you do.’’ 
I know that he is looking over my shoulder 
now with that same direction. Hippo, I will 
be careful, but I will not hide the bright 
light you brought to this world. As you often 
said to me after a fine meal and a few glasses 
of wine: 

‘‘My candle burns at both ends; 
It will not last the night; 
But ah, my foes, and oh, my friends— 
It gives such a lovely light’’ 

I will not burden you with many of the bio-
graphical details we can all find in Justices 
and Judges of the United States Courts. Let 
me rather attempt to briefly share with you 
some of that lovely light. 

A 17th century French writer proclaimed: 
‘‘As uncommon a thing as true love is, it is 
yet easier to find than true friendship.’’ For 
more than 35 years I was blessed with that 
uncommon thing—a true friendship with the 
kindest, most generous, most humorous, 
most gentle, most practically intelligent 
person I have ever met. His name: Hipolito 
Frank Garcia, short in stature, respectable 
in girth, but with a heart larger than the 
earth itself. Common as the surname ‘‘Gar-
cia’’ is in San Antonio and South Texas, this 
‘‘Garcia’’ was no ordinary man. He was one 
of a kind. 

Hippo was born on December 4, 1925, of im-
migrant parents in a small home just two 
blocks from the United States Courthouse 
where he served as an active United States 
District Judge for just short of 22 years. He 
spoke little English prior to entering a high 
school in San Antonio where he was about 
the only Hispanic student. His low key drive 
to compete, excel, and make friends en-
deared him to his fellow students who, un-
able to pronounce his given name ‘‘Hipolito’’ 
simply called him ‘‘Hippo.’’ The young, bash-
ful, non-English speaking student who en-
tered Brackenridge High School in 1939 grad-
uated as the most popular member of his 
class, served with distinction with the Third 
Armored Division, United States Army in 
Germany during World War II, and received 
a law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law. His college and law school ca-
reer was thanks to the GI Bill and his work 
as a janitor at the law school after hours. In 
addition to his love of and respect for the 
law, he loved to read Shakespeare, became a 
recognized scholar of the American Civil War 

VerDate May 21 2004 04:20 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.144 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6502 July 21, 2004 
and read every biography of Abraham Lin-
coln ever written. Not bad for a once skinny, 
non-English speaking kid from San Antonio, 
Texas. 

Hippo was continually fascinated with the 
English language and in our hundreds of 
lunches and dinners over the past 35 years re-
galed me with stories of San Antonio’s social 
and political past. As a young, green lawyer 
I was not only enthralled with his stories 
and his jokes but I found it amazing that a 
county judge would spend time with me. 
There were over the year’s dozens of young 
men and women who had the same experi-
ences with ‘‘The Judge’’ and felt equally 
honored. 

He told me of his ancestors and their fight 
for independence in Mexico; of his relatives 
who were associated with Pancho Villa; of 
what it was like to grow up in San Antonio 
as a Mexican-American child not speaking 
English; of landmarks in the City of San An-
tonio that I had not noticed or simply for-
gotten; of being beaten up by a group of 
thugs when he was working a polling place 
for Henry B. Gonzalez, in his early efforts as 
the first Hispanic political leader in San An-
tonio to win important elective public office; 
and of his Spanish speaking mother’s reac-
tion when he tried to explain to her that he 
had just become a county court-at-law judge: 
‘‘How many times have I told you, I don’t 
want you to be no policeman!’’ 

For some reason, I distinctly recall a story 
about a small theater in downtown San An-
tonio where Hippo, as a child would go on 
Saturdays not only for entertainment but to 
try and learn English—I think it was known 
as the State Theater. That was only when he 
had the dime required for the ticket. He told 
me about a stage show at that theater that 
occurred every Saturday. He watched in awe 
as several dancers did a vaudeville routine 
with brooms and sang ‘‘sweep, sweep, sweep 
the cobwebs off the moon.’’ Those musical 
English words intrigued him and stayed with 
him the rest of his life and occasionally, 
after a glass or two of his favorite wine, he 
would sing those lyrics to the surprise of his 
dinner companions. 

I and many other more important people 
were beneficiaries of his constant effort to 
help young lawyers begin the practice of law. 
He was the founding father of the ‘‘Hippos 
Baseball Team’’ whose benched players in-
clude judges (including our own Ed Prado 
and John Primomo), congressmen and suc-
cessful businessmen. His patience, his fair-
ness, his teaching by example, his un-
matched generosity was not limited to law-
yers. Over the years I witnessed first-hand 
his financial gifts (which he fictionally 
called ‘‘loans’’) to young men and women 
who needed help to pay tuition or to provide 
the necessities of life in order to go to school 
or stay in school. He would seldom speak 
about these things but would rather joke 
that, human nature being what it is, some of 
those beneficiaries of his generosity would 
probably run against him some day. It never 
happened. 

If there is a good restaurant in San Anto-
nio that Hippo did not frequent I am not 
aware of it. The measure of a good res-
taurant: superior food and plentiful white 
wine. As one restaurant owner told me: 
‘‘Hippo loves to eat more than anyone I’ve 
ever known.’’ Menus at the Judge’s favorite 
restaurants are replete with dishes named 
after him. From ‘‘Hippo’s Meat Loaf’’ to Tex- 
Mex dishes to lavish desserts, he left his 
mark on the bills of fare. Perhaps the place 
of greatest enjoyment for him was a res-
taurant at which a well-known local jazz 
band played. ‘‘Hippo’s Song,’’ the jazz ren-
dition of his favorite hymn, ‘‘Just A Closer 
Walk With Thee,’’ was announced and played 
at least once each night. As requested by 

Judge Hippo, a member of that jazz band 
played a solo rendition of the hymn at his fu-
neral. 

Hippo’s secret weapon for most all of his 
success and scores of friendships I concluded 
was his unique ability to listen, to sym-
pathize and associate himself with another’s 
problems and challenges. Then he would tell 
a funny story. From what I know, he would 
not have succeeded in the priesthood but he 
would have been one Hell of a bartender! 

In the early hours of the morning of 
January16, 2002, Hippo Garcia, a fine judge 
but more importantly, a great human being, 
without any doubt joined the Saint for whom 
he was named and all the saints in Heaven. 
His favorite restaurants and the wineries of 
the world will now need their own economic 
stimulus package. For his immediate family, 
his dozens of godchildren, his legions of 
fiends, and those many who, but for Hippo, 
might have stumbled and failed in life, there 
is a tremendous sense of loss and a painful 
void. I feel it every day. 

Never fear—in the words of ‘‘Hippo’s Song’’ 
he has been ‘‘gently, safely guided to Thy 
kingdom shore’’ and is ‘‘ever walking close 
to Thee.’’ There is a table set in Heaven with 
several empty chairs, plates of meatloaf, 
mashed potatoes with real butter, and full 
glasses of Chablis. He’s saving a place for us: 
but when you pull out the chair and prepare 
to sit, remember ‘‘careful what you do.’’ In 
the meantime, I look up and I think I can al-
most see a great judge, the funniest man on 
earth, my best friend ‘‘sweep, sweep, sweep-
ing the cobwebs off the moon.’’ 

In June 1996, in recognition of his leader-
ship and ‘‘invaluable public service to his 
state and nation’’ then Governor George W. 
Bush signed a Proclamation allowing Judge 
Garcia to be buried in the Texas State Ceme-
tery at Austin, Texas. He lies thirty feet 
from Stephen F. Austin at the top of Repub-
lic Hill, the first Mexican-American to be 
buried in this historic section of the Ceme-
tery. 

‘‘Green be the turf above thee, 
Friend of my better days! 
None knew thee but to love thee, 
Nor named thee but in praise.’’ 

May he rest in peace. 

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

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge passage of the bill, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3884. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

JUDGE WILLIAM B. BRYANT 
ANNEX TO THE E. BARRETT 
PRETTYMAN FEDERAL BUILDING 
AND UNITED STATES COURT-
HOUSE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 4294) to designate the annex 
to the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse 
located at 333 Constitution Ave. North-
west in Washington, District of Colum-
bia, as the ‘‘Judge William B. Bryant 

Annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse,’’ as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4294 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house located at 333 Constitution Avenue 
Northwest in the District of Columbia shall 
be known and designated as the ‘‘William B. 
Bryant Annex’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the annex referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘William B. Bryant Annex’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4294, introduced by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) designates the 
annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse as the William B. Bryant 
Annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse. 

Judge Bryant was born in Alabama, 
but raised in Washington, D.C. He at-
tended public schools here in the Dis-
trict, and graduated from Dunbar High 
School. He received both his bachelor 
and law degrees from Howard Univer-
sity. 

In 1943, like many of his generation, 
he entered the United States Army re-
ceiving a commission as a first lieuten-
ant. He was honorably discharged in 
1947, having attained the rank of lieu-
tenant colonel. 

After 18 years in private practice, 
marked by a brief period with the De-
partment of Justice, William Bryant 
was appointed to the United States 
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia in 1965. 

In 1977, Judge Bryant became the 
first African American to serve as the 
Chief Judge for the D.C. District Court. 
Judge Bryant took senior status in 1982 
although he continued to hear cases 
long after many others would have re-
tired. 

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) for being persistent in 
bringing this bill to the floor to honor 
a distinguished jurist. 

This is a fitting tribute to a re-
spected judge. I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

b 1815 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. I 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:16 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A21JY7.046 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6503 July 21, 2004 
should begin by thanking the leader-
ship of the House and my own leader-
ship for the way they have accommo-
dated me in bringing this bill forward 
quickly. I especially thank the chair-
man of our subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), 
for so readily agreeing to manage this 
bill and bring it forward, because it 
comes forward under rather special and 
unusual circumstances. 

The judge for whom this courthouse 
is to be named would by any standard 
be regarded as a historic figure in the 
Federal judiciary and in the judiciary 
of this city. H.R. 4294, a bill to name 
the annex of the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building, which houses the 
United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia for William B. 
Bryant, is what is before us. Judge Bry-
ant is a former chief judge of the Dis-
trict Court, the first African American 
to hold the post, a longtime D.C. resi-
dent and graduate of the D.C. public 
schools with a distinguished legal ca-
reer, who currently serves as a senior 
judge. The annex is under construction 
at Constitution and Pennsylvania Ave-
nues Northwest and when completed 
early next year will provide much- 
needed state-of-the-art courtrooms and 
judges’ chambers. 

H.R. 4294 has an unusual origin. The 
chief judge of the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Colum-
bia, for himself and the members of the 
trial court, visited my office to request 
that the annex under construction for 
the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building be named for senior U.S. Dis-
trict Court judge William B. Bryant. 
Judge Bryant was unaware of the de-
sires and actions of his colleagues who 
unanimously agreed to request that 
the annex be named for the judge. 

It is rare that Congress names a 
courthouse or an annex for a judge who 
has served in that court and even more 
rare for a judge who is still sitting. 
Judge Bryant’s colleagues, who know 
his work and his temperament best, 
have found a particularly appropriate 
way for our city and our country to 
celebrate the life and accomplishments 
of a great judge who has had an his-
toric impact on the law and on his 
court. I know Judge Bryant personally. 
I know his reputation in this city and 
in the law. And I know that the request 
to name the annex for Judge Bryant re-
flects deep respect for his unusually 
distinguished life at the bar. 

Judge Bryant began his career in pri-
vate practice in the segregated Wash-
ington of the 1940s and 1950s when Afri-
can American lawyers were barred 
from membership in the District of Co-
lumbia Bar Association and from using 
the bar law library. He established his 
legal reputation as a partner in the leg-
endary African American law firm of 
Houston, Bryant & Gardner and taught 
at Howard University law school. 

His reputation as an extraordinary 
trial lawyer led to his appointment as 
the first African American assistant 
U.S. Attorney for the District of Co-

lumbia. He rose to become the first Af-
rican American to serve as chief judge 
of the U.S. District Court whose mem-
bers now ask that the annex be named 
for Judge Bryant. 

For his representation of criminal de-
fendants in private practice, Judge 
Bryant was admired as one of the city’s 
best and most respected litigators. 
Among his many notable cases is the 
landmark Mallory v. United States 
where the Supreme Court ruled that an 
arrested person must be promptly 
brought before a judicial officer. 

Judge Bryant graduated from the 
D.C. public schools, Howard University, 
and the Howard University School of 
Law where he was first in his class. 
After graduation, Judge Bryant served 
as chief research assistant to Dr. Ralph 
Bunche when Dr. Bunche worked with 
Gunnar Myrdal, the famous Swedish 
economist, in his studies of American 
racial issues. Judge Bryant served in 
the United States Army during World 
War II and was honorably discharged as 
a lieutenant colonel in 1947. 

Judge Bryant, who is 92, took senior 
status in 1982. He raised a family, but 
as Chief Judge Thomas Hogan wrote, 
‘‘lost his beloved wife, Astaire, and now 
lives alone, with this court and the law 
as the center of his life.’’ 

I am grateful to our judges of the 
United States District Court here for 
the thoughtful proposal that the annex 
to their court be named for Judge Wil-
liam B. Bryant. The residents of this 
city that Judge Bryant has served so 
well, the judges of the United States 
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, and the members of the bar 
here would be particularly pleased. I 
am delighted that Senator Patrick 
Leahy, ranking member of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, has sponsored 
the bill in the Senate; and I urge quick 
approval to give honor to one of the 
great judges of our court. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4294, a bill to des-
ignate the annex to the Prettyman Courthouse 
in Washington, D.C., as the Judge William B. 
Bryant Annex. I thank Chairmen YOUNG and 
LATOURETTE for their graciousness and sup-
port in moving this bill to the Floor in such an 
expeditious manner. 

Judge Bryant, who is 92 years old, is an 
icon in District legal circles. He practiced law 
in the 1940s and 1950s when the city was 
segregated. He could not join the D.C. Bar As-
sociation or use its facilities. Yet, he has 
achieved great stature as a trial lawyer and 
enjoys an enviable reputation. 

Judge Bryant is a lifelong D.C. resident who 
attended public schools and Howard Law 
School, where he graduated first in his class. 
He began his legal career in private practice 
in the District with the legendary African Amer-
ican law firm of Houston, Bryant, and Gardner. 
In 1965, he was nominated by President John-
son to the Federal bench and was confirmed 
by the U.S. Senate in August of that year. 
Judge Bryant is the first African American to 
hold the post of Chief Judge. 

During his long, productive legal career 
Judge Bryant also served as the first African 
American Assistant U.S. Attorney for the Dis-

trict, and has taught at Howard Law School. 
He is also a World War II veteran, serving in 
the Army from 1943 until 1947. 

The judges of the U.S. District Court in the 
District of Columbia unanimously agreed to 
name the annex in honor of Judge Bryant and 
approached Congresswoman NORTON for her 
help. 

Judge Bryant’s civil career is extraordinary. 
He is a role model, a mentor, a loyal friend 
and advisor. It is fitting and just that Judge 
William Bryant be honored with this designa-
tion. 

I support H.R. 4294 and urge its passage. 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

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

yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4294, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate the 
annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse located at 333 Constitution 
Avenue Northwest in the District of 
Columbia as the ‘William B. Bryant 
Annex’ ’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H. Res. 647, H.R. 3884 and H.R. 4294, 
the matters that we have just been dis-
cussing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

COMMERCIAL AVIATION MANPADS 
DEFENSE ACT OF 2004 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4056) to encourage the establish-
ment of both long-term and short-term 
programs to address the threat of man- 
portable air defense systems 
(MANPADSs) to commercial aviation, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4056 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Commercial 
Aviation MANPADS Defense Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) MANPADSs constitute a threat to mili-

tary and civilian aircraft. 
(2) The threat posed by MANPADSs re-

quires the development of both short-term 
and long-term plans. 
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(3) The threat posed by MANPADSs re-

quires an international as well as domestic 
response. 

(4) There should be an international effort 
to address the issues of MANPADSs pro-
liferation and defense. 

(5) The Government is pursuing and should 
continue to pursue diplomatic efforts to pre-
vent the proliferation of MANPADSs. 
SEC. 3. UNITED STATES POLICY ON NON-

PROLIFERATION AND EXPORT CON-
TROL. 

(a) TO LIMIT AVAILABILITY AND TRANSFER 
OF MANPADS.—The President shall pursue, 
on an urgent basis, further strong inter-
national diplomatic and cooperative efforts, 
including bilateral and multilateral treaties, 
in the appropriate forum to limit the avail-
ability, transfer, and proliferation of 
MANPADSs worldwide. 

(b) TO LIMIT THE PROLIFERATION OF 
MANPADS.—The President is encouraged to 
seek to enter into agreements with the gov-
ernments of foreign countries that, at a min-
imum, would— 

(1) prohibit the entry into force of a 
MANPADS manufacturing license agreement 
and MANPADS co-production agreement, 
other than the entry into force of a manufac-
turing license or co-production agreement 
with a country that is party to such an 
agreement; 

(2) prohibit, except pursuant to transfers 
between governments, the export of a 
MANPADS, including any component, part, 
accessory, or attachment thereof, without an 
individual validated license; and 

(3) prohibit the re-export or retransfer of a 
MANPADS, including any component, part, 
accessory, or attachment thereof, to a third 
person, organization, or government unless 
the written consent of the government that 
approved the original export or transfer is 
first obtained. 

(c) TO ACHIEVE DESTRUCTION OF 
MANPADS.—The President should continue 
to pursue further strong international diplo-
matic and cooperative efforts, including bi-
lateral and multilateral treaties, in the ap-
propriate forum to assure the destruction of 
excess, obsolete, and illicit stocks of 
MANPADSs worldwide. 

(d) REPORTING AND BRIEFING REQUIRE-
MENT.— 

(1) PRESIDENT’S REPORT.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the President shall transmit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report 
that contains a detailed description of the 
status of diplomatic efforts under sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c) and of efforts by the 
appropriate United States agencies to com-
ply with the recommendations of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office set forth in its report 
GAO-04-519, entitled ‘‘Nonproliferation: Fur-
ther Improvements Needed in U.S. Efforts to 
Counter Threats from Man-Portable Air De-
fense Systems’’. 

(2) ANNUAL BRIEFINGS.—Annually after the 
date of submission of the report under para-
graph (1) and until completion of the diplo-
matic and compliance efforts referred to in 
paragraph (1), the Secretary of State shall 
brief the appropriate congressional commit-
tees on the status of such efforts. 
SEC. 4. FAA AIRWORTHINESS CERTIFICATION OF 

MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS FOR 
COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable, 
but not later than, the date of completion of 
Phase II of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s counter-man-portable air defense 
system (MANPADS) development and dem-
onstration program, the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration shall 
establish a process for conducting airworthi-
ness and safety certification of missile de-
fense systems for commercial aircraft cer-

tified as effective and functional by the De-
partment of Homeland Security. The process 
shall require a certification by the Adminis-
trator that such systems can be safely inte-
grated into aircraft systems and ensure air-
worthiness and aircraft system integrity. 

(b) CERTIFICATION ACCEPTANCE.—Under the 
process, the Administrator shall accept the 
certification of the Department of Homeland 
Security that a missile defense system is ef-
fective and functional to defend commercial 
aircraft against MANPADSs. 

(c) EXPEDITIOUS CERTIFICATION.—Under the 
process, the Administrator shall expedite the 
airworthiness and safety certification of 
missile defense systems for commercial air-
craft certified by the Department of Home-
land Security. 

(d) REPORTS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the first airworthiness and safety certifi-
cation for a missile defense system for com-
mercial aircraft is issued by the Adminis-
trator, and annually thereafter until Decem-
ber 31, 2008, the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration shall transmit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate a report that contains a de-
tailed description of each airworthiness and 
safety certification issued for a missile de-
fense system for commercial aircraft. 
SEC. 5. PROGRAMS TO REDUCE MANPADS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is encour-
aged to pursue strong programs to reduce 
the number of MANPADSs worldwide so that 
fewer MANPADSs will be available for trade, 
proliferation, and sale. 

(b) REPORTING AND BRIEFING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the President 
shall transmit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report that contains a 
detailed description of the status of the pro-
grams being pursued under subsection (a). 
Annually thereafter until the programs are 
no longer needed, the Secretary of State 
shall brief the appropriate congressional 
committees on the status of programs. 

(c) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out this section. 
SEC. 6. MANPADS VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENTS 

REPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall trans-
mit to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a 
report describing the Department of Home-
land Security’s plans to secure airports and 
the aircraft arriving and departing from air-
ports against MANPADSs attacks. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.—The Sec-
retary’s report shall address, at a minimum, 
the following: 

(1) The status of the Department’s efforts 
to conduct MANPADSs vulnerability assess-
ments at United States airports at which the 
Department is conducting assessments. 

(2) How intelligence is shared between the 
United States intelligence agencies and Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement to ad-
dress the MANPADS threat and potential 
ways to improve such intelligence sharing. 

(3) Contingency plans that the Department 
has developed in the event that it receives 
intelligence indicating a high threat of a 
MANPADS attack on aircraft at or near 
United States airports. 

(4) The feasibility and effectiveness of im-
plementing public education and neighbor-
hood watch programs in areas surrounding 
United States airports in cases in which in-
telligence reports indicate there is a high 
risk of MANPADS attacks on aircraft. 

(5) Any other issues that the Secretary 
deems relevant. 

(c) FORMAT.—The report required by this 
section may be submitted in a classified for-
mat. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on International Relations, and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate. 

(2) MANPADS.—The term ‘‘MANPADS’’ 
means— 

(A) a surface-to-air missile system de-
signed to be man-portable and carried and 
fired by a single individual; and 

(B) any other surface-to-air missile system 
designed to be operated and fired by more 
than one individual acting as a crew and 
portable by several individuals. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
4056, which is entitled the Commercial 
Aviation MANPADS Defense Act. 
Again, MANPADS stands for man-port-
able air defense systems. It is also an 
acronym for shoulder-launched mis-
siles. 

There are two significant threats to 
commercial aviation today: first of all, 
there is the threat of explosives carried 
on board a civil aviation aircraft; and 
then there is the second significant 
threat which is shoulder-fired missiles. 
The legislation before us tonight ad-
dresses one of those issues, the growing 
terrorist MANPADS threat. It address-
es four different problems that we face 
with this threat. 

First of all, most of the Members 
may be aware that the administration 
has launched, with Congress’ urging, 
an extensive research and development 
program, and that program has been 
expedited to develop a shoulder- 
launched missile defensive system to 
put on our commercial aircraft. 

But the number one problem that we 
face even if we finish the research and 
development of that system today, the 
defensive system, is putting that sys-
tem on an aircraft and getting it cer-
tified. So the first front and first prob-
lem that this bill addresses is an expe-
dited FAA certification of an anti-
missile system that is currently being 
developed. The second part of this com-
prehensive piece of legislation deals 
with increasing multinational treaties 
and agreements to stem MANPADS 
and shoulder-launched missile pro-
liferation. 

We know and we have been told even 
with the conflict in the Middle East 
that there are a great number of 
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MANPADS available on the world mar-
ket. We must do everything possible to 
stop the proliferation of them, and this 
encourages multinational treaties and 
agreements. 

And, third, encouraging MANPADS 
market acquisition. This is a buy-back 
program. This legislation also requests 
the administration and those involved 
in buy-back programs to continue and 
expand those programs. And then the 
fourth part about this is that we know 
that these defensive systems that we 
can put on aircraft are a good step for-
ward, we know that multilateral agree-
ments and cooperation will bring 
MANPADS out of the market and we 
know that the buy-back program will 
work, but we still are at risk and we 
know that these systems even when 
fully developed do not cover us for all 
types of attack and the fourth part of 
this legislation promotes ground-based 
systems. So we look at another protec-
tive layer in the threat that we face. 

While it may be difficult to attack 
domestic aviation in light of the cur-
rent security measures that we have 
put in place, the availability of 
MANPADS weapons of terror is still a 
great cause for concern. This has been 
demonstrated repeatedly, most re-
cently by the November 2002 attack in 
Kenya, by the 2003 attack on the DHL 
plane in Baghdad, and also most re-
cently in August of 2003 by the arrest 
in New York City of three men accused 
in a plot to smuggle shoulder-fired mis-
siles into the United States. 

Last year at the direction of Con-
gress, DHS began an aggressive re-
search and development program to as-
sess the viability of an antimissile 
technology for use in commercial avia-
tion passenger aircraft. The adminis-
tration’s current $100 million research 
and development program and efforts 
to work through issues unique to our 
commercial aviation system and our 
commercial aircraft, I am pleased, are 
making very significant progress. We 
expect to have a recommendation on 
the viability, feasibility, and costs as-
sociated with these systems sometime 
next year. After that, these systems 
will need to be expeditiously FAA-cer-
tified for installation on our commer-
cial aircraft. 

It is also necessary, I have said, that 
we keep these destructive weapons out 
of the hands of terrorists. Other alter-
natives to protect our airlines and our 
airports must also be explored. That is 
why I, along with the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL), 
introduced H.R. 4056. This bill now is 
an interim solution and an interim 
measure addressing, again, problems 
that we face with this threat. It en-
courages continued actions to reduce 
the number of these weapons that are 
available to those who would do us 
harm. 

We have worked closely with the 
Committee on International Relations 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Chair-
man HYDE) to strengthen and clarify 

the provisions in the legislation deal-
ing with international cooperative ef-
forts. This bill makes clear that the ad-
ministration must take additional 
steps to reduce the security risks cre-
ated by shoulder-launched missile sys-
tems. It also encourages strong inter-
national diplomatic and cooperative ef-
forts to limit the proliferation of these 
MANPADS as well as the continuation 
of our programs, as I have said, that 
would help us reduce the number of 
shoulder-launched missiles worldwide. 
The bill also requires the FAA to expe-
dite their airworthiness certification of 
the missile defense systems for our 
commercial aircraft. 

Finally, H.R. 4056 requires the De-
partment of Homeland Security to re-
port back to Congress within a year on 
the vulnerability assessment reports 
they are conducting at our airports 
throughout the United States and on 
how they are responding to the General 
Accounting Office’s recommendations 
to prevent the proliferation of 
MANPADS. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) and also the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ISRAEL) for their hard 
work on this bill. I also want to thank 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Chairman DON YOUNG and Inter-
national Relations Chairman HENRY 
HYDE for their cooperation and work. 

This measure takes several impor-
tant steps in dealing with the 
MANPADS terrorist threat. It is a good 
bill, it is a bipartisan bill; and there-
fore I urge passage and adoption of 
H.R. 4056, as amended. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida 
for his leadership on this issue. He has 
raised this issue persistently, both in 
closed and open settings, with any and 
all officials who might be able to help 
us begin to deal more effectively with 
this growing threat. 

b 1830 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from New York, whom we will hear 
from in just a few moments, for his 
leadership and persistence on this 
issue. 

Many Americans are not particularly 
aware of this threat. We are talking 
about a threat that can be transported 
in something not much bigger than a 
golf bag, and in fact, some of the ear-
lier versions of this weapon are avail-
able on the black market for not much 
more than a cheap set of golf clubs, not 
even a stand-up set of Calloways, but 
much less expensive clubs. So the pro-
liferation, the availability, the port-
ability, the concealability of these 
weapons is a major threat. 

We go on from there to the fact that 
they have been utilized more times 
than many would know. Over the last 
25 years, it is estimated there have 
been, as mentioned, as many as 35 at-

tempts to shoot down civilian aircraft 
resulting in the loss of 24 aircraft and 
500 deaths, something again little 
known to most Americans and mem-
bers of the flying public worldwide. 

Last November, a DHL Airbus A300 
was severely damaged over Baghdad, 
actually losing hydraulics and flight 
controls after being hit by a missile. 
Having visited Iraq, where I was flown 
in on a propeller plane because they 
have less of a heat signature than a jet 
and having done the spiral-down over 
Baghdad, and that is an experience 
that all of our troops who have not 
come in by land have had in being de-
ployed to Baghdad, one realizes the 
magnitude of this threat. 

The war has unleashed hundreds 
more of these missiles onto the black 
market in Iraq and the Middle East. 
Our friends, the Chinese, are counter-
feiting some of the most effective and 
efficient versions of this missile pro-
duced by the Russians and the United 
States of America. As they are so good 
at counterfeiting, the Chinese have 
counterfeited them, and as usual, they 
are proliferating them into very uncon-
trolled and potentially problematic 
markets to clients who might use these 
in ways that are inimical to commer-
cial aviation worldwide. 

So there is a real and growing threat. 
There is no simple solution. The tech-
nology that is being utilized by the 
military can be quite effective. It is 
not technology that is immediately 
transferrable to civilian aircraft, and 
the chairman has tried to deal with 
that in two different ways: one, with 
the development and testing of defen-
sive systems; the other with the man-
date that when systems do become 
available and viable that the FAA not 
take its usual 3 to 5 years to certify 
them, but in fact, that these be expe-
dited on a basis far quicker than most 
technologies are certified by the FAA 
so they could become available to com-
mercial aviation. 

The chairman has already raised the 
issue of buy-backs, particularly for the 
older versions of these missiles, not the 
new Chinese counterfeits, but the oth-
ers. They could be bought for very lit-
tle on the market, and that would be a 
wise way to begin to deal with the pro-
liferation. 

International agreements, like other 
agreements, land mines, which unfor-
tunately neither the Clinton adminis-
tration nor the Bush administration 
has been willing to sign onto, but mod-
eled on other international agree-
ments, we could begin to rein in the 
proliferation of these weapons and 
their availability. Perhaps we could 
even get the attention of the Chinese 
for once, so that they would not be pro-
liferating them. 

The other issue, as I said earlier, is 
that we need to continue to research 
new measures. This is not the only 
threat to civilian aviation, which both 
the chairman and I recognize. We are 
very worried about the threat of explo-
sives that are carried or smuggled on 
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board airplanes, and there is much 
more that needs to be done there, 
which we have covered in a number of 
hearings and it is not appropriate to go 
into at this point in time. But this is 
yet another part of the threat which 
cannot be ignored. 

I, again, appreciate the chairman’s 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL), who has been a 
leader on this issue; and it was his ef-
forts, in good part, that have led us 
here this evening. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

And let me thank both the chairman 
and the ranking member for their ex-
traordinary bipartisan leadership on 
this issue. It was an honor to work 
with both of them as an original co-
sponsor of this vital homeland security 
and national security measure. I am 
very proud to stand with them tonight 
in support of this legislation to protect 
America’s flying public from the very 
real threat of shoulder-fired missiles. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said in the past 
that the proliferation of shoulder-fired 
missiles is so great and the risk is so 
high that we have to go on offense and 
defense at the same time. And that is 
exactly what this measure does. 

Intelligence officials have published 
estimates that there are roughly 
500,000 portable shoulder-fired missiles 
available worldwide in the hands of 27 
separate terrorist organizations, in-
cluding al Qaeda. And as we have heard 
before, shoulder-fired missiles have al-
ready been used to shoot down com-
mercial aircraft outside of the United 
States. Reports from the CIA, the 
State Department, and other govern-
ment agencies indicate that shoulder- 
fired missiles have hit at least dozens 
of civilian aircraft since the 1970s and 
killed hundreds of people. 

I have heard on other occasions that 
it is better to attack terrorists there 
than here. And if we agree with that 
argument on the global war on terror, 
then certainly it should apply to how 
we approach the tools of terror, shoul-
der-fired missiles. In fact, when it 
comes to shoulder-fired missiles, we 
have to reduce the threat in both 
places and reduce that threat expedi-
tiously. 

Here, it is essential that we accel-
erate our efforts to equip our planes 
with antimissile countermeasures, and 
that is why this bill includes provisions 
asking the FAA to accelerate the proc-
ess for certifying defensive systems to 
protect against the terrorists of shoul-
der-fired missiles. 

And elsewhere in the world, we have 
to aggressively pursue the implementa-
tion of international treaties to con-
trol the proliferation of shoulder-fired 
missiles. Ultimately, this is a supply- 

and-demand issue, and American trav-
elers will not be safe until we control 
both the supply and the demand. 

Just recently, the GAO reported that 
the United States needs to do more 
work within multilateral forums to es-
tablish mechanisms for assessing for-
eign governments’ implementation of 
their commitments to reduce the pro-
liferation of shoulder-fired missiles. 
According to that report, the State De-
partment has led U.S. efforts to obtain 
commitments from member countries, 
the Group of Eight, the Asian Pacific 
Economic Cooperation summit, and 
others to strengthen export controls 
and security of MANPADS, but compli-
ance with those commitments is en-
tirely voluntary, and the forums lack 
mechanisms to verify that members 
implement those very commitments. 

This legislation requires the Presi-
dent to report on efforts to comply 
with recommendations contained in 
the GAO report on nonproliferation. It 
also encourages the President to pur-
sue strong international diplomatic 
and cooperative efforts, including mul-
tilateral and bilateral treaties, to limit 
the availability, transfer, and pro-
liferation of shoulder-fired missiles, to 
seek the destruction of excess, obso-
lete, and illicit shoulder-fired missiles; 
and it also expedites that FAA certifi-
cation process for our planes here at 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to 
wait until the day after a catastrophe 
to begin to act, and that is why passage 
of this bill tonight is so welcomed and 
so important. 

Once again, I want to applaud the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman MICA) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), the rank-
ing member, for their leadership on 
this issue. I want to thank them for in-
cluding me in this issue. I want to 
thank the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations for their work, and 
I urge all of our colleagues to support 
this vitally important homeland secu-
rity measure. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
the House to adopt this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

To close here, Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I want to thank both the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) 
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) for their work. This is not a 
partisan issue. This is an issue in the 
best interest of this Nation. 

We have done things to make the 
traveling public who use aviation, 
which is so important to the economy 
of this Nation, safe. We have secured 
cockpit doors. We have air marshals on 
board. We have trained pilots to arm 
and defend their aircraft. 

So we have taken measures, and I 
think even passengers who fly would 

never knowingly allow an aircraft to be 
overtaken. So the threat is not that 
type of threat that we faced September 
11, and we know terrorists are always 
looking one step ahead to do damage to 
us. So this is an important complement 
to what the administration has done. 

We have a $160 million research and 
development program to expedite pro-
ducing defensive systems that can be 
used on commercial aircraft, and that 
is important. It gives us one more 
means of defense against a great ter-
rorist threat. 

Will we be able to put these on every 
aircraft? No. Are we able to put an air 
marshal on every aircraft? No. Does 
this cost us money? Yes, it is going to 
cost us money. But stop to think of the 
cost of one commercial airline being 
blown out of the sky by a shoulder- 
launched missile. 

Eleven percent of our gross domestic 
product, the entire economy of this 
country, is really directly related and 
indirectly related to our aviation in-
dustry, jobs by the millions. And since 
September 11, we hear 3 million jobs. I 
guarantee that we could find 11⁄2 to 2 
million jobs that were lost just in avia-
tion by the loss of four commercial air-
craft. 

So we have lessons to learn, and I 
have brought to the floor, in closing, 
the Kenya missile attack in November 
of 2002 in Mombasa. Not one, but two 
shoulder-launched missiles were 
launched on that date against an 
Israeli commercial charter aircraft; 
and this was also timed with a ground 
attack where people were killed, but 
hundreds would have perished had they 
been successful here. This is in Kenya 
on another continent. 

However, even more recently, this is 
a DHL commercial airliner that left 
Baghdad in November, 2003, and was 
hit. So far, we have been lucky. So far, 
we have been fortunate. This aircraft 
also survived this terrorist attack. But 
we know there are more of these shoul-
der-launched missiles available on the 
open market than ever before. 

So the provision of the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) helps in 
getting international cooperation. 

And again I thank the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) for putting 
a broad-based measure together that 
will fill in the gaps to provide us one 
more layer of protection against a po-
tential terrorist attack. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the RECORD 
at this point an exchange of letters be-
tween the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), chairman of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) regarding H.R. 4056. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 2004. 
Hon. DON YOUNG, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, House of Representatives, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have reviewed the 
text of H.R. 4056, the ‘‘Commercial Aviation 
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MANPADS Defense Act of 2004,’’ as ordered 
reported from the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on May 12, 2004. 
The Committee on International Relations 
has jurisdiction under Rule X over certain 
provisions of this bill contained in Section 3, 
International Cooperative Efforts and Sec-
tion 5, Programs to Reduce MANPADS. 

Recognizing your wish that the House of 
Representatives consider this critical bill as 
soon as possible, and noting the continued 
strong spirit of cooperation between our 
Committees, I will forego seeking a sequen-
tial referral of H.R. 4056 for the Committee 
on International Relations. However, 
waiving the Committee on International Re-
lations’ right to a referral in this case does 
not waive the Committee’s jurisdiction over 
any provision in H.R. 4056 or similar provi-
sions in other bills. In addition, I ask that 
you support my request to have the Com-
mittee on International Relations rep-
resented on the conference on this bill, if a 
conference is necessary. Finally, I ask that 
you include this letter in the Congressional 
Record during the debate on this bill. 

I appreciate your leadership and coopera-
tion on this bill, and I look forward to work-
ing with you to ensure that H.R. 4056 is en-
acted into law soon. 

HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, June 23, 2004. 
Hon. HENRY HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, Rayburn House Office Building, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of June 21, 2004, regarding H.R. 4056, 
the ‘‘Commercial Aviation MANPADS De-
fense Act of 2004’’, and for your willingness 
to waive consideration of the provisions in 
the bill that fall within your Committee’s ju-
risdiction under House Rules. 

I agree that your waiving consideration of 
these provisions of H.R. 4056 does not waive 
your Committee’s jurisdiction over the bill. 
I also acknowledge your right to seek con-
ferees on any provisions that are under your 
Committee’s jurisdiction during any House- 
Senate conference on H.R. 4056 or similar 
legislation, and will support your request for 
conferees on such provisions. 

As you request, your letter and this re-
sponse will be included in the Record when 
the bill is considered in the House. 

Thank you for your cooperation in moving 
this important legislation to the House 
Floor. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 

Chairman. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4056, the Commercial Aviation 
MANPADs Defense Act (CAMDA). 

Shoulder-fired missiles pose a serious threat 
to commercial aviation. Al Qaeda, through its 
actions, has clearly expressed the desire to 
strike at commercial aircraft with man-portable 
air defense systems, or MANPADs, and has 
trained its members to use them. Moreover, 
there is some evidence suggesting possible Al 
Qaeda links to two recent incidents involving 
MANPADs: 

In May 2002, a Saudi security patrol found 
a spent SA–7 tube inside a security fence at 
Prince Sultan Airbase; 

In November 2002, two shoulder-fired mis-
siles were launched against a chartered Israeli 
Boeing 757–300 departing Kenya. 

MANPADs have proliferated into the hands 
of terrorists and insurgents. In fact, the num-

ber of MANPADs that cannot be accounted 
for—has greatly increased over the last year 
due largely to our war with Iraq. 

We also know that commercial aircraft are 
vulnerable. It has been estimated that over the 
last 25 years there have been as many as 35 
attempts to shoot down civilian aircraft, result-
ing in the loss of 24 aircraft and 500 deaths. 
There is evidence to suggest that, in at least 
a few instances, multengine jets have been 
destroyed by MANPADs. And just last Novem-
ber, a DHL Airbus A–300 was severely dam-
aged over Baghdad—actually losing hydraulics 
and flight controls—after being hit by a shoul-
der-fired missile. 

The bill now before us was introduced by 
Aviation Subcommittee Chairman MICA, Rank-
ing Member DEFAZIO and Mr. ISRAEL. 

The bill would require the President to pur-
sue strong international diplomatic and coop-
erative efforts, including bilateral and multilat-
eral treaties, that would limit the transfer and 
proliferation as well as encourage the destruc-
tion of MANPADs. This provision was inspired 
largely by our colleague from New York, Mr. 
ISRAEL. Based on suggestions by our col-
leagues on the International Relations Com-
mittee, the bill has been amended to provide 
greater detail on the types of international co-
operative and diplomatic measures the Presi-
dent should pursue. 

The Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) is currently involved in a $120 million 
research effort to develop airborne antimissile 
defense countermeasures for commercial air-
craft. CAMDA will expedite the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) airworthiness and 
safety certification process for these 
cuontermeasure systems. 

CAMDA also encourages the President to 
pursue programs to reduce the number of 
MANPADs worldwide. 

Additionally, CAMDA requires the DHS to 
report to the House Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee and the Senate Com-
merce Committee on the status of MANPAD 
vulnerability assessments that it is conducting 
at U.S. airports. The DHS will also report on 
any contingency plans that have been devel-
oped in the event that we receive indications 
that there is a high threat of a MANPAD at-
tack. 

I thank Chairman MICA, Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO, and Mr. ISRAEL for their strong lead-
ership on this issue, and I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4065, The Man-Port-
able Surface-to-Air Missiles Defense Act. 

In response to the September 11, 2001, at-
tacks, Congress passed the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act (ATSA) to ensure 
the safety of airline passengers. 

This legislation expanded the federal air 
marshal program, required that all cockpit 
doors be strengthened, armed pilots, in-
creased screening of passengers and required 
increased screening of passenger baggage 
using explosive detection systems. 

Congressional efforts have, in large part, fo-
cused on in-flight safety and airport security, 
but an important vulnerability still exists. Com-
mercial airliners are vulnerable to attacks from 
man-portable surface-to-air missiles during 
each takeoff and landing. 

Man-portable surface-to-air missiles are un-
fortunately accessible and relatively inexpen-
sive; on the black market, the systems can be 

purchased for less than $100,000. Thousands 
of man-portable surface-to-air missiles exist 
around the world, many in the hands of guer-
rilla and terrorist groups. These groups have 
already demonstrated their intent to use man- 
portable surface-to-air missiles on civilian air-
craft on more than one occasion. 

The Dallas-Fort Worth Airport, which is the 
sixth largest airport in the country, is located 
in my congressional district. Millions of airline 
passengers travel through DFW airport each 
year, and I am concerned about this vulner-
ability. 

That is why I am a proud cosponsor of 
Chairman MICA’s Commercial Aviation Man 
Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles Defense Act 
of 2004. 

This legislation will help to protect airline 
passengers and crew from the man-portable 
surface-to-air missiles threat. H.R. 4065 re-
quires the FAA to expedite airworthiness cer-
tification of the missile defense systems for 
commercial aircraft. 

Additionally, it requires that the Department 
of Homeland Security report to Congress 
about the vulnerability assessment reports 
they are conducting at U.S. airports. DHS is 
also directed to report any recommendations 
that are issued regarding ground-based de-
fense policies or procedures. 

The Man-Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles 
Defense Act urges the President to continue 
working with our international diplomatic part-
ners to reduce or eliminate the availability of 
man-portable surface-to-air missiles world-
wide. 

