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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MILLER of Florida).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 28, 2004.

| hereby appoint the Honorable JEFF MIL-
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

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

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord of life and designer of all sea-
sons, spring has to be Your master-
piece. At first, early sketches are slow
and tentative. Then suddenly, spring
bursts into full color and fills the land-
scape of longing.

The most tender shoots, like all the
young, must have life their own way.
Ground spots that only a few weeks ago
seemed as though they would never
grow anything again now are softened
with life.

During this time of threatening
clouds of terrorism and violent winds
of war, may the signs of spring bring us
hope that peace will yet emerge.

In the current political atmosphere,
when debate of issues can easily fall
into personal attacks and partisan loy-
alty can become intolerance and defen-
sive posturing, may the seeds of spring
bear a gentleness of manner and a ci-
vility of heart that will make us all
proud to be Americans, truly one Na-
tion under Your loving providence now
and forever. Amen.

———
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.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. MiL-
LER) come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan
Pledge of Allegiance 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.

led the

———————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill of the
following title which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 2315. An act to amend the Communica-
tions Satellite Act of 1962 to extend the
deadline for the INTELSAT initial public of-
fering.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 128, of Public Law
108-132, the Chair, on behalf of the Ma-
jority Leader, appoints the following
individual to the Commission on Re-
view of Overseas Military Facility
Structure of the United States—

Admiral Thomas Lopez of Virginia.

—————

RECOGNIZING COOPER COMMU-
NITIES ON THEIR 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY

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

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to recognize Cooper Commu-
nities, a northwest Arkansas-based
business that will be celebrating its
50th anniversary tomorrow.

In 1954, John and Mildred Cooper
began a small home-building business
that has evolved into a successful cor-
poration that builds homes, master
communities and resorts in Arkansas,

Tennessee, Missouri, Alabama, and
West Virginia.

By building quality homes and
unique master communities, Cooper

Communities has helped lure people to
the South. In fact, retirees from across
the country are relocating to Bella
Vista Village, helping to make the
Third Congressional District of Arkan-
sas one of the fastest growing regions
in the country.

Cooper Communities has been ac-
knowledged as one of the most fiscally
responsible developers of planned com-
munities in the Nation. They have also
been praised in their environmental ef-
forts, setting aside 20 to 30 percent of
the land in each Cooper Community.

Mr. Speaker, | take this time and op-
portunity to recognize Cooper Commu-
nities for its exemplary business prac-
tices and contributions to the quality
of life in the South.

———
SEEKING CLARIFICATION

(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, last
Sunday, when asked about the March
For Women’s Lives, Karen Hughes said,
and | quote, “The fundamental dif-
ference between us and the terror net-
work we fight is that we value every
life.”

On behalf of the millions of Ameri-
cans who are pro-choice, I am asking,
along with nine Members of Congress,
that the Bush administration clarify
this statement. Surely they cannot be
equating choice with terrorism, but it
sounds like that to me. This is a dan-
gerous and ugly pattern. If people do
not agree, call them terrorists.
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Mr. Speaker, | will be placing in the
RECORD the letter from nine Members
of Congress to President Bush and the
article that appeared today in The
Washington Post.

———
MARRIAGE PENALTY

(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, in
2001 and again in 2003, this body passed
legislation that eliminated the mar-
riage tax penalty, saving families an
average of $1,400. Unfortunately, unless
we act to permanently eliminate the
marriage penalty, married couples will
face tax increases starting next year.
We should not discourage marriages by
making couples sign on to a higher tax
bill with their marriage certificate.

There is no good reason to raise taxes
on married couples. In the midst of a
strong economic recovery, imposing
higher taxes on married couples will
only create financial hardship for mil-
lions of Americans and stifle a growing
economy. If we examine the con-
sequences of the marriage penalty on
the American family, we will not have
to think twice about permanently re-
pealing this particular act.

If we do not act, we will send in my
district nearly 62,000 families a higher
bill on January 1. Instead, let us tell
them that we have finally put an end
to the marriage tax penalty. | urge my
colleagues to vote for this bill.