Again, I would like to reiterate my support 
for the Man-Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles 
Defense Act and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4056, which urges the 
President, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
and the Department of Homeland Security to 
move forward with the protection of commer-
cial aircraft from MANPADS attacks. I want to 
commend my colleague from Florida for intro-
ducing this critical legislation that not only pro-
tects commercial aircraft here in the United 
States but also takes an aggressive step to 
encourage the rest of the world to increase 
their own safety measures concerning air trav-
el. 

It is imperative that we in Congress realize 
that heat-seeking infrared surface-to-air mis-
siles currently held by terrorist organizations 
pose an imminent threat to commercial air-
craft. The terrorist use of MANPADS has re-
sulted in the deaths of more than 350 innocent 
people. When in possession of those intending 
to inflict harm, MANPADS are extremely effec-
tive and extremely dangerous. An estimated 
27 terrorist organizations are known to have 
heat-seeking missiles, and over 500,000 pro-
duced worldwide can easily be purchased on 
the black market for $25,000 to $50,000. 

Last year, I worked with the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security to se-
cure funds for this crucial program to be ap-
plied on commercial aircraft. Chairman ROG-
ERS generously provided $60 million for fiscal 
year 2004 and has added funds again in this 
year’s Homeland Security appropriations bill. 
There are MANPADS defense systems in de-
velopment right now across the country includ-
ing a facility in Rolling Meadows, IL, which is 
in my district. This system is already being 
used and has been proven to be effective on 
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our C–17 military aircraft. In order to protect 
our larger military aircraft, the Department of 
Defense has already spent close to $1 billion 
developing and deploying systems that defeat 
this threat on numerous large body aircraft. 

The Commercial Aviation MANPADS De-
fense Act of 2004 takes the next step in the 
process of ensuring that every commercial air-
craft is equipped with these antimissile de-
vices. The bill readies our airports for the im-
plementation of these defense systems and 
goes even further in the defense against 
MANPADS attacks by establishing programs 
to reduce the number of MANPADS worldwide 
so that fewer of these missiles will be avail-
able for trade and sale. 

Once again I would like to commend Rep-
resentative MICA for introducing this legislation 
and urge my colleagues to vote in favor of the 
bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4056, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4056. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

b 1845 

NORTH KOREAN HUMAN RIGHTS 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4011) to promote human rights 
and freedom in the Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea, and for other 
purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4011 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘North Ko-
rean Human Rights Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

Sec. 3. Findings. 
Sec. 4. Purposes. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

Sec. 101. Sense of Congress regarding nego-
tiations with North Korea. 

Sec. 102. Support for human rights and de-
mocracy programs. 

Sec. 103. Radio broadcasting to North Korea. 
Sec. 104. Actions to promote freedom of in-

formation. 
Sec. 105. United Nations Commission on 

Human Rights. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS 

IN NEED 
Sec. 201. Report on United States humani-

tarian assistance. 
Sec. 202. Assistance provided inside North 

Korea. 
Sec. 203. Assistance provided outside of 

North Korea. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
Sec. 301. United States policy toward refu-

gees and defectors. 
Sec. 302. Eligibility for refugee or asylum 

consideration. 
Sec. 303. Facilitating submission of applica-

tions for admission as a ref-
ugee. 

Sec. 304. United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

Sec. 305. Annual reports. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) According to the Department of State, 

the Government of North Korea is ‘‘a dicta-
torship under the absolute rule of Kim Jong 
Il’’ that continues to commit numerous, seri-
ous human rights abuses. 

(2) The Government of North Korea at-
tempts to control all information, artistic 
expression, academic works, and media ac-
tivity inside North Korea and strictly cur-
tails freedom of speech and access to foreign 
broadcasts. 

(3) The Government of North Korea sub-
jects all its citizens to systematic, intensive 
political and ideological indoctrination in 
support of the cult of personality glorifying 
Kim Jong Il and the late Kim Il Sung that 
approaches the level of a state religion. 

(4) The Government of North Korea divides 
its population into categories, based on per-
ceived loyalty to the leadership, which de-
termines access to food, employment, higher 
education, place of residence, medical facili-
ties, and other resources. 

(5) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[t]he [North Korean] Penal Code is 
[d]raconian, stipulating capital punishment 
and confiscation of assets for a wide variety 
of ‘crimes against the revolution,’ including 
defection, attempted defection, slander of 
the policies of the Party or State, listening 
to foreign broadcasts, writing ‘reactionary’ 
letters, and possessing reactionary printed 
matter’’. 

(6) The Government of North Korea exe-
cutes political prisoners, opponents of the re-
gime, some repatriated defectors, some 
members of underground churches, and oth-
ers, sometimes at public meetings attended 
by workers, students, and schoolchildren. 

(7) The Government of North Korea holds 
an estimated 200,000 political prisoners in 
camps that its State Security Agency man-
ages through the use of forced labor, beat-
ings, torture, and executions, and in which 
many prisoners also die from disease, starva-
tion, and exposure. 

(8) According to eyewitness testimony pro-
vided to the United States Congress by 
North Korean camp survivors, camp inmates 
have been used as sources of slave labor for 

the production of export goods, as targets for 
martial arts practice, and as experimental 
victims in the testing of chemical and bio-
logical poisons. 

(9) According to credible reports, including 
eyewitness testimony provided to the United 
States Congress, North Korean Government 
officials prohibit live births in prison camps, 
and forced abortion and the killing of new-
born babies are standard prison practices. 

(10) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[g]enuine religious freedom does not exist 
in North Korea’’ and, according to the 
United States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom, ‘‘[t]he North Korean 
state severely represses public and private 
religious activities’’ with penalties that re-
portedly include arrest, imprisonment, tor-
ture, and sometimes execution. 

(11) More than 2,000,000 North Koreans are 
estimated to have died of starvation since 
the early 1990s because of the failure of the 
centralized agricultural and public distribu-
tion systems operated by the Government of 
North Korea. 

(12) According to a 2002 United Nations-Eu-
ropean Union survey, nearly one out of every 
ten children in North Korea suffers from 
acute malnutrition and four out of every ten 
children in North Korea are chronically mal-
nourished. 

(13) Since 1995, the United States has pro-
vided more than 2,000,000 tons of humani-
tarian food assistance to the people of North 
Korea, primarily through the World Food 
Program. 

(14) Although United States food assist-
ance has undoubtedly saved many North Ko-
rean lives and there have been minor im-
provements in transparency relating to the 
distribution of such assistance in North 
Korea, the Government of North Korea con-
tinues to deny the World Food Program 
forms of access necessary to properly mon-
itor the delivery of food aid, including the 
ability to conduct random site visits, the use 
of native Korean-speaking employees, and 
travel access throughout North Korea. 

(15) The risk of starvation, the threat of 
persecution, and the lack of freedom and op-
portunity in North Korea have caused large 
numbers, perhaps even hundreds of thou-
sands, of North Koreans to flee their home-
land, primarily into China. 

(16) North Korean women and girls, par-
ticularly those who have fled into China, are 
at risk of being kidnapped, trafficked, and 
sexually exploited inside China, where many 
are sold as brides or concubines, or forced to 
work as prostitutes. 

(17) The Governments of China and North 
Korea have been conducting aggressive cam-
paigns to locate North Koreans who are in 
China without permission and to forcibly re-
turn them to North Korea, where they rou-
tinely face torture and imprisonment, and 
sometimes execution. 

(18) Despite China’s obligations as a party 
to the 1951 United Nations Convention Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees and the 1967 
Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees 
China routinely classifies North Koreans 
seeking asylum in China as mere ‘‘economic 
migrants’’ and returns them to North Korea 
without regard to the serious threat of perse-
cution they face upon their return. 

(19) The Government of China does not pro-
vide North Koreans whose asylum requests 
are rejected a right to have the rejection re-
viewed prior to deportation despite its obli-
gations under the 1951 United Nations Con-
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees 
and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status 
of Refugees. 

(20) North Koreans who seek asylum while 
in China are routinely imprisoned and tor-
tured, and in some cases killed, after they 
are returned to North Korea. 
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(21) The Government of China has de-

tained, convicted, and imprisoned foreign aid 
workers attempting to assist North Korean 
refugees, including the Reverend Choi Bong 
Il, in proceedings that did not comply with 
Chinese law or international standards. 

(22) In January 2000, North Korean agents 
inside China allegedly abducted the Rev-
erend Kim Dong-shik, a United States per-
manent resident and advocate for North Ko-
rean refugees, whose condition and where-
abouts remain unknown. 

(23) Between 1994 and 2003, South Korea has 
admitted approximately 3,800 North Korean 
refugees for domestic resettlement, a num-
ber small in comparison with the total num-
ber of North Korean escapees, but far greater 
than the number legally admitted by any 
other country. 

(24) Although the principal responsibility 
for North Korean refugee resettlement natu-
rally falls to the Government of South 
Korea, the United States should play a lead-
ership role in focusing international atten-
tion on the plight of these refugees, and for-
mulating international solutions to that pro-
found humanitarian dilemma. 

(25) In addition to infringing the rights of 
its own citizens, the Government of North 
Korea has been responsible in years past for 
the abduction of numerous citizens of South 
Korea and Japan, whose condition and 
whereabouts remain unknown. 
SEC. 4. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to promote respect for and protection of 

fundamental human rights in North Korea; 
(2) to promote a more durable humani-

tarian solution to the plight of North Korean 
refugees; 

(3) to promote increased monitoring, ac-
cess, and transparency in the provision of 
humanitarian assistance inside North Korea; 

(4) to promote the free flow of information 
into and out of North Korea; and 

(5) to promote progress toward the peaceful 
reunification of the Korean peninsula under 
a democratic system of government. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

(2) CHINA.—The term ‘‘China’’ means the 
People’s Republic of China. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘‘humanitarian assistance’’ means assistance 
to meet humanitarian needs, including needs 
for food, medicine, medical supplies, cloth-
ing, and shelter. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North 
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea. 

(5) NORTH KOREANS.—The term ‘‘North Ko-
reans’’ means persons who are citizens or na-
tionals of North Korea. 

(6) SOUTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘South 
Korea’’ means the Republic of Korea. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

SEC. 101. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING NE-
GOTIATIONS WITH NORTH KOREA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the human 
rights of North Koreans should remain a key 
element in future negotiations between the 
United States, North Korea, and other con-
cerned parties in Northeast Asia. 
SEC. 102. SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-

MOCRACY PROGRAMS. 
(a) SUPPORT.—The President is authorized 

to provide grants to private, nonprofit orga-
nizations to support programs that promote 
human rights, democracy, rule of law, and 

the development of a market economy in 
North Korea. Such programs may include ap-
propriate educational and cultural exchange 
programs with North Korean participants, to 
the extent not otherwise prohibited by law. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 103. RADIO BROADCASTING TO NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the United States should fa-
cilitate the unhindered dissemination of in-
formation in North Korea by increasing its 
support for radio broadcasting to North 
Korea, and that the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors should increase broadcasts to 
North Korea from current levels, with a goal 
of providing 12-hour-per-day broadcasting to 
North Korea, including broadcasts by Radio 
Free Asia and Voice of America. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that— 

(1) describes the status of current United 
States broadcasting to North Korea; and 

(2) outlines a plan for increasing such 
broadcasts to 12 hours per day, including a 
detailed description of the technical and fis-
cal requirements necessary to implement the 
plan. 
SEC. 104. ACTIONS TO PROMOTE FREEDOM OF IN-

FORMATION. 
(a) ACTIONS.—The President is authorized 

to take such actions as may be necessary to 
increase the availability of information in-
side North Korea by increasing the avail-
ability of sources of information not con-
trolled by the Government of North Korea, 
including sources such as radios capable of 
receiving broadcasting from outside North 
Korea. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out subsection (a). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 3 years thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, after consultation with the heads of 
other appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report, in classi-
fied form, on actions taken pursuant to this 
section. 
SEC. 105. UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION ON 

HUMAN RIGHTS. 
It is the sense of Congress that the United 

Nations has a significant role to play in pro-
moting and improving human rights in 
North Korea, and that— 

(1) the United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights (UNCHR) has taken positive 
steps by adopting Resolution 2003/10 and Res-
olution 2004/13 on the situation of human 
rights in North Korea, and particularly by 
requesting the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights 
in North Korea; and 

(2) the severe human rights violations 
within North Korea warrant country-specific 
attention and reporting by the United Na-
tions Working Group on Arbitrary Deten-
tion, the Working Group on Enforced and In-

voluntary Disappearances, the Special 
Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary, or 
Arbitrary Executions, the Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Food, the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on the Promotion and Pro-
tection of the Right to Freedom of Opinion 
and Expression, the Special Rapporteur on 
Freedom of Religion or Belief, and the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on Violence Against Women. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS IN 

NEED 
SEC. 201. REPORT ON UNITED STATES HUMANI-

TARIAN ASSISTANCE. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 2 years thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, in conjunction with 
the Secretary of State, shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that describes— 

(1) all activities to provide humanitarian 
assistance inside North Korea, and to North 
Koreans outside of North Korea, that receive 
United States funding; 

(2) any improvements in humanitarian 
transparency, monitoring, and access inside 
North Korea during the previous 1-year pe-
riod, including progress toward meeting the 
conditions identified in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 202(b); and 

(3) specific efforts to secure improved hu-
manitarian transparency, monitoring, and 
access inside North Korea made by the 
United States and United States grantees, 
including the World Food Program, during 
the previous 1-year period. 

(b) FORM.—The information required by 
subsection (a)(1) may be provided in classi-
fied form if necessary. 
SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED INSIDE NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE THROUGH 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AND INTERNATIONAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) at the same time that Congress sup-
ports the provision of humanitarian assist-
ance to the people of North Korea on human-
itarian grounds, such assistance also should 
be provided and monitored so as to minimize 
the possibility that such assistance could be 
diverted to political or military use, and to 
maximize the likelihood that it will reach 
the most vulnerable North Koreans; 

(2) significant increases above current lev-
els of United States support for humani-
tarian assistance provided inside North 
Korea should be conditioned upon substan-
tial improvements in transparency, moni-
toring, and access to vulnerable populations 
throughout North Korea; and 

(3) the United States should encourage 
other countries that provide food and other 
humanitarian assistance to North Korea to 
do so through monitored, transparent chan-
nels, rather than through direct, bilateral 
transfers to the Government of North Korea. 

(b) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No department, 
agency, or entity of the United States Gov-
ernment may provide humanitarian assist-
ance to any department, agency, or entity of 
the Government of North Korea unless such 
United States Government department, 
agency, or entity certifies in writing to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the Government of North Korea has taken 
steps to ensure that— 

(1) such assistance is delivered, distributed, 
and monitored according to internationally 
recognized humanitarian standards; 

(2) such assistance is provided on a needs 
basis, and is not used as a political reward or 
tool of coercion; 

(3) such assistance reaches the intended 
beneficiaries, who are informed of the source 
of the assistance; and 
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(4) humanitarian access to all vulnerable 

groups in North Korea is allowed, no matter 
where in the country they may be located. 

(c) NONHUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE 
GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No depart-
ment, agency, or entity of the United States 
Government may provide nonhumanitarian 
assistance to any department, agency, or en-
tity of the Government of North Korea un-
less such United States Government depart-
ment, agency, or entity certifies in writing 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that the Government of North Korea has 
made substantial progress toward— 

(1) respecting and protecting basic human 
rights, including freedom of religion, of the 
people of North Korea; 

(2) providing for significant family reunifi-
cation between North Koreans and their de-
scendants and relatives in the United States; 

(3) fully disclosing all information regard-
ing citizens of Japan and the Republic of 
Korea abducted by the Government of North 
Korea; 

(4) allowing such abductees, along with 
their families, complete and genuine freedom 
to leave North Korea and return to the 
abductees’ original home countries; 

(5) significantly reforming its prison and 
labor camp system, and subjecting such re-
forms to independent international moni-
toring; and 

(6) decriminalizing political expression and 
activity. 

(d) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
prohibition contained in subsection (b) or (c) 
if the President determines that it is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States to do so. Prior to exercising the waiv-
er authority contained in the preceding sen-
tence, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that contains the determination of the 
President pursuant to the preceding sentence 
and a description of the assistance to be pro-
vided. 
SEC. 203. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED OUTSIDE OF 

NORTH KOREA. 
(a) ASSISTANCE.—The President is author-

ized to provide assistance to support organi-
zations or persons that provide humani-
tarian assistance to North Koreans who are 
outside of North Korea without the permis-
sion of the Government of North Korea. 

(b) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) should be used to 
provide— 

(1) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean refugees, defectors, migrants, and or-
phans outside of North Korea, which may in-
clude support for refugee camps or tem-
porary settlements; and 

(2) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean women outside of North Korea who are 
victims of trafficking, as defined in section 
103(14) of the Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(14)), or are in dan-
ger of being trafficked. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to funds other-

wise available for such purposes, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
2005 through 2008 to carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
SEC. 301. UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD REFU-

GEES AND DEFECTORS. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
heads of other appropriate Federal depart-
ments and agencies, shall submit to the ap-

propriate congressional committees and the 
Committees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a report that 
describes the situation of North Korean refu-
gees and explains United States Government 
policy toward North Korean nationals out-
side of North Korea. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 
(1) an assessment of the circumstances fac-

ing North Korean refugees and migrants in 
hiding, particularly in China, and of the cir-
cumstances they face if forcibly returned to 
North Korea; 

(2) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans in China have effective access to per-
sonnel of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and of whether the Gov-
ernment of China is fulfilling its obligations 
under the 1951 Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, particularly Articles 31, 
32, and 33 of such Convention; 

(3) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans presently have unobstructed access to 
United States refugee and asylum proc-
essing, and of United States policy toward 
North Koreans who may present themselves 
at United States embassies or consulates and 
request protection as refugees or asylum 
seekers and resettlement in the United 
States; 

(4) the total number of North Koreans who 
have been admitted into the United States as 
refugees or asylees in each of the past five 
years; 

(5) an estimate of the number of North Ko-
reans with family connections to United 
States citizens; and 

(6) a description of the measures that the 
Secretary of State is taking to carry out sec-
tion 303. 

(c) FORM.—The information required by 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b) 
shall be provided in unclassified form. All or 
part of the information required by sub-
section (b)(6) may be provided in classified 
form, if necessary. 
SEC. 302. ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEE OR ASYLUM 

CONSIDERATION. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to clarify that North Koreans are not 
barred from eligibility for refugee status or 
asylum in the United States on account of 
any legal right to citizenship they may enjoy 
under the Constitution of the Republic of 
Korea. It is not intended in any way to preju-
dice whatever rights to citizenship North Ko-
reans may enjoy under the Constitution of 
the Republic of Korea, or to apply to former 
North Korean nationals who have availed 
themselves of those rights. 

(b) TREATMENT OF NATIONALS OF NORTH 
KOREA.—For purposes of eligibility for ref-
ugee status under section 207 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157), 
or for asylum under section 208 of such Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1158), a national of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea shall not be con-
sidered a national of the Republic of Korea. 
SEC. 303. FACILITATING SUBMISSION OF APPLI-

CATIONS FOR ADMISSION AS A REF-
UGEE. 

The Secretary of State shall undertake to 
facilitate the submission of applications 
under section 207 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) by citizens of 
North Korea seeking protection as refugees 
(as defined in section 101(a)(42) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)). 
SEC. 304. UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 

FOR REFUGEES. 
(a) ACTIONS IN CHINA.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 
(1) the Government of China has obligated 

itself to provide the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) with 
unimpeded access to North Koreans inside 
its borders to enable the UNHCR to deter-

mine whether they are refugees and whether 
they require assistance, pursuant to the 1951 
United Nations Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the 1967 Protocol Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees, and Article 
III, paragraph 5 of the 1995 Agreement on the 
Upgrading of the UNHCR Mission in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to UNHCR Branch Of-
fice in the People’s Republic of China (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘UNHCR Mis-
sion Agreement’’); 

(2) the United States, other UNHCR donor 
governments, and UNHCR should persist-
ently and at the highest levels continue to 
urge the Government of China to abide by its 
previous commitments to allow UNHCR 
unimpeded access to North Korean refugees 
inside China; 

(3) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally employ as professionals or 
Experts on Mission persons with significant 
experience in humanitarian assistance work 
among displaced North Koreans in China; 

(4) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally contract with appropriate 
nongovernmental organizations that have a 
proven record of providing humanitarian as-
sistance to displaced North Koreans in 
China; 

(5) the UNHCR should pursue a multilat-
eral agreement to adopt an effective ‘‘first 
asylum’’ policy that guarantees safe haven 
and assistance to North Korean refugees; and 

(6) should the Government of China begin 
actively fulfilling its obligations toward 
North Korean refugees, all countries, includ-
ing the United States, and relevant inter-
national organizations should increase levels 
of humanitarian assistance provided inside 
China to help defray costs associated with 
the North Korean refugee presence. 

(b) ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS.—It is fur-
ther the sense of Congress that— 

(1) if the Government of China continues to 
refuse to provide the UNHCR with access to 
North Koreans within its borders, the 
UNHCR should initiate arbitration pro-
ceedings pursuant to Article XVI of the 
UNHCR Mission Agreement and appoint an 
arbitrator for the UNHCR; and 

(2) because access to refugees is essential 
to the UNHCR mandate and to the purpose of 
a UNHCR branch office, a failure to assert 
those arbitration rights in present cir-
cumstances would constitute a significant 
abdication by the UNHCR of one of its core 
responsibilities. 
SEC. 305. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

(a) IMMIGRATION INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and every 12 months thereafter 
for each of the following 5 years, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit a joint report to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and the Committees on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate on 
the operation of this title during the pre-
vious year, which shall include— 

(1) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
political asylum and the number who were 
granted political asylum; and 

(2) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
refugee status and the number who were 
granted refugee status. 

(b) COUNTRIES OF PARTICULAR CONCERN.— 
The President shall include in each annual 
report on proposed refugee admission pursu-
ant to section 207(d) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157(d)), informa-
tion about specific measures taken to facili-
tate access to the United States refugee pro-
gram for individuals who have fled countries 
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of particular concern for violations of reli-
gious freedom, identified pursuant to section 
402(b) of the International Religious Free-
dom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6442(b)). The report 
shall include, for each country of particular 
concern, a description of access of the na-
tionals or former habitual residents of that 
country to a refugee determination on the 
basis of— 

(1) referrals by external agencies to a ref-
ugee adjudication; 

(2) groups deemed to be of special humani-
tarian concern to the United States for pur-
poses of refugee resettlement; and 

(3) family links to the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4011, 
as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, during the past 21⁄2 

years, the Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific has received testimony 
from a number of North Koreans who 
have survived some of the greatest rig-
ors of the human condition. Their ac-
counts buttress the growing awareness 
that the people of North Korea have 
endured some of the most acute hu-
manitarian traumas of our time. 

Inside North Korea, they suffer at the 
hands of a totalitarian dynasty that 
permits no dissent and strictly curtails 
freedoms of speech, press, religion, and 
assembly. The regime maintains a bru-
tal system of prison camps that house 
an estimated 200,000 political inmates 
who are subjected to slave labor, tor-
ture, and even lethal chemical experi-
mentation. Since the collapse of the 
centralized agricultural system in the 
1990s, more than 2 million North Kore-
ans are estimated to have died of star-
vation. 

North Koreans outside of North 
Korea are also uniquely vulnerable. 
Many thousands are hiding inside 
China, which currently refuses the U.N. 
High Commissioner for Refugees to 
evaluate and identify genuine refugees 
among the North Korean migrant pop-
ulation. China forcibly returns North 
Koreans to North Korea, where they 
routinely face imprisonment and tor-
ture and sometimes execution. Inside 
China, North Korean women and girls 
are particularly vulnerable to traf-
ficking in sexual exploitation. 

Provoked by these crises, this broad-
ly bipartisan legislation aims to pro-
mote international cooperation on 
human rights and refugee protection, 
and increased transparency in the pro-
vision of humanitarian assistance to 
the people of North Korea. 

On the human rights front, this bill 
underscores the importance of human 
rights issues in future negotiations 
with North Korea. It authorizes funds 
for programs to promote human rights, 
democracy, rule of law, a market econ-
omy, and freedom of information. It 
also urges additional North Korea-spe-
cific attention by appropriate U.N. 
human rights authorities. 

On the humanitarian front, the bill 
authorizes increased funding for assist-
ance to North Koreans outside of North 
Korea, including refugees, orphans, and 
trafficking victims. It endorses, but 
also seeks, greater transparency, for 
the delivery of U.S. humanitarian aid 
inside North Korea. Finally, it would 
condition direct assistance to the 
North Korean government on human 
rights and transparency benchmarks, 
but allows the President to waive those 
restrictions for national security pur-
poses. 

In terms of refugee protection, the 
bill requires a formal clarification of 
U.S. policy and affirms the eligibility 
of North Koreans to seek protection as 
refugees under U.S. law. It also urges 
the U.N. High Commissioner For Refu-
gees to use all available means to gain 
access to North Koreans in China. Al-
though the principal responsibility for 
North Korean refugee resettlement 
naturally falls to the government of 
South Korea, the United States should 
play a leadership role in focusing inter-
national attention on the plight of 
those refugees in formulating inter-
national solutions to their profound 
humanitarian dilemma. 

I want to remove any danger that 
overseas audiences may misunderstand 
the intent or content of this bill. Allow 
me to state unequivocally, this legisla-
tion is a purely humanitarian endeav-
or. There are no hidden agendas. In-
deed, the committee of jurisdiction is 
deeply indebted to the concerns ex-
pressed by thousands of American citi-
zens of Korean descent who are con-
vinced that for too long the inter-
national community has largely ig-
nored the plight of their brethren in 
the North. 

As explained in the report of the 
Committee on International Relations: 
‘‘H.R. 4011 is motivated by a genuine 
desire for improvements in human 
rights, refugee protection, and humani-
tarian transparency. It is not a pretext 
for a hidden strategy to provoke re-
gime collapse or to seek collateral ad-
vantage in ongoing strategic negotia-
tions. While the legislation highlights 
numerous egregious abuses, the Con-
gress remains willing to recognize 
progress in the future and hopes for 
such an opportunity.’’ 

Similarly, with regard to China, this 
bill is not solely critical; it is also aspi-
rational. It makes clear that the 
United States and the international 
community stand ready to provide 
more assistance to help defray the 
costs associated with the North Korean 
migrant presence when China begins 
fulfilling its obligations as a party to 

the 1951 U.N. Refugee Convention. We 
genuinely hope for that opportunity to 
arise. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
for their strong bipartisan endorse-
ment of this bill. In particular, I would 
like to express my gratitude to the 
staff of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and Committee on 
the Judiciary, particularly Doug An-
derson, for their expert consideration, 
and to the House leadership for 
promptly scheduling this important 
legislation. 

Our distinguished ranking member, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS); the distinguished ranking 
member of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA); the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ACKERMAN); and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) of the minority are much appre-
ciated, as is the leadership of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COX); and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROYCE) on the majority 
side. 

Finally I would like to thank Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, whose leadership in 
the other body has both informed and 
helped inspire House action on these 
issues. 

H.R. 4011 is a responsible, creative 
approach to an ongoing human tragedy 
and deserves our unanimous support. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD an exchange of letters between 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) on 
the bill under discussion. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RE-
LATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 16, 2004. 
Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SENSENBRENNER: Thank 
you for your letter regarding H.R. 4011, the 
‘‘North Korean Human Rights Act of 2004,’’ 
which was primarily referred to the Com-
mittee on International Relations and addi-
tionally to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
This Committee ordered the bill reported fa-
vorably on March 31, 2004, and filed its report 
(H. Rept. No. 108–478, Part I) on May 4, 2004. 

I concur that the Committee on the Judici-
ary has jurisdiction over the immigration 
provisions contained in Title III of the bill. I 
am grateful for the cooperation of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in crafting a mutu-
ally agreeable compromise text. Based on 
these discussions, the manager’s amendment 
which the Committee will call up under sus-
pension of the rules will be the text attached 
to your letter. 

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of the bill in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I concur that in 
taking this action your Committee’s juris-
diction over the bill is in no way diminished 
or altered. I will, as you request, include this 
exchange of letters in the Congressional 
Record during consideration of the legisla-
tion on the House floor. 

I appreciate your cooperation in this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, July 15, 2004. 

Hon. HENRY HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: I am writing regard-
ing H.R. 4011, the ‘‘North Korean Human 
Rights Act of 2004’’ which was referred pri-
marily to the Committee on International 
Relations and additionally to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. The Committee on Inter-
national Relations reported the bill favor-
ably on May 4, 2004. H. Rept. No. 108–478, Part 
I. The Committee on the Judiciary’s sec-
ondary referral is currently scheduled to ex-
pire on July 16, 2004. 

I had significant concerns about the immi-
gration provisions contained in Title III on 
the bill as introduced which fall within the 
Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. My staff has had discussions with 
yours, and they have reached a mutually 
agreeable compromise to resolve these con-
cerns. A copy of the compromise language is 
attached. I understand that through staff 
discussions you have indicated your willing-
ness to take the bill to the floor under sus-
pension of the rules and use the attached 
compromise language as the manager’s 
amendment when you do so. 

Based on your agreement to follow this 
course, I agree to waive further consider-
ation of the bill in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary so that the bill may proceed to the 
floor. The Committee on the Judiciary takes 
this action with the understanding that the 
Committee’s jurisdiction over the bill is in 
no way diminished or altered. I would appre-
ciate your including this letter and your re-
sponse in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of the legislation on the House 
floor. 

I appreciate your cooperation in this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., 

Chairman. 
H.R. 4011 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘North Ko-
rean Human Rights Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Findings. 
Sec. 4. Purposes. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

Sec. 101. Sense of Congress regarding nego-
tiations with North Korea. 

Sec. 102. Support for human rights and de-
mocracy programs. 

Sec. 103. Radio broadcasting to North Korea. 
Sec. 104. Actions to promote freedom of in-

formation. 
Sec. 105. United Nations Commission on 

Human Rights. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS 

IN NEED 
Sec. 201. Report on United States humani-

tarian assistance. 
Sec. 202. Assistance provided inside North 

Korea. 
Sec. 203. Assistance provided outside of 

North Korea. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
Sec. 301. United States policy toward refu-

gees and defectors. 

Sec. 302. Eligibility for refugee or asylum 
consideration. 

Sec. 303. Facilitating submission of applica-
tions for admission as a ref-
ugee. 

Sec. 304. United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

Sec. 305. Annual reports. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) According to the Department of State, 

the Government of North Korea is ‘‘a dicta-
torship under the absolute rule of Kim Jong 
Il’’ that continues to commit numerous, seri-
ous human rights abuses. 

(2) The Government of North Korea at-
tempts to control all information, artistic 
expression, academic works, and media ac-
tivity inside North Korea and strictly cur-
tails freedom of speech and access to foreign 
broadcasts. 

(3) The Government of North Korea sub-
jects all its citizens to systematic, intensive 
political and ideological indoctrination in 
support of the cult of personality glorifying 
Kim Jong Il and the late Kim Il Sung that 
approaches the level of a state religion. 

(4) The Government of North Korea divides 
its population into categories, based on per-
ceived loyalty to the leadership, which de-
termines access to food, employment, higher 
education, place of residence, medical facili-
ties, and other resources. 

(5) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[t]he [North Korean] Penal Code is 
[d]raconian, stipulating capital punishment 
and confiscation of assets for a wide variety 
of ‘crimes against the revolution,’ including 
defection, attempted defection, slander of 
the policies of the Party or State, listening 
to foreign broadcasts, writing ‘reactionary’ 
letters, and possessing reactionary printed 
matter’’. 

(6) The Government of North Korea exe-
cutes political prisoners, opponents of the re-
gime, some repatriated defectors, some 
members of underground churches, and oth-
ers, sometimes at public meetings attended 
by workers, students, and schoolchildren. 

(7) The Government of North Korea holds 
an estimated 200,000 political prisoners in 
camps that its State Security Agency man-
ages through the use of forced labor, beat-
ings, torture, and executions, and in which 
many prisoners also die from disease, starva-
tion, and exposure. 

(8) According to eyewitness testimony pro-
vided to the United States Congress by 
North Korean camp survivors, camp inmates 
have been used as sources of slave labor for 
the production of export goods, as targets for 
martial arts practice, and as experimental 
victims in the testing of chemical and bio-
logical poisons. 

(9) According to credible reports, including 
eyewitness testimony provided to the United 
States Congress, North Korean Government 
officials prohibit live births in prison camps, 
and forced abortion and the killing of new-
born babies are standard prison practices. 

(10) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[g]enuine religious freedom does not exist 
in North Korea’’ and, according to the 
United States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom, ‘‘[t]he North Korean 
state severely represses public and private 
religious activities’’ with penalties that re-
portedly include arrest, imprisonment, tor-
ture, and sometimes execution. 

(11) More than 2,000,000 North Koreans are 
estimated to have died of starvation since 
the early 1990s because of the failure of the 
centralized agricultural and public distribu-
tion systems operated by the Government of 
North Korea. 

(12) According to a 2002 United Nations-Eu-
ropean Union survey, nearly one out of every 

ten children in North Korea suffers from 
acute malnutrition and four out of every ten 
children in North Korea are chronically mal-
nourished. 

(13) Since 1995, the United States has pro-
vided more than 2,000,000 tons of humani-
tarian food assistance to the people of North 
Korea, primarily through the World Food 
Program. 

(14) Although United States food assist-
ance has undoubtedly saved many North Ko-
rean lives and there have been minor im-
provements in transparency relating to the 
distribution of such assistance in North 
Korea, the Government of North Korea con-
tinues to deny the World Food Program 
forms of access necessary to properly mon-
itor the delivery of food aid, including the 
ability to conduct random site visits, the use 
of native Korean-speaking employees, and 
travel access throughout North Korea. 

(15) The risk of starvation, the threat of 
persecution, and the lack of freedom and op-
portunity in North Korea have caused large 
numbers, perhaps even hundreds of thou-
sands, of North Koreans to flee their home-
land, primarily into China. 

(16) North Korean women and girls, par-
ticularly those who have fled into China, are 
at risk of being kidnapped, trafficked, and 
sexually exploited inside China, where many 
are sold as brides or concubines, or forced to 
work as prostitutes. 

(17) The Governments of China and North 
Korea have been conducting aggressive cam-
paigns to locate North Koreans who are in 
China without permission and to forcibly re-
turn them to North Korea, where they rou-
tinely face torture and imprisonment, and 
sometimes execution. 

(18) Despite China’s obligations as a party 
to the 1951 United Nations Convention Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees and the 1967 
Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees 
China routinely classifies North Koreans 
seeking asylum in China as mere ‘‘economic 
migrants’’ and returns them to North Korea 
without regard to the serious threat of perse-
cution they face upon their return. 

(19) The Government of China does not pro-
vide North Koreans whose asylum requests 
are rejected a right to have the rejection re-
viewed prior to deportation despite its obli-
gations under the 1951 United Nations Con-
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees 
and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status 
of Refugees. 

(20) North Koreans who seek asylum while 
in China are routinely imprisoned and tor-
tured, and in some cases killed, after they 
are returned to North Korea. 

(21) The Government of China has de-
tained, convicted, and imprisoned foreign aid 
workers attempting to assist North Korean 
refugees, including the Reverend Choi Bong 
Il, in proceedings that did not comply with 
Chinese law or international standards. 

(22) In January 2000, North Korean agents 
inside China allegedly abducted the Rev-
erend Kim Dong-shik, a United States per-
manent resident and advocate for North Ko-
rean refugees, whose condition and where-
abouts remain unknown. 

(23) Between 1994 and 2003, South Korea has 
admitted approximately 3,800 North Korean 
refugees for domestic resettlement, a num-
ber small in comparison with the total num-
ber of North Korean escapees, but far greater 
than the number legally admitted by any 
other country. 

(24) Although the principal responsibility 
for North Korean refugee resettlement natu-
rally falls to the Government of South 
Korea, the United States should play a lead-
ership role in focusing international atten-
tion on the plight of these refugees, formu-
lating international solutions to that pro-
found humanitarian dilemma. 
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(25) In addition to infringing the rights of 

its own citizens, the Government of North 
Korea has been responsible in years past for 
the abduction of numerous citizens of South 
Korea and Japan, whose condition and 
whereabouts remain unknown. 
SEC. 4. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to promote respect for and protection of 

fundamental human rights in North Korea; 
(2) to promote a more durable humani-

tarian solution to the plight of North Korean 
refugees; 

(3) to promote increased monitoring, ac-
cess, and transparency in the provision of 
humanitarian assistance inside North Korea; 

(4) to promote the free flow of information 
into and out of North Korea; and 

(5) to promote progress toward the peaceful 
reunification of the Korean peninsula under 
a democratic system of government. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

(2) CHINA.—The term ‘‘China’’ means the 
People’s Republic of China. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘‘humanitarian assistance’’ means assistance 
to meet humanitarian needs, including needs 
for food, medicine, medical supplies, cloth-
ing, and shelter. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North 
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea. 

(5) NORTH KOREANS.—The term ‘‘North Ko-
reans’’ means persons who are citizens or na-
tionals of North Korea. 

(6) SOUTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘South 
Korea’’ means the Republic of Korea. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

SEC. 101. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING NE-
GOTIATIONS WITH NORTH KOREA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the human 
rights of North Koreans should remain a key 
element in future negotiations between the 
United States, North Korea, and other con-
cerned parties in Northeast Asia. 
SEC. 102. SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-

MOCRACY PROGRAMS. 
(a) SUPPORT.—The President is authorized 

to provide grants to private, nonprofit orga-
nizations to support programs that promote 
human rights, democracy, rule of law, and 
the development of a market economy in 
North Korea. Such programs may include ap-
propriate educational and cultural exchange 
programs with North Korean participants, to 
the extent not otherwise prohibited by law. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 103. RADIO BROADCASTING TO NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the United States should fa-
cilitate the unhindered dissemination of in-
formation in North Korea by increasing its 
support for radio broadcasting to North 
Korea, and that the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors should increase broadcasts to 
North Korea from current levels, with a goal 
of providing 12-hour-per-day broadcasting to 
North Korea, including broadcasts by Radio 
Free Asia and Voice of America. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that— 

(1) describes the status of current United 
States broadcasting to North Korea; and 

(2) outlines a plan for increasing such 
broadcasts to 12 hours per day, including a 
detailed description of the technical and fis-
cal requirements necessary to implement the 
plan. 
SEC. 104. ACTIONS TO PROMOTE FREEDOM OF IN-

FORMATION. 
(a) ACTIONS.—The President is authorized 

to take such actions as may be necessary to 
increase the availability of information in-
side North Korea by increasing the avail-
ability of sources of information not con-
trolled by the Government of North Korea, 
including sources such as radios capable of 
receiving broadcasting from outside North 
Korea. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out subsection (a). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 3 years thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, after consultation with the heads of 
other appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report, in classi-
fied form, on actions taken pursuant to this 
section. 
SEC. 105. UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION ON 

HUMAN RIGHTS. 
It is the sense of Congress that the United 

Nations has a significant role to play in pro-
moting and improving human rights in 
North Korea, and that— 

(1) the United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights (UNCHR) has taken positive 
steps by adopting Resolution 2003/10 and Res-
olution 2004/13 on the situation of human 
rights in North Korea, and particularly by 
requesting the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights 
in North Korea; and 

(2) the severe human rights violations 
within North Korea warrant country-specific 
attention and reporting by the United Na-
tions Working Group on Arbitrary Deten-
tion, the Working Group on Enforced and In-
voluntary Disappearances, the Special 
Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary, or 
Arbitrary Executions, the Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Food, the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on the Promotion and Pro-
tection of the Right to Freedom of Opinion 
and Expression, the Special Rapporteur on 
Freedom of Religion or Belief, and the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on Violence Against Women. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS IN 

NEED 
SEC. 201. REPORT ON UNITED STATES HUMANI-

TARIAN ASSISTANCE. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 2 years thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, in conjunction with 
the Secretary of State, shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that describes— 

(1) all activities to provide humanitarian 
assistance inside North Korea, and to North 
Koreans outside of North Korea, that receive 
United States funding; 

(2) any improvements in humanitarian 
transparency, monitoring, and access inside 

North Korea during the previous 1-year pe-
riod, including progress toward meeting the 
conditions identified in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 202(b); and 

(3) specific efforts to secure improved hu-
manitarian transparency, monitoring, and 
access inside North Korea made by the 
United States and United States grantees, 
including the World Food Program, during 
the previous 1-year period. 

(b) FORM.—The information required by 
subsection (a)(1) may be provided in classi-
fied form if necessary. 
SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED INSIDE NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE THROUGH 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AND INTERNATIONAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) at the same time that Congress sup-
ports the provision of humanitarian assist-
ance to the people of North Korea on human-
itarian grounds, such assistance also should 
be provided and monitored so as to minimize 
the possibility that such assistance could be 
diverted to political or military use, and to 
maximize the likelihood that it will reach 
the most vulnerable North Koreans; 

(2) significant increases above current lev-
els of United States support for humani-
tarian assistance provided inside North 
Korea should be conditioned upon substan-
tial improvements in transparency, moni-
toring, and access to vulnerable populations 
throughout North Korea; and 

(3) the United States should encourage 
other countries that provide food and other 
humanitarian assistance to North Korea to 
do so through monitored, transparent chan-
nels, rather than through direct, bilateral 
transfers to the Government of North Korea. 

(b) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No department, 
agency, or entity of the United States Gov-
ernment may provide humanitarian assist-
ance to any department, agency, or entity of 
the Government of North Korea unless such 
United States Government department, 
agency, or entity certifies in writing to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the Government of North Korea has taken 
steps to ensure that— 

(1) such assistance is delivered, distributed, 
and monitored according to internationally 
recognized humanitarian standards; 

(2) such assistance is provided on a needs 
basis, and is not used as a political reward or 
tool of coercion; 

(3) such assistance reaches the intended 
beneficiaries, who are informed of the source 
of the assistance; and 

(4) humanitarian access to all vulnerable 
groups in North Korea is allowed, no matter 
where in the country they may be located. 

(c) NONHUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE 
GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No depart-
ment, agency, or entity of the United States 
Government may provide nonhumanitarian 
assistance to any department, agency, or en-
tity of the Government of North Korea un-
less such United States Government depart-
ment, agency, or entity certifies in writing 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that the Government of North Korea has 
made substantial progress toward— 

(1) respecting and protecting basic human 
rights, including freedom of religion, of the 
people of North Korea; 

(2) providing for significant family reunifi-
cation between North Koreans and their de-
scendants and relatives in the United States; 

(3) fully disclosing all information regard-
ing citizens of Japan and the Republic of 
Korea abducted by the Government of North 
Korea; 

(4) allowing such abductees, along with 
their families, complete and genuine freedom 
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to leave North Korea and return to the 
abductees’ original home countries; 

(5) significantly reforming its prison and 
labor camp system, and subjecting such re-
forms to independent international moni-
toring; and 

(6) decriminalizing political expression and 
activity. 

(d) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
prohibition contained in subsection (b) or (c) 
if the President determines that it is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States to do so. Prior to exercising the waiv-
er authority contained in the preceding sen-
tence, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that contains the determination of the 
President pursuant to the preceding sentence 
and a description of the assistance to be pro-
vided. 
SEC. 203. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED OUTSIDE OF 

NORTH KOREA. 
(a) ASSISTANCE.—The President is author-

ized to provide assistance to support organi-
zations or persons that provide humani-
tarian assistance to North Koreans who are 
outside of North Korea without the permis-
sion of the Government of North Korea. 

(b) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) should be used to 
provide— 

(1) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean refugees, defectors, migrants, and or-
phans outside of North Korea, which may in-
clude support for refugee camps or tem-
porary settlements; and 

(2) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean women outside of North Korea who are 
victims of trafficking, as defined in section 
103(14) of the Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(14)), or are in dan-
ger of being trafficked. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to funds other-

wise available for such purposes, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
2005 through 2008 to carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
SEC. 301. UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD REFU-

GEES AND DEFECTORS. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
heads of other appropriate Federal depart-
ments and agencies, shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees and the 
Committees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a report that 
describes the situation of North Korean refu-
gees and explains United States Government 
policy toward North Korean nationals out-
side of North Korea. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 
(1) an assessment of the circumstances fac-

ing North Korean refugees and migrants in 
hiding, particularly in China, and of the cir-
cumstances they face if forcibly returned to 
North Korea; 

(2) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans in China have effective access to per-
sonnel of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and of whether the Gov-
ernment of China is fulfilling its obligations 
under the 1951 Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, particularly Articles 31, 
32, and 33 of such Convention; 

(3) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans presently have unobstructed access to 
United States refugee and asylum proc-
essing, and of United States policy toward 
North Koreans who may present themselves 

at United States embassies or consulates and 
request protection as refugees or asylum 
seekers and resettlement in the United 
States; 

(4) the total number of North Koreans who 
have been admitted into the United States as 
refugees or asylees in each of the past five 
years; 

(5) an estimate of the number of North Ko-
reans with family connections to United 
States citizens; and 

(6) a description of the measures that the 
Secretary of State is taking to carry out sec-
tion 303. 

(c) FORM.—The information required by 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b) 
shall be provided in unclassified form. All or 
part of the information required by sub-
section (b)(6) may be provided in classified 
form, if necessary. 
SEC. 302. ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEE OR ASYLUM 

CONSIDERATION. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to clarify that North Koreans are not 
barred from eligibility for refugee status or 
asylum in the United States on account of 
any legal right to citizenship they may enjoy 
under the Constitution of the Republic of 
Korea. It is not intended in any way to preju-
dice whatever rights to citizenship North Ko-
reans may enjoy under the Constitution of 
the Republic of Korea, or to apply to former 
North Korean nationals who have availed 
themselves of those rights. 

(b) TREATMENT OF NATIONALS OF NORTH 
KOREA.—For purposes of eligibility for ref-
ugee status under section 207 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157), 
or for asylum under section 208 of such Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1158), a national of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea shall not be con-
sidered a national of the Republic of Korea. 
SEC. 303. FACILITATING SUBMISSION OF APPLI-

CATIONS FOR ADMISSION AS A REF-
UGEE. 

The Secretary of State shall undertake to 
facilitate the submission of applications 
under section 207 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) by citizens of 
North Korea seeking protection as refugees 
(as defined in section 101(a)(42) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)). 
SEC. 304. UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 

FOR REFUGEES. 
(a) ACTIONS IN CHINA.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 
(1) the Government of China has obligated 

itself to provide the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) with 
unimpeded access to North Koreans inside 
its borders to enable the UNHCR to deter-
mine whether they are refugees and whether 
they require assistance, pursuant to the 1951 
United Nations Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the 1967 Protocol Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees, and Article 
III, paragraph 5 of the 1995 Agreement on the 
Upgrading of the UNHCR Mission in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to UNHCR Branch Of-
fice in the People’s Republic of China (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘UNHCR Mis-
sion Agreement’’); 

(2) the United States, other UNHCR donor 
governments, and UNHCR should persist-
ently and at the highest levels continue to 
urge the Government of China to abide by its 
previous commitments to allow UNHCR 
unimpeded access to North Korean refugees 
inside China; 

(3) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally employ as professionals or 
Experts on Mission persons with significant 
experience in humanitarian assistance work 
among displaced North Koreans in China; 

(4) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 

should liberally contract with appropriate 
nongovernmental organizations that have a 
proven record of providing humanitarian as-
sistance to displaced North Koreans in 
China; 

(5) the UNHCR should pursue a multilat-
eral agreement to adopt an effective ‘‘first 
asylum’’ policy that guarantees safe haven 
and assistance to North Korean refugees; and 

(6) should the Government of China begin 
actively fulfilling its obligations toward 
North Korean refugees, all countries, includ-
ing the United States, and relevant inter-
national organizations should increase levels 
of humanitarian assistance provided inside 
China to help defray costs associated with 
the North Korean refugee presence. 

(b) ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS.—It is fur-
ther the sense of Congress that— 

(1) if the Government of China continues to 
refuse to provide the UNHCR with access to 
North Koreans within its borders, the 
UNHCR should initiate arbitration pro-
ceedings pursuant to Article XVI of the 
UNHCR Mission Agreement and appoint an 
arbitrator for the UNHCR; and 

(2) because access to refugees is essential 
to the UNHCR mandate and to the purpose of 
a UNHCR branch office, a failure to assert 
those arbitration rights in present cir-
cumstances would constitute a significant 
abdication by the UNHCR of one of its core 
responsibilities. 
SEC. 305. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

(a) IMMIGRATION INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and every 12 months thereafter 
for each of the following 5 years, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit a joint report to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and the Committees on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate on 
the operation of this title during the pre-
vious year, which shall include— 

(1) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
political asylum and the number who were 
granted political asylum; and 

(2) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
refugee status and the number who were 
granted refugee status. 

(b) COUNTRIES OF PARTICULAR CONCERN.— 
The President shall include in each annual 
report on proposed refugee admission pursu-
ant to section 207(d) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157(d)), informa-
tion about specific measures taken to facili-
tate access to the United States refugee pro-
gram for individuals who have fled countries 
of particular concern for violations of reli-
gious freedom, identified pursuant to section 
402(b) of the International Religious Free-
dom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6442(b)). The report 
shall include, for each country of particular 
concern, a description of access of the na-
tionals or former habitual residents of that 
country to a refugee determination on the 
basis of— 

(1) referrals by external agencies to a ref-
ugee adjudication; 

(2) groups deemed to be of special humani-
tarian concern to the United States for pur-
poses of refugee resettlement; and 

(3) family links to the United States. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 

legislation. I urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

I would first like to commend my 
dear friend and distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
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LEACH), for his introduction of the 
North Korean Human Rights Act; and I 
want to thank my good friend, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA), for his hard work on 
this bill as well. 

Mr. Speaker, United States policy to-
wards North Korea has been an impor-
tant item on the foreign policy agenda 
for over a decade, stretching through 
both the Clinton and the Bush adminis-
trations. Given the threat to the 
United States and to our key allies 
posed by North Korea’s pursuit of 
weapons of mass destruction, the focus 
of our diplomatic resources has cor-
rectly been on ending the destabilizing 
nuclear and missile programs of North 
Korea. 

While it is inevitable that security 
matters will remain at the heart of our 
dialogue regarding North Korea, I am 
very much concerned that the United 
States has paid insufficient attention 
to the human rights situation in the 
North and the humanitarian con-
sequences of the horrendous misrule by 
North Korea’s leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
the House is designed to correct this 
imbalance. The North Korean Human 
Rights Act will ensure that the United 
States does not fail to tackle North 
Korea’s appalling human rights record 
as we attempt to resolve our dif-
ferences with the North. 

As we know all too well, the human 
rights situation in North Korea is one 
of the world’s worst. Over a decade, a 
vast number of North Korean citizens 
starved to death because of their gov-
ernment’s gross incompetence, while 
the North Korean leadership dined on 
sushi flown in fresh from Japan. Hun-
dreds of thousands of citizens languish 
in brutal North Korean gulags with no 
hope of release. 

The political system itself is Sta-
linist to the core. No elections. No free-
dom of the press. No freedom of assem-
bly. No words of dissent. No criticism 
of the government or of North Korean 
leader Kim Jong Il. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, the North Ko-
rean people have no hope of changing 
their government unless the inter-
national community stands up for 
human rights and democracy in the 
North and continues to push the North 
aggressively for change. 

The misrule in the North has also 
created a significant refugee situation 
in Northeastern China. Hundreds of 
thousands of North Koreans have fled 
to China in hopes of gaining their free-
dom. The Chinese Government has re-
fused to treat these North Koreans as 
refugees, and many have been pushed 
back over the border to a most uncer-
tain fate. 

It is critically important that the 
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
have access to this floating population, 
and that North Korean refugees be 
treated appropriately. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
tackles all of these important subjects. 
It will direct that human rights remain 

on the negotiating table with the 
North. It demands better account-
ability for international food aid to 
North Korea. It encourages a solution 
on the North Korean refugee issue in 
China. And it attempts to increase 
American broadcasting into North 
Korea. 

This bill is exceptionally well re-
searched and well-crafted, and I strong-
ly support its passage. 

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, briefly, in conclusion, 
let me just stress that the cir-
cumstances in North Korea have pro-
voked one of the great humanitarian 
tragedies of our time. It is understand-
able that there are so many refugees, 
understandable that so many people 
have voted with their feet to seek 
greater opportunity in neighboring 
countries like China, like Mongolia. 

But this Congress is simply trying, in 
a humanitarian way, to deal with that 
circumstance. We are not trying to ex-
press any geopolitical strategy, other 
than to help people that need our as-
sistance. 

Beyond that, I would say that there 
is strong bipartisan support, I think I 
can say that, for the administration 
trying to work as carefully as possible 
on the geostrategic issues in the six- 
party context, but this bill is about hu-
manitarian issues and nothing else. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge this Congress to 
take a unanimous vote on this subject. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 4011, the North Korea Human Rights 
Act, of which I am an original cosponsor. 

The human rights conditions in North Korea 
are abysmal. As we know, the North Korean 
regime apportions and withholds resources 
based on perceived citizen loyalty to the re-
gime. From 1994 to 1998 at least two million 
North Koreans perished from starvation and 
related diseases, while nearly 50 percent of all 
North Korean children are malnourished to the 
point that it threatens their physical and men-
tal health. 

This dire situation has forced many North 
Koreans to risk life and limb to flee into China. 
As many as 300,000 North Korean refugees 
are hiding in the Chinese countryside. Chinese 
authorities continue an agreessive crack-
down—actively hunting down North Korean 
refugees and forcibly repatriating them to 
North Korea. Once returned to North Korea, 
they fact torture, imprisonment, and even exe-
cution. 

The International Relations Subcommittee 
on Asia has held hearings on North Korea’s 
human rights abuses, where we have heard 
testimony from North Korean defectors. Ms. 
Lee, a former North Korean party official, de-
scribed life in a North Korean gulag. She said, 
‘‘A prisoner has no right to talk, laugh, sing or 
look in a mirror. Prisoners must kneel down on 
the ground and keep their heads down deeply 
whenever called by a guard. They can say 
nothing except to answer questions when 
asked. Prisoners have to work as slaves for 
up to 18 hours a day. Repeated failure to 
meet the work quotas means a week’s time in 
a punishment cell. A prisoner must give up 

their human worth.’’ She also told us, with the 
help of simple—yet shocking—illustrations, 
about chemical weapons tests and other 
atrocities that she witnessed which were per-
formed on prisoners. 

Unfortunately, this grim reality has been 
glossed over. This bill is an important state-
ment as to how the United States Congress 
views the situation in North Korea. It is also 
the moral policy given the horrendous human 
rights condition north of the border. 

In order to ensure his survival, Kim Jong Il 
tries to keep an iron grip on all information in 
North Korea. Control of information is abso-
lutely crucial—because the system is based 
on lies. The propaganda is so great, that de-
fectors actually report that they believed that 
their impoverished country was wealthier than 
South Korea. U.S. backed Radio Free Asia is 
countering this propaganda, bringing objective 
news to the North Korean people. Surveys in-
dicate that North Korean defectors are listen-
ing to RFA’s broadcasts. 

That is why this bill calls for the increase of 
radio broadcasts into North Korea to twelve 
hours per day. And because of the problem of 
access to suitable radios in North Korea, the 
legislation requests a report detailing the steps 
the U.S. government is taking to increase the 
availability of information inside North Korea— 
including the provision of radios—to maximize 
North Koreans access to foreign broadcasts 
like Radio Free Asia. 

Whatever one’s views on how to handle the 
North Korea challenge, I believe that there is 
a strong consensus to bring about change in 
North Korea. Mr. Speaker, as you know, the 
concept here is to do as we did with Eastern 
Europe—flooding repressed people with 
broadcasts from Radio Free Europe. When we 
talk with Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel, they 
tell us that the biggest factor in changing atti-
tudes behind the Iron Curtain was the ability to 
listen to Radio Free Europe’s broadcasts. 

This legislation is a responsible initiative to 
promote human rights, refugee protection, and 
increased transparency in the delivery of hu-
manitarian aid to the North Korean people. It 
deserves our support. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 4011, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

URGING GOVERNMENT OF 
BELARUS TO ENSURE DEMO-
CRATIC, TRANSPARENT, AND 
FAIR ELECTION PROCESS 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 652) urging the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Belarus to en-
sure a democratic, transparent, and 
fair election process for its parliamen-
tary elections in the fall of 2004. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 652 

Whereas the establishment of a demo-
cratic, transparent, and fair election process 
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for the 2004 parliamentary elections in the 
Republic of Belarus and of a genuinely demo-
cratic political system are prerequisites for 
that country’s integration into the Western 
community of nations; 

Whereas the Government of Belarus has 
accepted numerous specific commitments 
governing the conduct of elections as a par-
ticipating State of the Organization for Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), in-
cluding provisions of the Copenhagen Docu-
ment; 

Whereas the election in the fall of 2004 of 
Belarus’s next parliament will provide an un-
ambiguous test of the extent of the 
Belarusian authorities’ commitment to im-
plement these standards and build a demo-
cratic society based on free elections and the 
rule of law; 

Whereas previous parliamentary elections 
in Belarus have not fully met international 
standards; 

Whereas it is the duty of government and 
public authorities at all levels to act in a 
manner consistent with all laws and regula-
tions governing election procedures and to 
ensure free and fair elections throughout the 
entire country, including preventing activi-
ties aimed at undermining the free exercise 
of political rights; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires a period of political campaigning 
conducted in an environment in which nei-
ther administrative action nor violence, in-
timidation, or detention hinder the parties, 
political associations, and the candidates 
from presenting their views and qualifica-
tions to the citizenry, including organizing 
supporters, conducting public meetings and 
events throughout the country, and enjoying 
unimpeded access to television, radio, print, 
and Internet media on a non-discriminatory 
basis; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires that citizens be guaranteed the 
right and effective opportunity to exercise 
their civil and political rights, including the 
right to vote free from intimidation, threats 
of political retribution, or other forms of co-
ercion by national or local authorities or 
others; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires the full transparency of laws and 
regulations governing elections, multiparty 
representation on election commissions, and 
unobstructed access by candidates, political 
parties, and domestic and international ob-
servers to all election procedures, including 
voting and vote-counting in all areas of the 
country; 

Whereas control and manipulation of the 
media by national and local officials and 
others acting at their behest could raise 
grave concerns regarding the commitment of 
the Belarusian authorities to free and fair 
elections; 

Whereas efforts by national and local offi-
cials and others acting at their behest to im-
pose obstacles to free assembly, free speech, 
and a free and fair political campaign could 
call into question the fairness of the upcom-
ing elections; and 

Whereas the arrest or intimidation of op-
position political parties and candidates 
such as the leader of the United Civic Party 
and others involved with the opposition in-
cluding those associated with the Coalition 
Five Plus represents a deliberate assault on 
the democratic process: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) looks forward to the development of 
cordial relations between the United States 
and the Republic of Belarus; 

(2) emphasizes that a precondition for the 
integration of Belarus into the Western com-
munity of nations is its establishment of a 
genuinely democratic political system; 

(3) expresses its strong and continuing sup-
port for the efforts of the Belarusian people 
to establish a full democracy, the rule of 
law, and respect for human rights in Belarus; 

(4) urges the Government of Belarus to 
guarantee freedom of association and assem-
bly, including the right of candidates, mem-
bers of political parties, and others to freely 
assemble, to organize and conduct public 
events, and to exercise these and other 
rights free from intimidation or harassment 
by local or national officials or others acting 
at their behest; 

(5) urges the Government of Belarus to 
meet its Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) commitments on 
democratic elections; 

(6) urges the Belarusian authorities to en-
sure— 

(A) the full transparency of election proce-
dures before, during, and after the 2004 par-
liamentary elections; 

(B) free access for Belarusian and inter-
national election observers; 

(C) multiparty representation on all elec-
tion commissions; 

(D) unimpeded access by all parties and 
candidates to print, radio, television, and 
Internet media on a non-discriminatory 
basis; 

(E) freedom of candidates, members of op-
position parties, and independent media or-
ganizations from intimidation or harassment 
by government officials at all levels via se-
lective tax audits and other regulatory pro-
cedures, and in the case of media, license 
revocations and libel suits, among other 
measures; 

(F) a transparent process for complaint 
and appeals through electoral commissions 
and within the court system that provides 
timely and effective remedies; and 

(G) vigorous prosecution of any individual 
or organization responsible for violations of 
election laws or regulations, including the 
application of appropriate administrative or 
criminal penalties; 

(7) further calls upon the Government of 
Belarus to guarantee election monitors from 
the Office of Democratic Institutions and 
Human Rights (ODIHR), other participating 
States of the OSCE, Belarusian political par-
ties, candidates’ representatives, nongovern-
mental organizations, and other private in-
stitutions and organizations, both foreign 
and domestic, unobstructed access to all as-
pects of the election process, including 
unimpeded access to public campaign events, 
candidates, news media, voting, and post- 
election tabulation of results and processing 
of election challenges and complaints; 

(8) encourages the international commu-
nity, including the Council of Europe, the 
OSCE, and the OSCE Parliamentary Assem-
bly, to continue their efforts to support de-
mocracy in Belarus and urges countries such 
as Lithuania and other Baltic countries and 
Nordic countries to continue to provide as-
sistance to nongovernmental organizations 
and other Belarusian organizations involved 
in promoting democracy and fair elections in 
Belarus; and 

(9) pledges its support to the Belarusian 
people, their commitment to a fully free and 
open democratic system, their creation of a 
prosperous free market economy, and their 
country’s assumption of its rightful place as 
a full and equal member of the Western com-
munity of democracies. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Pursuant to the rule, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Res. 
652. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H. 

Res. 652, which calls on the Govern-
ment of Belarus to ensure that par-
liamentary elections which will take 
place in October of this year are demo-
cratic, transparent, and fair. 

Thirteen years after the fall of Com-
munism, Belarus remains one of the 
few nations in Europe where the transi-
tion to democracy has not taken suffi-
cient root. The current political lead-
ership continues to rule in an authori-
tarian manner and its government con-
tinues to track down those individuals 
and organizations who are trying to 
help build support for democracy and 
democratic institutions. 

Unlike the situation in Ukraine, the 
government in Belarus has thus far not 
given any clear indication that it is 
committed to free and fair elections. 
However, in a recent meeting with the 
ambassador from Belarus, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
of the Subcommittee on Europe was led 
to believe that the government’s posi-
tions on the elections could be positive. 
The ambassador gave assurances that 
the government would enforce the elec-
tions codes and would allow all polit-
ical parties to have representatives on 
the electoral commissions which over-
see implementation of the elections. 
He also indicated that Belarus would 
cooperate with the OSCE and would 
allow international observers. 

At a hearing the Subcommittee on 
Europe held in March on Belarus, the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Chairman 
BEREUTER) pointed out that the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT) and several Members met 
with the leaders of the Belarus opposi-
tion, collectively known as the Coali-
tion Five-Plus, to discuss the elections 
and their visions for a democratic fu-
ture for Belarus. 

This group of political parties is 
united in a common platform in an at-
tempt to bring democracy and respect-
ability back to the Belarus Parliament. 

b 1900 
Unfortunately, members of the oppo-

sition political parties and participants 
in political demonstrations continue to 
be subjected to harassment, surveil-
lance by government agents, arrests 
and physical abuse. For these reasons, 
it is important that the United States 
Government, including this Congress, 
continue to emphatically express our 
strong support for free, fair, and trans-
parent elections. 

In Europe, the situation in Belarus 
understandably seems to be of equal 
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concern. The OSCE, the OSCE Par-
liamentary Assembly, and the Par-
liamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe have all expressed deep con-
cerns over Belarus and its forthcoming 
elections. In fact, members have been 
informed that the Chair of the Belarus 
Working Group of the OSCE Par-
liamentary Working Assembly recently 
visited Minsk for additional discus-
sions on the elections. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 652 emphasizes 
that if Belarus is ever to become more 
integrated into the community of 
democratic nations, it must work to-
ward the establishment of a genuinely 
democratic political system in which 
the freedom of association and assem-
bly are guaranteed. It also must be a 
fact that political candidates from the 
opposition should be free from political 
harassment and intimidation as they 
campaign for office, and in which the 
media is free to act independently, free 
from government control or intimida-
tion. 

Finally, there must be a system in 
which elections and the electoral proc-
ess are open, transparent, and fair if 
Belarus wishes to be included in the 
community of democratic nations. 

The parliamentary elections this fall 
will be a litmus test for President 
Lukashenko’s commitment to democ-
racy and the direction he intends to 
take Belarus in the future. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 652 
rather precisely explains the concerns 
and recommendations of the United 
States House of Representatives. It has 
been crafted by the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), and the Con-
gress is in his debt for emphasizing the 
importance of this issue to the people 
of Belarus, as well as Europe and the 
United States. 

I also would like to thank the distin-
guished ranking member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS), for his leadership on so 
many issues, particularly those that 
relate to the historical transitions tak-
ing place in Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 
resolution and urge all of my col-
leagues to do so as well. 

Over the past 2 decades, totalitarian 
government after totalitarian govern-
ment has fallen to the forces of democ-
racy in one of the greatest achieve-
ments of the modern era. Tin-pot dic-
tators and brutal military thugs have 
been tossed out of their ruling palaces, 
replaced by leaders chosen in fair elec-
tions, leaders willing to govern in an 
open and transparent manner. 

Sadly, Mr. Speaker, some dictatorial 
regimes continue to cling to power, 
using brutal force, intimidation, and 
torture to resist the worldwide trend 
towards democracy. Without a doubt, 
Alexander Lukashenko Belarus is a ris-
ing star in the world’s list of rogue dic-
tators. 

In 1996, Lukashenko amended the 
constitution in a flawed referendum 
and in 2001 extended his term in office 
through an election that was neither 
free nor fair. He stole local elections in 
March and in November of 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, the list of 
Lukashenko’s violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights 
does not end with fraudulent elections. 
Political opponents are intimidated, 
arrested, or disappear without a trace. 
Independent media outlets have been 
closed, and journalists are prevented 
from writing the truth. 

Nongovernmental organizations have 
been closed. United States nongovern-
mental organizations attempting to 
promote political party development 
have been kicked out of Belarus. Trade 
union leaders have been repressed, and 
religious freedom has been eroded. In 
short, Mr. Speaker, the human rights 
and democracy situation in Belarus is 
on a steady downwards path. 

Belarus is now preparing for par-
liamentary elections in October. Our 
resolution calls upon the Government 
of Belarus to ensure that these impor-
tant elections are conducted in a free 
and fair manner. 

The United States and the European 
Union have been working jointly to en-
courage the government to conduct 
these elections in an open manner 
under the watchful eye of the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. I have no confidence, however, 
that Lukashenko has any intention of 
listening to the voices of his own citi-
zens or those of the international com-
munity who are demanding political 
change. 

Yet, the Government of Belarus must 
understand that we will never forget 
the cause of human rights and the 
cause of democracy in Belarus, and 
that the United States and Belarus will 
never have fully normal relations until 
Belarus moves assertively and convinc-
ingly towards a democratic form of 
government. 

I strongly support passage of this res-
olution, and I urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS). 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, it is 
great to be down here on the floor with 
my friends and colleagues who want to 
continue to push for freedom and de-
mocracy. I dabble in this as not a pro-
fessional on the committee, but I can-
not think of a better way to spend 
one’s additional free time than to work 
with the colleagues and friends that I 
have on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations in promoting free-
dom and democracy. If the United 
States is not about freedom and democ-
racy for ourselves and for other coun-
tries, then what are we for? 

The great words of the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and, of course, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 

LANTOS), I cannot really add to them. I 
just want to add my voice to the cho-
rus of many, as Chair of the Baltic 
Caucus and concerned about that re-
gion of Europe, and, really, the last 
dictator in Europe and his oppression 
of the democratic movement, that he 
needs to be placed on notice. 

They have upcoming elections. They 
are not being conducted fairly and free-
ly, and there is harassment, there is in-
timidation, there are beatings. Even by 
their own rules, they are not allowing 
fair coverage by the state-run tele-
vision media. It is important for us 
here to let them know publicly, 
through this debate and through pas-
sage of this resolution, that we are 
watching and that we are not going to 
go away; and we are going to join with 
our friends in the international com-
munity. We are going to join with our 
friends in Western and Eastern Europe 
and the NATO countries, and we are 
going to continue to say, for the sake 
of your own people, for the sake of free-
dom and democracy and economic 
growth and vitality, join the Western 
free countries. Tear down your borders, 
open up your system, allow your people 
to choose. 

There are very credible organizations 
and groups of committed citizens of 
Belarus joined in the Party of Five, 
very disparate elements, different 
ideologies. They so much want freedom 
and democracy that they have put 
aside the ideological debate on how to 
run a government, to say, let us have 
democracy. Let us first get to the 
basic, fundamental principles of de-
mocracy and freedom, and then let us, 
in a peaceful setting, sometimes prob-
ably as rancorous as we have on the 
floor of the House, let us then, in open 
debate, decide how we are going to do 
that. 

I have met with them. They are pa-
triots, and they are again from the far 
right and the far left, and they only 
want one thing. They want access to 
the political system and the demo-
cratic process. 

We are watching. This resolution 
continues to put Mr. Lukashenko on 
notice that we are not going to go 
away. The international community is 
here, we are behind not only the people 
of Belarus, not only the people of the 
region, but the whole international 
community in calling for free, fair, and 
honorable elections this October. 

I thank the members of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, es-
pecially the chairman and the ranking 
member, for making sure that this is 
put on record and that we have a 
chance to speak on it on the floor to-
night. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues in the future. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 652. 
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The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

AMENDING THE MILLENNIUM 
CHALLENGE ACT OF 2003 TO EX-
TEND THE AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE ASSISTANCE TO COUN-
TRIES SEEKING TO BECOME ELI-
GIBLE COUNTRIES FOR PUR-
POSES OF THAT ACT 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. 
R. 4660) to amend the Millennium Chal-
lenge Act of 2003 to extend the author-
ity to provide assistance to countries 
seeking to become eligible countries 
for purposes of that Act, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4660 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) On March 14, 2002, the President stated: 
‘‘America supports the international devel-
opment goals in the U.N. Millennium Dec-
laration, and believes that these goals are a 
shared responsibility of developed and devel-
oping countries.’’. 

(2) Section 201(b)(4) of H.R. 1950, as passed 
by the House of Representatives on July 16, 
2003, states that it is the policy of the United 
States to support compacts of the Millen-
nium Challenge Account which, among other 
things, aim ‘‘to reduce poverty by signifi-
cantly increasing the economic growth tra-
jectory of beneficiary countries through in-
vesting in the productive potential of the 
people of such countries’’. 

(3) On May 10, 2004, the President recog-
nized the link between global poverty and 
the national security of the United States by 
stating: ‘‘In many nations, poverty remains 
chronic and desperate. Half the world’s peo-
ple still live on less than $2 a day. This di-
vide between wealth and poverty, between 
opportunity and misery, is far more than a 
challenge to our compassion. Persistent pov-
erty and oppression can spread despair 
across an entire nation, and they can turn 
nations of great potential into the recruiting 
grounds of terrorists.’’. 

(4) Section 602 of the Millennium Challenge 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7701) states that a pur-
pose of that Act is ‘‘the elimination of ex-
treme poverty’’. 

(5) The Report of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations to accompany H.R. 2441 of 
the 108th Congress (H. Rept. 108–205) states 
that ‘‘[f]or the Millennium Challenge Ac-
count to be successful as an incentive for fu-
ture reform as well as a reward for past re-
form, it must offer opportunities for those 
low-income countries whose institutions do 
not yet meet all the eligibility criteria but 
who are demonstrating partial success in 
meeting the eligibility criteria’’. 

(6) The purpose of section 616 of the Millen-
nium Challenge Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7715), 

and the ‘‘threshold program’’ established 
pursuant to such section by the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, in consultation with 
the United States Agency for International 
Development, is to provide assistance to the 
low-income countries described in paragraph 
(5) in order to assist such countries to be-
come eligible countries under the Act. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
amend the Millennium Challenge Act of 2003 
to authorize funding of the ‘‘threshold pro-
gram’’ under section 616 of such Act for the 
same duration as the authorization of fund-
ing for the overall Millennium Challenge Act 
of 2003. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AS-

SISTANCE TO CERTAIN CANDIDATE 
COUNTRIES. 

Section 616(d) of the Millennium Challenge 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7715(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘for fiscal year 2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘for a fiscal year’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS ) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4660 is an amend-

ment to the Millennium Challenge Ac-
count, or MCA, of 2003 to extend the 
authority to provide assistance to 
countries seeking to become eligible 
countries for purposes of that act. 

Last session, Congress authorized the 
Millennium Challenge Account to pro-
vide substantial development assist-
ance to high-performing, low-income 
countries through fiscal year 2005. Re-
cently, the Board of Directors of the 
Millennium Challenge Corporation se-
lected 16 countries that are eligible to 
receive MCA assistance. 

At issue with this resolution is the 
problem of how to deal with countries 
that just missed passing the eligibility 
bar. 

The Millennium Challenge Account 
authorized the MCC to provide limited 
assistance through a threshold pro-
gram to these countries for the purpose 
of improving in the areas where they 
fell short. This was done partly in rec-
ognition of the fact that many thresh-
old countries have limited resources to 
invest in the well-being of their people. 

This amendment will authorize fund-
ing of the threshold program and 
match the duration of the threshold 
program to that of the MCA. This will 
allow us to continue to support the 
preparation of worthy threshold coun-
tries for their full participation in the 
Millennium Challenge Account. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this bill will 
improve the Millennium Challenge Ac-

count program and advance the inter-
ests of the United States. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and I rise in strong support of this leg-
islation. 

Mr. Speaker, half of the world’s popu-
lation still lives on less than $2 a day. 
What this means is that approximately 
3 billion men, women, and children, or 
a population 10 times the size of ours, 
awake each morning to little food, 
dirty water, inadequate shelter, and no 
health care. 

b 1915 
Alleviating this crushing poverty 

around the globe is a moral imperative, 
but it is also related to our national in-
terests. 

Persistent poverty has made genera-
tions of men, women, and children vul-
nerable to infectious diseases such as 
tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS. It has also 
bolstered the appeal of extremist 
ideologies which preach hate and intol-
erance. Mr. Speaker, the Millennium 
Challenge Account has already begun 
to mitigate the effects of global pov-
erty and to provide poor citizens 
around the world with the tools for 
their advancement. 

But for the MCA to succeed fully and 
to maintain solid congressional sup-
port, the Millennium Challenge Cor-
poration must undertake serious ef-
forts to expand the number of coun-
tries that will benefit from the millen-
nium initiative. 

The lucky 16 countries that are cur-
rently eligible to receive MCA assist-
ance represent only about 3 percent of 
the world’s poor. The most effective 
way to expand the number of poor 
countries that can receive MCA funds 
is through a program for threshold 
countries that just miss clearing the 
eligibility bar. Unfortunately, the 
threshold program is only authorized 
through the current fiscal year. My 
legislation helps ensure that the mil-
lennium initiative continues to be 
available to as many poor people as 
possible by reauthorizing the threshold 
program for as long as the MCA oper-
ates. 

Mr. Speaker, in order for the MCA to 
achieve its stated goal of reducing pov-
erty, the CEO of the Millennium Chal-
lenge Corporation must focus his at-
tention on more than just stimulating 
economic growth in eligible countries. 
Our experience in our own country has 
made it painfully clear that trickle- 
down economics tends to push the 
working poor further into misery rath-
er than provide them with better eco-
nomic opportunities. 

Effective poverty reduction requires 
investments in education, health, and 
other sectors which directly contribute 
to building the human capacity of 
these countries. It demands policies 
that close the gap between the rich and 
the poor in developing nations by pro-
viding equal access to assets such as 
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land, and real poverty reduction re-
quires that special attention be paid to 
poor farmers and to women who bare a 
disproportionate burden under poverty. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress granted the 
executive branch unprecedented flexi-
bility in how the MCA funds were to be 
expended, because the executive branch 
promised us that it would make it easi-
er to achieve the program’s objectives. 
Poverty reduction is one of the pri-
mary goals of the MCA. Early signs in-
dicate that the administration may be 
squandering its opportunity to meet 
this goal. It may erode bipartisan con-
gressional support for the program. I 
hope that this is not the case and that 
Presidential support for my legislation 
will allay these concerns. I urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 4660. 

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
4660, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CELEBRATING 10 YEARS OF MA-
JORITY RULE IN REPUBLIC OF 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 436) 
celebrating 10 years of majority rule in 
the Republic of South Africa and recog-
nizing the momentous social and eco-
nomic achievements of South Africa 
since the institution of democracy in 
that country, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 436 

Whereas the Republic of South Africa 
peacefully and successfully held democratic 
elections and transitioned to a democratic, 
nonracial form of government in 1994; 

Whereas South Africa helped initiate and 
frame the New Partnership for Africa’s De-
velopment as a new partnership between Af-
rica and the rest of the world in order to 
place the continent of Africa on the path to 
sustainable development and to further the 
values of democracy and economic reform 
throughout Africa; 

Whereas South Africa actively supports 
the South African Development Community, 
which promotes regional economic coopera-
tion and higher standards of living in South-
ern Africa; 

Whereas South Africa has made significant 
advances in housing by constructing 1,600,000 
houses for the poor of South Africa; 

Whereas, since 1994, 9,000,000 people in 
South Africa have gained access to clean 
water; 

Whereas, before 1994, 22,000,000 people in 
South Africa did not have access to adequate 
sanitation, but 63 percent of households in 
South Africa now have access to adequate 
sanitation; 

Whereas, before 1994, 60 percent of people 
in South Africa did not have electricity, but 
more than 70 percent of households in South 
Africa now have electricity; 

Whereas, from 1994 to 2004, secondary 
school enrollment in South Africa increased 
from 70 percent to 85 percent, and students 
in South Africa now learn in a racially inte-
grated school system; 

Whereas the Government of South Africa 
has established nutritional and educational 
programs to benefit the youngest and poor-
est people in South Africa; 

Whereas South Africa is experiencing the 
longest period of consistent positive growth, 
as measured by its gross domestic product 
(GDP), since growth in GDP was properly re-
corded in the 1940s; 

Whereas F.W. de Klerk and Nelson Mandela 
share a Nobel Peace Prize for their work in 
ending apartheid in South Africa and estab-
lishing a representative government; 

Whereas Desmond Tutu led the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission to repair injus-
tices among South Africans and improve 
race relations in the country, and was 
awarded a Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts; 

Whereas South Africa has contributed 
troops to peacekeeping efforts in Burundi, 
Liberia, the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Ethiopia, and Eritrea; 

Whereas South Africa President Thabo 
Mbeki has forged a relationship with Presi-
dent George W. Bush, making three state 
visits to the United States and hosting 
President Bush during his visit to Pretoria, 
South Africa; 

Whereas South Africa has served as an in-
spiration for other African nations striving 
for democracy and the peaceful cooperation 
of many ethnic groups; 

Whereas, after being isolated for many 
years because of the odious system of apart-
heid, South Africa has since 1994 become a 
premier location for large international con-
ferences, a leading tourist destination, and 
the locale for numerous films; and 

Whereas, in 1993, the Government of South 
Africa voluntarily halted its biological, 
chemical, and nuclear weapons programs 
and, in 1994, hosted the first conference in 
Africa on the implementation of the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition on the Development, 
Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chem-
ical Weapons and On Their Destruction, with 
annexes, done at Paris January 13, 1993, and 
entered into force April 29, 1997: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) applauds the Republic of South Africa 
for the remarkable transition to a demo-
cratic government and the tremendous 
progress achieved during 10 years of majority 
rule; 

(2) looks forward to a continued partner-
ship with South Africa focused on a sus-
tained commitment to the health of South 
Africans; and 

(3) anticipates continued social develop-
ment and economic growth in South Africa. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 436. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 

the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for bringing before us this reso-
lution, celebrating 10 years of majority 
rule in the Republic of South Africa 
and recognizing the momentous social 
and economic achievements of South 
Africa since the institution of democ-
racy in that country. 

In April 1994, nearly 19 million South 
Africans went to the polls to elect 
South Africa’s first democratic govern-
ment. The African National Congress, 
or ANC, which had led the struggle 
against white majority rule in the 
apartheid system of state-enforced ra-
cial segregation, won control of the na-
tional assembly and elected Nelson 
Mandela, who had been in prison for 27 
years for the crime of advocating de-
mocracy, president. 

President Mandela was succeeded by 
Deputy President Thabo Mbeki in June 
1999, and Mr. Mbeki was re-elected in 
April 2004. 

Since the end of apartheid, South Af-
rican leaders have faced the daunting 
task of meeting the great expectations 
of the black electorate while fulfilling 
the economic potential of the country. 
Half a century of apartheid and years 
of sanctions have decimated the econ-
omy and left most black South Afri-
cans poor and undereducated. High 
rates of unemployment and crime, as 
well as the specter of HIV/AIDS, con-
tinue to pose significant challenges. 
Still, South Africa’s transition has 
been remarkable and serves as an ex-
ample to all nations striving for de-
mocracy, reconciliation, and develop-
ment. 

This is a bipartisan resolution which 
has been given full consideration dur-
ing a hearing and a markup by the 
Committee on International Relations, 
and I urge the support of this body. 

But, again, before yielding to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), let me thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his promi-
nent leadership on this and so many 
other issues; and I would also like to 
recognize a former Member, Mr. Ron 
Dellums, for his leadership in Congress 
on antiapartheid efforts. And there are 
few Members in my career that I have 
been prouder to stand behind on an 
issue of such fundamental human 
rights significance. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I strongly support this resolution, 
and I urge all of my colleagues to do so 
as well. 

When I first came to the Congress in 
1981, the nation of South Africa suf-
fered under the yoke of the brutal 
apartheid system. Few things in mod-
ern history were as palpably evil as 
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apartheid, an appalling system of ra-
cial discrimination. Under apartheid 
policies, 3.5 million African people, let 
me repeat this, Mr. Speaker, 3.5 million 
African people were removed forcibly 
from their land and from their homes 
between 1960 and 1983. Under one re-
moval program called the Black Spot 
Removal Policy, 475,000 blacks living 
on their own farms in rural commu-
nities were robbed of their land, forc-
ibly relocated, and reconstituted as a 
vast cheap labor pool for commercial 
farms. 

Mr. Speaker, what a difference 10 
years make. Today, South Africa has 
made a truly historic transition from 
the hateful and racist apartheid regime 
to a multiracial and peaceful democ-
racy. In South Africa today, citizens of 
all races, all cultures, and all religions 
live and work together in peace. 

In 1994, thanks to decades of internal 
resistance and comprehensive sanc-
tions by the responsible segments of 
the international community, the 
apartheid regime ended; and it was re-
placed by a vibrant and peaceful de-
mocracy. We in Congress fought for 2 
decades to turn our government’s poli-
cies away from supporting segregation 
in South Africa towards democracy and 
freedom. 

Throughout the 1980s, many Members 
of this Congress introduced legislation 
denouncing apartheid and offering 
sanctuary to both its black victims and 
to white citizens of conscience who re-
fused to serve in the military and secu-
rity forces of an apartheid regime. 

In 1986, Congress passed the apart-
heid sanctions bill and overrode the ad-
ministration’s veto of that critically 
important legislation. With this his-
toric congressional override, we put 
our Nation on the side of freedom and 
justice for all the people of South Afri-
ca. 

I am proud to have been a cosponsor 
of that legislation and many other bills 
that kept Congress focused on the trav-
esty of racial discrimination. 

Mr. Speaker, with the passage of our 
resolution, we recognize the difficult 
path to freedom taken by South Afri-
ca’s people. Unlike today where terror-
ists seek to change political regimes 
and social order with barbaric attacks 
on civilians, South Africa’s liberation 
movements condemn violence directed 
at civilians. 

The African National Congress led by 
their imprisoned leader Nelson 
Mandela, Walter Sisulu, Helen Joseph, 
and others understood that a future of 
peace could not be built on a founda-
tion of terror, hatred, and fear. In-
stead, they fought through the pain of 
apartheid, embraced the ideals and val-
ues of democracy, and in the end shook 
hands with the enemy whose founding 
ideology defined them as less than 
human beings. 

Mr. Speaker, South Africa stands 
today as a strong democratic ally of 
the United States and is strategically 
important to Africa’s political and eco-
nomic future. 

We must do all we can to solidify fur-
ther relations between our two nations 
and to continue our joint quest to 
bring justice, prosperity, and freedom 
to all of Africa. 

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, my 
wife, Annette, and I had the privilege 
of visiting South Africa during the cru-
cial weeks when the apartheid regime 
collapsed, and it was a joy to meet and 
work with and see the leaders on both 
sides who were ready to build a new, 
peaceful multiracial society. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this resolution. I want to congratulate 
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), 
for his leadership on this matter and 
our former colleague Ron Dellums, my 
neighbor in California, for his leader-
ship on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), the leader of 
this legislation and this whole concept, 
and my good friend. 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

b 1930 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) for the outstanding work he 
has done as the ranking member of the 
Committee on International Relations. 
I stand very proudly today to urge my 
colleagues to support H. Con. Res. 436, 
commending a decade of democracy 
and majority rule in the Republic of 
South Africa. 