———
JOBS

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

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
am here today to not only report to the
American people an unfortunate event
we are going through here in the
United States, living under the highest
deficit in the history of the Republic
and losing 2.8 million jobs since the
Bush administration has been in con-
trol of our government.

| think it is very, very important for
the American people to understand
that Democrats in this House are look-
ing for sensible tax relief and also re-
ducing the deficit along with creating
manufacturing jobs. | am talking about
those 2.8 million Americans that are
out of work and who had jobs and were
paying taxes and were also providing
health care, or trying to pay for health
care, for their families.

I think it is very, very important the
American people pay very close atten-
tion to those that are trying to push
forward reasonable tax relief, student
loan opportunities for the middle class,
and who want to make sure we can
move forward in building America and
manufacturing jobs and making sure
that we close the gap on the 2.8 million
jobs that have been lost under this ad-
ministration.
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TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT
COMMANDER DANIEL PETTIGREW

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to ask my col-
leagues to join me in paying respect to
one of my constituents, Lieutenant
Commander Daniel Pettigrew, U.S.
Navy, retired, of Middletown, Mary-
land, who passed away on Wednesday,
April 21. Dan Pettigrew was a 26-year
Navy veteran, retiring in 1974. He
served his country with distinction,
and was awarded the Bronze Star
Medal, the Vietnam Service Medal, the
National Navy Achievement Medal, the
Navy Commendation Medal, the Navy
Unit Commendation, and the Navy Ma-
rine Corps Medal.

Dan was as member of Middletown
United Methodist Church; VFW Post
3285 John R. Webb, Frederick; Masonic
Lodge AF&AM in Massachusetts. He
also served as a national legislative di-
rector for the Uniformed Services Dis-
abled Retirees. In his role at the
USDR, he worked tirelessly on the
issues of concurrent receipt, veterans
health care, and VA disability com-
pensation.

Dan’s last 6 years were spent walking
the halls of Congress bringing the mes-
sage about the needs of military retir-
ees, veterans, and their families across
the Nation. Please join me in remem-
bering Dan and his valiant causes that
he supported so diligently for our vet-
erans, military retirees, and their fam-
ilies.

——

JOBS IN AMERICA

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, con-
gratulations to the Bush administra-
tion on yet another record: 354,000 peo-
ple exhausted their unemployment
benefits in March, the largest number
since we started keeping statistics in
1971; and yet they cannot find work.

We have 1.5 million people since the
program ended in December, and the
President and the Republican leader-
ship have refused to renew the pro-
gram. There are 23,000 Oregonians, peo-
ple who want and cannot find work.
They are the long-term army of the un-
employed in America due to
outsourcing and misplaced budget pri-
orities.

But the administration will not ex-
tend unemployment benefits to them
because then they would have to admit
that the rosy glow they want to paint
upon the economy and job prospects
actually is a sunset.

So are they worried about creating
deficits? No. There are $17 billion in
the Unemployment Trust Fund. Why
do they not care about this army of un-
employed Americans? Why will they
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not help them find work, and while
they are still looking for work, help

them keep their families together and
keep their homes with extended unem-
ployment benefits out of the trust fund
balance that is sitting unspent?

———

VOLUNTEER MILITARY EXCEED-
ING RE-ENLISTMENT EXPECTA-
TIONS

(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, today’s all-volunteer military
protects Americans every day by
bravely fighting the war on terrorism
in Afghanistan, Iraq, and wherever ter-
rorists attack. Despite the sacrifice
and commitment service in our armed
service requires, and despite the en-
emies of freedom who are attacking
America and its allies, troops are re-
enlisting at rates exceeding our expec-
tations.

September 11 changed America’s psy-
chology. Americans know there is a
real and visible threat to our life and
liberty. The troops who are signing
back up for service know better than
anyone how important this fight
against terrorism is to the future of
our Nation and to freedom throughout
the world to protect American fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, we have 1.4 million men
and women who are on active duty,
along with 1.2 million who serve in the
Guard and Reserves. These volunteers
and their families are dedicated indi-
viduals who have chosen a life of honor
and duty to our country. | ask all my
colleagues to join me in thanking
servicemembers for their service.