I did not believe when I visited South 
Africa in the 1970s that we would see a 
transformation of that apartheid-run 
racist government transformed by 
peaceful means. When the first elec-
tions were held 10 years ago, I recall 
the lines of people who waited for 
hours and hours in order to vote. 

Let me say that South Africa has 
transformed from an apartheid state to 
a nonracial, peaceful and democratic 
form of government. The country suc-
cessfully held democratic elections in 
1994 to elect its first democratically 
elected president. 

After being imprisoned for 27 years, 
Nelson Mandela became South Africa’s 
first democratically elected president. 
As the first democratically elected 
president, Mr. Mandela laid the founda-
tion for more reliable government and 
an economically viable country and is 
seen not only as a leader in Africa, but 
as we all know, as a world leader. 

Before 1994, only 40 percent of the 
people in South Africa had electricity; 
now more than 70 percent of the house-
holds in South Africa have electricity. 
South Africa has made a significant ad-
vance in housing by constructing 
1,600,000 houses for the poor in South 
Africa, a remarkable, remarkable feat. 

From 1994 to 2004, secondary school 
enrollment in South Africa increased 
from 70 percent to 85 percent and stu-
dents in South Africa now learn in a 
racially integrated school system. 

Also, during this time, 9 million people 
in South Africa have gained access to 
clean water. In addition, the Govern-
ment of South Africa has established 
nutritional and educational programs 
to benefit the youngest and the poor-
est. 

As the world’s leading democracy, we 
should applaud the Government of 
South Africa for the reforms it has sub-
stituted to better serve its people. 
South Africa has served as an inspira-
tion for other African nations striving 
for democracy and peaceful coopera-
tion through their many ethnic groups 
in their individual countries and look 
to South Africa as the example. 

The 1990s saw the spread of democ-
racy across the continent of Africa, 
once dominated by military dictators 
and authoritarian leaders. Nigeria held 
its second multiparty election this 
month, and despite reported irregular-
ities, the elections were largely peace-
ful. The world also witnessed the end of 
white minority rule and subsequent 
democratic elections in South Africa, 
as we talked about. And Mr. Mandela 
has taken his leadership to try to find 
prospects for peace in Burundi. 

Now Mr. Thabo Mbeki is leading that 
cause. Mr. Mbeki has done an out-
standing job as the president, following 
Mr. Mandela, and his leadership is sec-
ond to none on the continent. So it is 
a pleasure for me to join with my col-
leagues to say that the example set by 
Mr. Nelson Mandela serving one term 
and stepping down, I think, is an exam-
ple we are all proud of. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
like thousands of others across the 
world, I was involved actively in the ef-
forts to free South Africa. I attended 
many rallies, participated in dem-
onstrations, walked picket lines, raised 
money and was very pleased as a mem-
ber of the Chicago City Council to in-
troduce the anti-apartheid ordinance 
that we passed, which prohibited the 
city from doing business with the Gov-
ernment of South Africa until such 
time as their policies changed. 

So I am pleased to rise in strong sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 436, celebrating 10 
years of majority rule in the Republic 
of South Africa and recognizing the 
momentous social and economic 
achievements of South Africa since the 
institution of democracy in that coun-
try. 

Ten years ago the people of South Af-
rica were given hope for the redresses 
of injustices in the past. When they 
held their first nonracial democratic 
elections to parliament in 1994, many 
South Africans were poor, hungry, sick 
and homeless. But today the people of 
South Africa and the world can say 
that progress has been made to im-
prove the lives of South Africans and 
the conditions of the country. 

Before 1994, 22 million South Africans 
did not have access to adequate sanita-
tion. Now approximately 63 percent of 
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the households do. Also, more than 70 
percent of households in South Africa 
now have electricity compared to 60 
percent before 1994. Since 1994, 9 mil-
lion people in South Africa have gained 
access to clean water, 1.6 million 
houses have been built for the poor 
people of South Africa, secondary 
school enrollment increased from 70 
percent to 85 percent, and students now 
learn in a racially integrated school 
system. 

Furthermore, to help the poor and to 
improve the educational system of the 
country, the Government of South Af-
rica established nutritional and edu-
cational programs to benefit the 
youngest and poorest individuals in the 
country. And while we cannot say that 
all of the problems have been solved or 
all of the needs have been met, we can 
say with assurance that the quality of 
life for people in South Africa, for the 
masses of people, has indeed changed 
and that is a tribute to democracy. It 
is also a tribute to all of the struggles 
of the people who helped to make it 
happen. 

I commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his introduction 
of this resolution. I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
for yielding me time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
I want to pay tribute to the gentleman 
and his leadership on all these impor-
tant issues. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) and the members of the com-
mittee. I am delighted to join with all 
of them in celebration of 10 years of 
rule in a democratic way in the Repub-
lic of South Africa. 

I can remember the days in Congress 
when the question of sanctions con-
sumed, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and the others 
here remember, a couple of years’ 
worth of rather fierce debate as to 
whether they were appropriate or not. I 
think fondly of our former colleagues, 
Ron Dellums of California, Bill Gray of 
Pennsylvania, and those of us that are 
here with us now, including the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
and many others. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
turning point toward this 10 years of 
celebration of a democratic Republic of 
South Africa occurred because it was 
finally determined that the time had 
come that we would impose sanctions, 
that we would not approve of doing 
business or continuing relationships 
with a country whose government was 
so one-sided, so unfair, so oppressive to 
the majority of its citizens. And so it is 
in that remembrance and out of those 
memories of the struggle that I am so 
happy to join this evening in this dec-
ade celebration of how far they have 
come. 

Obviously, all the problems are not 
solved. How could they be in 10 years 

after the long reign of oppression that 
occurred there? But this was the finest 
hour of this Congress and our country 
to have played this leading role in 
making it clear to all of the nations of 
the world that we can no longer sit by 
and silently suffer that kind of rule. 

The same situation regrettably still 
may apply and leave us with the same 
responsibilities now as applied then. I 
think now of the Congo. I think of the 
Sudan. I think of Haiti, all countries 
who are desperately in need of the con-
tinued support of this country. And 
that makes our foreign policy and the 
decisions we make in the committee 
that control foreign policy legislation 
so incredibly important. 

I congratulate the authors of this 
very important resolution. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my 
good friend and distinguished colleague 
for his thoughtful observations. Let me 
just say that occasionally, when we are 
downcast with respect to international 
developments, we must remember that 
there are lots of things we were justly 
proud of in recent decades, one clearly 
is the ending of racial discrimination, 
of apartheid in South Africa. And the 
second is the collapse of the Soviet sys-
tem and its replacement in large part 
by democratic and free societies. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
additional requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 436, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

RECOGNIZING IMPORTANCE IN 
HISTORY OF 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF ESTABLISHMENT OF 
DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BE-
TWEEN UNITED STATES AND 
JAPAN 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 418) 
recognizing the importance in history 
of the 150th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States and Japan. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 418 

Whereas over the past 150 years, the United 
States and Japan have developed a strong, 

multifaceted relationship based on shared 
democratic values and mutual interest in 
Asian and global stability and development; 

Whereas the bilateral relationship between 
the United States and Japan was opened by 
a visit by Commodore Matthew Perry to 
Japan in 1853, the goal of which was to con-
vince Japan to establish commercial and dip-
lomatic relations; 

Whereas the first bilateral treaty between 
the 2 nations, the Treaty of Peace and Amity 
between Japan and the United States, was 
signed by Commodore Perry and Japanese 
representatives on March 31, 1854, in Yoko-
hama, Japan; 

Whereas the Treaty of Peace and Amity 
signaled the end of Japan’s long isolation as 
a feudal society and set the stage for the 
Meiji Restoration and for Japan’s trans-
formation into a modern industrial nation; 

Whereas with the direct assistance of 
President Theodore Roosevelt, the Ports-
mouth Peace Treaty was signed in 1905, end-
ing the Russo-Japanese War and earning 
President Roosevelt the 1906 Nobel Peace 
Prize; 

Whereas as a symbol of friendship, Japan 
presented the United States with 3,020 cherry 
trees in 1912, which continue to blossom each 
year on the National Mall in Washington, 
District of Columbia; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
and Japan worked together after World War 
II to reconstruct Japan and to ensure the 
post war emergence of Japan as a beacon of 
democracy and economic liberalization in 
the Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas the allied security relationship 
between the United States and Japan was 
launched with the signing of the Security 
Treaty of 1951 and further solidified with the 
signing of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation 
and Security in 1960; 

Whereas the United States and Japan, de-
spite ongoing bilateral trade disputes, have 
long sought to promote economic coopera-
tion and an open global trading system, and 
both nations serve as important and power-
ful markets for each other with over 
$170,000,000,000 in bilateral trade in 2003; 

Whereas the Government of Japan strongly 
condemned the terrorist attacks against the 
United States that occurred on September 
11, 2001, provided logistical support to United 
States military operations against Al Qaeda 
and the Taliban in Afghanistan, and has been 
a leading donor for the relief and reconstruc-
tion of Afghanistan; 

Whereas the Government of Japan enacted 
special legislation to allow the deployment 
to Iraq of Japanese Self Defense Force per-
sonnel to carry out humanitarian aid and re-
construction activities, and committed to 
providing $5,000,000,000 in assistance to Iraq; 

Whereas increased tourism and edu-
cational and business exchanges between the 
people of Japan and the United States have 
dramatically increased mutual appreciation 
of Japanese and American culture; 

Whereas Japanese-American relations are 
further cemented by the enormous contribu-
tions to American economic, political, and 
cultural life by nearly 1,000,000 Japanese- 
Americans; 

Whereas Japanese Prime Minister 
Junichiro Koizumi stated at the ceremony 
commemorating the 150th anniversary of the 
Japan-United States relationship that the 
bilateral friendship ‘‘is as solid as it is be-
cause our countries share fundamental val-
ues like freedom, democracy, and free mar-
ket economy . . . [w]e are a prime example to 
the world that people of different races and 
beliefs can share the same values and be true 
friends’’; and 

Whereas generations of American and Jap-
anese leaders have steered the bilateral rela-
tionship between the two nations from the 
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humble beginnings of the visit to Japan by 
Commodore Matthew Perry to the current 
status of Japan as the strongest ally of the 
United States in the Asia-Pacific region: 
Now, therefore be it— 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recognizes the importance in history of 
the 150th anniversary of diplomatic relations 
between the United States and Japan; and 

(2) calls for expanded political, economic, 
strategic, and cultural ties between the Jap-
anese and American people and their respec-
tive governments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 418. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 

my strong support for this resolution 
which was originally introduced by our 
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), the distinguished 
ranking member of the committee. 

As my colleagues may know, this 
year marks the 150th anniversary of 
the beginning of relations between 
Japan and the United States. Even at 
that time, the middle of the 19th cen-
tury, the United States saw itself as an 
emerging Pacific power and recognized 
the need for relations with Japan as a 
nation of profound significance in Asia 
and beyond. 

Despite a 250-year history of isola-
tionist policy under the Tokokawa sho-
gunate, Japan’s leadership was also be-
coming aware of vast changes taking 
place across the world and that the 
need to adapt as a matter of national 
leadership as well as economic viabil-
ity. 

The Treaty of Peace and Amity be-
tween our nations, signed 150 years 
ago, symbolizes the deep and abiding 
bond between our two peoples. 

b 1945 

As Deputy Secretary of State Rich-
ard Armitage noted recently, ‘‘the 
Treaty of Peace and Amity was a docu-
ment viewed in its time with both hope 
as well as apprehension; and indeed, 
over the years, this coming together of 
our countries, the collision of our cul-
tures, it has changed us both, greatly 
enriched the lives of our peoples, and 
at times brought us turbulence and 
even tragedy.’’ 

The bonds between our two countries 
have stood the test of time, even sur-
viving the crucible of war. They are 
bonds which are brought to the atten-

tion of Washingtonians every spring 
when those enduring symbols of Japa-
nese-American friendship, the cherry 
blossoms, a gift from the people of 
Japan in 1912, bloom along the Tidal 
Basin. They are bonds that have been 
strengthened by our joint resolve dur-
ing the Cold War, in our determination 
to foster peace and reconciliation on a 
nuclear-free Korean peninsula, and in 
the reconstruction of Iraq and Afghani-
stan. 

Today, Japan and the United States 
enjoy a unique partnership of peace 
rooted not only in common interests 
but common democratic values. Our re-
lations have never been stronger. These 
bilateral bonds are critical not only to 
the peace and security of northeast 
Asia but to the larger world commu-
nity. 

As former Senate majority leader 
Mike Mansfield noted upon assuming 
the position of U.S. Ambassador to 
Tokyo, the U.S.-Japanese relationship 
is ‘‘the most important bilateral rela-
tionship in the world, bar none.’’ It is 
that relationship and the enduring 
bonds between our two great countries 
and our two peoples which we honor 
here today through this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
strongly support this resolution and 
urge all of my colleagues to do so. 

This year, the United States and 
Japan are celebrating the 150th anni-
versary of the establishment of diplo-
matic relations between our two great 
Nations. My resolution commemorates 
this important event in our bilateral 
relationship, and it recognizes the sig-
nificant political security and eco-
nomic ties between the people of the 
United States and Japan. 

Mr. Speaker, the first bilateral trea-
ty between our two countries was 
signed by Commodore Matthew Perry 
and Japanese representatives in 1854 in 
the city of Yokohama, Japan. This 
treaty signaled the end of Japan’s long 
isolation as a feudal society and set the 
stage for Japan’s transformation into a 
modern industrial nation. 

From the humble beginnings of the 
visit to Japan by Commodore Perry, 
the United States and Japan have de-
veloped a strong, multifaceted rela-
tionship based on shared democratic 
values and mutual interests in Asian 
and global stability and economic de-
velopment. 

After generations of close security 
and political ties between Japanese and 
American leaders, Japan has emerged 
as our strongest ally in Asia. Japan has 
been a leading donor to the relief and 
reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan. 
The Japanese government enacted spe-
cial legislation to allow the deploy-
ment to Iraq of Japanese self-defense 
forces so they may carry out humani-
tarian and reconstruction activities. 

Increased tourism and educational 
and business exchanges between the 
people of Japan and the United States 

have increased mutual and reciprocal 
appreciation of Japanese and American 
culture. 

The bilateral relationship has been 
further cemented by the enormous con-
tributions to American economic polit-
ical and cultural life made by nearly 1 
million Japanese-Americans, many of 
whom live in my home State of Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States and 
Japan have developed a strong, mutu-
ally beneficial relationship over the 
past century and a half, which is now 
anchored on democracy, security, and 
respect for human rights. 

As my colleague mentioned, each 
spring thousands of cherry trees given 
to the United States by the people of 
Japan blossom here in Washington, 
D.C., to the delight of both residents 
and visitors to our capital. The connec-
tions between the United States and 
Japan will similarly continue to blos-
som and to grow, and we will certainly 
do so for many generations to come. 

I strongly support passage of this res-
olution and urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, the signing 150 
years ago of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Peace 
and Amity, also known as the Treaty of 
Kanagawa, marked the beginning of a remark-
able relationship between two great nations. It 
also represented a milestone in the history of 
each nation. 

For Japan, which was emerging from two- 
and-a-half centuries of self-imposed isolation, 
the treaty marked the moment that it began its 
ascent to the ranks of the world’s great pow-
ers. For the United States, which began as a 
small colony on the North Atlantic seaboard 
with deep roots in Europe, the treaty rep-
resented its emergence as a Pacific nation. 

The Treaty of Kanagawa was signed in 
large part because the leadership of the 
United States recognized the importance of 
establishing a formal relationship with Japan, 
a nation that, in spite of its long period of iso-
lation, was widely known to have a stable gov-
ernment as well as cultural and literary tradi-
tions that were highly evolved and refined. 

While we all acknowledge that the U.S.- 
Japan relationship has had periods of dif-
ficulty, particularly the tragedy of the Second 
World War, it has, on the whole, been close, 
sturdy, vital, and mutually beneficial. The rela-
tionship continues to flourish today because 
both nations share a belief in democratic insti-
tutions, the rule of law, and economic pros-
perity. Both nations also believe strongly in 
building a foundation for both regional and 
global cooperation throughout Asia and the 
world. 

We in Hawai‘i have long had an especial re-
lationship with Japan. Today, nearly 300,000 
residents of our state (19 percent of our popu-
lation) are descended from Japanese immi-
grants who first begin arriving in Hawai‘i—then 
the Kingdom of Hawai‘i—in 1868 to work as 
field laborers on our sugar plantations. 
Hawai‘i’s Japanese community has since 
played a central role in establishing modern 
Hawai‘i’s tradition of ethnic and social diver-
sity. 

Over the course of this commemorative 
year, I am hopeful that all Americans and Jap-
anese will reacquaint themselves with the 
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depth and value of the relationship that was 
established between our two great nations 150 
years ago. 

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

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 418. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

CONDEMNING ATTACK ON AMIA 
JEWISH COMMUNITY CENTER IN 
BUENOS AIRES, ARGENTINA, IN 
JULY 1994 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 469) 
condemning the attack on the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, in July 1994 and ex-
pressing the concern of the United 
States regarding the continuing, dec-
ade-long delay in the resolution of this 
case. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 469 

Whereas on July 18, 1994, 85 innocent peo-
ple were killed and 300 were wounded when 
the Argentine Jewish Mutual Association 
(AMIA) was bombed in Buenos Aires, Argen-
tina; 

Whereas that attack showed the same cow-
ardice and utter disregard for human life as 
the attacks on the United States on Sep-
tember 11, 2001; 

Whereas the United States welcomes Ar-
gentine President Nestor Kirchner’s political 
will to pursue the investigation of the AMIA 
bombing, as demonstrated by his executive 
order opening the archives of Argentina’s 
Secretariat for State Intelligence (SIDE), for 
raising the AMIA cause to national status, 
and for emphasizing that there is no statute 
of limitations on those responsible for this 
attack; 

Whereas it is reported that considerable 
evidence links the attacks to the terrorist 
group Hizballah, which is based in Lebanon, 
supported by Syria, and sponsored by Iran; 

Whereas the decade since the bombing has 
been marked by efforts to minimize the 
international connection to this terrorist at-
tack; 

Whereas in March 2003 an Argentine judge 
issued arrest warrants for four Iranian gov-
ernment officials who are believed to have 
been involved in planning or carrying out 
the attack against AMIA and requested that 
the International Criminal Police Organiza-
tion (INTERPOL) apprehend them; 

Whereas the four indicted Iranians are Ali 
Fallahian, a former minister of security and 

intelligence; Mohsen Rabbani, a former cul-
tural attache at the Iranian Embassy in Bue-
nos Aires; Ali Balesh-Abadi, an Iranian dip-
lomat; and Ali Akbar Parvaresh, a former 
minister of education; 

Whereas Hadi Soleimanpour, Iran’s ambas-
sador to Argentina in the 1990’s, also has an 
international arrest warrant pending against 
him by Argentine authorities for his sus-
pected primary role in the AMIA bombing; 

Whereas it is reported that suicide bomber 
Ibrahim Hussein Berro, a Lebanese citizen, 
carried out the attack on AMIA; 

Whereas it has been reported that contact 
was made by the Iranian embassy in Buenos 
Aires to Ibrahim Hussein Berro, who lived in 
a mosque in Canuelas, Argentina, in the days 
before the AMIA bombing; 

Whereas Argentine officials have acknowl-
edged that there was negligence in the ini-
tial phases of the investigation into the 1994 
bombing, including the destruction or dis-
appearance of material evidence; 

Whereas the first major criminal trial re-
garding the bombing did not begin until Sep-
tember 2001, and those who are currently on 
trial are former policemen and civilians who 
are accused of playing roles only in the pro-
curement and delivery of the vehicle which 
was used in the bombing attack; 

Whereas the judge who had presided since 
2001 over the investigation and trial related 
to the AMIA bombing was removed in De-
cember 2003 due to charges that he bribed a 
key witness in the AMIA case; 

Whereas the new trial judge, Rodolfo 
Canicoba Corral, deals with many other im-
portant cases and has few supporting staff; 

Whereas on March 17, 1992, terrorists 
bombed the Embassy of Israel in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, killing 29 people and injur-
ing over 200, and the perpetrators of the at-
tack also remain at large; 

Whereas the inability to extradite sus-
pected Islamic militants and Iranian offi-
cials has debilitated the efforts of the Argen-
tine government to prosecute masterminds 
and planners of the 1994 AMIA bombing; 

Whereas evidence indicates that the Tri- 
Border area where the borders of Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Brazil meet is suspected of 
harboring organizations which support ter-
rorism, engage in drug and arms smuggling 
and an assorted array of other illicit, rev-
enue-raising activities; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina sup-
ports— 

(1) the 1996 Declaration of Lima to Pre-
vent, Combat and Eliminate Terrorism, 
which refers to terrorism as a ‘‘serious form 
of organized and systematic violence that is 
intended to generate chaos and fear among 
the population, results in death and destruc-
tion, and is a reprehensible criminal activ-
ity’’; and 

(2) the 1998 Commitment of Mar del Plata 
which calls terrorist acts ‘‘serious common 
crimes that erode peaceful and civilized co-
existence, affect the rule of law and the exer-
cise of democracy, and endanger the sta-
bility of democratically elected constitu-
tional governments and their socioeconomic 
development of our countries’’; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina ac-
tively supports the development of the 
‘‘Three Plus One’’ (3+1) Counterterrorism 
Dialogue with Brazil, Paraguay, and the 
United States; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina was 
successful in enacting a law on cooperation 
from defendants in terrorist matters, a law 
that will be helpful in pursuing full prosecu-
tion in this and other terrorist cases; and 

Whereas the Second Specialized Conference 
on Terrorism held in Mar del Plata, Argen-
tina on November 23 and 24, 1998, concluded 
with the adoption of the Commitment of Mar 
del Plata, calling for the establishment with-

in the Organization of American States 
(OAS) of an Inter-American Committee 
Against Terrorism (CICTE): Now, therefore, 
be it— 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) reiterates its strongest condemnation of 
the 1994 attack on the AMIA Jewish Commu-
nity Center in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and 
honors the victims of this heinous act; 

(2) expresses its sympathy to the relatives 
of the victims, who have waited ten years 
without justice for the loss of their loved 
ones, and may have to wait even longer for 
justice to be served; 

(3) underscores the concern of the United 
States regarding the continuing, decade-long 
delay in the proper resolution of this case; 

(4) strongly urges the Government of Ar-
gentina to continue to dedicate and provide 
the resources necessary for its judicial sys-
tem and intelligence agencies to investigate 
all areas of the AMIA case, including by im-
plementing Argentine President Nestor 
Kirchner’s executive order mandating the 
opening of the archives of Argentina’s Secre-
tariat for State Intelligence (SIDE), and to 
prosecute with due haste those who are re-
sponsible for the bombing; 

(5) calls upon the international community 
to cooperate fully with the investigation, in-
cluding by making information, witnesses, 
and suspects available for review and ques-
tioning by the appropriate Argentine au-
thorities; 

(6) encourages the President to direct 
United States law enforcement agencies to 
provide support and cooperation to the Gov-
ernment of Argentina, if requested, for the 
purposes of deepening and expanding the in-
vestigation into this bombing and suspected 
activities in support of terrorism in the Tri- 
Border area where the borders of Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Brazil meet; 

(7) encourages the President to direct the 
United States Representative to the Organi-
zation of American States (OAS) to— 

(A) seek support from OAS member coun-
tries for the creation of a special task force 
of the Inter-American Committee Against 
Terrorism to assist, as requested by the Gov-
ernment of Argentina, in the investigation of 
all aspects of the 1994 AMIA terrorist attack; 
and 

(B) urge OAS member countries to des-
ignate Hizballah as a terrorist organization 
if they have not already done so; 

(8) stresses the need for international pres-
sure on Iran and Syria to extradite for trial 
individuals and government officials who are 
accused of planning or perpetrating the 
AMIA attack, and to immediately, uncondi-
tionally, and permanently cease any and all 
assistance to terrorists; and 

(9) desires a lasting, warm relationship be-
tween the United States and Argentina 
which is built, in part, on mutual abhorrence 
of terrorism and commitments to peace, sta-
bility, and democracy in the Western Hemi-
sphere. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 469, the resolution under consider-
ation. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this past Sunday 

marked the 10th anniversary of the 
bombing of AMIA Jewish Community 
Center in Buenos Aires, Argentina, a 
terrorist act which killed 85 innocent 
victims and wounded 300. 

Though a decade has passed, the in-
vestigation into this brutal attack has 
yet to yield one major conviction. It 
has failed to focus on the credible evi-
dence linking this heinous attack to 
the international terrorist group 
Hezbollah, which is based in Lebanon, 
supported by Syria and sponsored by 
Iran. This lack of accountability 
should not be allowed to continue. 

We must work together to ensure 
that all those responsible for this hor-
rific act are brought to justice, so that 
terrorists everywhere understand they 
will be held accountable for their vio-
lence. 

H. Con. Res. 469 is a bipartisan reso-
lution which enjoys the support of over 
50 cosponsors. It was introduced by the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Among other provisions, this meas-
ure calls on the United States, the Ar-
gentine government, and international 
community to provide and utilize all 
necessary resources for a thorough, 
broad investigation of the AMIA bomb-
ing and other related activities in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

It further asks the international 
community to assist in the prosecution 
of the perpetrators of the AMIA bomb-
ing, including by extraditing to Argen-
tina those who are suspected of car-
rying out and participating in the at-
tack, as well as by providing access to 
witnesses and other evidence related to 
this terrorist act. 

H. Con. Res. 469, introduced by the 
Chair of the subcommittee and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS), 
focuses on the international connec-
tion to the attack, placing special em-
phasis on the role of Islamic militants 
and Iranian officials as the master-
minds and planners of the AMIA bomb-
ing. 

It calls for the creation of a special 
task force of the Inter-American Com-
mittee Against Terrorism to assist in 
the AMIA investigation and encourages 
all OAS member nations to designate 
Hezbollah as a terrorist organization. 

In addition, it seeks multilateral co-
operation in applying international 
pressure on Iran and Syria to imme-
diately and permanently cease their af-
filiation with, and assistance to, global 
terrorists. 

For the sake of the victims and sur-
vivors of the AMIA attack, for the sake 
of hemispheric and global security, and 
for the sake of justice, it is important 
that Congress recall what happened 10 
years ago in this hemisphere. 

In this context, the staff of the com-
mittee has produced a chart. It is a 
chart of names, and we present this to 
the Congress for the sake of remem-
bering that these are real people, with 
real histories and real lives; and if we 
think about philosophies, as well as 
terrorism, it is interesting to note that 
the first great philosophical tome on 
terrorism by a Harvard philosopher 
named Hannah Arendt pointed out that 
the great tragedy of the Holocaust was 
the effort by governments not only to 
take people’s lives but to make them 
into numbers, to make people unknown 
in their own fates, to make them anon-
ymous. 

So it is important when people are 
subjected to terrorist kinds of cir-
cumstances that it be understood that 
these are real people with real his-
tories, and this is a real tragedy. 

It is always awkward in any sense of 
crime to think of statutes of limita-
tions; but when it comes to terrorism, 
there should be no statute of limita-
tion, and 10 years is a long time for no 
progress. It is the obligation of civ-
ilized people to remember the people 
and to remember that accountability is 
important. 

It is for that reason that this resolu-
tion has been brought before the 
House, and I urge its unanimous adop-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to commend my good friend 
from Iowa for his thoughtful and seri-
ous comments. I also want to thank 
my good friend, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the 
Committee on International Relations, 
and the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the Middle East and 
Central Asia, for their invaluable work 
on behalf of this resolution. I rise in 
strong support of the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, on the morning of July 
18, 1994, life in downtown Buenos Aires, 
Argentina, hummed along as it had on 
many previous mornings. Students 
headed off to school, and an electrician 
repaired faulty wiring on a building. 
Receptionists tapped at their type-
writers, and then, suddenly, a suicide 
bomber slammed an explosives-laden 
vehicle into the Argentine Jewish Mu-
tual Association building. 

The explosion which followed merci-
lessly killed 85 innocent men, women, 
and children and wounded over 300 oth-
ers. 

Little Sebastian Barreiro’s life ended 
that day. The 5-year-old had been hold-
ing his mother’s hand as both of them 
had been walking in front of the build-
ing of the Jewish Community Center 
when the bomb ripped through that 
building. 

In addition to the terrible loss of life, 
the 1994 terrorist attack totally de-
stroyed the seven-story building of the 
Jewish community in Buenos Aires and 
heavily damaged surrounding build-

ings. With the obliteration of the 
brick-and-mortar community center, a 
repository of 100-year-old historical ar-
chives documenting the history of the 
Jews in Argentina, as well as the lit-
erary treasures of Argentinean Jewry 
and the community’s cemetery records 
were all irreplaceably lost. 

Mr. Speaker, much like the horrific 
attacks on our own country just 3 
years ago, the brutal bombing in Ar-
gentina in 1994 was an international 
terrorist act. Among the 85 dead were 
six Bolivians, two Poles, and one Chil-
ean. 

b 2000 

The perpetrators are suspected of 
having received financial and logistical 
support from terrorist individuals and 
groups operating in a nefarious 
triborder region between Argentina, 
Brazil and Paraguay. And the cowardly 
bomber himself was an accomplice of 
Hezbollah, a U.S.-designated foreign 
terrorist organization headquartered in 
Syria. 

In fact, just days after this brutal 
and cruel bombing, a Hezbollah-based 
organization based in Lebanon claimed 
responsibility for this heinous crime. 
Despite this claim of responsibility 10 
years ago, the families and friends of 
the victims and the entire Jewish com-
munity in Argentina were left to ask 
when justice will finally be served. 

Mr. Speaker, the initial phases of the 
investigation into the bombing were 
botched by Argentinian authorities. A 
criminal trial of 20 alleged local ac-
complices, finally begun in September 
2001, over 6 years after the commission 
of this horrific crime and the inves-
tigation, unbelievably, is still ongoing. 

In March 2003, the presiding judge 
issued arrest warrants for former Ira-
nian Government officials who are be-
lieved to have orchestrated the ter-
rorist bombing of the Jewish commu-
nity center in Buenos Aires, but these 
Iranian officials have yet to be arrested 
and sent to Argentina for trial. 

Mr. Speaker, justice cannot wait any 
longer. The families of the victims and 
the larger Jewish community in Argen-
tina deserve to know, after 10 agoniz-
ing years, who is responsible for this 
horrendous terrorist act. 

Our resolution, which I sponsored 
with my good friend and colleague, the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Middle East and Asia, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), 
urges the administration, our adminis-
tration, and the Government of Argen-
tina, the Organization of American 
States, and all of our allies, to pursue 
the international culprits of this mon-
strous bombing, even if they are still 
hiding in Iran. 

Mr. Speaker, we have known for 
many years that Iran, working through 
their Hezbollah stooges, commits wan-
ton acts of violence against civilized 
society; and we strongly suspect that 
the Iranian Government was involved 
in this mass killing, just one of the 
many terrorist acts perpetrated by the 
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ayatollahs in Tehran and their accom-
plices. 

I thank all of my colleagues for their 
hard work on this important resolu-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

First, I would like to thank Yleem 
Poblete for her work on the sub-
committee on this resolution, and I 
want to reraise this plaque of names. 
We are obligated to remember the vic-
tims of the AMIA bombing. We are ob-
ligated to remember the men, the 
women and children whose names are 
listed here, whose lives were abruptly 
ended by a terrorist assault simply be-
cause of their beliefs. We have no 
choice except to demonstrate our com-
mitment to help bring murderers to 
justice. 

I urge unanimous support of this res-
olution of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN). 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE). 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE). 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlemen for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in support for H. Con. Res. 694 
condemning the attack on the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, in July, 1994, and to 
express the concern of the United 
States regarding continuing, decade- 
long delay in the resolution of this 
case. 

I think it is important to remember 
that whenever we see injustice any-
where, it is an attack on injustice ev-
erywhere. I think with the horrendous 
act in July of 1994, and with the lack of 
support or urgency of the Organization 
of American States, without the push-
ing of international organizations, that 
we leave a message that people can do 
what they feel like they want to do and 
get away with it. So I strongly urge 
that organizations responsible for see-
ing that justice is done worldwide 
would focus their attention on this. 

It was 10 years ago that the genocide 
was going on in Rwanda. While we cele-
brated 10 years of independence for 
South Africa, we looked around with 
other terrible things happening. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) for this resolution. We must con-
tinue to be vigilant because injustice 
anywhere is an insult to justice every-
where. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, this past 
Sunday marked the tenth anniversary of the 
deplorable terrorist attack against the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina. Eighty-five innocent human beings, 
including frail little girls and boys were killed, 

and 300 were wounded, by elements linked to 
the global terrorist network. Today, sorrow, de-
spair and frustration still permeate the air, as 
justice remains an elusive, abstract concept 
for the victims and survivors of the AMIA 
bombing. This cannot and must not continue. 

For this reason, the resolution I drafted with 
the Ranking Member of the International Rela-
tions Committee, Mr. LANTOS, renews and re-
directs international attention to the AMIA 
bombing, in order to ensure that justice is fi-
nally served—to ensure that the terrorists are 
held accountable, and that they are no longer 
allowed to roam freely, enjoying virtual impu-
nity for this horrific act. 

It was clear from the onset that the AMIA at-
tack and the earlier one on the Israeli Em-
bassy, were part of a campaign of violence 
targeted at the Jewish community in Argentina 
and throughout the world, by radical militant 
groups in the Middle East. Considerable evi-
dence now supports this linkage, attributing 
the bombing to the terrorist group Hizballah, 
based in Lebanon, supported by Syria, and 
sponsored by Iran. 

Argentine authorities shave issued various 
arrest warrants for Iranian government officials 
who are believed to have been involved in 
planning or carrying out the attack against 
AMIA. Among these are the former Iranian 
minister of security and intelligence; a former 
cultural attaché at the Iranian Embassy in 
Buenos Aries; an Iranian diplomat; a former 
minister of education; and the Iranian Ambas-
sador to Argentina during the 1990s. It is fur-
ther reported that one of the suicide bombers 
responsible for the murder and injuries of hun-
dreds in the AMIA attack, had contact with the 
Iranian embassy in Buenos Aires in the days 
prior to the bombing. 

Additional evidence indicates that the tri-bor-
der area, where Argentina, Paraguay and 
Brazil meet, was used to channel resources 
for the purpose of carrying out this terrorist at-
tack. We now understand the importance of 
this critical piece of information, as the tri-bor-
der area is today widely reported to be a cess-
pool of Islamist terrorist activity. Yet, despite 
this growing evidentiary record, the decade 
since the AMIA bombing has been marred by 
negligence in the initial phases of the inves-
tigation, and by efforts to minimize the inter-
national connection to this second attack by 
the global terrorist network in our own Hemi-
sphere. 

The resolution we are considering today 
seeks to address this problem by, among 
other things: (1) Urging the Government of Ar-
gentina to dedicate the necessary resources 
for its judicial system and intelligence agen-
cies to fully investigate and prosecute the 
AMIA case; (2) Calling upon the international 
community to cooperate fully with the inves-
tigation, including making all parties and infor-
mation available to Argentine authorities, and, 
in particular, by honoring extradition requests 
for former Iranian officials who are now in third 
countries, such as Great Britain. 

Notably, H. Con. Res. 469: (1) Encourages 
the President to direct U.S. law enforcement 
agencies to provide support and cooperation, 
if requested, to the Government of Argentina 
to ensure a resolution of the AMIA case; (2) 
Calls for the creation of a special task force of 
the Inter-American Committee Against Ter-
rorism to assist Argentina in investigating all 
aspects of the AMIA attack, particularly the 
international connection; and (3) Urges OAS 

member nations to designate Hizballah as a 
terrorist organization if they have not already 
done so. 

My colleagues, the wounds will not begin to 
heal until the investigation in to the AMIA 
bombing is pursued with vigor and determina-
tion, and until effective action is taken by all to 
ensure that justice is served. The scars will 
serve as a constant reminder of the need for 
vigilance in our Hemisphere, of the need for 
democratic countries to unite in condemning 
such horrid acts and work together to protect 
the right of every citizen, in every society, to 
live in peace and liberty free from the threat of 
terrorism. 

This resolution is an important first step to-
ward achieving that goal. It is a call to action. 
It sends an unequivocal message to all that 
the United States considers the resolution of 
this case to be a priority, that it is prepared to 
take the necessary steps to ensure this end, 
working both with regional neighbors, as well 
as with the Argentine government. 

Ten years have already passed. We cannot 
wait any longer. It is time for the rule of law 
to be seen and to be heard in this important 
case. We cannot allow justice to be held cap-
tive by inaction. 

I thank the over 50 co-sponsors of this reso-
lution for their support, and would especially 
like to thank the House Leadership and Chair-
man HYDE, for allowing this measure to move 
expeditiously to the Floor, and ask my col-
leagues to render their overwhelming support 
by voting ‘‘yes’’ on H. Con. Res. 469. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 469. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

DECLARING GENOCIDE IN DARFUR, 
SUDAN 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 467) 
declaring genocide in Darfur, Sudan, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 467 

Whereas Article 1 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide (signed at Paris on December 9, 
1948) states that ‘‘the Contracting Parties 
confirm that genocide, whether committed 
in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime 
under international law which they under-
take to prevent and to punish’’; 

Whereas Article 2 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide declares that ‘‘in the present Con-
vention, genocide means any of the following 
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acts committed with the intent to destroy, 
in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, ra-
cial or religious group, as such: (a) killing 
members of the group; (b) causing serious 
bodily or mental harm to members of the 
group; (c) deliberately inflicting on the 
group conditions of life calculated to bring 
about its physical destruction in whole or in 
part; (d) imposing measures intended to pre-
vent births within the group; and (e) forcibly 
transferring children of the group to another 
group’’; 

Whereas Article 3 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide affirms that ‘‘[the] following acts 
shall be punishable: (a) genocide; (b) con-
spiracy to commit genocide; (c) direct and 
public incitement to commit genocide; (d) 
attempt to committed genocide; and (e) 
complicit in genocide’’; 

Whereas in Darfur, Sudan, an estimated 
30,000 innocent civilians have been brutally 
murdered, more than 130,000 people have 
been forced from their homes and have fled 
to neighboring Chad, and more than 1,000,000 
people have been internally displaced; and 

Whereas in March 2004 the United Nations 
Resident Humanitarian Coordinator stated: 
‘‘[T]he war in Darfur started off in a small 
way last year but it has progressively gotten 
worse. A predominant feature of this is that 
the brunt is being borne by civilians. This in-
cludes vulnerable women and children . . . 
The violence in Darfur appears to be particu-
larly directed at a specific group based on 
their ethnic identity and appears to be 
systemized.’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) declares that the atrocities unfolding in 
Darfur, Sudan, are genocide; 

(2) reminds the Contracting Parties to the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide (signed at 
Paris on December 9, 1948), particularly the 
Government of Sudan, of their legal obliga-
tions under the Convention; 

(3) declares that the Government of Sudan, 
as a Contracting Party, has violated the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide; 

(4) deplores the failure of the United Na-
tions Human Rights Commission to take ap-
propriate action with respect to the crisis in 
Darfur, Sudan, particularly the failure by 
the Commission to support United States– 
sponsored efforts to strongly condemn gross 
human rights violations committed in 
Darfur, and calls upon the United Nations 
and the United Nations Secretary General to 
assert leadership by calling the atrocities 
being committed in Darfur by their rightful 
name: ‘‘genocide’’; 

(5) calls on the member states of the 
United Nations, particularly member states 
from the African Union, the Arab League, 
and the Organization of the Islamic Con-
ference, to undertake measures to prevent 
the genocide in Darfur, Sudan, from esca-
lating further, including the imposition of 
targeted means against those responsible for 
the atrocities; 

(6) urges the Administration to call the 
atrocities being committed in Darfur, Sudan, 
by their rightful name: ‘‘genocide’’; 

(7) commends the Administration’s leader-
ship in seeking a peaceful resolution to the 
conflict in Darfur, Sudan, and in addressing 
the ensuing humanitarian crisis, including 
the visit of Secretary of State Colin Powell 
to Darfur in June 2004 to engage directly in 
efforts to end the genocide, and the provision 
of nearly $140,000,000 to date in bilateral hu-
manitarian assistance through the United 
States Agency for International Develop-
ment; 

(8) commends the President for appointing 
former Senator John Danforth as Envoy for 

Peace in Sudan on September 6, 2001, and 
further commends the appointment of Sen-
ator Danforth as United States Ambassador 
to the United Nations; 

(9) calls on the Administration to continue 
to lead an international effort to stop geno-
cide in Darfur, Sudan; 

(10) urges the Administration to seriously 
consider multilateral or even unilateral 
intervention to stop genocide in Darfur, 
Sudan, should the United Nations Security 
Council fail to act; 

(11) calls on the Administration to impose 
targeted means, including visa bans and the 
freezing of assets, against officials and other 
individuals of the Government of Sudan, as 
well as Janjaweed militia commanders, who 
are responsible for war crimes and crimes 
against humanity in Darfur, Sudan; and 

(12) calls on the United States Agency for 
International Development to establish a 
Darfur Resettlement, Rehabilitation, and 
Reconstruction Fund so that those individ-
uals driven off their land may return and 
begin to rebuild their communities. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the concurrent resolution under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I stand before Members 

tonight to urge their support for House 
Concurrent Resolution 467 which de-
clares genocide in the Darfur region of 
western Sudan. 

Unfortunately, there is no one among 
us who is unfamiliar with the word 
‘‘genocide.’’ Several of us have been 
personally affected by genocide. The 
mere mention of the word evokes the 
horrific images of the gas chambers of 
the Holocaust, the killing fields of 
Cambodia, the mass graves of 
Srebrenica, and the bloodied streets of 
Rwanda. The atrocities committed in 
these areas were heinous and must not 
be belittled by casual usage of the word 
‘‘genocide,’’ but I assure Members the 
decision to bring this resolution to the 
floor and to make such a declaration 
has been anything but casual. 

Out of a preconflict population of 6.5 
million in Darfur, an estimated 30,000 
people have been killed, another 300,000 
face certain death in the coming 
months. Up to 1 million have been in-
ternally displaced, and 130,000 others 
have been forced to flee to neighboring 
Chad. Remember that this is happening 
in a country that has undergone the 
most horrific civil war for over 25 
years, where 2 million people have died 
and 4 million people have been dis-
placed. Against that backdrop, we now 
have Darfur. 

Reports by refugees, internally dis-
placed persons, and the United Nations 
officials detail a systematic pattern of 
attacks against civilians by govern-
ment-supported militias who employ 
scorched earth tactics, murder, rape 
and pillage with impunity. These at-
tacks have been conducted in a delib-
erate, sequenced, and systematic fash-
ion, and according to a recent report 
by the International Crisis Group, 
‘‘have led to the depopulation of entire 
areas inhabited by the Fur, Zaghawa, 
Massaleit and other small groups of 
black African origin.’’ 

I believe, and this resolution affirms, 
that these atrocities meet the defini-
tion of genocide as defined in the Con-
vention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide, signed 
in Paris on December 9, 1948. 

The manager’s amendment before 
you does nothing to alter the purpose 
of the underlying resolution. The 
changes in the preamble are strictly 
technical and perfecting. The changes 
in the Resolved Clauses include clari-
fications in the new text which, one, 
make it clear that the Government of 
Sudan has violated the convention, and 
the prevention and punishment of the 
crime of genocide; two, call for specific 
actions by member states of the United 
Nations; and three, recognize the lead-
ership of the administration in seeking 
a peaceful resolution to this crisis. 

On April 7, 2004, the same day that 
world leaders were gathered in Kigali 
to commemorate the 10-year anniver-
sary of the Rwandan genocide, United 
Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan 
appeared before the U.N. Commission 
on Human Rights stating that reports 
of ethnic cleansing from Darfur had 
left him with a ‘‘deep sense of fore-
boding,’’ and called for decisive action. 
We are still waiting to see what deci-
sive action the United Nations will 
take. 

I am particularly disappointed in the 
inaction of a few recalcitrant members 
of the African Union, the Arab League, 
and the Organization of Islamic Con-
ference, who seem comfortable with 
sitting back while tens of thousands of 
their African and Muslim brothers die. 
To this end, the manager’s amendment 
deplores the failure of the United Na-
tions Human Rights Commission to 
condemn the gross violations of human 
rights which have taken place in 
Darfur, and calls on the United Nations 
and the U.N. Secretary-General to as-
sert their leadership by calling the 
atrocities by their rightful name, geno-
cide. 

It also calls on members of the 
United Nations, particularly the mem-
ber states from the African Union, the 
Arab League, and the Organization of 
the Islamic Conference, to undertake 
effective measures to stop the genocide 
in Darfur. 

The manager’s amendment also in-
cludes language which commends the 
robust response of the administration. 
This administration has taken the lead 
in attempting to resolve this crisis and 
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deserves credit for their efforts. How-
ever, it is important to note that the 
protection of human rights and the 
prevention of genocide are not the re-
sponsibility of a few; they are the re-
sponsibility of us all. The United 
States cannot do this alone. The 
United Nations, the European Union, 
the African Union, the Arab League 
and others must step up now if we hope 
to prevent this genocide from esca-
lating. 

True to form, Josef Stalin once cal-
lously remarked, ‘‘One death is a trag-
edy. A million deaths is a statistic.’’ 
Given his propensity for mass murder, 
this remark comes as no surprise. I 
submit, however, that those who have 
died, those who face death, and those 
who have lost their homes in Darfur 
are not mere statistics. To really know 
this tragedy is to think about the mur-
der of the little boy and girl whose 
corpses lie in the sand, to imagine 
their last moments of stark terror, and 
to consider this brutal act repeated 
30,000-fold. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before 
you tonight is the product of a truly 
collaborative effort and enjoys bipar-
tisan support. If we are going to at-
tempt to solve this problem, we must 
first understand that which confronts 
us in its totality. The first step is to 
acknowledge that we are dealing with 
genocide. The next step is to take ac-
tion to stop the atrocities. Let us not 
look back 10 years from now, wishing 
we had done more, saying what we 
have heard said oftentimes on this 
floor and in halls around the world 
about Rwanda, ‘‘I wish we would have 
done more. I wish we would have taken 
action.’’ 

b 2015 

We do not want to be in that position 
again. This is the time. This is the op-
portunity we have to take those steps, 
to take that action. This is not a polit-
ical issue as evidenced by the fact that 
there is broad bipartisan support. This 
is an issue of morality. It calls upon 
every single one of us in this room and 
on this planet to search our own hearts 
and souls and to think about what it is 
we can do individually to stop this 
tragedy. It is a calling. It is a moral 
calling on us all. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and I rise in strong support of this res-
olution. First I would like to thank my 
good friend and distinguished colleague 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for intro-
ducing this critically important resolu-
tion and for his leadership on issues af-
fecting the entire African continent. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has the oppor-
tunity to take a historic step today, to 
send a message to the entire world that 
we will no longer deal with genocide in 
hindsight. Instead, we will denounce it 
when we see it, we will take effective 
steps to stop it, and we will hold those 
who commit genocide responsible for 

their monstrous actions. Today we face 
one of the most tragic situations on 
the planet, the crisis in Darfur, West-
ern Sudan. The Sudanese government 
has planned, organized, and carried out 
unspeakable atrocities against native 
black African men, women, and chil-
dren with the deliberate intent to en-
gage in mass murder. Article 2 of the 
Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of the Crime of Genocide says: 
‘‘Any act committed with the intent to 
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, 
ethnic, racial, or religious group is 
genocide.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, exactly what is the case 
for declaring the crime of genocide 
against the Khartoum government and 
its Arab surrogates? They have killed 
tens of thousands of individuals based 
solely on their African identity. They 
have caused serious bodily and mental 
harm to over 130,000 people, dislocated 
from Darfur into horrendous tem-
porary camps in neighboring Chad. 
They have created over 1 million inter-
nally displaced persons, destroyed their 
homes and livelihood, and left them in 
uninhabitable and remote areas with-
out food, medicine, and shelter. 

These actions were taken specifically 
to bring about their physical destruc-
tion through starvation, exposure, and 
disease. Khartoum has deliberately and 
masterfully frustrated efforts to bring 
humanitarian relief by the inter-
national community while conducting 
a vicious campaign of terror against 
the men, women, and children of 
Darfur. Finally, Mr. Speaker, they 
have targeted men and boys for killing 
and used rape as a weapon of war 
against the women and girls of Darfur. 

These actions have gone on far too 
long. But those of us who months ago 
were crying out for some sort of action 
by the international community have 
had reason in recent weeks to take 
some heart. Both our own government 
and the United Nations have started 
taking steps to intervene in this hor-
rendous situation. I want to commend 
Secretary of State Colin Powell for his 
recent visit to Darfur and his efforts to 
stop Khartoum’s genocidal efforts in 
their tracks. I also want to commend 
my friend U.N. Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan for his recent trip to Darfur 
where he too brought attention to the 
atrocities and demanded the Sudanese 
authorities stop the human destruction 
and protect the people of Darfur. 

It is incumbent upon us to support an 
intervention protection force that will 
stop the killing and protect citizens, 
humanitarian relief workers and inter-
national monitors. We must work 
closely with the African Union and the 
United Nations to bring peacekeeping 
forces and diplomatic authority to 
change Khartoum’s evil and monstrous 
policies. Africa and the international 
community cannot stand by while 
black Africans are deliberately killed 
because of who they are. This historic 
action today by our Congress will sig-
nal to the world that we will no longer 
deal with genocide in hindsight, but we 

will denounce it when we see it and 
hold those who commit genocide re-
sponsible for their evil actions. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FRANKS). 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman from Colorado for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand tonight with 
these distinguished Members in sup-
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
467, declaring genocide in Darfur, 
Sudan. To date an estimated 30,000 ci-
vilians have been murdered, more than 
130,000 have been forced from their 
homes and have fled to neighboring 
Chad, and more than 1 million people 
have been internally displaced. If the 
international community fails to act, 
what awaits these people is a terrible 
season of prolonged suffering and pain-
ful death. Even now, mothers who have 
traveled miles fleeing their husbands’ 
murderers are watching their children 
starve. They are helpless to end the vi-
olence. We are not. We must act. We 
cannot wait until thousands more have 
died. 

Mr. Speaker, the good news is that 
we can prevent the loss of life. There is 
a way that our actions can matter. We 
have seen the faces of women holding 
their emaciated babies to their chest 
with tears streaming down their faces, 
and we have seen the photos of burned- 
out villages. What is reflected in the 
eyes of these women is at once utter 
relief at having found the camp and un-
imaginable grief in the tragic and 
needless losses they have endured. 
Some of them bear the physical scars 
of beatings and branding, but many 
more of them bear the emotional scars 
of brutal rape by the evil Janjaweed 
militias. 

Mr. Speaker, even in the camps, the 
people are not safe from harm. The 
people in this crisis make an impos-
sible decision every day. They have to 
decide whether to send the old men and 
boys for firewood fearing that they will 
be killed, or whether to send the 
women and girls for firewood fearing 
that they will be raped. Mr. Speaker, 
this horrifying choice is unacceptable. 
America and the world must demand 
that humanitarian aid workers have 
access to these suffering souls in order 
to bring them the food that they need, 
and further that credible peacekeepers 
enter Sudan in order to provide the 
critical and desperately needed secu-
rity so that their lives, their future is 
not further marred by the horrible 
choices they were forced to make in 
order to survive. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Darfur 
should have a future. We must pass 
House Concurrent Resolution 467. Any-
thing less would be a disgraceful fail-
ure before the eyes of God and human-
ity. 
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before 

yielding, I would like to ask my col-
league from Colorado if he would ac-
commodate us by yielding some of his 
time to us because we have a number of 
distinguished colleagues who wish to 
speak on this issue. 

Mr. TANCREDO. I would be happy to 
do so. I cannot do it right now because 
we have at least one other colleague 
who is on his way and I do not know 
how much; but whatever time we can 
yield, we will do so. 

Mr. LANTOS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s accommodation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to yield 
4 minutes to my good friend from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), the author of this 
important resolution. 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
commend our leaders in the Committee 
on International Relations, Chairman 
HYDE and Ranking Member LANTOS, for 
their tireless work in bringing this his-
toric resolution declaring genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan to the floor. Many peo-
ple have held back on using the word 
‘‘genocide’’ out of fear that it is really 
a declaration that they try to step 
around, but I really am so proud that 
this House of Representatives is stand-
ing up and calling it like it is. As my 
colleague from Colorado said, it is 
genocide. Let me just say that this 
would have been impossible without 
the Tancredos and the Wolfs and the 
Royces on the other side and fighters 
on our side such as the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) and all 
of the members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus and our dean, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

This is something that we did not do 
10 years ago when genocide was hap-
pening in Rwanda. We looked the other 
way. But we are not going to look the 
other way in 2004. We must also im-
press upon the world community, the 
AU, the EU, the Islamic Front, all of 
the groups, that they must come to-
gether and that they must declare and 
work towards having civility return to 
Sudan. 

But I want to remind the Congress 
that although we need to act now in 
Darfur, that once the crisis is under 
control, we cannot rest on our laurels 
and fool ourselves that this type of 
thing will not happen again. Let me 
just remind the Speaker that this same 
government gave sanctuary to Osama 
bin Laden from 1991 to 1996, allowing 
him to build his terror network world-
wide. In fact, I would argue that al 
Qaeda was conceived and created in 
Sudan in the 1990s. Other terrorist acts 
are also linked to the current officials 
still sitting in Sudan that have not 
even been questioned. 

It is important to recall that the gov-
ernment of Sudan’s involvement in 
international terrorism goes back a 
decade. The Sudanese government was 
directly involved in the World Trade 
Center bombing in 1993. The master-

mind of the 1993 bombing, Sheikh 
Abdel Rahman, who was sentenced to 
life in 1995, received his visa from the 
same Khartoum government. He was a 
guest of senior Sudanese government 
officials several weeks before that hap-
pened at that time. Of the 15 men in-
dicted for this terror act, five were Su-
danese nationalists. These Sudanese 
nationalists had strong ties with Suda-
nese diplomats stationed right here in 
New York at the Sudan Embassy at the 
United Nations. 

In 1995, members of an Egyptian ter-
rorist group tried to assassinate Presi-
dent Hosni Mubarak of Egypt when he 
was attending a meeting in Ethiopia at 
the OAU summit. The 11-man assas-
sination team had been given safe 
haven in Sudan to prepare for the mis-
sion to kill the Egyptian president. 
The weapons used in the assassination 
attempt were reportedly flown into 
Ethiopia on Sudan Airways. The pass-
ports used by the assassins were also 
prepared in Khartoum, according to a 
United Nations report. 

The point of listing all of this is to 
show a pattern. This is a regime that 
does not care about human lives and to 
think that they will stop at Darfur, we 
are fooling ourselves. We must begin to 
get serious about our dealings with the 
government of Sudan. No more cod-
dling them because they have oil or be-
cause they have links to Islamic coun-
tries, no more allowing the African 
Union to give excuses, no more allow-
ing the EU saying, What are we doing 
here? 

We must act now. We must continue 
the pressure. I urge my colleagues to 
support H. Con. Res. 467, declaring 
genocide in Darfur. 

Mr. LANTOS. I want to thank my 
friend for his powerful statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 2 minutes to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), a distinguished member 
of the Committee on International Re-
lations. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
permitting me to speak on this resolu-
tion, and I appreciate the gentleman 
from New Jersey bringing it forward. 

I think it is important that we are 
stepping forward to call what is hap-
pening in this troubled country by 
what it is, genocide. As has been ref-
erenced, we have already lost over 
30,000 people. The best estimate is that 
we are looking at a third of a million 
people if everything goes right, and 
sadly, the path that we are on today is 
a million or more. 

I hope that this will be an important 
first step for us to acknowledge, as the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) put forth, that this is different 
than when we stood by 10 years ago in 
Rwanda or a dozen years ago in Bosnia; 
or sadly, the United States was not 
forthcoming a generation ago in Eu-
rope during World War II. But I think 

that experience has chastened us and, I 
hope, has sensitized us; and I hope the 
language that is put forward here is 
just the beginning. By all means, call 
it by what it is. By all means, move 
forward with the United Nations. 

But I would hope that when we think 
of having spent $200 billion in round 
numbers in Iraq for actually a threat 
that has proven to be far less, that we 
can put forward the same sort of en-
ergy and interest in uniting the world 
community in making sure that we im-
plement the extreme diplomacy that is 
necessary, that we use the power of 
this country from military to diplo-
macy to the moral suasion that we are 
capable of to make sure that we tip the 
balance and move it in the right direc-
tion. 

I commend all my colleagues that are 
here this evening, late in the evening, 
for sharing their concerns and trying 
to craft a bipartisan approach. But I 
hope that this is but one of many steps 
of this nature to highlight, and that we 
will continue to spotlight and speak for 
as long as we are faced with this prob-
lem. We cannot ignore it, to let it slip 
away. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 467, declaring genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for intro-
ducing this important legislation. I 
want to personally thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) 
and his staff and the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) for ensuring 
that this resolution reached the floor 
in an expedited manner. I want to also 
thank the leadership for allowing this 
to come up so quickly. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
and the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) and their staffs for their 
continued focus on Darfur. I am proud 
that this resolution has the support of 
so many Members standing side by side 
for the people of Darfur. 

Mr. Speaker, I first stood on the floor 
of the House last March to highlight 
the situation in Darfur and to call the 
world’s attention to the ongoing 
slaughter of innocent civilians. At that 
time, thousands were dead and pre-
dictions of more death were certain; 
and since then the world has finally 
awakened to what is occurring. Arti-
cles have been written, protesters ar-
rested, newspapers have carried the 
story on the front pages. Now we all 
know, all the world now knows what is 
occurring in Darfur, and we must act 
to stop it. Failure to do so will cost 
more lives. 

Unfortunately, the situation worsens 
on a daily basis. An estimate of 1,000 
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lives are now being lost every day. The 
situation has escalated to the point 
that I can now firmly say that I believe 
that genocide is taking place, and we 
all have a responsibility and a duty to 
the people of Darfur to try to stop it in 
its tracks. 

I went to Darfur with Senator 
BROWNBACK. We met the people. We 
heard their stories. I listened to the 
women tell us who had been raped over 
and over. The people of Darfur are suf-
fering. 

Historically, in past cases, the world 
has been slow to act when faced with 
genocide, but today it is different. 
Today we stand here in the House, the 
people’s body, staring genocide in the 
face. And today we know what is occur-
ring and we are not afraid to call it 
what it is, genocide. The international 
community now has a moral and a 
legal obligation to stop what is occur-
ring and bring those responsible to jus-
tice. 

I want to commend the United States 
for taking the lead to help end the cri-
sis. Secretary Powell, I want to thank 
him and Secretary-General Annan. 
They are to be commended for going to 
Darfur. I also want to commend the 
United States Agency for International 
Development and the team which has 
people on the ground. 

The United States must continue to 
speak out, and I am proud tonight that 
for the first time when genocide is tak-
ing place, the people’s House is speak-
ing out. Every other time the resolu-
tions took place after it was over and 
all the people were dead. 

I want to thank the Members on this 
side and the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) for all his efforts from 
way, way back, and all of them over 
there and the Members on this side. 
This is very important to speak out for 
the voiceless, those who have no voice. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), my friend and neigh-
bor. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
because, as we speak, genocide is oc-
curring in Darfur in the western 
Sudan. 

And let me just thank our ranking 
member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), for his sense of 
outrage and morality on this issue, as 
well as the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TANCREDO) for his consistent work 
to expose the atrocities as genocide. 

Also, let me just recognize and thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for his efforts as our ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Africa 
for always keeping African issues at 
the front of our congressional legisla-
tive agenda. For so many years he has 
been sounding the alarm, and finally 
tonight we are here. So I just want to 
thank him for his constant sounding of 
the alarm for this and for the people of 
the Sudan. 

The murders, the rape, and the 
scorched-earth campaign in Darfur is 
genocide. We call it what it is by sup-
porting this resolution. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Africa, there has been no evidence pre-
sented to indicate that this is not 
genocide. It is. It has been 10 years, Mr. 
Speaker, and the international commu-
nity, particularly the United States, 
must learn from the Rwandan tragedy. 
Like Rwanda, the warning signs in 
Darfur were obvious. But we did noth-
ing, and now the international commu-
nity is watching once again as millions 
of Black Africans are wiped out of 
western Sudan. 

The Bush administration has raised 
concerns and the United Nations has 
denounced the ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ exe-
cuted by militias supported by the 
Khartoum government, but this is be-
yond ethnic cleansing. This is system-
atic and calculated genocide. Hundreds 
of thousands are fleeing Darfur, fearing 
that they will become yet another sta-
tistic in a malicious plan to rape, tor-
ture, and ultimately wipe out all 
Blacks in the southwest region of 
Sudan. 

As in other conflicts designed delib-
erately to humiliate and eliminate peo-
ple because of their identity, we have 
seen women and girls targeted for rape 
in Darfur. How can we allow this trav-
esty to continue and not be outraged? 

The inaction of this administration I 
think is unconscionable, especially 
when we consider that one word, one 
word, ‘‘genocide,’’ can make the dif-
ference between humanitarian assist-
ance and international justice for 
Darfurians. 

Let us pass this resolution. 
Why would the Bush Administration argue 

over the definition of genocide, while mur-
derers, rapists, the janjaweed, and the Khar-
toum government have the blood of the Darfur 
people on their hands? 

The government of Sudan is not our partner 
in peace. 

Our sense of morality requires us to do ev-
erything possible to stop this carnage. This bi-
partisan resolution will help save hundreds of 
thousands of lives. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), our distinguished Democratic 
leader, an indefatigable champion of 
human rights across the globe. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished ranking member for 
yielding me this time and for his lead-
ership on this very important issue. 

In the very short time allotted to me, 
I want to commend my colleagues for 
being so vocal on this issue at this 
time and, frankly, for a very long time. 
I have said before when we had another 
resolution, an earlier resolution, on the 
floor that there is no Member of Con-
gress that I hold in higher esteem than 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF) for his work on human rights 
throughout the world. And he has been 
a leader on this issue, visiting over the 
years, warning America, warning the 
world of the impending disaster that 
was there in one form or another over 
time. 

And the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) has taken the lead in the 

Committee on International Relations 
on this important issue, and it has not 
been because Members of Congress, es-
pecially the Congressional Black Cau-
cus in the Congress, have not blown the 
whistle, have not sounded the alarm, 
have not called the public’s attention 
to what is happening there. 

And the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS), of course, as the cochair 
of the Human Rights Caucus, has been 
singing this song for a very long time. 
Why do people not listen? 

When the tragedy occurred in Rwan-
da, everyone was embarrassed, sad, and 
contrite and said that it was not going 
to happen again. Never again could we 
ignore all of God’s children being de-
stroyed by each other and sit back and 
watch it happen to the tune of hun-
dreds of thousands of people. 

We have now been told that 30,000 
people will die in the Sudan, and if we 
do not act, then hundreds of thousands 
more will die. How can we tolerate 
this? How can we call ourselves persons 
who care about every person living on 
the face of the Earth and not care 
about each and every one of these chil-
dren and their parents and their fami-
lies in the Sudan? 

The issue today is one that we have 
discussed before. Is it ethnic cleansing 
or is it genocide? And if it is genocide, 
then it should provoke a reaction from 
all of the countries of the world who 
consider themselves civilized and re-
spectful of human rights and, quite 
frankly, those of us and I know the mo-
tivation of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) and some of our other 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in 
this regard springs from our belief that 
all of these people are God’s children, 
worthy of respect. 

The Bible tells us that to minister to 
the needs of God’s creation is an act of 
worship; to ignore God’s creation, 
which are these children, is to dishonor 
the God who made them. Right now, 
the world is dishonoring God. We are 
not committing acts of worship; we are 
committing acts of negligence. 

It is genocide, and the perpetrators of 
this genocide sit with impunity in 
Khartoum and say they are engaged in 
all of this as a matter of self-defense. Is 
it self-defense to rape women five, six 
times over again so that they cannot 
even go home to their husbands in a so-
ciety which finds that unforgiveable on 
the part of the woman? Is it self-de-
fense to have children starve because 
food cannot get through? 

Seeing the pictures of those children 
challenges the conscience of the world, 
and yet we are having a debate on se-
mantics in the world. But not in this 
House. In this House we know it, we 
call it for what it is. 

As the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LEE) said, a calculated, focused, 
intended elimination of these people; 
and that very clearly spells out what 
the definition of genocide is and how 
what is happening in the Sudan meets 
that standard and therefore should in-
voke certain actions by the rest of the 
world. 
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We all believe very strongly that 

something has to be done. But in light 
of what we said after Rwanda, we are 
considered hypocritical or inconsistent 
or just with very poor memory if we do 
not act upon this now. We must all an-
swer for the genocide that is happening 
in the Sudan. 

So I commend my colleagues for 
their tremendous leadership. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS), the Black Caucus, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), and 
others have worked so hard on this for 
such a long time. The gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) was just there 
last weekend and brings back personal 
stories of what he saw. So I thank 
them. Any one of us who wants some-
thing to happen there is deeply in their 
debt, as are the people of the Sudan. 
We must make a difference on this. I 
thank them for taking these steps to 
do so. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished Democratic leader 
for her passionate and powerful appeal. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), distinguished ranking member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives. 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the proudest moment in the 108th Con-
gress and maybe even going all the way 
back to the anti-apartheid resolution, 
the sanctions that were passed against 
South Africa. 

b 2045 

In the midst of the intense partisan-
ship that has informed nearly every 
issue that has come to the Congress, 
somehow the Members on both sides of 
the aisle have come together in the 
most remarkable way. I cannot explain 
it. I am humbled by it. 

But I rise to say only this, that this 
is only the first step, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause we have a long way to go now. 
Thank goodness that we got this reso-
lution in, which is easy to predict that 
it will succeed. But we have the distin-
guished other body, we have to engage 
the administration of this country, we 
have to go to the United Nations and to 
the Security Council before anything 
begins to happen. So I know all of us 
will join and continue this struggle. 

I lift up the name, in addition to all 
of us, of the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT); the gentleman 
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE); and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Chairman 
SENSENBRENNER), who have made all of 
this possible tonight. 

Just two weeks ago, my colleague from Vir-
ginia, Congressman FRANK WOLF, and I con-
vened a bipartisan meeting of Members to de-
velop an action plan to address the cata-
strophic loss of life that is occurring in Darfur, 
Sudan. We all agreed that the first critical step 
was to raise the voices of the U.S. Congress 

in a call to action by declaring unequivocally 
that what is happening in Sudan is genocide. 

In my 39 years in the House of Representa-
tives, I have never seen such incredible bipar-
tisan, bicameral cooperation. And in an elec-
tion year no less, with a highly polarized elec-
torate. But the reason is simple. The tragedy 
in Sudan is not a Democrat or Republican 
issue; its not a Muslim or Christian issue; its 
not only an issue of race. Genocide is a 
human issue. When genocide occurs, we must 
all stand up and act with determination to end 
the systematic effort to exterminate a people. 
These are the lessons of the Holocaust, of 
Cambodia, and most recently, of Rwanda. 

In Rwanda, we shrugged our shoulders and 
waited until eight hundred thousand (800,000) 
people were killed, before we identified that 
event as a genocide. In 1948, the United Na-
tions put forth the Convention Against Geno-
cide and the United States and many other 
nations signed on to that convention, agreeing 
to prevent genocide wherever and whenever it 
happens. Our nation has taken an important 
role in this crisis—negotiating a settlement to 
the war, providing the bulk of the humanitarian 
aid, increasing the pressure on the Sudanese 
government. 

Now—before it is too late to save the one 
million lives at risk of death—now, we must 
rally our allies and the U.N. Security Council 
to take action. Now is the time to authorize 
multilateral troops. Now the world must send a 
clear message that genocide will no longer be 
tolerated, anywhere. 

If we can come together in this Congress on 
such an urgent human issue, I believe that we 
can bring together our friends in Europe, Afri-
ca, Asia and Latin America to address this 
genocide in the Security Council. That effort is 
our moral imperative. 

Passage of this historic resolution is the first 
time this body has declared a humanitarian or 
political crisis to be genocide. This would not 
have been possible without the efforts of my 
Republican colleagues—Speaker DENNIS 
HASTERT (R–IL), Chairman of the International 
Relations Committee, HENRY HYDE (R–IL), 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, CASS BALLENGER (R–NC), Chair-
man of the Africa Subcommittee ED ROYCE 
(R–CA), Congressman FRANK WOLF (R–VA), 
and Congressman TOM TANCREDO (R–CO). 

My fellow Democrats played a critical role in 
moving this resolution to the floor, including— 
Congressman TOM LANTOS, Ranking Member 
of the International Relations Committee, Con-
gressman DONALD PAYNE, Ranking Member of 
the Africa Subcommittee (D–NJ) and the 
sponsor of this resolution, the many Members 
of the Congressional Black Caucus, under the 
leadership of Congresman ELIJAH CUMMINGS 
(D–MD). 

And we must thank our friends in the Sen-
ate—Senator SAM BROWNBACK (R–KS) and 
Senator JON CORZINE (D–NJ) for their pas-
sionate, diligent work and cooperation on this 
issue. 

While I congratulate you all, I hope that the 
real victory will go to the people of Sudan. 
This vote is an important step to saving lives. 
I look forward to working with my colleagues 
in the Hose and Senate, the Administration 
and the United Nations to continue this impor-
tant effort to stop this genocide. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and neighbor, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I am so 
proud of the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE); the ranking member, 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS); the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE); the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS); the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO); 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF); the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY); and all of those on 
both sides of the aisle who have been 
working so hard to bring this genocide 
to the attention of our own govern-
ment and to the world. We have people 
who are working very hard to get 
something done. 

My heart is heavy this evening be-
cause it has taken us much too long. I 
know that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) did give a word of 
thanks to Colin Powell and Kofi Annan 
for making the trip and for urging the 
Khartoum government to cooperate 
and stop the genocide. But I say to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), we have to ask Colin Powell and 
Kofi Annan and the President of the 
United States to get tougher. They 
have got to get tougher. We are watch-
ing genocide take place. 

I am pleased about this resolution. 
Genocide has taken place in this world 
far too many times, genocide that 
could have been stopped if good people 
just took a little tougher action. 

We have watched genocide time and 
time again, in most recent of times, 
Rwanda. This does not have to con-
tinue. Over 30,000 people have died; 1 
million people stand to die as I stand 
here today. 

So it is time to act and act now. We 
must first recognize that the Khar-
toum government is part of the prob-
lem. They keep making promises, but 
they lie. The minute they say they are 
going to cooperate, we turn our backs, 
they are supporting the Janjaweed. 
They are indeed a part of the problem. 
We must act, we must act now, and we 
must be tough. We can stop this geno-
cide. 

Tonight, we define it for what it is 
with this resolution. Thank you, I say 
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE). It is genocide. Let the word go 
forth, and it must be stopped. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
51⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) and ask unani-
mous consent that he be allowed to 
control said time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that an additional 
10 minutes to each side be devoted to 
discussing this all-important issue. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-

lighted to yield 2 minutes to my friend 
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and colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I too want to add my recogni-
tion, more than appreciation, but my 
recognition for the gentleman from Il-
linois (Chairman HYDE) and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), who never turn 
their back on the issues of human 
rights. The gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE), who was right continu-
ously as he, I would like to say, 
plugged ahead on being persistent in 
dealing with this question of Sudan 
and the direction that we should take 
in this Congress. The gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) and, of course, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), who has 
had a series of meetings that we have 
been participating in over a number of 
weeks. 

Let me suggest to you that this 
should be a night of action. The vote 
on this resolution is in fact a state-
ment that is long overdue. I might 
refer you to the language of this reso-
lution and its first resolve, and that is 
that we declare that the atrocities un-
folding in Darfur, Sudan, are genocide. 

Let me cite to you Amnesty Inter-
national, which indicates the horror 
that is happening in West Darfur: ‘‘I 
was sleeping when the attack started. I 
was taken away by the attackers. They 
were all in uniforms. They took dozens 
of other girls. They made us walk for 3 
hours. During the day, we were beaten 
and they were telling us, you the black 
woman, we will exterminate you. You 
will have no God. All night we were 
raped several times.’’ 

I do not want to bring back the hor-
rors of life that we led as slaves in this 
country. I simply want to say many of 
us have had these experiences, and 
when I say that, historically. 

It is important for this Nation now to 
stand up, and I would appreciate as 
this resolution is passed and passed in 
the Senate, that our government now 
will stand and join us and say that 
genocide is occurring in Sudan. 

Yes, the government did offer a 10- 
point manifesto. I received it. They 
said they were willing to deal with the 
Janjaweed. They were willing to dis-
arm them. They were willing to give 
humanitarian aid. 

Well, let me tell my colleagues, I 
took that piece of paper, but they did 
nothing. There are human rights viola-
tions going on, there are rapes, there 
are abductions, there are destruction of 
villages and property. 

I would simply say this resolution 
lays out the road map. We declare to-
night that genocide is occurring in 
Sudan, and I would ask the President 
of the United States to so declare so 
that we can move forward and protect 
lives. Let not another Rwanda occur. 
We are in fact our brothers’ and sisters’ 
keepers. 

Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of this 
resolution. I commend my colleague 
Mr. PAYNE for his foresight and cour-
age to put forward his bold resolution, 
when many in the Congress were hesi-
tant. I also commend the Chairman 
and Ranking Member, Congressmen 
HYDE and LANTOS for their leadership, 
in recognizing the crisis unfolding in 
Sudan and moving rapidly to bring this 
resolution to the floor before the re-
cess. 

As it moved so efficiently toward the 
Floor of the House, I know com-
promises were made on specific phrases 
and statements. Although I do not 
agree with every line, I firmly support 
the resolution. It is time that this Con-
gress sends a strong message to Sudan 
and the world, that the United States 
is ready to move boldly to stop the 
death and destruction in Darfur. 

It truly is time for an aggressive 
American and international response 
to the crisis in Darfur, Sudan. For the 
past year and a half, ethnic-African 
communities have been under strategic 
attack by the Arab-based Government 
of Sudan based in Khartoum and the 
Janjaweed militias. The most recent 
campaign, fueled by vicious ethnic ri-
valries and the Janjaweed’s desire for 
territorial expansion, is having dev-
astating results. 30,000 people have al-
ready been killed by systematic raids 
and deadly famine, and up to 1 million 
more are expected to suffer the same 
fate if the United States, the United 
Nations, and other international lead-
ers continue to take the same dan-
gerously passive role in addressing the 
Government of Sudan and the 
Janjaweed militia forces. We must 
move aggressively to stop the blood-
shed and suffering. 

Over the past weeks, my colleague 
from Michigan JOHN CONYERS, has been 
bringing together a growing bipartisan 
and bicameral group of Members of 
Congress committed to moving aggres-
sively toward creating peace in Sudan. 
I was pleased to be a part of that 
group. As we discussed the situation 
and learned from Senator BROWNBACK 
and Congressman WOLF about their re-
cent trip to Sudan, where they saw the 
ravages of the violence and the ongoing 
rape, intimidation and terrorization of 
the ethnic African people, it became 
obvious that indeed we were seeing 
genocide. 

Formally labeling a situation as 
genocide, should trigger actions and 
commitments that will protect poten-
tial victims, and punish perpetrators of 
this war crime. We will need a strong 
collaborative effort between the legis-
lative and executive branches, to put 
the force of the U.S. government to 
work to help the people of Darfur. 

We must be committed to pushing 
through normal election-year political 
barriers, and working together to save 
lives. This will only be possible if the 
executive and legislative branches of 
our government work in concert, to in-
crease humanitarian relief, to galva-
nize international support and coordi-

nation, and explore all possible options 
to end the bloodshed in Darfur. We 
have a small window of opportunity to 
help the men, women, and children in 
mortal peril in Sudan. Ongoing 
Janjaweed violence combined with the 
upcoming rainy season, may soon 
make relief impossible. If ever there 
were a case for swift action to liberate 
a suffering people, it is now in Darfur. 

A group of thirty of us in the House, 
from both sides of the aisle, sent a let-
ter yesterday to President Bush, ask-
ing him to meet with us, to discuss 
how we can work together, put politics 
aside, and move swiftly to rescue the 
people of Darfur. I hope the President 
will heed our call to meet, to push for 
a stronger U.N. resolution that ac-
knowledges that this is genocide in 
Darfur, and to gather and lead a true 
multi-lateral coalition to help make 
peace and then keep peace in Darfur as 
necessary. 

As we look toward forging that 
multi-lateral coalition, I must say that 
I am concerned that the tone of parts 
of this resolution may not be helpful in 
reaching out to the partners that we 
will ultimately need in Sudan. I think 
using the word ‘‘deplore’’ in referring 
to the failure of the Human Rights 
Commission to act appropriately in 
Darfur, is unnecessary. Just as we are 
putting aside politics to work together 
to save lives, I hope we can put aside 
our international grudges in order to 
better lead an international collabora-
tion. I am not arguing whether each 
statement is true or false, just ques-
tioning whether it each is helpful in 
achieving the result we are hoping for 
in Sudan. We are still trying to undo 
the damage done by some of our rhet-
oric in the march to war in Iraq. I hope 
we do not repeat that error. We should 
reserve such language for our enemies, 
rather than casting it at our potential 
friends. 

Regardless, the most important part 
of this resolution is acknowledging 
that this indeed is genocide in Sudan, 
and agreeing that it is time that the 
United States and the international 
community start dealing with Sudan 
and the Janjaweed as such. I am 
pleased that this action is being taken. 
I hope we can continue to work to-
gether so effectively as we shape the 
actions of this nation to save lives in 
Darfur in the days to come. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS). 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to commend all of those who have 
shown leadership on this issue. 

I have been told that the only way 
that evil can triumph is that good peo-
ple do nothing. I believe it was Dante 
who suggested that the hottest places 
in hell are reserved for those who de-
clare neutrality and do nothing in 
times of great moral crisis. 
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We have all heard the atrocities that 

are continuously being heaped upon 
the people in the Sudan. It is time for 
us to act, and to act convincingly. 

We have to ask ourselves the ques-
tion, if not us, then who? If not now, 
then when? 

I commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and all of those 
who have demonstrated great leader-
ship on this issue. 

We are here tonight to sound the alarm, 
once again, on genocide in Sudan. There is 
no room for neutrality in the face of the crimes 
being committed there each day. 

Amnesty International has renewed its 
charge that the international community is not 
doing enough to protect women in the Darfur 
region and the refugee camps in Chad where 
mass rape is being used as a weapon. 

Since 1983, more than two million Black ci-
vilians have died during the Civil War in the 
south of Sudan. That struggle was especially 
brutal for the civilian population: slave raids re-
sulting in the enslavement of women and chil-
dren, gang rape, ethnic cleansing, and the im-
position of famine conditions for hundreds of 
thousands. 

On October 21, 2002, the President signed 
the Sudan Peace Act which stated, in part: 

‘‘The acts of the Government of Sudan con-
stitute genocide as defined by the [United Na-
tions] Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948).’’ 

That bill requires President Bush to certify, 
every six months, that the government in 
Khartoum is negotiating in good faith for an 
end to that Civil War. According to some 
sources, we may be close to a framework for 
peace in that region. 

On May 12th The New York Times carried 
this report: 

‘‘A team of U.S. diplomats led by Assistant 
Secretary of State for Africa Charles Snyder is 
on its way to Kenya to help put the final touch-
es on an agreement to end Sudan’s 21-year 
civil war, State Department spokesman Rich-
ard Boucher said Wednesday.’’ 

However, at the same time, Khartoum has 
launched a massive ethnic cleansing of Black 
Africans in Darfur, in the western region of 
Sudan. The same article in the New York 
Times reported: 

‘‘He said Snyder also would discuss with 
Sudanese officials the situation in the western 
Darfur region where human rights groups 
charge the Khartoum government and allied 
Arab militia are carrying out a campaign of 
‘ethnic cleansing’ against Black African tribes, 
forcing some 1 million people to flee their 
homes.’’ 

Human Rights Watch and investigators for 
the United Nations have documented wide-
spread ethnic cleansing and have character-
ized the situation there as ‘‘crimes against hu-
manity.’’ More than 100,000 have fled the re-
gion and are now refugees in neighboring 
Chad. 

As the seasonal rains begin to set in, it is 
becoming more and more difficult to move ref-
ugees to relative safety and to provide even 
minimal subsistence. Malnutrition is at acute 
levels in the camps especially among children. 

So, while our diplomats expressed their 
‘‘grave concern’’ to the UN Human Rights 
Commission response to the murder, rape and 
forced removals in western Sudan, the Presi-
dent gave his certification that Khartoum was 

negotiating in ‘‘good faith’’ to end the decades 
old struggle in the south. 

If the President had chosen to withhold that 
certification, it would have instituted a program 
of significant economic sanction against 
Sudan. 

How, one might ask, can the government of 
Sudan negotiate in ‘‘good faith’’ to end geno-
cide in one region, and openly engage in 
genocide in another region? 

And how, it is reasonable to ask, can our 
own government accept the notion of negoti-
ating in ‘‘good faith’’ in one region of the 
Sudan, while conducting a ruthless genocide 
in another? 

Mr. Speaker, only a short time ago we 
paused here to mark the tenth anniversary of 
the genocide in Rwanda. More than 800,000 
died while the world watched, and did nothing. 
Once again genocide is unfolding before us. 
Those who have taken note have expressed 
their horror at what they have seen. But where 
is the public outcry? Where are the front page 
pictures? Where is the response of our gov-
ernment on behalf of the American people? 

The ominous sign is that our government is 
willing to turn its eyes away from genocide in 
the West of the Sudan in favor of resuming oil 
production in the oil rich Southern region. 

The genocide in the South was character-
ized by both racial and religious differences. 
The genocide in the Western region pits Mus-
lim against Muslim but retains the racial char-
acter of the genocide in the South. 

Mr. Speaker. In the name of fighting ter-
rorism we have begun a campaign under the 
rubric of the Global Peace Operations. Even 
though President Bush has not formally an-
nounced the initiative, U.S. troops are now ac-
tive from Djibouti on the Gulf of Aden to the 
Atlantic including Mali, Mauritania, Chad and 
Niger. 

The question we now confront is this: is the 
slaughter of hundreds of thousands, even mil-
lions of Africans, terrorism? If our struggle 
against terrorism is truly global, can we be 
truly engaged in a global war on terrorism, 
and not engage genocide in Africa? 

Mr. Speaker, funding for State Department 
programs in Africa such as the African Contin-
gency Operations Training and Assistance 
program and the Enhanced International 
Peacekeeping Capacities have languished for 
years. 

If we are to engage in a new anti-terrorism 
initiative in Africa, I would hope the President 
would consult with the Congress and with the 
Congressional Black Caucus as to how the 
struggle against terrorism will be shaped so as 
to protect the people of Africa as well as the 
peoples of the Americas, Europe, Asia and 
Australia. 

Mr. Speaker, on June 24 the U.S. Holocaust 
Museum here in Washington took the dramatic 
step of closing access to its main exhibitions 
to call attention to the horror underway in 
Darfur. 

Around that same time U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral Koffi Annan and U.S. Secretary of State 
Colin Powell paid a visit to the western Sudan. 
Secretary Powell expressed his deep concern 
over what he saw with his own eyes as an hu-
manitarian crisis. But he failed to place the 
events in the Sudan in their proper historical 
context: the world is once again facing the on-
slaught of genocide. 

When asked, Secretary Powell, speaking on 
behalf of this administration, was asked if this 

was genocide responded, ‘‘Let’s not put a 
label on things.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that is exactly 
what we need to do. Our failure to acknowl-
edge genocide in the Sudan led directly to the 
abdication of the G–8 leaders in their respon-
sibilities to intervene to save the lives of tens 
of thousands of African men, women and chil-
dren as called for by the International Geno-
cide Convention. 

Mr. Speaker, if America cannot remember 
the great lessons of history, cannot confront 
genocide, or if we do not count the deaths of 
tens of thousands of Africans as genocide 
then the days ahead are sure to be some of 
the saddest and most difficult we have ever 
confronted. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my friend, 
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. JACKSON). 

(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1994, the U.S., along 
with rest of the world, stood and 
watched as 800,000 men, women and 
children were slaughtered in Rwanda. 
In April of this year, the world commu-
nity marked the 10th year of the mod-
ern-day genocide in Rwanda and said 
never again. 

Today, we are in danger of failing to 
honor that commitment, and this reso-
lution goes a long way to ensuring that 
the United States will play a profound 
role in stopping the genocide. 

The Darfur region of western Sudan, 
the largest country in Africa, is en-
gulfed in the worst humanitarian crisis 
in the world. Since 2003, the Sudanese 
government and their murderous Arab 
militias, known as the Janjaweed, have 
waged a deliberate and systematic 
campaign of rape, of torture, of starva-
tion and murder of innocent Darfurian 
civilians. 

If genocide is the deliberate and sys-
tematic destruction of a national, eth-
nic, racial or religious group, then the 
deliberate killings of tens of thousands 
of black Sudanese happening right now 
certainly qualifies. The U.S. Govern-
ment must call it genocide. The term 
‘‘genocide’’ not only captures the fun-
damental characteristics of the Khar-
toum government’s intent and actions 
in western Sudan, but it also invokes 
clear international obligations, and 
that is why this resolution is so impor-
tant. 

Mr. Speaker, on the ground, we are 
trying our best to get aid to the 
Darfurians during the rainy season. 
U.S. Administrator Natsios from 
USAID said that even if we are success-
ful, 300,000 Darfurians will lose their 
lives; and if we do not act immediately, 
1 million Darfurians are sure to lose 
their lives or be at risk. 

The answer, Mr. Speaker, beyond the 
declaration of genocide, is to ensure 
that the AU, that the various Arab 
governments in the region, along with 
the United States, provide immediate 
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military relief so that aid can get to 
Darfurians immediately. The United 
States Government has 2,000 troops in 
Jabudi; 2,000 troops. They are the clos-
est troops, the closest opportunity that 
we have, to ensure that the Janjaweed 
are disarmed, so that aid workers can 
get aid to the people in Darfur. 

So beyond the declaration of geno-
cide, we must move to provide the se-
curity for the Darfurians and keep the 
Janjaweed from continuing their mur-
derous efforts in Darfur. 

Mr. Speaker, as parties to the Genocide 
Convention, all permanent members of the UN 
Security Council and more than 130 countries 
worldwide, are bound to prevent, stop and 
punish the perpetrators of genocide—a unique 
crime against humanity in international law. 

The international legal definition of the crime 
of genocide is found in Articles II and III of the 
1948 Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of Genocide. Article II describes two 
elements of the crime of genocide. A crime 
must include both elements to be called 
‘‘genocide’’: 

1. the mental element, meaning the ‘‘intent 
to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, eth-
nic, racial or religious group, as such’’, and 

2. the physical element, which includes: Kill-
ing members of the group; causing serious 
bodily or mental harm to members of the 
group; deliberately inflicting on the group con-
ditions of life calculated to bring about its 
physical destruction in whole or in part; impos-
ing measures intended to prevent births within 
the group, and forcibly transferring children of 
the group to another group. 

Since 1993, the Sudanese government and 
their militia have implemented a reign of terror 
in Darfur. An estimated 30,000, have been 
killed in the last year. More than one million 
black Sudanese have been forced from their 
homes. The attackers have raped civilians and 
destroyed their villages. They have destroyed 
the crops, livestock and farms upon which the 
region’s people depend. They have poisoned 
their water supply. They have launched sys-
tematic and indiscriminate aerial bombard-
ments and ground attacks on unarmed civil-
ians. They have deliberately blocked humani-
tarian assistance to the region. 

If the Sudanese government continues its 
brutality, or the international community fails to 
adequately intervene, as many as 1 million 
more Darfurians are at-risk of dying of starva-
tion and disease. 

In the words of one New York Times col-
umnist, if the people of Sudan ‘‘. . . aren’t vic-
tims of genocide, then the word has no mean-
ing.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, there is a genocide taking 
place in Sudan and we must stop it. We call 
on the Administration to immediately lead an 
international effort to stop the death and de-
struction in Darfur. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HOEFFEL), a member of the Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time 
and applaud his leadership on this 
issue. 

I am honored to stand with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to-

night to declare that the ethnic cleans-
ing occurring in the Sudan is in fact 
genocide, to demand that the world 
recognize that it is genocide, and to 
urge the United Nations Security 
Council to take the necessary action to 
stop the violence and to get humani-
tarian aid to Darfur Province imme-
diately. There is not a moment to lose. 
We must act now. 

I would also urge my colleagues to 
consider the additional step of joining 
the protest that has been under way at 
the Sudanese embassy for the past 3 or 
4 weeks and to consider whether an act 
of civil disobedience in furtherance of 
the declaration of genocide and in fur-
therance of immediate humanitarian 
aid to Darfur Province would be appro-
priate to be taken and whether it 
would meet your standards. Because 
the world is watching what we do. We 
failed to act when tragedy struck 
Rwanda. We cannot fail to act again. 

I would add to the excellent congres-
sional resolution of the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and the 
fine work of all my colleagues the ne-
cessity to take individual acts of civil 
disobedience, to protest the unrespon-
sive Sudanese government that is 
unleashing this terror, this genocide, 
on innocent civilians, failing to admit 
what they are doing, and not allowing 
humanitarian assistance to come to 
the aid of these innocent millions of 
people. 

The time to act is now. There is not 
a moment to lose. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and neighbor, the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, we 
know the leaders of this effort. They 
have been mentioned with great grati-
tude, the chairman of the committee 
and ranking member, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and oth-
ers. 

But I would like to talk about really 
the extraordinary experience I have 
had in the last several weeks with 
members not on the Committee on 
International Relations, but who came 
together to say we need to do some-
thing about this disaster in the Sudan. 

We have a very partisan situation 
here in the House of Representatives, 
but participating in these meetings 
were the most conservative and the 
least conservative Members, and every-
body in between. And although we do 
not agree on a lot, we agree on this: the 
world cannot stand by while genocide 
is committed in the Sudan. 

b 2100 

We need to lead an international ef-
fort to stop the violence. We need to 
make sure that we participate in the 
humanitarian aid that is necessary. We 
worked together to make sure that this 
resolution could be supported, could be 
heard today, and that we take this first 

step. We agree we need to call it for 
what it is: genocide. 

I am proud to be a Member of this 
House this evening and to be a part of 
the great American tradition of all 
Members of the House of Representa-
tives working together for the good of 
the world and for what is good and just 
and right with our conscience. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
OLVER), our distinguished colleague 
and my good friend. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support H. Con. 
Res. 467. We have a moral and ethical 
responsibility to stand up today and 
declare the situation in Darfur geno-
cide. At the very time that an historic 
peace was being brokered to settle the 
north-south civil war in the Sudan, the 
Sudanese Government was financing 
and arming a Muslim Arab militia, the 
Janjaweed, who used those funds and 
arms to terrorize the Muslim, but not 
Arab, population of Darfur. Recently, 
humanitarian groups have uncovered 
documents which showed the Sudanese 
Government supplied the militia with 
soldiers who were promised govern-
ment impunity. 

By aligning with the government, the 
Janjaweed has managed to avoid wide-
spread condemnation. Whether by di-
rect slaughter or starvation, the 
Janjaweed will have caused the death 
of 300,000 people by the end of this year 
without effective counteraction. 

Sudanese leaders have restricted 
international media access to Darfur, 
thus allowing the Janjaweed to carry 
out their scorched earth tactics 
undeterred. While crops are destroyed 
and villages are razed, the non-Arab 
Muslim population has been forced to 
abandon the countryside which sus-
tained them and gather in internment 
camps near the large towns to live in 
squalor, or flee to refugee camps in 
neighboring Chad, which is too poor to 
provide assistance. 

Survivors of the Janjaweed’s cam-
paign paint a horrifying picture. 
Women and girls are systematically 
raped and left to die, and thousands are 
marched to their deaths, while the Su-
danese Government denies the sur-
vivors humanitarian aid, shelter, 
drinking water, and food. The Sudanese 
Government is culpable in crimes 
against humanity in Darfur. 

With this resolution, Congress de-
clares genocide in Sudan and demands 
that the Sudanese Government, the 
United Nations, and all concerned stop 
the genocide in Darfur before the crisis 
there worsens and engulfs the entire 
region in conflict. 

I urge Members to support the legis-
lation. 
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), our distinguished 
colleague. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, my 
heartfelt gratitude to all of those who 
made it possible to bring this bipar-
tisan resolution to the floor tonight, 
and particularly to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE), who has long toiled to make 
this evening happen and this resolution 
happen. 

Some issues transcend the regular 
business of this House, the important 
business of policymaking, and tran-
scend partisan politics, and move into 
the realm of moral imperative. 

The genocide that is occurring at 
this moment in the Sudan, the murder 
and the rape of women and girls, even 
little girls at this moment, is one of 
those moral imperatives. And if we in 
this most powerful nation on Earth fail 
to act when our actions could prevent 
much, even if not all of the loss of life, 
then we share in the blame. 

I stand here tonight not only as a 
Member of Congress, but as a Jew and 
as a grandmother. Each year in the 
Capitol Rotunda, there is a solemn and 
inspiring ceremony to mark the Holo-
caust, the slaughter of 6 million Jews 
by the Third Reich, and one of the 
themes of that event is never again. 
But it did happen again, and the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
listed the scenes of genocide since 
World War II, and now in the Sudan. 
And this House and the other body and 
the administration have a choice to 
make: Do we or do we not act to stop 
it? 

Every day that we delay, a minimum 
of 1,000 people die. We have to make a 
choice tonight. Before we leave this 
body for 6 weeks, we need to make a 
choice. And as a grandmother, I do not 
want to look into the eyes of my 
grandchildren who say to me, Grand-
ma, you were here when thousands of 
people died. What did you do to stop it? 
I want to be able to say, I did help to 
stop it. We all need to make that 
choice. 

This resolution is so important, but 
it is just a first step. The other body 
needs to act. This administration needs 
to act. We need to call it what it is and 
we need to proceed to stop it. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SCHIFF). 

(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, 57 years 
ago, nations stunned by the Nazi sys-
tematic acts of genocide declared, 
‘‘Never again.’’ Ten years ago, con-
fronted with the death toll of the 
Rwandan genocide, leaders of the same 
nations again declared, ‘‘Never again.’’ 
Today, tens of thousands of women, 
men, and children have been murdered 
and hundreds of thousands continue to 

suffer. Today, again, people are being 
targeted and killed because of their 
ethnic identity only 1,000 miles north 
of Rwanda in Darfur, Sudan. 

Mr. Speaker, 800,000 innocent people 
lost their lives in Rwanda. We hesi-
tated, and nearly a million people died 
for our hesitation. On the 10th anniver-
sary of the Rwandan genocide this 
April, world leaders again expressed 
their determination to prevent future 
humanitarian catastrophes. Tragically, 
only a few short months later, we find 
ourselves standing by again, unwilling 
to take the necessary steps to end the 
crisis in Darfur. Ten years ago, we 
failed the people of Rwanda. We must 
not fail again. 

I join my colleagues in calling upon 
the administration to apply sustained 
pressure on the government in Khar-
toum. I call upon the President to 
speak out against the atrocities in 
Darfur, to use both economic and polit-
ical leverage. Every day we delay, 
every day we think, every day we con-
sider the best course of action and the 
most appropriate definition for the cri-
sis is another day innocent people are 
being killed, tortured, and watching 
their families lose their lives. 

International cooperation and sup-
port of the United Nations is essential, 
but the most direct path to limiting 
the threat is increased pressure from 
the United States. Experience has 
shown that we must not delay in 
classifying the loss of life in Darfur as 
genocide. Otherwise, by the time we 
have prepared our definitions, it will be 
too late. The facts on the ground and 
in the ground will have removed all 
doubt, and we will be left to murmur, 
without confidence or conviction, 
‘‘Never again.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, 57 years ago, nations stunned 
by the Nazi’s systematic acts of genocide de-
clared ‘‘Never Again’’. Ten years ago, con-
fronted with the death toll of the Rwandan 
genocide, leaders of the same nations again 
declared ‘‘Never Again’’. Today, tens of thou-
sands of women, men, and children have 
been murdered and hundreds of thousands 
continue to suffer. Today, again, people are 
being targeted and killed because of their eth-
nic identity, only 1,000 miles north of Rwanda 
in Darfur, Sudan. 

Eight hundred thousand innocent people 
were murdered in Rwanda. We hesitated and 
nearly 1 million people died for our hesitation. 
On the 10-year anniversary of the Rwandan 
genocide this April, world leaders expressed 
their determination to prevent future humani-
tarian catastrophes. Tragically, only a few 
short months later, we find ourselves standing 
by again, unwilling to take the necessary steps 
to end the crisis in Darfur. Ten years ago, we 
failed the people of Rwanda. We must not fail 
again. Ten years ago we were preoccupied 
with our mission in Bosnia, Somalia was fresh 
in our minds, and we were wary of getting in-
volved in Rwanda. Today we are preoccupied 
with the aftermath of the conflict in Iraq and, 
again, we are wary of committing American re-
sources to end the bloodshed in Sudan. 

As we have hesitated, some 30,000 people 
have already been murdered in Darfur and an-
other million have been displaced from their 

villages and farms. Hundreds of thousands of 
individuals are caged in concentration camps 
where women are systematically raped and 
men are killed for scavenging food. Govern-
ment-sponsored Arab militias continue to sys-
tematically terrorize the African Muslim inhab-
itants of the region—destroying villages, rap-
ing and murdering civilians, and poisoning pre-
cious wells with the bodies of the dead. Al-
though the administration has taken some im-
portant first steps to confront the crimes being 
committed in Darfur, much remains to be 
done. 

The administration has rightly called for hu-
manitarian access to the region and for the 
deployment of international cease-fire mon-
itors. The administration has denounced the 
atrocities in Darfur. Still, a catastrophe of 
these proportions requires a deeper commit-
ment to action; we must treat the problems at 
the root of this crisis. The thousands of people 
who have been displaced from their homes 
and land must be given safe and voluntary 
passage to return. More cease-fire monitors 
must be deployed to the region. The govern-
ment in Khartoum must be persuaded to stop 
blocking international humanitarian assistance 
to the 2.2 million people of Darfur in desperate 
need of food and medicine. President Al- 
Bashir must be required to control the 
Janjaweed militiamen who, even now, con-
tinue their campaign of terror against the inno-
cent people of Darfur. It is intolerable that 
these militias have not yet been disarmed and 
demobilized. 

I join my colleagues in calling upon the ad-
ministration to apply sustained pressure on the 
government in Khartoum. I call upon the Presi-
dent to speak out against the atrocities in 
Darfur and to use both economic and political 
leverage to elicit cooperation from the Suda-
nese government. Every day that we delay, 
every day that we think, every day that we 
consider the best course of action and the ap-
propriate definition for the crisis in Darfur is 
another day that innocent people are being 
killed, are being tortured, and are watching 
their families being killed and tortured before 
their very eyes. 

International cooperation and support from 
the United Nations will be essential to the 
long-term resolution of the Sudanese situation. 
Yet the most direct path to eliminating the 
threat to African Muslims in Darfur is in-
creased pressure from the United States. Ex-
perience has shown us that we must not delay 
in classifying the loss of life in Darfur as geno-
cide—otherwise, by the time we have pre-
pared our definitions, it will be too late—the 
facts on the ground, and in the ground, will 
have removed all doubt. And we will be left to 
murmur without confidence or conviction— 
never again. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 1 minute to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot forget the event in the Kigali 
Airport when I traveled with President 
Clinton to Rwanda and he spoke to 
Rwandans and apologized for our fail-
ure to act. 

There was a woman sitting there who 
had lost all of her family in front of her 
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eyes. There was a priest there who had 
his arm cut off. There were people sit-
ting there that the President acknowl-
edged as people that the United States 
did not act to save. 

We have that same opportunity. We 
have it. It is in our hands. We have the 
capacity, and we must exercise our sol-
emn duty to humanity for justice for 
everyone. 

No one on this floor, no one in this 
building should ever want to sit in a 
meeting like that again and say, we are 
really sorry; we knew it was going on, 
but we did not do anything. We must 
act. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH). 

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
this evening because of this resolution. 
I cannot think of another resolution, 
another matter before this body in the 
last few months or years that is more 
important than this resolution, the 
Payne resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, we have at this time an 
opportunity to stand up for justice and 
to stand up for peace and to stand up 
for what is right. We have an oppor-
tunity at this time to stop the geno-
cide that is occurring in the Sudan. 
And, Mr. Speaker, now is the time 
when we must take action as a body. It 
is on us. We have had the horrible expe-
rience of witnessing and apologizing in-
deed for the Rwandan holocaust, and 
now we are faced here 10 years later 
with something similar going on in the 
Sudan. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to 
allow this genocide that is occurring in 
the Sudan to continue. We must rise up 
to the occasion. We must forget about 
those partisan things that divide us. 
We must come together as a body, as a 
Congress, indeed, as a nation; and we 
must show the world the way to elimi-
nate the kind of racial and religious 
hatred that exists in this world. We 
must rise up and show the example. 

The future of this nation, the future 
of this world is at stake, because if we 
allow genocide to occur in the Sudan, if 
we do not do anything about it, then, 
Mr. Speaker, genocide will occur in al-
most any place throughout this world. 

We have an opportunity and we have 
an obligation. Let us not fail the peo-
ple of the world. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining time to the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the distin-
guished Democratic whip and indefati-
gable fighter for human rights across 
the globe. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is recognized for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 

TANCREDO), my friend, for yielding me 
this time, and I thank the ranking 
member for yielding me this time. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) for acting. We are act-
ing too late, but it is never too late to 
do the right thing. 

We live in a new world, a world in 
which it is impossible to say that we do 
not know, that we have not seen, that 
we have not heard. Because we live in 
such a world, to remain silent and in-
active is an immoral act; it is an act of 
indifference and negligence that con-
demns us as human beings. 

The Second World War and the Holo-
caust have been referenced, the Holo-
caust appropriately so, because that 
was an act of eliminating a people be-
cause of the fact that they existed. 
This is an act of trying to eliminate a 
people, not because they are aggres-
sors, not because they are a danger, but 
because they exist. 

It is incumbent upon not just the 
United States, but on all the world to 
act when it is confronted with geno-
cide. It is an act of self-preservation for 
us to recognize what is being done and 
to act, for if we do not, we will not live 
in either a safe or a civilized inter-
national community. 
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Very frankly, we watched in the past 
decade a genocide occur in Bosnia and 
Kosovo, and we interviewed some blue 
helmets who were there on the ground 
and reported back that, yes, they had 
seen atrocities committed, but their 
assignment there was to report, not to 
act. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS) mentioned Dante’s reference to 
those who maintain their neutrality in 
the face of moral outrage. 

This is an important act we take, but 
it is not enough, because words will not 
save those children. Words alone will 
not protect those women from assault 
and ravage. Words will not feed those 
people. Words will not prevent the 
death; but words hopefully will be the 
beginning of action, a call to morality, 
a call to civilization, a call to the 
international community to live out 
the promises that it included in the 
United Nations charter, with hope of a 
new and better and safer and more 
moral world. That is what this resolu-
tion is about. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE). I thank him for his 
commitment, his leadership, and his 
steadfastness. I urge all of my col-
leagues, all of us, everyone, Repub-
lican, Democrat, liberal, conservative, 
north, east, south and west, to affirm 
this commitment, this definition, this 
call to action, this call to a moral 
world. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TANCREDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
noble moment for this body, but it is 
only a first step. There is a built-in 

mechanism ready to go to save the peo-
ple of Darfur, and I call on NATO to 
use its capabilities to deploy the nec-
essary troops to save the people of 
Darfur. There is no nobler goal for 
NATO, which was designed to protect 
human life, to do so now in west 
Sudan. 

I want to thank all of my colleagues 
for their contribution. This is a noble 
moment for the House of Representa-
tives. I urge all of my colleagues to 
vote for this resolution. 

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

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to just simply thank a couple 
of people who have worked tirelessly 
on this, staff people. One is Joan 
Condon, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations professional staff, 
for her tireless work on this important 
issue. And of course someone on my 
staff is Molly Miller, who has been 
dedicated to this issue and was re-
cently in Sudan and has a heart for 
this issue. I want to thank all of my 
colleagues for their brilliant words this 
evening and their heartfelt commit-
ment to this wonderful goal. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H. Con. Res. 467 which declares 
that genocidal acts are occurring in Darfur, 
Sudan and are directed at the indigenous 
Muslim population by the Muslim government 
in Khartoum and in conjunction with the 
Janjaweed militia. 

The situation in Sudan is dire. The statistics 
are alarming and depressing. The numbers of 
casualities, deaths, rapes, injuries and dis-
placed refugees beg the question, how can 
the world, the U.N., the United States and 
other civilized nations witness the murder of 
30,000 innocent civilians, the forced removal 
of 130,000 people from their homes to Chad, 
and the displacement of more than one million 
people and do nothing. 

In Sudan, we are witnessing a crisis that 
can be stemmed by proactive international 
leadership, but that leadership must include 
decisive action. The action necessary include 
using every measure possible to get the gov-
ernment of Sudan to allow more African Union 
military advisors into the country to monitor 
events. The leadership necessary requires our 
government to do everything possible to iso-
late the current government in Khartoum as a 
pariah in the international community, includ-
ing: implementing a travel ban on senior Su-
danese officials, establishing an embargo on 
all arms, freezing all government assets and 
the assets of affiliated organizations for the 
Sudanese government until such time as it 
modifies its behavior, and begins to feed and 
protect the civilian Sudanese population. And 
finally, we must strive to ensure that food, 
medicine, clothing and peacekeepers are de-
livered to the Darfur region of Sudan before 
the rainy season descends upon the weak, 
defenseless and despairing masses in Sudan. 

We must send the message to the Suda-
nese government and to the Sudanese people 
that the inhumane acts undertaken by Muslims 
against other ethnic African Muslims is deplor-
able and disgraceful. The religion of Islam 
which is predicated on values of peace and 
tolerance is being tainted and shamed by a 
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minority segment of the government that sanc-
tions genocide and denies it is occurring. I rise 
in strong support of this resolution and encour-
age my colleagues to stand up for the people 
of Darfur, Sudan and to challenge and shame 
the government of Sudan into taking appro-
priate action to rectify an ever expanding trag-
edy. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H. Con. Res. 467, which calls the 
current situation in Sudan by its proper name: 
genocide. 

Throughout years of civil war, the govern-
ment in Khartoum and its militia sympathizers 
slaughtered tens of thousands of people in 
Southern Sudan and enslaved many others. 
Over the past two decades, it is estimated that 
more than two million people have died from 
war related causes and famine. Now violence 
has escalated in the Darfur region of the 
Western Sudan, where government-sponsored 
militias have been ruthlessly targeting various 
ethnic groups. More than 30,000 civilians have 
already been brutally murdered and approxi-
mately one million civilians have been forced 
to flee their homes and are now either inter-
nally dispatched or seeking refuge in neigh-
boring Chad. These numbers cannot capture 
the horror of daily life in Sudan where vio-
lence, death and disease run rampant and 
young men cannot go outside the refugee 
camps for fear of being killed. Any woman or 
girl who dares to leave in search of food or 
water instantly becomes a target for rape or 
murder. With each passing day, more and 
more people are suffering and dying. The 
United States must act swiftly to end this 
genocide and punish those responsible for 
these heinous crimes against humanity. 

By considering this resolution, we are taking 
the first step in what will be a long road to 
ending years of violence in Sudan. The Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State, the U.N. and the 
international community must all declare this 
genocide and offer all assistance possible to 
end the atrocities occurring in Sudan. It is my 
hope that the international community will 
come together and send a multi-national force 
to Sudan to provide security and to help with 
the delivery of humanitarian aid. If the world 
community is unwilling to do so or cannot do 
so in a timely manner then I believe the U.S. 
should send a force of its own to Sudan. 

Although I was an ardent opponent of the 
war with Iraq, I do believe that in certain in-
stances unilateral force is both necessary and 
justified. This is undoubtedly one of those 
times. Tens of thousands of people have al-
ready died and thousands more will perish if 
we stand by and do nothing. If the world re-
mains silent in the face of genocide, then 
America alone must act. The America that I 
know and believe in is a moral leader in the 
world and taking the leading role in bringing 
an end to genocide in Sudan will save thou-
sands of lives and move us closer to fulfilling 
our true destiny. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the sponsor of this resolution, Mr. PAYNE, as 
well as Chairman HYDE of the Committee on 
International Relations, and all of the members 
who have worked to bring H. Con. Res. 467 
to the floor. I think it’s very important that Con-
gress act on this resolution before the August 
recess. Tonight the House of Representatives 
will go on record declaring the atrocities being 
committed in the Darfur region of Sudan to be 
‘‘genocide.’’ H. Con. Res. 467 is a statement 

for the world, and a stark warning to the Suda-
nese government. 

We’ve heard about the atrocities govern-
ment-backed militias are perpetrating in 
Darfur. This resolution cites an estimated 
30,000 innocent civilians brutally murdered, 
more than 130,000 people fleeing to neigh-
boring Chad, and more than one million peo-
ple internally displaced. The Africa Sub-
committee that I chair has held several hear-
ings on Sudan. We’ve heard about the human 
suffering. We have also heard about how this 
killing is targeted and systematic. Villages are 
razed, crops are burned, and wells are 
poisoned. I fully support this resolution’s deter-
mination that genocide is occurring in Sudan, 
as it played out in Rwanda ten years ago. 

Those doing the killing need to understand 
that the world is changing. We have inter-
national courts to hold human rights criminals 
accountable. Information is being collected. 
The days of impunity are ending. That is a 
message that this resolution sends. 

H. Con. Res. 467 deplores the failure of the 
United Nations Human Rights Commission to 
take appropriate action on Darfur. Earlier this 
year, the Commission failed to support a 
United States led effort to strongly condemn 
gross human rights violations in Darfur. Others 
just don’t care. The administration has taken 
the lead in seeking an end to the slaughter in 
Darfur, and addressing the humanitarian crisis 
there. Why do we seem to care about Darfur 
more than African governments? We des-
perately need African engagement, and out-
rage, on Darfur. It is Africans who are being 
slaughtered. 

Indeed, the administration deserves much 
credit for achieving a north-south peace ac-
cord in Sudan. It has played a very good hand 
with the cards it was dealt. Congress has 
been supportive of these negotiations, includ-
ing with the Sudan Peace Act. But now we 
have a genocide in the west of Sudan—in 
Darfur. 

Peace isn’t divisible in Sudan. It’s a cliché, 
but in Darfur, Khartoum is showing its true col-
ors. Today, that government is hearing loud 
and clear that there will be no U.S. aid or im-
proved relations, no support for the peace 
process, as long as the killing continues in 
Darfur. Maybe that matters to Khartoum; to be 
honest, maybe it doesn’t, which is a possibility 
we need to prepare for. That is why H. Con. 
Res. 467 urges the administration to seriously 
consider multilateral or even unilateral inter-
vention to stop the genocide should the United 
Nations Security Council fail to act. I don’t 
think it needs this urging. 

The suffering in Darfur is moving the Amer-
ican people. There’s an awakening to the hor-
ror being afflicted there. Tonight, the House of 
Representatives is amplifying these concerns 
for the world. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) that the 
House suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 
467, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.R. 4840 and H.R. 4841. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my Special 
Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

f 

THE ADMINISTRATION’S LACK OF 
PLAN TO COMBAT TERROR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
900th U.S. soldier died today in Iraq. A 
brave soldier whose name we do not 
know yet died in the line of duty. Four 
other soldiers died yesterday in Iraq. 
The fighting and dying goes on in Iraq, 
but the administration does not say 
much about it. 

The President did not mark today’s 
sober note. Instead, he hit the cam-
paign trail and did not say anything 
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about the 900th American dead or of 
the 899th or the 898th, or the other 
brave men and women who have died 
just yesterday, not to mention since 
the war was launched by the President. 

Iraq is not popular with the Amer-
ican people, so it has fallen out of favor 
in the President’s remarks. By the Re-
publican convention, finding any com-
ments about Iraq by the President will 
be akin to finding weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq. Just not there. 

They have moved on as quickly as 
possible, but remember meanwhile, 
160,000 U.S. soldiers remain in harm’s 
way in Iraq, fighting and dying because 
America sent them there, but the 
America they left behind, not the 
America they have come home to. 

That is worth some discussion. We 
have an administration that talks 
tough on terror, but they completely 
overlook Iran. Ten years later the ad-
ministration’s best sound bite today is 
we will look into it. That is not a plan 
to combat terror at home or anywhere 
else. 

The administration had 10 years to 
look into it. Instead, they looked to 
someone they knew on evidence that 
was flimsy at the start and proven 
false since; the President committed 
American soldiers to a war in Iraq. 
When they could not find weapons of 
mass destruction, the administration 
changed the reason for going to war. 
Then they changed it again. Is that the 
administration’s plan to combat ter-
ror? Yes. There is terrorism in the 
world, but we need real leaders and a 
real plan to meet that threat. 

There is terrorism in the world, and 
America is capable of meeting that 
threat, but not with bullets and bombs 
alone. And if you look at the record of 
this administration, you have to con-
clude that they do not have a plan on 
terror. They hold news conferences to 
tell everyone, presuming they include 
terrorists, that America should be vigi-
lant, but afraid. America should go 
about its business, but be afraid. That 
is not a plan. That is rhetorical duct 
tape. 

America needs to be strong, not 
afraid. We did not win World War II by 
being afraid. We won by being Amer-
ican. We won by being American by 
fighting for American values, by fight-
ing for American freedoms, but today 
American freedoms are under attack, 
and it is happening right here by this 
administration. In the immediate 
aftermath of 9/11, the administration 
switched language in the middle of the 
night and America woke up to some-
thing called the PATRIOT Act. There 
is nothing patriotic about depriving 
Americans of their civil liberties. 
There was nothing patriotic a few days 
later when the House voted to restore 
some of the civil liberties taken by the 
PATRIOT Act. 

Then Republicans deliberately left 
open the vote until they could force 
enough Republicans to change their 
vote. Yes, I said change their vote. 

The White House had preordained the 
outcome of the vote, so Democrats and 

Republicans voted. Then the Repub-
licans voted again. The process was 
rigged. Civil liberties never had a 
chance. That is what the administra-
tion calls its plan to combat terror. 
Monitor the books you checked out of 
the library or the movie tickets you 
are buying online. They can go to a se-
cret court and gain access to your en-
tire life. 

George Orwell called it ‘‘1984,’’ his 
legislative novel that we used to think 
could not happen in America. It is hap-
pening. We have law enforcement agen-
cies, smart, dedicated public servants 
who know how to catch the bad guys. 
We have the financial resources to arm 
the agencies with the funding they 
need to support our people. We do not 
need 1984 in 2004. Every time the ad-
ministration says, oh no, that is not 
what we are doing, another story sur-
faces about America under suspicion 
for doing something like taking pic-
tures at a popular tourist site in Se-
attle, for example. 

The administration does not have a 
plan to combat terror. It has a terror 
alert stuck on ‘‘be afraid, always.’’ The 
American people deserve more than 
that. America is strong enough to fight 
the war on terror. It needs a leader 
strong enough to do it. 

JOHN KERRY is a decorated combat 
veteran, a war hero who has seen the 
face and the horror of war firsthand. 
America can win the war on terror, but 
not by subverting American freedoms 
and civil liberties. 

America can win the war on terror 
under the leadership of a sailor who led 
men in combat and who risked his own 
life to save others under fire. America 
can win the war on terror, but it needs 
a combat veteran to do it. JOHN KERRY 
is just such a man. We will have him in 
104 days. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HENSARLING addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
claim the time of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

f 

FREE SPEECH BY RELIGIOUS 
LEADERS BEING DENIED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am on the floor again to-

night, as I have been for the last 2 or 3 
weeks, to talk about the fact that in 
America today with all of our brave 
men and women fighting for freedom 
for the Iraqis and in Afghanistan and 
certainly to protect the American peo-
ple, that yet in this country today a 
minister, a priest or a rabbi or cleric 
cannot speak freely about the politics 
and the moral issues of the day in 
America. I think that is a sad com-
mentary on this great Nation. 

I want to briefly talk about the his-
tory of this issue. Prior to 1954, there 
was never any restriction of speech on 
our ministers in this country or our 
rabbis or our priests until 1954. The 
Lyndon Baines Johnson amendment in 
the Senate, never debated, no hearings 
were held; and yet the Senate unani-
mously accepted the amendment by 
Senator Johnson that basically said if 
you are a 501(c)(3), you may not have 
political speech, and that means en-
dorsement or opposition to a can-
didate. 

Well, I looked at the history of this, 
and I looked at the history of churches 
being qualified for a 501(c)(3). Never in 
any of the history that we looked upon 
was there any restriction of speech at 
all on the churches or synagogues or 
mosques in this country. 

The reason I bring this to the floor 
again tonight is because I believe sin-
cerely if morality in this great Nation 
is to survive based on the Judeo-Chris-
tian principles that this Nation was 
founded upon, then the ministers, the 
priests and the rabbis and the clerics 
should be able to speak freely about 
the moral and political issues of the 
today without any restriction. 

The IRS is in charge of overseeing 
the speech of our churches, syna-
gogues, and mosques. They testified 2 
years ago they cannot even enforce the 
law. Yet, what we have today is a man 
named Barry Lynn with the Americans 
United that stands for the separation 
of church and State; and what he does 
is file a complaint, like he did in Colo-
rado 4 weeks ago. Bishop Sheridan, a 
Catholic Bishop, the diocese of Colo-
rado Springs, wrote a pastoral letter, 
three pages to the Catholics in Colo-
rado Springs, and reminded them that 
the Catholic Church stands for pro-
tecting the unborn, it stands against 
stem cell research, it stands against 
euthanasia; and all they did in the pas-
toral letter was he did not mention Mr. 
KERRY or Mr. Bush. He did not mention 
Democrat or Republican, liberal or 
conservative, but what he did was men-
tion the word ‘‘pro-life.’’ 

And I want my friends to know in the 
House that in the early 1990s that the 
Internal Revenue Service expanded, 
through an administrative process, the 
definition of what the Johnson amend-
ment said. So in this documentation I 
am holding up tonight, Mr. Speaker, is 
a section called ‘‘code words.’’ Well, 
this begins to sound like what I can 
imagine in the late 1930s in Germany, 
code words. 
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Code words are like prochoice, pro-
life, liberal, conservative, Democrat 
and Republican. So what the bishop did 
in his pastoral letter was he mentioned 
the word ‘‘prolife’’ and because of that, 
Barry Lynn filed a complaint against 
him to challenge the tax status of the 
diocese in Colorado Springs. This is 
just one small example of many things 
that are happening. 

In Kansas, I spoke to a minister 
today and he knows that there is a 
group in Kansas that is watching what 
he is saying in his church. Well, let me 
say to my friends in the House, wheth-
er you be Democrat or Republican, this 
can happen to your church as well. 
What is happening in this country, 
there is an element that is trying to 
monitor the speech and the sermons in 
the churches and the synagogues and 
the mosques of this great Nation 
today. 

Let me read very briefly and then I 
will close, Mr. Speaker. The Main 
Stream Coalition headed by Caroline 
McKnight in Kansas is sending letters 
to more than 400 churches in the area 
reminding them of the IRS rule that 
we are trying to change to return to 
freedom of speech that we had in this 
country prior to 1954, which forbids tax 
exempt groups, including religious or-
ganizations, from participating in po-
litical campaigns for or against a can-
didate. 

Coalition volunteers will also visit 
churches and report any major viola-
tion to the IRS. This reminds me of 
what I thought might have happened in 
the late 1930s in Germany when the 
Jewish people went to their synagogue, 
where they had somebody watching 
who went in. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress, we are 
here to protect the first amendment 
rights of all the American people. That 
includes our preachers, our priests and 
our rabbis and the clerics in this coun-
try. I hope if we are going to honor 
those men and women who have given 
their lives for this country, who have 
died for freedom since the beginning of 
America through today and the days 
following today, then we must do our 
job to make sure that there is freedom 
of speech in our churches and syna-
gogues and mosques in this country. 

I close tonight, Mr. Speaker, by ask-
ing the good Lord to please bless our 
men and women in our uniform and 
their families. I close by asking the 
good Lord to bless America. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 

of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SMART SECURITY AND ASSAULT 
WEAPONS BAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, during 
the 2000 Presidential campaign, George 
W. Bush pledged to renew the assault 
weapons ban that President Clinton 
signed into law in 1994. This is a coura-
geous decision by a candidate who 
claimed he was not your typical con-
servative. 

Four years have passed and Can-
didate Bush’s pledge has gone 
unfulfilled by President Bush. It is 
amazing what the politics of a reelec-
tion campaign will do to one’s former 
pledges. 

The assault weapons ban will expire 
on September 13 unless President Bush 
renews the ban before that very point. 
First, Congress would need to approve 
this decision, however. With recess ap-
proaching, that leaves only 3 legisla-
tive days in September before military 
assault weapons designed to kill large 
numbers of people are once again avail-
able on America’s streets. 

Of course, President Bush and the 
White House are well aware of this 
deadline. So why are they not acting? 
Actually, the answer is simple. The an-
swer is the National Rifle Association 
has conditioned its support for George 
W. Bush on his strong opposition to 
gun control measures. The NRA has 
issued a not-so-subtle threat to with-
hold its vast resources from the Presi-
dent’s reelection campaign unless he 
agrees not to renew the assault weap-
ons ban. 

The problem, besides the fact that 
President Bush has once again failed to 
live up to one of his campaign prom-
ises, is that this is an issue of extreme 
importance to our national security. 

Al Qaeda training manuals recovered 
in Afghanistan specifically urge terror-
ists to exploit America’s ‘‘lax gun 
laws’’ to acquire and train with assault 
weapons. For many terrorists around 
the world, America is known as the 
great gun bazaar. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know about 
you, but I find this highly disturbing. 
If President Bush truly wanted to be 
smart about keeping America safe 
from terrorism, as he says he does, he 
would work to immediately renew the 
assault weapons ban. Renewing the ban 
is absolutely necessary to protect 
Americans from terrorism. Renewing 
the ban would keep deadly weaponry 
out of the hands of terrorists. 

These guns serve only one purpose, to 
take lives. In fact, the 2003 National 
Hunting Survey by Field and Stream 
Magazine confirmed that most gun 

owners do not consider assault weapons 
suitable guns for hunting in the first 
place. The ban clearly works. 

In 1995, the first year the assault 
weapons ban went into effect, the as-
sault weapons represented nearly 4 per-
cent of all guns recovered from crimes. 
By 2000, assault weapons represented a 
little more than 1 percent of weapons 
used in crimes. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly the time has 
come for a national security strategy 
that protects Americans from assault 
weapons, not one that protects the 
President’s favorite campaign donor 
from losing revenue. 

That is why I have introduced H. 
Con. Res. 392, legislation to create a 
SMART security platform for the 21st 
century. SMART stands for sensible, 
multilateral, American response to ter-
rorism. 

In crafting this legislation, my staff 
and I received the support of the won-
derful organizations, Physicians For 
Social Responsibility, the Friends 
Committee on National Legislation, 
and Women’s Action for New Direc-
tions. Without these groups, the legis-
lation would not have happened in the 
way it did. 

SMART security is stronger on na-
tional security than President Bush 
claims to be. SMART security will stop 
the sale of weapons to oppressive re-
gimes and regimes involved in human 
rights abuses. 

SMART security will pursue en-
hanced inspection regimes and regional 
security arrangements to ensure that 
state sponsors of terrorism do not get a 
hold of more light weaponry or even 
deadlier chemical or biological weap-
ons. 

It is time America got smart about 
its national security. I urge all of my 
colleagues to cosponsor this vitally im-
portant resolution, H. Con. Res. 392 be-
cause SMART security is tough, is 
pragmatic, is patriotic, and it will keep 
America safe. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MARIO DIAZ- 
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida addressed the House. His remarks 
will appear hereafter in the Extensions 
of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 
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RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-

TIONS OF THE CHIAPAS MISSION 
FOR SIGHT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
before you this evening in recognition 
of the extraordinary work and tireless 
efforts of Dr. Tracey Lewis, Dr. Judith 
Simon and the Chiapas Mission for 
Sight. 

Dr. Tracey Lewis, in particular, is a 
constituent in my district, a dear 
friend as well as an exemplary indi-
vidual, and she has chosen to lend her 
expertise and talent towards a very 
noble cause. I urge my fellow col-
leagues to take a moment to acknowl-
edge the invaluable service that the 
Chiapas Mission for Sight has offered 
to countless individuals in one par-
ticular developing region of the world. 

The Chiapas Mission for Sight aims 
to provide primary eye care and sur-
gery to the native Indian living in 
Ocotepec, Chiapas, Mexico. Thus far, 
they have completed three successful 
missions, and as a direct result, hun-
dreds of individuals in dire need of eye 
care and treatment have received prop-
er medical attention. Originally a 
branch of the Chiapas Project of New-
ton, New Jersey, and funded in part by 
the Rotary Club of Newton, this year 
the ophthalmology group has grown 
and formed its own mission dedicated 
solely to vision care. 

The group’s focus is providing med-
ical service to the population of 
Ocotepec and the surrounding villages, 
which exceeds 1 million people. Of this 
population, many suffer from blinding 
cataracts, which is a problem inherent 
to Ocotepec and its surrounding vil-
lages, because of the exposure to sig-
nificant sunlight and very poor nutri-
tion. The nearest town, Tuxtla, Gutier-
rez, is a 4-hour drive, and sadly, the na-
tives of the village earn less in 1 year 
than what it would cost to travel to 
Tuxtla to undergo cataract surgery. 

Oftentimes short-staffed, with do-
nated medical and surgical supplies, 
the volunteers work around the clock 
to provide the natives the medical at-
tention they so desperately need. Lack 
of funding has not deterred Tracey 
Lewis or the organization what it can 
to accomplish its goals. In fact, every 
doctor and most of the volunteers 
cover their own expenses, making their 
mission all the more charitable. On the 
last mission, the group examined over 
400 patients with significant eye dis-
ease, and due to limitations in staffing, 
surgery was triaged and performed 
only on those fully blind in both eyes. 

Currently, the Chiapas Mission is 
seeking volunteers who will be trained 
to perform vision screening and assist 
in the operating room. These volun-
teers will travel with the group and 
serve as assistants to the doctors. 

In this remote region, plagued by 
poor hygiene and lack of proper med-
ical and dental care, Tracey Lewis has 

quickly realized that a little does go a 
very long way. Inspired to take on this 
cause by her 9-year-old son, Tracey has 
demonstrated a remarkable ability to 
not only take on such a Herculean 
challenge, but to enthuse so many vol-
unteers to do the same. 

Today, as we discuss health dispari-
ties within the United States, it is im-
perative that we are also aware of the 
stark disparities between our country 
and regions around the world. In this 
age of scientific discovery and medical 
advancements, it is unfortunate that 
those in developing countries are not 
able to reap the benefits of modern 
medicine. 

As we in Congress hear about these 
numerous volunteers that travel to re-
mote villages and devote themselves to 
the restoration of vision to the blind 
people living there, let us rededicate 
ourselves to ensuring that every man, 
woman and child all around the world, 
including the United States, not go an-
other day without proper primary care 
and adequate medical assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I commend 
the Chiapas Mission for Sight as it pro-
vides a shining example of the impact 
individuals can make through self-sac-
rifice and goodwill. Assisting those liv-
ing in poor conditions with critical 
medical treatment truly demonstrates 
what can be done through benevolence 
and hard work. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

WORLD AIDS CONFERENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
had the opportunity to attend the 15th 
International AIDS conference in 
Bangkok, Thailand, my third con-
ference since I have been in this body. 
As the only Member of Congress to at-
tend this incredibly important event, I 
want to take a few minutes this 
evening to brief my colleagues and the 
American public about my experience. 

Each time I have returned from one 
of these conferences, I am quite frank-
ly filled with great hope but also a very 
profound realization of just how much 
it is that we have left to do. 

Having spent a few days last week 
among the international leaders on the 
global pandemic, I can tell you that 
the international community is very, 
very disappointed by the rate of 
progress, to put it mildly, about the 
United States’ failure to deliver on pro-
jected funding and programs. In fact, 
that point was unfortunately rein-
forced by Secretary Tommy Thomp-

son’s decision to allow a delegation of 
only about 50 people from his Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to 
attend the World AIDS Conference this 
year, down from about 236, 2 years ago, 
when we held the conference in Bar-
celona, Spain. 

It is shameful that they have pre-
vented many of our very best and 
brightest scientists at the Centers for 
Disease Control and the National Insti-
tutes of Health from gaining new in-
sights from their colleagues in the 
international community. It is also 
tragic that this administration’s 
unilateralist and ideological tendencies 
have now spread to the fight against 
HIV/AIDS. It is morally wrong to allow 
right-wing ideology to trump science 
when it comes to the administration’s 
HIV/AIDS prevention policies. 

Their policies set aside 33 percent of 
all funding for abstinence-only pro-
grams which deny access to lifesaving 
education and technology, including 
condoms. Simply put, this is irrespon-
sible. It is unethical and it is inhu-
mane. 

I believe it is unethical because their 
AIDS treatment policies are really fo-
cused more on protecting patents and 
big pharmaceutical companies rather 
than the urgent need to get fixed-dose 
combinations into the hands of those 
who need them, 98 percent, 98 percent 
of whom lack access to treatment. The 
emphasis should be on saving lives. 

It is disingenuous that the adminis-
tration has proposed cutting our sup-
port for the Global Fund by over 60 per-
cent this coming fiscal year, proposing 
a measly contribution of $200 million 
rather than the $1.2 billion that is 
needed. We need to encourage the shar-
ing of information by our scientists 
and researchers. 

We need to do a lot better with co-
ordinating our bilateral programs with 
national governments, the NGO com-
munity, and our field missions. 
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We need to simplify our anti- 
retroviral treatment programs by pur-
chasing fixed dose combinations, drugs 
that are already available; and we 
must standardize our treatment pro-
grams according to the wishes of each 
individual country. 

We have to fund the fund. 
Although I applaud the gentleman 

from Arizona (Chairman KOLBE) and 
the gentlewoman from New York’s 
(Ranking Member LOWEY) efforts in 
doubling the administration’s request 
for funding for the Global Fund by pro-
viding $400 million, I was disappointed 
last week when a point of order was 
raised with regard to an amendment 
which I offered which actually killed 
an amendment that would have raised 
our contributions to $1.2 billion this 
year, which is what we need to get 
started. 

The fund is the very best way to get 
the money out into the hands of the 
NGO community immediately. It takes 
a multilateral approach, and it has the 
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potential to leverage vast new re-
sources. We are the wealthiest country 
in the world. We should be leading the 
charge. The Global Fund is the best ve-
hicle to show that type of cooperation 
and provide for the quick release of 
this money. 

Perhaps most importantly, we must 
stress and implement a balanced, com-
prehensive HIV prevention policy that 
includes abstinence, being faithful, and 
condoms. 

Mr. Speaker, we must also go fur-
ther. As United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral Kofi Annan said so eloquently in 
his remarks during the opening cere-
monies on Sunday, we must place, he 
said, a special emphasis on reducing 
the cultural, social, economic, and po-
litical factors that increase the vulner-
ability of women and girls to HIV. 

On July 9, just before leaving for 
Bangkok, I introduced H.R. 4792, The 
New United States Global HIV Preven-
tion Strategy to Address the Needs of 
Women and Girls Act of 2004, with 54 
original cosponsors. This bill would do 
just that. We need a focused effort on 
women and children. Women and chil-
dren need the assistance of this coun-
try and a comprehensive strategy to 
address this pandemic. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ANDREWS addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

INDIVIDUALS SHOULD HAVE A 
SECOND CHANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor this evening because 
earlier today I failed to pass an amend-
ment in a Committee on Education and 
the Workforce markup. My amendment 
was a very simple amendment, very 
modest amendment. It was an amend-
ment that would have allowed States 
to move utilization of their leadership 
funds for vocational education from 1 
percent to 3 percent. 

Now, I think my amendment failed 
not because it lacked merit. I do not 
think it failed because it was too ambi-
tious, but I think it failed basically be-
cause of a lack of understanding and 
sensitivity to what I think is emerging 
as one of the biggest problems facing 
urban America today, and that is, the 
problem of individuals coming home 
from prison with no skill, little edu-
cation, no training and virtually no 
ability to get a job, which sends them 
right back to the penitentiaries from 
which they have come. 

We have become, Mr. Speaker, the 
most incarcerated Nation on the face 
of the Earth, the United States of 
America. It is hard to believe, but we 
have more people in prison per capita 
than any other country on the face of 
the Earth. Right now, as I speak, there 
are more than 2 million people in this 
country who are incarcerated, in jails 
and prisons. More than 640,000 of them 
come home each and every year. 

Now, I will not even bother to go into 
why there are so many people in pris-
on: mandatory minimums, antiquated 
sentencing laws, get tough on drugs, 
punishment that does not fit the crime; 
of course, lack of prevention, lack of 
education, poverty; all of the things 
that characterize individuals who are 
in prison and, of course, in many in-
stances, race and ethnic backgrounds. 

The realities are, if we do not do 
something to stem the tide, then this 
problem keeps recurring over and over 
and over again. 

Last year, I introduced a bill, the 
Public Safety Ex-Offender Self-Suffi-
ciency Act of 2003, along with the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 
That bill calls for the building of 
100,000 units of SRO-type housing for 
ex-offenders, people as they come out 
of prison because all of the studies sug-
gest that one of the biggest problems 
that people have when they return 
home from prison is having a stable en-
vironment in which to live. 

About 3 weeks ago, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and I and the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) 
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) introduced the Second Chance 
Ex-Offender Act which is, in reality, a 
scaled-down version of our first bill. 
What we are really trying to do is to 
assist people to reenter back into nor-
mal life. It has nothing to do with get-
ting soft on crime or being soft on 
crime, but it has everything to do with 
promoting public safety, with reducing 
recidivism, with improving the quality 
of life, not only for those individuals 
who return but for all of those with 
whom they come into contact. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope that as we 
continue to move progressively in our 
country that we would take a different 
look at how we treat punishment and 
how individuals who have gone afoul of 
the law should have and must have a 
second chance. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE BURDEN WE ARE PASSING ON 
TO OUR KIDS AND GRANDKIDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I recently received this in the 
mail, and I do not know if the cameras 
can really pick it up. It is a front page 
that is sort of startling. 

It says the budget, bloated with pork. 
The national debt, soaring past $7 tril-
lion. Is it not time to fight back, is the 
main headline. Interest rates rising. 
Entitlement program, $73 trillion in 
unfunded liabilities. 

Sort of makes one realize the tre-
mendous burden that we are passing on 
to our kids and our grandkids. It 
speaks of $7 trillion dollar national 
debt, and of course, you have to pay in-
terest on that national debt because 
you are borrowing the money. 

Interest on that national debt now 
represents about 14 percent of the total 
budget. This pie chart represents how 
we are spending the $2.4 trillion of ex-
penditures this year. Interest at 14 per-
cent, that represents $800 billion that 
we are paying in interest, and interest 
rates now are relatively low. So that 
means, as interest rates go up, the por-
tion of the total income coming into 
the Federal Government is going to be 
used up paying interest. 

So two things: interest rates are 
going up, and the debt is going up fast-
er than it ever has. We are now increas-
ing the debt by over $500 billion a year, 
and that is because we have a propen-
sity to spend. Politicians have found 
out that they are more likely to be re- 
elected if they bring home the pork 
barrel projects. They get on the paper 
cutting of the ribbon of the new facili-
ties, of the jogging trails or the librar-
ies or whatever, and that overspending, 
because of efforts to try or politicians 
to try to be liked by the people back 
home and to get elected is part of what 
is driving up our debt. 

Over $500 billion a year of deficit 
spending. Deficit spending means how 
much in 1 year we are overspending, 
over and above the revenues coming 
into government. That $500 billion of 
increased debt a year, how do you put 
it in perspective? 
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Well, we are a country about 228 

years old. It took the first 200 years of 
this country to amass a debt of $500 bil-
lion. Now, we are going deeper in debt 
$500 billion every year. 

What does that do to our kids? I am 
a farmer from Michigan; and the way I 
was raised, what a farmer did for his 
kids was try to pay down the mortgage, 
hopefully make their life a little better 
than mom and dad’s life was. But in 
this Congress, in this city of Wash-
ington, we are driving up that mort-
gage for our kids and our grandkids to 
pay off. 

So two areas: one is the increased 
debt that we are laying on our kids and 
our grandkids, and the other is the in-
creased promises of unfunded liabil-
ities. Unfunded liabilities are the 
green-shade, the economists’ words, for 
how much we are promising in benefits 
for programs such as Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security, how much we 
are promising in benefits over and 
above what revenues we have to pay for 
those benefits. This is $73 trillion and 
putting $73 trillion sort of in some kind 
of a measurable fashion, and I am not 
sure any of us can do that. Our current 
spending every year is just a little over 
$2 trillion, and here is $73 trillion that 
is needed to go into a savings account 
today that is going to have a return of 
at least interest rates that will accom-
modate inflation to pay for what we 
have promised in programs over and 
above what is coming in in revenues 
from the payroll tax. 

Let me go around this pie chart, and 
then we will talk a little bit more 
about the unfunded liabilities. 

You can see the biggest piece of pie is 
Social Security, using up 21 percent of 
total government spending; and so 
many people say, well, Congressman 
SMITH, you should not have that as 
part of the pie. Social Security is sepa-
rate. 

I would just point out that the Su-
preme Court now on two decisions has 
said that there is no entitlement to So-
cial Security benefits just because you 
have paid in Social Security all your 
life. The Social Security payroll tax is 
simply a tax. The benefits that you 
might get are a separate, different pro-
gram that Congress and the President 
has signed into law saying here are 
some benefits that you get at age 65; 
and of course, if you look back at his-
tory, we know that over the years we 
have changed those benefits dramati-
cally. When we run out of money, we 
increase the tax and reduce benefits 
usually. 

Going around the pie quickly, Medi-
care is at 12 percent. Now, with a pre-
scription drug program, it is estimated 
that Medicare is going to overtake So-
cial Security as a percentage of total 
spending within the next 20 years. 

Medicaid is growing very rapidly at 6 
percent. The reason Medicaid is going 
to be growing is more people who 
thought they were saving enough for 
retirement now are living much longer 
than they anticipated. They are using 

up their savings; and once they are 
broke, they go on Medicaid. 
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Of course if you go to a nursing 
home, you end up paying $40,000, 
$50,000, $60,000 a year to go into that 
nursing home facility, and if you are 
living very long, that means a lot of 
your savings are used up, and you go on 
Medicaid and then taxes pay for the 
Medicaid program. 

Other entitlements represent 10 per-
cent. Defense, I am going to skip over 
here to defense at 20 percent. Before 
Afghanistan and Iraq, defense was a lit-
tle under 19 percent. Now we are going 
up to 20 percent, not a huge increase in 
terms of percentage of total budget, 
but here is the domestic discretionary 
spending that uses up 16 percent of the 
total Federal budget. On those 12 ap-
propriations bills, it is what we spend 
most of the year, at least half to three- 
quarters of the year arguing about how 
we are going to spend that 16 percent of 
the budget. 

My point is, unless we look at these 
other expenditures, the indebtedness 
and interest on the debt, Social Secu-
rity programs that are going broke, 
Medicare programs that are going 
broke, Medicaid programs that are 
going broke, the so-called entitlement 
programs, which means that you are 
entitled to receive these benefits from 
other taxpayers if you are at a certain 
level of poverty, if you are at a certain 
level of poverty and have children, if 
you reach a certain age, if you are a 
veteran that is retiring, if you are a 
farmer that is in the farm programs. 

So the entitlements are sort of like 
on automatic pilot. Unless we deal 
with some of those problems, the over-
promising of those entitlement pro-
grams, we are going to leave our kids, 
grandkids and the future generations 
not only this massive debt that is now 
$7 trillion, but the problem of trying to 
raise enough money to pay for the 
promises, and I would say the ‘‘over-
promising’’ that this Congress has 
done. 

I asked Art Laffer, an economist that 
I respect, the originator of the so- 
called Laffer Curve, I said ‘‘Art, what 
is worse, increasing taxes or increasing 
the debt?’’ 

He said, ‘‘Well, in the long run they 
are about the same because increasing 
indebtedness is the promise of future 
taxes,’’ and it is. To accommodate that 
14 percent that we are now paying in 
the total Federal spending pie for in-
terest, and that 14 percent is going up 
very quickly as interest rates go up 
and as we increase the debt, it is going 
to mean that we have to come up with 
money in some fashion to pay for it. So 
that brings us back to the propensity 
of politicians to spend more and prom-
ise more. 

How do we get control of the over-
zealousness to try to solve more and 
more problems of the country? If we 
look back at the Framers of our Con-
stitution that were brave enough to de-

clare independence from Great Britain, 
that wrote a Constitution that de-
signed an economic incentive that 
those that work hard, that try, that 
save, that invest, that go to school and 
use that education are better off than 
those that do not, that is what has 
helped us be the strongest, most suc-
cessful Nation on earth. It is not that 
we are smarter than anybody else in 
the world; it is that we have had that 
kind of motivation and incentive to do 
our very best, to come up with ideas 
and work hard. 

Now, over the years we have sort of 
said, well, if you work hard and get a 
second job, and you wanted that second 
shift so you could have more money for 
your family, we are not only going to 
tax you more, we are going to tax you 
at a higher rate. So dividing that 
wealth of those that are successful, and 
so if you work hard and are successful, 
we are going to tax you more and 
more, and give it to the people over 
here. So it is sort of pay in according 
to your ability to pay in, and take out 
according to your need. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to be careful 
that we do not lose that kind of incen-
tive that has made this country great 
in our overzealousness to divide the 
wealth, number one, and to pass on to 
future generations the overspending 
that we are doing today. It is really 
somewhat egotistical, I think probably 
a better word might be ‘‘unconscion-
able,’’ to think that our problems 
today are so great that it justifies 
spending the money our kids have not 
even earned yet. 

Next chart, unfunded liabilities. 
What are they and what are the prom-
ises? 

The three largest categories of un-
funded liabilities are Medicare, Med-
icaid and Social Security. The Social 
Security and Medicare trustees have 
calculated that these programs have 
over $73 trillion in unfunded liabilities. 
So $73.5 trillion are going to have to be 
invested today to have a return that is 
going to accommodate inflation to pay 
what is needed to make up the dif-
ference between the revenues coming 
in in the payroll tax and what is need-
ed to accommodate the current prom-
ises. 

Breaking them down, Medicare Part 
A, mostly hospitals, $21.8 trillion un-
funded liability; Medicare Part B, $2.2 
trillion unfunded liability; Medicare 
Part D, the new prescription drug pro-
gram, $16.6 trillion unfunded liability; 
and Social Security with our promises, 
about $12 trillion unfunded liability. 

Those are huge problems. How are we 
ever going to solve those kinds of 
promises in relation to what this coun-
try is worth, what we can produce in 
our gross domestic product every year? 
We are now spending approximately 20 
percent of the GDP in our funding at 
$2.4 trillion. So that means 12, 13, some 
good years, maybe $14 trillion is the 
total product, the total gross domestic 
product that we produce in this whole 
country in 1 year, and yet we are talk-
ing six times that amount that we need 
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right now if we are going to accommo-
date the future promises, the cost of 
the future promises we have made over 
and above what is coming in in reve-
nues. Just huge problems. 

So what do we do about it? We do not 
do anything. The longer we put the so-
lutions to these problems off, the more 
drastic the solution is going to have to 
be. I have been working on Social Secu-
rity, and I am going to talk a little bit 
about Social Security tonight. 

It was estimated back in 1987 that we 
were going to run out of money for So-
cial Security. Actually, I was in Michi-
gan, and I was chairman of the Senate 
finance committee, the Senate tax-
ation committee, if you will. That is 
where I wrote my first Social Security 
bill. When I looked at the fact that 
with people living longer and the birth-
rate going down, Social Security was 
going to go broke. It was going to run 
out of money. 

So I came into Congress. I was elect-
ed in 1992, and every session since I 
have introduced a Social Security bill. 
I have had my Social Security bills 
scored by the Social Security actu-
aries. They say that my bills would 
keep Social Security solvent essen-
tially forever, even though they do it 
for the next 75 years. The way I struc-
tured my bills, it would keep Social Se-
curity solvent forever. 

Nobody really wants to deal with So-
cial Security, and let me tell you why. 
Because most of the seniors on Social 
Security depend on Social Security for 
80 percent or more of their total retire-
ment income. 

So if you are dependent on that So-
cial Security check, you can under-
stand that it is very easy to scare a 
senior by saying, well, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) wants to 
ruin your Social Security and take 
your Social Security away from you. 

It was tough in my first few elec-
tions. I have probably given between 
270 and 300 speeches on Social Security 
in my district. I suspect that my Sev-
enth Congressional District of Michi-
gan is more aware of the problem of 
Social Security and that it is going 
broke than maybe any other part of 
the country. It is a huge problem. 

I was made chairman of the Bipar-
tisan Social Security Task Force, and 
we spent a year having expert wit-
nesses come in to explain to the Repub-
licans and Democrats on that task 
force the problems of Social Security, 
the fact that it was going broke, the 
fact that the longer we put off a solu-
tion, the more drastic that solution is 
going to have to be. So when we fin-
ished, we had a bipartisan agreement 
that there has got to be a better way to 
invest some of the money coming in to 
get a better return than we have in So-
cial Security. We had an agreement, 
the longer you put off not dealing with 
this huge problem, the worse it is going 
to be, so it was important we all agreed 
to deal with it as quickly as possible. 

So we wrote and introduced Social 
Security legislation. I have had Social 

Security legislation introduced for the 
last 8 years which has had bipartisan 
sponsors of that legislation because 
those individuals on both sides of the 
aisle that are aware of the magnitude 
of this problem agree that we have got 
to move ahead with a solution to So-
cial Security. We have to do the same 
thing with Medicare and Medicaid. We 
cannot go on pretending that it is okay 
to continue to increase spending be-
cause it seems to be popular at home. 

Why is it popular at home? Here is 
my two bits worth as a farmer from 
southern Michigan. We now have ap-
proximately 50 percent of the adult 
population in the United States that 
only pays 1 percent of the income tax. 
So you can see that there will be some 
people in this country that say to 
Washington, to the President and 
Members of Congress, to the Senators, 
well, spend some more tax dollars help-
ing me with my problem because it 
ends up that they are getting much 
more out of government than they are 
paying in in taxes. 

That is another talk on where we go 
with this complicated Tax Code and 
the unfairness of the Tax Code. I think 
we need the kind of Tax Code that ev-
erybody pays at least something in to 
run the Federal Government so they 
have a stake in the overzealousness of 
politicians to spend tax dollars and in-
crease taxes. 

Now, in an election year and ap-
proaching this Presidential election, 
we have a lot of concerns from the 
Democrat side of the aisle that we are 
shortchanging spending on needed pro-
grams, such as this needed program 
and this needed program, so let us in-
crease taxes to make sure that we are 
doing the right thing to spend money 
for this program. 

This evening we heard a lot of com-
ments that we have to go into Sudan 
and the atrocities which have been oc-
curring in Darfur is partially our re-
sponsibility. I think it is, but it is not 
just singly the responsibility of the 
United States, it is the responsibility 
of all the countries of the world. 

Maybe we sent the wrong signal when 
we went into Iraq. Maybe other coun-
tries sort of heard the message that if 
they did not do anything, the United 
States would do it anyway. There were 
17 U.N. resolutions condemning Iraq. 
We knew that there were problems of 
tyrant dictators, accommodations for 
terrorists, and developing more and 
more weapons in several countries, 
Syria, Libya, Iran, Iraq, North Korea. 
After the terrorist attack of 9/11, it was 
appropriate that we go to the source of 
that problem and go into Afghanistan. 

b 2215 

But here are countries developing 
more and more weapons, with tyrant 
dictators, accommodating terrorists, 
and so what should the choice be? Our 
first choice was go to the United Na-
tions to try to get more countries to 
join with us in going after all of these 
countries to send a strong signal that 

we are not going to allow the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 

I bring this up because other coun-
tries said, well, why don’t you go ahead 
and do it alone? We sort of did. Thank 
goodness for Great Britain that has 
joined us in that venture. But now we 
are challenged with some of these 
other countries. Maybe we are moving 
ahead with North Korea now in their 
development of nuclear weapons with 
the help of China because North Korea 
does not want to offend China and the 
other five countries that are putting 
pressure on them to stop their weapons 
of mass destruction, but my guess is we 
will do something like President Clin-
ton did and that is essentially paying 
off the blackmail to get them to stop 
developing and selling weapons of mass 
destruction. 

The decision was made because of the 
many U.N. resolutions, because of the 
fact that Saddam had used weapons of 
mass destruction on his own people, be-
cause of the fact that maybe if we 
could get Iraq to make a transition to 
a democracy and have an increased 
standard of living, it would make a 
huge difference in the countries sur-
rounding them. I think that is true. If 
we are successful in Iraq, I think the 
people of Iran will not stand for not 
moving ahead with more liberty and 
more freedom in their particular coun-
try. 

I recently visited Libya and met with 
Colonel Qaddafi. I think it was par-
tially because he did not want to end 
up like Saddam Hussein did, is sort of 
my guess. As I talked to Colonel 
Qaddafi, it was like him coming to con-
fession that he was a terrorist but he 
saw no reason to continue having those 
weapons of mass destruction. It is a 
good start and Colonel Qaddafi and 
Libya now are more a part of the World 
Trade Organization. It is going to end 
up being better for their country. But 
now we need to encourage the rest of 
the world to encourage these other 
countries to move in and be part of the 
world community, in trade, because in 
the long run it is going to be good for 
those countries. 

It is going to be a huge challenge in 
stopping terrorism in this world. I am 
just so convinced that we cannot turn 
tail and run, that we have got to stick 
to it, we have got to be dedicated and 
whether it is Iraq or whether it is a 
continued fight to do away with terror-
ists in this world, we have got to work 
together to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, next I am going to 
briefly go through a couple of these 
charts. This is the general revenue 
transfer. To make up the difference be-
tween what we promised in Medicare, 
Medicaid and Social Security and what 
is coming in from the payroll tax, this 
is in a few years what is going to have 
to come out of the general fund if we 
simply do nothing and let it go. 

By 2020, that means that we are going 
to have to take 28 percent out of the 
general fund to make up the difference 
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between what is coming in in the pay-
roll tax and what we promised in bene-
fits for these programs. If we just go to 
2030, another 26 years away, it is going 
to take over 52 percent of the general 
fund revenues to accommodate those 
programs. 

So why do we not deal with it? Par-
tially maybe because it is a tough 
question and it is a tough solution. 
There are only a couple of ways to fix 
the programs. You either increase 
taxes and have more revenue coming 
in, or you reduce benefits. Of course, 
that is what we have done over the 
years. Every time we have had prob-
lems with Social Security, we have ei-
ther increased revenues or reduced ben-
efits or a combination. That is what I 
think we need to guard against, simply 
because most adults in the United 
States today pay more in the payroll 
tax than they do in the income tax. 

Here is a quick visual snapshot of the 
problems with Social Security. After 
the Greenspan Commission in 1983, we 
have surplus revenues coming in be-
cause we had a dramatic increase in 
the payroll tax, increased revenues 
coming in over and above what Social 
Security is paying out; and then by 
2017 the red portion of the chart begins, 
and that is the time when we have to 
come up with money from more bor-
rowing or more taxes to pay promised 
benefits. 

Here is how Social Security works. 
Just very briefly, the payout is very 
progressive. The taxes being paid in are 
not progressive. Benefits are progres-
sive, and they are based on earnings at 
retirement. All of a worker’s wages up 
to the tax ceiling, which is now $89,000 
a year, are indexed to present value 
using wage inflation. Present value 
means if you had a certain job 20 years 
ago and wages double every 10 years, 
then for calculating your Social Secu-
rity benefits, they up the wages to 
what that job would be paying on the 
day you retire. The best 35 years of 
earnings are averaged, the annual ben-
efits for those retiring in 2004, and here 
is the progressive part: if you are very 
low income, you get back in a monthly 
check 90 percent of what you were get-
ting when you were working. So 90 per-
cent of the earnings up to $7,300 are 
what you get in your Social Security 
check. Thirty-two percent of the earn-
ings between the $7,300 and the $44,000. 
Then everything over that, you get 15 
percent of your earnings above $44,000. 

If you are very rich, you get maybe 
16 percent of your average wage back 
in Social Security benefits. If you are 
very low income, then you get 90 per-
cent of what you are earning weekly or 
monthly or biweekly back in a Social 
Security check. Early retirees receive 
adjusted benefits, and I added a column 
on this one. When we started Social Se-
curity in 1934, it was interesting going 
through the archives. Franklin Roo-
sevelt said that there should be a pri-
vate sector savings account owned by 
the individual, and actually the Senate 
passed a Social Security bill that had a 

savings account owned by the individ-
uals but with the provision that you 
could not use any of the money until 
you retired at age 65. Actually, it 
worked very well then because the av-
erage age of death was 62 and so most 
people died before they became eligible 
for benefits and this pay-as-you-go pro-
gram worked very well. 

Pay-as-you-go, let me just explain 
that a second. When you have the de-
duction of the 12.4 percent for Social 
Security, a total of 15.2 percent payroll 
tax, your employer sends in that 
money. By the end of the week, that 
money is sent out to existing retirees. 
So there is no savings account with 
anybody’s name on it. It is a pay-as- 
you-go program. So the taxes come in, 
and they are immediately sent out to 
existing beneficiaries, sort of like the 
chain letter. 

I remember a cartoon I once saw with 
the elderly person saying, well, I am 
going to retire, how does Social Secu-
rity work? And here is Uncle Sam say-
ing, well, see this long list. You put 
your name at the bottom of the list, 
and then you send your money to the 
person on the top of the list. 

And so it is sort of like a chain letter 
and you hope there is going to be some 
money left when your name at the bot-
tom of the list gets closer to the top of 
the list. 

Social Security was supposed to be 
one leg of a three-legged stool. I would 
encourage every person under 55 years 
old to make an aggressive effort to 
start putting aside savings for your re-
tirement. The challenges for this coun-
try in the next 10 years when we start 
running out of money for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and Medicaid, be-
tween 10 and 20 years, there is going to 
be a dramatic pressure to increase 
taxes and reduce benefits. 

My argument to try to get business 
and industry on board in terms of the 
need to have a Social Security solution 
and a Medicare and Medicaid solution 
is the consequences of doing nothing 
and that is what we see happening in 
many countries around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask everybody 
to just make a guess of what the pay-
roll tax is, for example, in France to 
accommodate their senior citizens. It 
is now over 50 percent of the payroll. 
So you can see that that makes that 
country much less competitive. They 
have either got to pay their workers 
less wages, and that is why there are a 
lot of strikes over in France, or they 
have got to increase the price of their 
product that makes them less competi-
tive. In Germany, the payroll tax in 
Germany just went over 40 percent. 
Japan is hard-pressed in terms of their 
taxes that are needed to accommodate 
their senior population. 

So for goodness sake, let us not keep 
putting off these problems for the next 
Congress because we do not know ex-
actly how to deal with it, so we end up 
with that kind of taxes and that kind 
of pressure on our businesses that are 
going to put our businesses at a greater 

competitive disadvantage as they try 
to compete in world trade. 

Social Security is a system stretched 
to its limits. There are 78 million baby 
boomers that begin retiring in just 31⁄2 
years; 78 million baby boomers begin 
retiring in 2008. Social Security spend-
ing exceeds tax revenues in 2017, and 
the trust funds go broke. Insolvency is 
certain. It does not take a guess. We 
know how many people there are, and 
we know when they are going to retire. 
We know that people will live longer in 
retirement. We know how much they 
will pay in and how much they will 
take out. The actuaries’ estimate right 
now is payroll taxes will not cover ben-
efits starting in 2017, and the shortfalls 
will add up to $120 trillion between 2017 
and 2075, $120 trillion that we are going 
to need. The $120 trillion is what we 
need in all those future years one year 
after the other. That is what would be 
accommodated if we put $12 trillion 
into a savings account now that would 
have a return of at least inflation and 
the time value of money. 

Here is sort of a chart that shows 
what has gotten us into this predica-
ment. That is the demographics. Our 
pay-as-you-go retirement system will 
not meet the challenge of demographic 
change. Back in 1940, we had 28 workers 
working and paying in their Social Se-
curity tax to accommodate every one 
retiree. So here are 28 people sharing 
the cost of every one retiree. By the 
year 2000, it got down to three workers 
paying in their taxes, and the three of 
them sharing the cost and benefits for 
Social Security of every retiree. The 
estimate by the actuaries is by 2025, we 
are only going to have two workers 
trying to pay enough tax to accommo-
date one retiree. That is what is hap-
pening, and that is why our taxes con-
tinue to go up; and if we do nothing, it 
means increasing the tax. 

I have read by some, some on this 
side of the aisle, that, look, all we need 
is a strong economy, so if we can have 
a strong economy and better jobs and 
better wages and more profit, it will do 
it. But here is the problem. Because 
benefits are directly related to the 
wages you get in and as there are more 
jobs and more people working and more 
wages, that means that temporarily it 
fixes the problem because you have a 
little more money coming in; but be-
cause benefits are directly tied to the 
wages that you make, it means the 
payout in future years is going to be 
greater. So in the long run it does not 
fix the program. Growth makes the 
numbers look better now, but leaves a 
larger hole to fill later. In my talks 
around the country and around Michi-
gan, people say, well, if Congress would 
just keep its cotton-picking hands off 
the Social Security trust fund. 
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We should do that. What we should 
be doing with the trust fund is getting 
a real return on it. But what Congress 
has been doing, and the President, for 
the last 20 years is, every time there is 
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a little extra money coming in from 
Social Security, we spend it on other 
government programs. Right now, gov-
ernment owes the trust fund, because 
that is what we do, we write out an 
IOU. Government owes the Social Se-
curity trust fund $1.4 trillion, but the 
shortfall, what we are going to need, is 
$12.2 trillion. So just the trust fund by 
itself is not going to accommodate or 
solve the problem. 

Social Security has a total unfunded 
liability of $12 trillion. The Social Se-
curity trust fund contains nothing but 
IOUs, and to keep paying promised So-
cial Security benefits, the payroll tax 
will have to be increased by nearly 50 
percent or benefits will have to be cut 
by 30 percent. 

In this chart I have tried to show 
that Social Security is not a good in-
vestment. The average retiree only 
gets back a 1.7 percent return over in-
flation for the money they and their 
employers send into Social Security. 
Actually, if one happens to be a minor-
ity whose average age is 631⁄2 right now, 
they actually end up with a negative 
return because they die before they hit 
65 and start collecting benefits. The av-
erage is 1.7 percent return. 

But the market, in this case I did a 
graph showing the Wilshire 5000, the 
average of 5,000 stocks for the last 10 
years. Even with the poor returns that 
we have had for over the past 31⁄2, 4 
years, even with those poor returns, 
the Wilshire 5000 has returned 11.8 per-
cent over and above inflation. 

So how about that? How about hav-
ing some of this money coming in from 
Social Security, invested in accounts? 
And I think there has got to be a limi-
tation on accounts, so what I do in my 
bills is, I do it sort of like the Thrift 
Savings Account, index stocks, index 
bonds, index mutual funds, the option 
of foreign stock funds. Once one has ac-
cumulated a certain $2,500 in their re-
tirement account, and they cannot use 
it, government is going to control it, 
once they get to that level, then there 
could be more flexibility as determined 
by the Secretary of Treasury in terms 
of additional alternative investments 
that one might use. 

This is how many years one has got 
to live after they retire to break even 
on the money they and their employer 
put into Social Security or, if one is 
self-employed, the money they put in. 
If people retired in 1960, it was a pretty 
good deal. They only had to live 2 years 
after retirement. But now, in 2005, peo-
ple are going to have to live 23 years 
after they retire to break even on the 
money they sent in for Social Security. 
By 2015 it goes up to 26 years that peo-
ple are going to have to live after re-
tirement. And, look, that might be pos-
sible. The age of life has continued to 
increase. 

Here is the chart I want to finish 
with. And that is the danger of doing 
nothing. What we have done in the past 
is increase taxes or reduce benefits 
every time we have had a problem with 
enough money to pay out promised 

benefits. And over the years we have 
increased benefits, too, for Social Secu-
rity. In fact, in 1965 we amended the 
Social Security bill to start the Medi-
care program. So that was a huge new 
challenge and huge new promises that 
are going to put our kids and our 
grandkids even deeper in debt. 

Just going up from the 11⁄2 percent in 
1940, we raised it to 2 percent of the 
first 3,000. In 1960, running short of 
money again for the increased benefits, 
we tripled the rate, a 300 percent in-
crease in the rate going up to 6 per-
cent, and we increased the base, too, to 
4,800. 

By 1980, we raised the tax rate to 
10.16 percent of the first 25,900. By 2000, 
again we raised the rate up to 12.4 per-
cent of the first 76,200; in 2004, 12.4 per-
cent of the first 87,900, but now it is 12.4 
percent of the first 89,000. So we have 
continued to increase the tax. 

And I just plead, Mr. Speaker, with 
everybody that might be listening that 
they, as workers in America, or their 
kids that are going to be working if 
they retire, should not be asked to pay 
a higher and higher tax to accommo-
date the existing retirees. Probably the 
people that are retiring this year, and 
I have not seen the statistics, but I 
would guess they are probably one of 
the most wealthy generations that ever 
has retired in America. 

Six principles of saving Social Secu-
rity, and here is what I sent out to all 
the Members of the House and all the 
Members of the Senate: Protect cur-
rent and future beneficiaries; allow 
freedom of choice, and in my legisla-
tion, we can guarantee that they are 
going to have as much return by hav-
ing their own investment as they 
would if they stayed in the current sys-
tem, so we guarantee that the return 
on their private savings account that 
they own, that government is going to 
control it, that they cannot take it out 
until they are 65 or until they have an 
annuity that is going to prove that 
they are never going to fall back on 
other taxpayers. That, in a sense, says 
that one can be an average worker and 
retire as a very wealthy person if they 
start saving this money. 

And some of these counties have had 
the option of not using the Social Se-
curity because that is the way the leg-
islation was written. A municipality or 
a State can have the option of invest-
ing their own money or going into So-
cial Security. Some of these counties 
are giving to their retirees that in-
vested their own money over the last 60 
years up to nine and ten times as much 
as Social Security pays similar wage- 
earning retirees. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to close with 
the plea that we work together to 
make this kind of a bipartisan effort. It 
may be our chance next year after this 
Presidential election. I would guess 
that if we cannot do it in the first 4 
years of a President’s term, then it is 
going to be difficult to make the tough 
decisions that are required to solve 
these kinds of problems in Social Secu-

rity and solve the kinds of problems 
that we need to be looking at in Medi-
care and Medicaid and some of the 
other entitlement programs. It is just 
unfair, unconscionable, to pretend that 
our problems are so great today that 
we have to take the money and the 
savings of our kids and our grandkids 
because they are going to have their 
own problems and their own concerns. 

f 

THE COMPLEXITY OF OUR TAX 
CODE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 7, 2003, 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say to the gentleman from Michigan 
that I was very interested in his re-
marks, and I agreed with a lot of his 
remarks. Where we would disagree is 
our responsibility is if we are going to 
buy things to pay for them. And I 
would say, with all due respect to my 
friend, for the last 40 months we have 
not been doing that. 

We continue to buy and we are not 
paying. And that is why that half-a- 
trillion-dollar debt to which he re-
ferred has been accumulated, and this 
year it may be a little less or a little 
more, but I agree with his general 
proposition that we need to come to-
gether, and if we are going to buy, pay 
for it and not pass it along to future 
generations, because as the gentleman 
so correctly pointed out, if we incur 
debt today, it is inevitably taxes to-
morrow. 

It is, I think, appropriate that we 
transit from a discussion about the def-
icit that confronts us, the obligations 
confront us, and talk about the way we 
pay for what government is asked to 
provide. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be lead-
ing this Democratic special order to-
night on an issue that confronts mil-
lions of Americans every single year, 
the unbelievable complexity of our tax 
laws. 

All of us, of course, bear some re-
sponsibility for the complexity of our 
Tax Code. Democrats and Republicans 
and every American, every American 
who believes that the tax preferences 
that he or she utilizes are worthwhile. 
Considered individually, the tax pref-
erences that are part of the code, of 
course, can be rationalized: the chari-
table deduction, a very worthwhile ef-
fort; the mortgage interest deduction, 
which has provided for America being 
now one of the largest home-owning 
countries in the world, a good provi-
sion. 

Collectively, however, they are a 
jumble of confusion that causes unfair 
results and has a corrosive effect on 
our democracy. As Paul O’Neill, the 
former Secretary of the Treasury, who 
is no longer with us, perhaps because of 
candor, said, ‘‘One of the unseen con-
sequences of our Tax Code’s complexity 
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is the sense it leaves with taxpayers 
that the system is unfair and that oth-
ers pay less tax because of special ad-
vantages.’’ 

A few facts, Mr. Speaker, illustrate 
the scope of the problem. In 1913, the 
Tax Code was a mere 500 pages. Today, 
the code and regulations total more 
than 60,000 pages. Four common forms: 
Form 1040 and Schedules A, B, and D 
take an estimated 28 hours and 30 min-
utes to prepare. 

There is a lot of talk about sim-
plification, but we have not moved to-
wards simplification, and Americans 
are rightly frustrated. Americans are 
rightly angry about this annual chal-
lenge that they have to pay correctly 
the taxes toward supporting their gov-
ernment. 

When the IRS started tracking this 
information in 1988, that is how long it 
took to fill out forms, the average pa-
perwork burden was 17 hours, 7 min-
utes. Even the simplest form in the 
IRS inventory, the 1040EZ, now re-
quires 3 hours and 43 minutes to pre-
pare, up from 1 hour and 34 minutes in 
1988. It is called EZ. There are a whole 
lot of Americans who do not believe it 
is easy. 

Complexity costs more than $100 bil-
lion a year in accounting fees and the 
value of taxpayers’ time to complete 
their returns. This is roughly equiva-
lent, Mr. Speaker, to what we spend to 
run the Departments of Education, 
Homeland Security, and State. Think 
of that. The dollars that we spend to 
fill out our forms are equal to what it 
costs us to run the State Department, 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
and the Department of Education. 

Not surprisingly, more Americans 
than ever rely on tax professionals, 56 
percent, in fact, compared to 48 percent 
just 14 years ago, in 1990. But even tax 
professionals cannot guarantee accu-
racy. The General Accounting Office 
recently found that 2 million taxpayers 
who used a preparer took the standard 
deduction when they would have been 
better off itemizing. That says some-
thing about our system and perhaps 
something about preparers. 

If the administrative burden does not 
convince people that the form is cru-
cial, the crisis in noncompliance surely 
should. The IRS has estimated that 
there is a $311 billion annual tax gap 
due to underreporting, underpayment, 
and nonfiling, $311 billion owed but not 
collected. What does that mean? That 
means that somebody has to pick up 
that slack. Frankly, today nobody is 
picking it up because we have a deficit 
larger than that $311 billion, which 
means, as the gentleman from Michi-
gan said earlier, that future genera-
tions are going to pick up that gap. 
They are going to pay that bill. And, in 
fact, all of us pay higher rates because 
too many pay not their fair share of 
that $311 billion. 
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In March, Nancy Killefer, the chair-
woman of the IRS Oversight Board, 

told the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, ‘‘The IRS does not have the re-
sources needed to accomplish its mis-
sion.’’ 

Let me repeat that. ‘‘The IRS does 
not have the resources necessary to ac-
complish its mission.’’ What is its mis-
sion? To collect the revenues from each 
of us to pay for the government that 
we ask for. 

John Kennedy said that taxes were 
the price of freedom. That is correct. 
We have established an agency to col-
lect those revenues. Nancy Killefer 
says it does not have the resources to 
do so. She went on to say, ‘‘It con-
tinues to be out gunned and 
outmanned.’’ By whom? By those who 
want to avoid paying their fair share. 

That same month, Deputy Treasure 
Secretary Sam Bodman informed Con-
gress that the IRS intended to walk 
away from more than 2 million 
delinquents tax accounts last year that 
total nearly $16.5 billion dollars. 

What message does noncompliance 
and lack of enforcement send? What 
does it result in? For too many the an-
swer is clear, that it may pay to cheat. 
In fact, an IRS survey found last year 
that 17 percent of taxpayers, nearly 
one in five, believe it is acceptable to 
cheat, up from 11 percent just 4 years 
earlier. 

Now, just like the people who go into 
a store and they take something off the 
shelf, put it in their pocket and walk 
out and do not pay for it, guess who 
pays for that item? All of us who come 
behind and buy that product, because 
we build in the price of cheating. 

Well, there is no difference here. 
While more people believe that cheat-
ing is acceptable, fewer and fewer face 
audits. In 2003, individuals were au-
dited at a rate of 6.5 per 1,000 returns, 
and 75 percent of those were computer- 
generated, non-personal audits. Com-
pare that to the audit rate of 12.8 per-
cent in 1997, or even 9.9 percent in 1998, 
the year Congress passed tax reform 
legislation. Audits for business also are 
down, from three per 1,000 returns to 
two in 1,000 in 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, if they caught only two 
speeders out of every 1,000 speeders, 
what kind of enforcement would that 
be? What kind of constraint would 
there be to stay within the law? 

Leaders in the Republican Party 
have repeatedly proclaimed their com-
mitment to tax reform and simplifica-
tion. For example, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the House majority 
leader, stated in April 2001, ‘‘We are 
pushing forward with our campaign to 
reform the Tax Code. We are making it 
fairer, flatter, simpler and less burden-
some to the American people.’’ That is 
what the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) said in 2001. 

But the facts, Mr. Speaker, clearly 
demonstrate otherwise. Since 2001, Re-
publicans have made 227 changes to the 
Tax Code and added more than 10,000 
pages to the code in regulations. 

Mr. Speaker, I want the camera to go 
right to the end of my finger here. This 

is 10,000 pages. In 40 months, this is 
just 1⁄20th of those 10,000 pages, 500 
pages. That is the number of pages the 
Republican Party has added to the Tax 
Code and regulations in just the last 40 
months. 

Today on the floor, of course, we 
spent about an hour on tax simplifica-
tion. Wonderful. By the way, in passing 
that tax simplification, we added more 
pages to its complexity. 

We need to do better. We Democrats 
believe that we can do better, and we 
intend to do better. 

Additionally, the Republicans pro-
pose another 109 provisions in the FSC 
ETI bill, the bill that tries to fix the 
problem found in unfair competition in 
the WTO, the trade scenario. So we 
passed a bill to solve a $4 billion prob-
lem that cost us $150 billion, which we 
did not pay $35 billion of. That is the 
party that wants to make our code 
more simple, less complex, fairer. It 
was a grab-bag of special interest pro-
visions, just as most of these pages are 
as well. 

Just today, our Republican friends 
considered two bills as part of their tax 
reform and simplification week. But 
let us be honest. As I said, they spent 
40 months complicating the code. They 
devoted 40 minutes to making it sim-
pler. 

Today, there is an increasing momen-
tum among taxpayers for real reform. 
Mr. Speaker, Democrats will take the 
lead on this issue when we regain the 
House majority in November. We are 
going to make it simpler. We need to 
defuse the middle-class time bomb. We 
talk about it, but we have not acted on 
it, the Alternative Minimum Tax, 
which is no longer serving its purpose, 
at least not as intended. We need to 
take a hard look at looking toward a 
return-free income tax system, sim-
plify tax rules for small businesses, 
stop individuals and corporations from 
gaming the system and reform inter-
national tax laws that encourage 
American companies to move jobs 
overseas. 

The American people, Mr. Speaker, 
are acutely aware of the unnecessary 
complexity and dire need for real tax 
reform in America today. We Demo-
crats have been talking about that. 
When we are in charge, we are going to 
do it, not talk about it, as our friends 
in the Republican Party have done. 

The American people need, the Amer-
ican people deserve, a tax system that 
is simpler, fairer and more efficient. 

I want to look at some of these 
quotes. 

Newt Gingrich, 1997: ‘‘So we want to 
move towards a simpler Tax Code that 
takes less time to fill out, that is easi-
er for the American people.’’ 10,000 
pages since that time, and, indeed, 
more, added to the Tax Code. 

President Bush, March 17, 2001: 
‘‘Americans want our Tax Code to be 
reasonable and simple and fair. These 
are the goals that unite our country, 
and these are the goals that have 
shaped my plan.’’ 
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My plan? My plan? What plan? There 

has been no plan submitted to the Con-
gress of the United States. There is no 
plan in front of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to which the Presi-
dent referred. There has been no sim-
plification. There has just been these 
10,000 pages of additional special inter-
est provisions added to the code. No 
plan, Mr. President. But, then again, 
you only said that 40 months ago. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), a month after the President 
said his simplification plan was on its 
way: ‘‘Because of the Tax Code’s mind- 
numbing complexity, millions of hard- 
working men and women waste count-
less hours every April. We are pushing 
forward with our campaign to reform 
the Tax Code. We are making it fairer, 
flatter, simpler and less burdensome to 
the American people.’’ 

10,000 pages have been added to the 
Tax Code since the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) said he was bring-
ing us a fairer, simpler Tax Code. 

John Snow, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, this year: ‘‘The administra-
tion has made tax simplification a pri-
ority, and we look forward to working 
with Congress to achieve it. A simpler 
code is something we owe honest tax-
payers, and the worst thing of all for 
the tax cheat.’’ 

Amen, Mr. Secretary. Where is the 
plan? Nobody here has seen it. Is it in 
the Treasury Department? Is it in the 
White House? Or perhaps it is on its 
way down Pennsylvania Avenue. Where 
is the plan? 

Lastly, Scott McClellan, the Presi-
dent’s Press Secretary: ‘‘The President 
is committed to making the Tax Code 
more simple and fair.’’ February 2004. 

No plan, no fairness, no simple plan. 
10,000 additional pages. 

I now would like to yield to some of 
my colleagues to speak on particular 
aspects of how we can make this fairer, 
simpler and a better code. 

I yield to my friend the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT), a new Mem-
ber of Congress, but a veteran of 20 
years in the Georgia Senate and one of 
our most able legislators. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to discuss what in my opin-
ion is the absolute heaviest burden on 
the American people and the American 
family today, and that is this costly, 
confusing, complex and complicated 
Tax Code. 

I want to start my comments by 
commending our distinguished House 
Democratic Whip, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), for his steadfast 
leadership on this issue of the need for 
tax reform. I thank the gentleman for 
leading on this issue. He has not just 
started leading on this issue. He has 
been leading on this issue for a number 
of years. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that Ameri-
cans are double-taxed, and that the 
time and expense that it takes to file 
their taxes creates an additional cost 
to our taxpayers. 

The current Tax Code is riddled with 
confusion, complexities, ambiguities 

and unfairness of staggering mag-
nitude. We need to make drastic 
changes now. Our current Tax Code is 
beyond reason and basic common 
sense. 

For instance, the Federal income tax 
code has grown from 45,662 pages in 2001 
to 60,044 pages today. Mr. Speaker, at 
that rate, at that number of pages, it 
would take over a year just to read the 
current Tax Code, and that is only if 
you were reading an average of 1,215 
pages every week and doing it at least 
8 hours every day. That is absolutely 
incredible. 

Our four common tax forms, 1040 and 
Schedules A, B and D, take an esti-
mated 28 hours and 30 minutes to pre-
pare. As our distinguished leader point-
ed out, in 1988, when the IRS began 
tracking this information, the average 
paperwork burden was 17 hours and 17 
minutes. That is an increase of over 10 
hours in just 6 years. Unbelievable. 

Mr. Speaker, Alexander Hamilton, 
one of our great founders of this coun-
try, perhaps the primary architect of 
our taxing system and our first Sec-
retary of the Treasury, said, ‘‘In order 
for our Nation to succeed, our taxing 
system must be simple, literate and 
fair, and I tremble for the future of my 
country if we fail in this endeavor.’’ 
And I tremble indeed for the future of 
our country also, as Mr. Hamilton did 
200 years ago, if we fail to reform our 
Tax Code. 

Indeed, I predict a serious taxpayers’ 
revolt in the very near future because 
of complexity, because of expense, be-
cause of unfairness, if we do not move 
with haste now to reform the Tax Code. 

It now costs taxpayers $100 billion 
each year just in fees for our taxpayers 
just to complete their tax returns. In-
dividuals, businesses, tax exempt, pub-
lic-private entities, spend 6 billion 
hours each year just complying with 
the Tax Code. It is a loss to our econ-
omy and it is a loss to our produc-
tivity, and it is staggering. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, as an en-
trepreneur that has started a success-
ful business, as I have, as a small busi-
ness owner, I believe that tax reform 
proposals that simplify the Tax Code 
merit serious consideration, and to 
that end I am a cosponsor of H.R. 1783, 
the Freedom Flat Tax Act. 

Let me just tell you for a minute 
what this flat tax will do. It will take 
the complexity out of our Tax Code. It 
will ensure fairness by closing creative 
loopholes that allow some unscrupu-
lous persons to avoid paying their fair 
share of taxes. 
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This measure would phase in a flat 
tax over a 3-year period with a 19 per-
cent rate for the first 2 years and a 17 
percent rate in subsequent years, and 
it will allow for no deduction loop-
holes, but will allow for personal ex-
emptions, including a $5,300 exemption 
for each dependent. 

I do not believe that the flat tax is 
perfect, but at least it is a starting 

point to do 2 essential things: give our 
taxpayers back their time and give 
them back some of their money. That 
is what the American citizens are ask-
ing for. 

This current Tax Code is mesmer-
izing in its confusion and unfairness. 
For example, there are 5 different tax 
breaks for families with children: de-
pendency exemption, head of household 
filing status, the child tax credit, the 
child independent care tax credit, the 
EITC, and all 5 of these define a quali-
fying child differently. How confusing. 

Taxpayers overpay their taxes by an 
estimated $1 billion a year because 
they fail to claim itemized deductions, 
opting for the standard deduction in-
stead, according to the General Ac-
counting Office, because they say the 
Tax Code is too hard to understand. 

About one-quarter of taxpayers who 
are eligible for the earned income tax 
credit, which is designed to help the 
working poor, fail to claim it because 
they say it is too complicated. Our Tax 
Code is terrible. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot wait any 
longer. The time for tax reform is right 
now. We must not tinker around the 
edges of the Tax Code, but go right to 
the heart of the problem. The Amer-
ican people are depending upon us, and 
we Democrats must provide the way 
and the leadership on this critical issue 
of tax reform. The American people 
need and deserve a tax system that is 
simpler, fairer, and more efficient, just 
as the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) stated, and we must give it to 
them now. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments and 
for the passion that he brings to the ef-
fort to make this a simpler, fairer Tax 
Code for the welfare of our people, for 
small business, and all of those who 
must comply with a system that has 
become extraordinarily complicated. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a 
senior member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Maryland. 
This is an auspicious night tonight. 
The President had a dinner downtown 
and raised $25 million from some of his 
closest friends. In the recent motion 
picture, in talking to them, he said, 
some people say you are the elite, but 
I say you are my base. 

Well, we ought to talk about this 
man’s base. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, is that the movie in 
which the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT) starred? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
since 1994, when the Republicans cre-
ated a Contract With America and said 
that they would pull the Tax Code up 
by the roots and simplify it, this TOM 
DELAY Congress and its tax-writing 
committee have added another 10,000 
pages, which the minority whip has al-
ready pointed out, and lowered taxes 
on the most affluent among us. Over 
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the past 3 years, the Congress has 
watched 1 million jobs disappear, and 
what has it done? Well, first the Con-
gress passed out lavish tax breaks to 
the millionaires so that they could 
send more money to Wall Street. Sec-
ond, the House of Representatives sent 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to Europe. While he 
was there, the Europeans said, because 
of the WTO’s ruling, you Americans 
need to change your tax structure to 
make it easier for European products 
to compete with American ones. How 
did the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means respond? He told the 
Europeans he would like to help them 
out, but that they should impose tar-
iffs on the American products first to 
get our attention. He thought that if 
they hit us, he could get something 
through the House. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, the Europeans 
are imposing a 9 percent tariff on 
American products exported to Europe, 
our largest trading partner. These tar-
iffs apply to some of our most sensitive 
products like agricultural goods that 
come from all across America, from 
Florida and from the Midwest. The Eu-
ropeans are imposing tariffs on paper 
and wood products that come from the 
Pacific Northwest and from the Amer-
ican south. Just last month, to appease 
the Europeans, the House and Senate 
passed a bill to hike up taxes on U.S. 
companies who export American-made 
products to foreign markets. At the 
same time the House and Senate low-
ered taxes for U.S. companies that op-
erate offshore. 

And what do other Republican lead-
ers have to say about this? Well, the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
came out here a few weeks ago and said 
he was happy that European tariffs 
were imposed, he was happy that this 
Congress was raising taxes on U.S. 
firms that operate in America, and he 
was happy that we were lowering taxes 
for U.S. firms that operate offshore. 
Check the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker. My colleagues will find I am 
right. This is not hyperbole. I am not 
making this up. This man stood right 
over there and said it. This is the offi-
cial RECORD as recorded by the House 
Clerk. 

Mr. Speaker, our tax structure is one 
of the most competitive in the devel-
oped world. Our effective corporate tax 
rate is among the lowest in the devel-
oped world. Let me say that again. Our 
effective corporate tax rate is among 
the lowest in the developed world. Only 
2 nations have lower effective tax rates 
than ours. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, despite 
the fact that we currently tax U.S. 
firms who operate overseas at a lower 
tax rate than those who operate on our 
own shore, the Republican Party has 
pushed through legislation in the 
House and Senate to again lower the 
tax rate that U.S. firms operating off-
shore will pay. 

This country has lost 1 million jobs, 
and many of those were lost because 

they simply moved offshore. It is 
cheaper to operate over there. That is 
why they went, and the tax structure is 
set up so that it is cheaper for compa-
nies to move offshore and leave the 
American worker behind without a job. 

The Republican Party’s response to 
an increasingly connected global econ-
omy has been to make our Tax Code 
more complex and to lower taxes for 
U.S. companies that decide to move 
their operations offshore. 

When is the Republican Congress 
going to do something right and some-
thing fair for the American people, Mr. 
Speaker? When is the Congress going 
to reform the Tax Code so U.S.-based 
firms are not put at a competitive dis-
advantage, compared to U.S. firms that 
move overseas? 

Since the Republicans took control 
of the congressional tax-writing com-
mittee on which I sit, U.S. firms have 
moved overseas, Americans have lost 
their jobs, and we spend more time 
than ever trying to figure out our 
taxes, because of the 10,000 pages they 
have added. 

Since the Republicans took control 
over the Department of the Treasury, 
the Federal Government finds itself in 
annual an $500 billion deficit. Now, 
that is real fiscal responsibility. We 
borrow nearly $500 billion every year 
from foreigners, from the Chinese, 
from the Saudis, from the Swiss. We 
are in hock to half the world. 

Does the Republican Party expect to 
control the Congress based on this 
record over the last decade, Mr. Speak-
er? If they do not make some changes 
pretty quick, and those 2 silly bills 
they brought out here today did abso-
lutely nothing to simplify; all they 
were was a piece of paper that said 
‘‘tax simplification’’ across the top and 
the body of the text did nothing, noth-
ing. There is not a single person in this 
country that will have an easier time 
on the 15th of next time because of the 
silly bills they passed out of here 
today. 

Luckily, we only have 105 more days 
to suffer under these people. We are 
going to have a change when the Demo-
crats take over this place. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Maryland for bringing 
this issue up and bringing it out here. 
It is late at night, but it is an issue 
that affects every single American, and 
the American people ought to know 
that we are thinking about it and want 
to change it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington State, 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for his remarks. And then 
that, of course, as the gentleman 
points out, is the purpose. The tax sim-
plification purpose of ours is not going 
to be just tonight, it was not just 3 
days ago when I gave a statement to 
the press and to others; it is a commit-
ment that we have for all Americans to 
make this a fairer, simpler system for 
them and their families, and for every 
small businessperson in America so 

that they can feel that we are not plac-
ing an extraordinary burden on them. 

Paying is burden enough. Compli-
cating the system and causing them 
hours and hours and costs to comply is 
too much for them to expect, and we 
need to change it, and we Democrats 
are going to change it. I thank the gen-
tleman from Washington for his re-
marks. 

I now am pleased to yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUAL), 
who has been very involved in our ef-
forts to focus on tax simplification and 
who is a leader in this effort. 
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Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the leader for doing this, 
although again it is late at night; but 
many times when families have to fill 
out the 1040, these are the hours they 
are working at their kitchen table try-
ing to figure out what those stacks of 
paper mean, and so it behooves all of us 
to be here at this hour because it is 
very similar to what middle-class fami-
lies across America have to do when it 
comes to the Tax Code, and it requires 
countless hours; and I think if I am not 
mistaken in the last 10 years we have 
added about 71⁄2 hours to the average 
family’s hours that they are dedicating 
just to filling out the tax forms around 
April 15. 

Now, I have put together a proposal 
that would affect about 60 percent of 
the tax filers and get the form down to 
12 simple questions and eliminate 200 
pages of the code, about 2,000 adden-
dum pages, and it is called the sim-
plified family credit. It takes the 
earned income tax credit, which is for 
working people making the moderate 
income level, the per child tax credit, 
the dependent care and collapses them 
into a single family credit, eliminates 
200 some-odd pages of code, 12 ques-
tions. Also wacks the marriage penalty 
and deals with the AMT, which is a re-
gressive tax for families. 

And in my sense, that puts not the 
onus so much but the benefits of the 
Tax Code behind families at work who 
are trying to do right for their chil-
dren, and it would simplify the code 
but also reward those families who 
choose work over dependency. 

You make $50,000. You have two chil-
dren, this would be an additional $1,500 
cut to that family versus what Presi-
dent Bush has put in place, and it 
would do it by eliminating well over 
200 pages of the code. 

This code has become so complicated, 
the complexity has led to tremendous 
inequity in the code. 

Today we have about $311 billion, 
this is the lowest according to the IRS, 
of underreported or nonreported in-
come, mainly by the extremely well-off 
corporations and individuals, who 
through lawyers and accountants do 
not report income, and they use the 
code to disguise income. 

Well, nobody should pay more than 
they are supposed to pay, but the code 
is written now for those who can afford 
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lawyers and accountants to shelter and 
hide and disguise income. When the 
burdens of the rest of the funding of 
the government services, the burdens 
of paying their fair share are shifted 
more and more upon those who work 
for a living. $311 billion goes under-
reported or not reported or collected. 

That would wipe away well over half 
the deficit this year. We are going to 
have $450 billion. $311 billion would 
wipe it away. You could fund close to 
half the Americans who are seeking 
college assistance, aid for middle-class 
families to pay for college can still pay 
about $100 billion or $200 billion of the 
deficit. What simplifying the code 
would do is ensure that when you paid 
your taxes, you knew that people down 
the street, you knew that people on the 
other side of the tracks were paying 
their fair share, because today nobody 
believes that the others are paying 
their fair share, and we have a system 
that is corrosive. It is stacking the 
deck against ordinary American tax-
payers, and while the special interests 
win shelters and loopholes, middle- 
class families who play by the rules are 
now carrying the burden for those who 
do not report and do not pay their fair 
share. 

Others have mentioned this, but I do 
think it is worth noting, in the last 31⁄2 
years, this administration has had 
three tax cuts, and in that time they 
have added 10,000 pages to the code—326 
separate changes. They have added 
phase-ins and phase-outs and other 
gimmicks, sunsets to the code. All the 
while they have increased the burden 
of the Tax Code on those who work for 
a living and shifted the burden of those 
who earn money from capital invest-
ment, while if you work for a living, 
you are now paying more and getting 
less from this Tax Code. And it is high 
time we put the Tax Code not on the 
backs of the middle-class family but 
fighting for middle-class families, un-
derstands the obligations they have of 
meeting the needs of their children, 
and I think that the Bush Tax Code is 
a treasure chest full of loopholes and 
tax shelters for the special interests, 
and it has become a nightmare for mid-
dle-class families. 

As I mentioned earlier, 71⁄2 hours of 
additional time to fill out the tax re-
turns. The child tax credit now has five 
separate breaks. I think the last time, 
when you compare the earned income 
tax credit per child and the dependent 
care, it is close to 10 separate defini-
tions of children. Well, I have got 
three. They are all the same definition. 
They are sniveling and they bother you 
all the time. You do not need 12 defini-
tions of what a child is. You know what 
it is, and the code does not understand 
it; and it is clearly making it more 
complicated. 

Again, it has increased costs for fill-
ing out the form. We can do this. There 
is no reason for the Tax Code to be this 
way, but it was designed this way. That 
is the point that people need to under-
stand. The code as it exists today was 

designed for the special interests, was 
designed for those who can hire law-
yers and accountants to figure their 
way out of paying income, hiding in-
come, sheltering income, moving jobs 
overseas, moving corporations over-
seas, holding capital in a separate sub-
sidiary overseas. 

Do you know a family in America 
that has set up a subsidiary of their 
family in Bermuda to not pay taxes? If 
a family could figure out how to do 
that, they would figure out how to pay 
for college. They are struggling how to 
pay for college, yet corporations are 
setting up subsidiaries in Bermuda not 
to pay their fair share of tax and the 
burden shifts on the middle-class fami-
lies. 

We need to take this Tax Code and 
ensure that the middle-class families, 
that it is fair to them, it is simple, you 
do not have to have a family dispute to 
fill out the tax form, and deal with 
that that is on that table. It is not fair. 
It is not right. We can do better. And 
so I applaud the efforts today, as 
Democrats put together the ideas of 
simplifying the code and making sure 
it reflects the values and the interests 
of our middle class. 

I offer my idea of a simplified family 
credit that would affect 60 percent of 
the taxpayers and reduce the tax form 
down to 12 easy questions, and it would 
be right for them. It would be right for 
their children. And, again, it would en-
sure the most important thing, that 
everybody have a sense that everybody 
is paying their fair share. And today 
we do not have that sense, and we end 
up with $311 billion of people who are 
cheating the system and cheating the 
country of their obligation, and there-
fore shifting the burden to the rest of 
us who pay our fair share. That is 
wrong, and we can do better. 

And, again, I applaud you for holding 
this and again reminding people that 
Democrats have an idea of massive tax 
reform, a big idea that would change 
the way we do things and it would be 
good for the economy, not only be fair 
to middle-class families. It would lead 
to a more productive economy, and it 
would make sure also the entre-
preneurs and small businesses were 
treated correctly in our code. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL) for his contribu-
tion tonight, but more importantly, for 
his contribution to spurring the effort 
of tax simplification and tax fairness 
for middle-class Americans, but I 
would suggest to him that those fami-
lies, of course, cannot site an offshore 
post office box and therefore avoid 
taxes. But to some degree, we ourselves 
have created 10,000 pages in which 
Americans normally look to how do I 
reduce my obligation in taxes. That is 
a normal thing for people to do, and 
the fact that we have made it so com-
plicated allows some people to take ad-
vantage of loopholes that perhaps were 
not contemplated but exist; and the 
unfairness then is not only to our 

working-class, middle-class families 
but also to those competitors of theirs 
who do not take advantage of those 
loopholes, who keep jobs in America, 
who are paying their fair share of taxes 
here in America. 

So tax fairness is not only tax fair-
ness in terms of middle-class taxpayers 
but, frankly, all taxpayers so they can 
have the confidence that their liability 
based upon the income that they make 
will be proportionately the same as 
their competitor, as their fellow cit-
izen. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to another 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, extraordinarily able member of 
our caucus, who does an extraordinary 
job in focusing on fairness to working 
families, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SANDLIN). 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I first 
off want to thank the distinguished mi-
nority whip for his leadership of the 
entire United States Congress on the 
issue of tax simplification and fairness, 
an issue that affects every working 
family in America. 

b 2320 

Just last week our whip said, ‘‘Taken 
individually, of course, nearly all of 
the tax preferences that clutter the 
code can be rationalized. Collectively, 
however, they are a jumble of confu-
sion that leads to unfairness.’’ 

That is certainly being kind. So we 
appreciate all that the whip is doing to 
lead not just our caucus but the entire 
Congress in this issue that affects us 
all. 

For more than 10 years, my friends 
on the other side of the aisle have 
made tax reform and simplification a 
cornerstone of the economic program. 
However, for all of their expertise, or 
maybe all of their obsession, they seem 
to have fallen far short. 

In Texas we would say that the 
record strongly suggests that on tax 
issues the Republican majority is ‘‘all 
hat and no cattle.’’ The Republican 
majority talks a lot about giving the 
American people their money back. We 
all agree on that. We all agree that the 
American people are better stewards of 
their own money than is the govern-
ment. However, the Republican tax 
themes and schemes have the perverse 
effect of taking from Peter to pay 
Paul, and in virtually every instance, 
the middle-class Peter is paying the 
millionaire Paul. 

Middle-class families are feeling a se-
rious pinch from the economy. Ten 
years ago they had no problem making 
their house and car payments, putting 
food on the table or sending their kids 
to college. Ten years ago, more likely 
than not, they had a stable and secure 
job in America, not China, not India, 
and they had benefits like health insur-
ance and a pension that they took for 
granted. Faded memories, how they 
linger. 

Ten years later and 10 years into the 
Republican contract on America, those 
same families are getting the squeeze. 
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Foreclosures and personal bankruptcy 
are at record levels in this country. 
Consumer debt has a stranglehold on 
the average American family. Tuition 
is skyrocketing while student aid is 
being cut year in and year out. Secure 
employment with health insurance and 
a pension has been replaced with re-
duced pay and no benefits. 

Just ask yourselves, are things get-
ting better or worse? Do you have more 
money for your family or do you have 
less? The middle class is hurting, but 
where is Congress? 

While the Republican majority is 
cutting student aid while talking about 
the importance of education in the 21st 
century marketplace, the middle class 
is getting squeezed out. The Repub-
lican majority refuses to fully fund the 
centerpiece of President Bush’s edu-
cation policy, No Child Left Behind, 
while handing out annual $100,000 tax 
cuts to individuals making $1 million 
or more per year in income. 

We have passed permanent exten-
sions of the child tax credits and mar-
riage penalty relief, but to no avail. 
And why is that? What the Republican 
majority knows, but apparently does 
not want to talk about, is how its fail-
ure to enact meaningful reform of the 
alternative minimum tax has the per-
verse effect of eliminating, that is 
eliminating any benefit middle-class 
families would realize from the en-
hanced child tax credit and marriage 
penalty relief. 

My friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL) 
has devoted untold hours to devising a 
reasonable solution to the AMT prob-
lem, but the Republican majority abso-
lutely refuses to fix this serious and 
enormous problem which Nina Olson, 
the IRS’ National Taxpayer Advocate, 
labeled the most serious problem faced 
by American taxpayers. 

The alternative minimum tax was 
enacted in the late 1960s and was de-
signed to affect only the wealthiest 
Americans as it was explained earlier 
tonight by the minority whip, and in 
the interest of time, I am not going 
into that. However, the reality is far 
from that ideal. 

For most of its existence, the AMT 
has affected few taxpayers, less than 1 
percent in any year before 2000, but its 
impact is expected to grow rapidly in 
the next few years and affect more 
than 20 percent of the taxpayers by the 
year 2010, many of them middle-class 
taxpayers. Call it what you will. It is a 
Republican tax increase, that is what 
it is. 

So I ask you, where is the solution? 
The gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NEAL) offered one, maybe there 
are others, but the Republican major-
ity prefers the status quo just as it is 
today. 

What does the status quo foretell for 
America? Twenty percent of all tax-
payers and 40 percent of married cou-
ples will owe AMT in 2010. This again is 
a Republican income tax increase on 
the American public. And where is the 

fairness? While only about 30 percent of 
taxpayers with an adjusted gross in-
come over $500,000 will pay the AMT in 
2010, in comparison, two-thirds of 
American taxpayers with an adjusted 
gross income between $50,000 and 
$100,000 will have AMT liability in 2010, 
two-thirds, again, a Republican tax in-
crease on the middle class. 

Taxpayers with an AGI between 
$100,000 and $250,000 will be hit the 
hardest by the AMT. In 2010, over 90 
percent of those individuals will have 
AMT liability. So despite the sym-
bolism of passing marriage penalty re-
lief and other relief, the Republican 
majority’s refusal to meaningfully re-
form the AMT eliminates most of the 
benefits for middle-class families, to-
tally eliminating them. And not only 
does it eliminate the benefits, it passes 
on increased tax liabilities to Amer-
ican working families. 

You can call it Ray or you can call it 
Jay, but whatever you call it, it is a 
Republican income tax increase on the 
working class in America. 

I thank the whip again for his fine 
work on this issue, and we appreciate 
his leadership. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) for his com-
ments and very important observa-
tions. 

Clearly he is correct. We need to not 
talk about simplification; we need to 
do simplification. We need to do fair-
ness so that the American public is 
better served by their system and bet-
ter able to support themselves and 
their families. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ), a member 
of the very important Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. It is a pleasure 
joining the gentleman on such an im-
portant topic. It may be late at night, 
as someone observed, but I think most 
American families, they are used to 
staying up late right before April 15. 
And as a matter of fact, people get ex-
tensions, so I think there will be other 
late nights because no one is going to 
go through 10,000 pages looking for the 
answer unless they have a lawyer or an 
accountant. 

The Democrats do not have a monop-
oly on this particular issue. What I do 
believe we have is a sincere interest in 
doing something about it. A very dis-
tinguished colleague of ours who hap-
pens to have a seat on the other side of 
the aisle recently stated, ‘‘We have 
been here long enough. We had better 
deliver a simplified Tax Code. I think 
this should be a centerpiece of reform 
for congressional Republican can-
didates. Instead of tax cuts, we should 
be talking tax simplification.’’ 

Now, those are words. They were in 
the majority. They could make it hap-
pen. But it is not happening. So where-
in lies the problem? It is all talk. 

Let me read something to you which 
I have always found interesting. I cut 
this article out 2 years ago because I 

thought it was so incredibly demon-
strative of plain words lacking real in-
tention and action. We were looking at 
that time, or the administration was 
looking for a commissioner to head the 
Internal Revenue Service. They hired a 
firm, a head-hunting firm to proceed 
with the search. This was the ad. 

‘‘Our firm has been awarded the as-
signment by the Department of Treas-
ury through Secretary O’Neill and a 
Presidential oversight board to iden-
tify possible candidates to become the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
Service. From this list the Secretary 
will recommend to the President indi-
viduals for his nomination to the 
United States Senate for confirma-
tion.’’ 

This is the part that I enjoy. ‘‘The in-
dividual does not need to have any in- 
depth exposure to the tax system or 
code.’’ They need not understand the 
problem. They need not understand the 
code. But what was the most important 
thing the administration was looking 
for? Here it is. ‘‘As an appointee of the 
President, he or she is expected to fully 
support the President’s position and 
his administration’s position.’’ 

You are going to get your marching 
orders from the administration, which 
means you are not going to simplify 
anything. I think someone said earlier 
tonight that the President may be 
viewing as his base those individuals 
that find aid and comfort in 10,000 
pages of complex legislation, that does 
not inure to the benefit of the average 
American. 

b 2330 
Speakers before me pointed out I 

think a real basic tenet in our democ-
racy. Everybody will do their own fair 
share, including the payment of taxes. 

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, actual corporate income tax rev-
enues fell 36 percent from fiscal year 
2000 to 2003, 3 years, 36 percent drop. 

From 1996 to 2000, 95 percent of cor-
porations paid than less 5 percent of 
their income in taxes. From 1996 to 
2000, 60 percent of U.S.-based corpora-
tions paid no corporate tax at all. 
Among large corporations, those with 
sales of more than $50 million or assets 
of at least $250 million, 33 to 45 percent 
paid no taxes. Do you know why? 
Therein, somewhere in those 10,000 
pages, we allowed this to exist today. 

Warren Buffet declared, ‘‘If class war-
fare is being waged in America, my 
class is clearly winning.’’ 

This is not an anti-business message. 
The Democratic Party and the policies 
and agenda and philosophy is pro-busi-
ness. All we can ask is that everyone 
carry an equal burden and make their 
equal contribution. That is not so un-
fair. That is as American as anything 
that exists in any political philosophy. 

The leader touched on what is hap-
pening within the IRS and how his 
hands are tied because of obviously fis-
cal constraints and policy. The IRS 
says that its number of corporate au-
dits has declined because of the explo-
sive growth in tax shelters which allow 
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companies to take advantage of com-
plex tax code provisions. In other 
words, the increasingly complex tax 
code has made it more difficult for the 
IRS to go after corporate tax evaders. 
In the meantime, middle class families 
remain open and increasing targets for 
the audits. 

To quote David Keating, of the con-
servative National Taxpayers Union, 
‘‘If we had simpler tax laws, it would 
be simpler for taxpayers to follow and 
simpler for the IRS to enforce and ad-
minister.’’ 

I recognize we are running out of 
time, but to give my colleague a clear 
example of what we have contained in 
those 10,000 pages, unknown to most of 
the average taxpayers is section 179. 
What is section 179? I am going to read 
you from an article that appeared in 
the Washington Post on September 26, 
2003. 

This is a sales representative for 
Hummer of Alaska. You know what 
Hummer is, the huge car. Allow me to 
introduce you to a fabulous oppor-
tunity, he writes in a prominent letter, 
a tax loophole so big you can drive a 
Hummer H2 through it. Imagine being 
able to purchase the number one large, 
luxury SUV in America today and re-
ceive a deduction for the entire pur-
chase amount from your taxes this 
year. How is this possible, the sales-
man asks? Thanks to the Bush admin-
istration’s recent economic stimulus 
package, small businesses and the self- 
employed are eligible to deduct the en-
tire purchase cost of new equipment up 
to $100,000 the year of the purchase. 

Now, we need to remind our col-
leagues, these provisions are supposed 
to help farmers and small business 
owners buy equipment to transport 
merchandise and haul equipment. No 
matter. 

The letter continues: The Hummer 
H2 qualifies for this IRS section 179 de-
duction by its gross vehicle weight of 
over 6,000 pounds. Cars and medium- 
sized SUVs do not qualify for this de-
duction. If you are seriously consid-
ering acquisition of a new vehicle, step 
up to the vehicle that can take you 
where you want to be, financially and 
otherwise. 

It does not stop there, because I will 
tell my colleague, you can go out and 
buy a Porsche SUV for about $90,000, 
and it will qualify for section 179 in 
those 10,000 pages that some taxpayer 
gets to write off in that 1 year to drive 
that luxury vehicle. 

I do want to remind my colleagues 
that someone on the Democratic side 
has introduced legislation to correct 
that. It will never see the light of day 
because we are not in the majority. 
That is what we are talking about. We 
have already talked about the different 
tax breaks for families that they could 
figure out. 

Taxpayers overpay their taxes by an 
estimated $1 billion a year because 
they fail to claim itemized deductions. 
How many taxpayers actually go 
through the trouble of figuring the 

code out so they can itemize? About 
one-third of taxpayers who are eligible 
for the earned income tax credit which 
is designed to help the working poor 
fail to claim it because it is too com-
plicated. It is so complicated that tax 
preparers are responsible for nearly 70 
percent of the errors and overclaims on 
returns. The people that are supposed 
to know the business cannot figure it 
out. 

I will leave you with one thought. 
Time is money. Simplification does 
translate into savings and responsi-
bility and sharing the tax burden 
equally. Time is money, and I say this 
to the American taxpayer. It is your 
time and it is your money, and you de-
serve a heck of a lot better treatment. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments and 
his very important contribution to this 
discussion. 

In closing, let me say that we are 
committed to working, not only on our 
side of the aisle but working with our 
Republican colleagues as well, towards 
simplifying this code, making it fairer, 
reducing these 10,000 pages so that the 
anomalies of which the gentleman 
from Texas just spoke in terms of the 
deduction for the Hummer and for the 
Porsche will not make our tax code un-
fair so that the average working Amer-
ican who goes to work every day, and 
as Bill Clinton said, plays by the rules, 
will not have an undue tax burden 
placed upon them because so many oth-
ers take advantage of one of the loop-
holes included in these 10,000 pages and 
do not pay their fair share. 

That is not fair. That is not good tax 
policy. That is not good for America. 
So we are pledged as Democrats, as 
Americans, as Members of this House 
sent up by our neighbors here to rep-
resent them, to work unceasingly and 
tirelessly on making this code simpler, 
making it fairer, making it more effi-
cient, making for a better code, a bet-
ter America. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Pursuant to clause 
12(a) of rule I, the Chair declares the 
House in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 38 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

9267. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Taiwan 
pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended, pursuant 
to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

9268. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 

States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Hungary, 
The Netherlands, Mexico, China, The United 
Arab Emirates and various other countries 
pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended, pursuant 
to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

9269. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration, transmitting 
the 2003 Annual Report of the National Cred-
it Union Administration, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 1752a(d); to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

9270. A letter from the Executive Secre-
tariat, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting the 2003 Annual Report of 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 797(d); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

9271. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Safety Standards for Cigarette Lighters; Ad-
justed Customs Value for Cigarette Lighters 
— received July 12, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9272. A letter from the Attorney, NHTSA, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Defect and 
Noncompliance Responsibility and Reports 
Defect on Noncompliance Notification 
[Docket No. NHTSA-2004-18341] (RIN: 2127- 
AG27) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9273. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Arlington, The Dalles, 
Moro, Fossil, Astoria, Gladstone, Portland, 
Tillamook, Coos Bay, Springfield-Eugene, 
Manzanita and Hermiston, Oregon, and Cov-
ington, Trout Lake, Shoreline, Bellingham, 
Forks, Hoquiam, Aberdeen, Walla Walla, 
Kent, College Place, Long Beach and Ilwaco, 
Washington) [MB Docket No. 02-136; RM- 
10458; RM-10663; RM-10667; RM-10668] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9274. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations (Jackson, Mis-
sissippi) [MM Docket No. 01-43; RM-10041] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9275. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations. (Amboy, Baker, and Desert Center, 
California; Kingman, Mohave Valley, 
Parker, and Seligman, Arizona; and Boulder 
City, Caliente, Henderson, and Pahrump, Ne-
vada) [MB Docket No. 02-124; RM-10446] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9276. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Ponce, Puerto 
Rico) [MB Docket No. 04-78; RM-10866] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 
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9277. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 

Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Roswell, New 
Mexico) [MB Docket No. 04-16; RM-10840] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9278. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Anniston, Ala-
bama) [MB Docket No. 03-229; RM-10795] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9279. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, International Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Mitigation of Or-
bital Debris [IB Docket No. 02-54] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9280. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Newcastle, Pine Haven, 
Warren AFB, Centennial, Casper, Wright, 
Douglas, and Kaycee, Wyoming, Rapid City, 
South Dakota, and Gehring and Scottsbluff, 
Nebraska) [MB Docket No. 03-258; RM-10833; 
RM-10864] received July 15, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9281. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Boradcast Stations. (Tullahoma, Tennessee, 
and New Market, Alabama) [MB Docket No. 
03-244; RM-10825] received July 15, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

9282. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Sierra Vista and Corona 
de Tuscon, Arizona) [MB Docket No. 03-141; 
RM-10703] received July 15, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9283. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Dinosaur and Rangley, 
Colorado, Franklin and Preston, Idaho, Bea-
ver, COalville, Elsinore, Manila, Monroe, 
Nelphi, Richfield, Smithfield and 
Tremonton, Utah, and Fort Bridger, Green 
River, Lyman, Rock Springs, Saratoga and 
Wamsutter, Wyoming) [MB Docket No. 02- 
290; RM-10527; RM-10772; RM-10773] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9284. A letter from the Associate Buerau 
Chief, Enforcement Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 1.80(b) of the Commission’s Rules; 
Adjustment of Forfeiture Maxima to Reflect 
Inflation — received July 15, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9285. A letter from the AMD — Perform-
ance Eval. & Records Mgmt., Federal Com-

munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Assessment and 
Collection of Regulatory Fees for Fiscal 
Year 2004 [MD Docket No. 04-73] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9286. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Commission, Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Free Annual File Disclosures (RIN: 3084- 
AA94) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9287. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer 
and Acceptance (LOA) to Japan for defense 
articles and services (Transmittal No. 04-19), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9288. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of 
a proposed manufacturing license agreement 
for the manufacture of significant military 
equipment abroad with Canada and Australia 
(Transmittal No. DDTC 048-04), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9289. A letter from the Paralegal, District 
of Columbia Retirement Board, transmitting 
the personal financial disclosure statements 
of Board members, pursuant to D.C. Code 
section 1—732 and 1—734(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

9290. A letter from the Federal Co-Chair, 
Appalachian Regional Commission, trans-
mitting the semiannual report on the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the 
period October 1, 2003, through March 31, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. 
Act) section 8G(h)(2); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9291. A letter from the Chair, CPB Board of 
Directors, Corporation of Public Broad-
casting, transmitting the semiannual report 
of the Office of the Inspector General for the 
period ending March 31, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9292. A letter from the Personnel Manage-
ment Specialist, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va-
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

9293. A letter from the Acting Assistant to 
the Secretary for Policy, Planning, and Pre-
paredness, Department of Veterans Affairs, 
transmitting in accordance with Pub. L. 105- 
270, the Federal Activities Inventory Reform 
Act of 1998 (FAIR Act), the Department’s in-
ventory of commerical activities for cal-
endar year 2003; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

9294. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel and Designated Reporting Official, 
Office of National Drug Control Policy, Ex-
ecutive Office of the President, transmitting 
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies 
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9295. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s report entitled, ‘‘Federal Student Loan 
Repayment Program FY 2003,’’ pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 5379(a)(1)(B) Public Law 106–398, sec-
tion 1122; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

9296. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s report on law enforcement classifica-
tion, pay, and benefits, pursuant to Public 
Law 108–196, section 2(b); to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

9297. A letter from the Architect of the 
Capitol, transmitting a report discussing the 

AOC’s activities to improve worker safety 
during the first and second quarters of FY04, 
pursuant to the directives issued in the 107th 
Congress First Session, House of Representa-
tives Report Number 107-169; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

9298. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
modify the boundary of the Barataria Unit of 
Jean Lafitte National Historical Park and 
Preserve, and for other purposes’’; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

9299. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General for Legislative Affairs, Department 
of Justice, transmitting a report entitled 
‘‘U.S. Government Efforts to Combat Traf-
ficking in Persons in Fiscal Year 2003,’’ pur-
suant to Public Law 108–193, section 6(a); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9300. A letter from the Attorney, National 
Council on Radiation Protection and Meas-
urements, transmitting the 2003 Annual Re-
port of independent auditors who have au-
dited the records of the National Council on 
Radiation Protection and Measurements, a 
federally chartered corporation, pursuant to 
36 U.S.C. 4514; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

9301. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Management, Office of Regulation Pol-
icy and Management, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Exceptions to Definition of Date 
of Receipt Based on Natural or Man-made 
Disruption of Normal Business Practices 
(RIN: 2900-AL12) received July 16, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

9302. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Administrative Simplification 
of Section 481(a) Adjustment Periods in Var-
ious Regulations [TD 9131] (RIN: 1545-BB47) 
received June 24, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9303. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Changes in Use under Section 168(i)(5) [TD 
9132] (RIN: 1545-BB05) received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9304. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Coordinated Issue: Credit for In-
creasing Research Activities — Qualified Re-
search Expenses — received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9305. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Determination of Issue Price in the Case 
of Certain Debt Instruments Issued for Prop-
erty (Rev. Rul. 2004-66) received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9306. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Br., Internal Rev-
enue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Return of information as to pay-
ments of $600 or more (Rev. Proc. 2004-43) re-
ceived July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9307. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Rules applicable with respect to 
distributions of money and other property 
(Rev. Rul. 2004-79) received July 14, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9308. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
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Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Exchange of Stock and Securi-
ties in Certain Reorganizations (Rev. Rul. 
2004-78) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9309. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Income Affected By Treaty (Rev. Rul. 
2004-76) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9310. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
& Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Au-
thority to Make Credits or Refunds (Rev. 
Rul. 2004-71) received July 14, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9311. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
authorize the transfer of administrative ju-
risdiction of land between the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Transpor-

tation at the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway in McLean, Virginia, and for other 
purposes’’; jointly to the Committees on Re-
sources and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

9312. A letter from the Assistant Secertary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
implement the Agreement on Conservation 
and Management of the Alaska-Chukotka 
Polar Bear Population’’; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Resources, Ways and Means, 
International Relations, and the Judiciary. 

N O T I C E 

Incomplete record of House proceedings. 
Today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record. 
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