In conclusion, may God bless our
troops, and we will never forget Sep-
tember 11.

————
PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

(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, 30
years ago President Bush and Senator
KERRY received their reviews from
their respective commanders.

Lieutenant Kerry, from Lieutenant
Commander George Elliott: ““Lt. Kerry
frequently exhibited a high sense of
imagination and judgment in planning
operations against the enemy in the
Mekong Delta. Involved in several
enemy-initiated firefights, including
an ambush during the Christmas truce,
he effectively suppressed enemy fire
and is unofficially credited with 20
enemy killed in action.”

The evaluation from Lt. Bush’s com-
mander: ‘“‘Lt. Bush has not been ob-
served at this unit during the period of
this report.”

Now, we can debate what these two
men did 30 years ago, or we can debate
what this country is going to do on
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June 30 in Iraq in finding a government
to hand to the people of Iraq that they
respect and that will give them a sense
of where they are going.

It is worthy of having a debate of
what happened 30 years ago, but |
think it is very important to the peo-
ple of this country that we debate what
we are going to do on June 30.

———————

SHADOWY CAMPAIGN

(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, Congress
Daily reported last week that liberal
soft money groups, 527s they are called,
have out-raised conservative groups
five to one in 2004, and their goal is to
raise $500 million to defeat the Presi-
dent. These 527 groups raise unre-
ported, unregulated soft money, unlim-
ited donations by millionaire fat cats,
with no reporting requirements, no
public scrutiny, and unlimited access
to candidates.

This is the kind of thing McCain-
Feingold finance reform was supposed
to deal with. It did not. The money just
went underground. But it is not only
the money that is the problem; it is
that people do not know who is influ-
encing our political process. These do-
nations are not from small donors. The
top 24 donors to these groups have
given a total of $40 million.

If we had done campaign reform
right, we would not have this problem.
Instead, we are stuck with this
unending special interest shadow cam-
paign, while true citizens’ groups oper-
ate on limited budgets and cannot even
run ads on issues that they care about.

———
0 1015
KERRY’S RECORD

(Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, today | rise in sup-
port of JOHN KERRY, the Democratic
presidential nominee, the only can-
didate who has a real plan to build a
stronger, more secure America. JOHN
KERRY is committed to empowering
our communities by creating good jobs,
improving our public schools and in-
creasing home ownership. JOHN KERRY
has the best combination of character,
policymaking experience and national
security credentials to get our neigh-
borhoods and our country back on
track.

Back on track from what, one might
ask? From a dismal GOP economic
record. This administration’s economic
plan has created the worst job loss
since President Hoover. A whopping 2.8
million jobs have disappeared since
President Bush took office, including 1
million jobs that have been shipped
overseas. Nevertheless, President Bush
says our economy is strong. He should
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see how his economic plan has dev-
astated hardworking families like in
my home State of California where
over 1 million Californians are looking
for work. Clearly we need new leader-
ship in the White House that has a
strategy to create jobs, revitalize our
economy and help all working families
realize their dreams. JOHN KERRY is the
man to do this.

———

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS COM-
MITTEE SET TO EXAMINE OIL
FOR FOOD PROGRAM

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, a millennia
ago the question was asked that rings
through history and through govern-
ance, and that is, can a corrupt throne
be allied with you? Today in just a few
moments the Committee on Inter-
national Relations will gather to exam-
ine the United Nations Oil for Food
Program. We will begin to call for
transparency and accountability in a
program that the United Nations
oversaw but that the evidence suggests
allowed Saddam Hussein to amass and
divert through kickbacks and various
forms of graft in excess of $4 billion.

As we consider moving forward as a
partner in lIraq with the United Na-
tions, now is the time and the Com-
mittee on International Relations is
the place where we must begin to get
to the bottom of the administration of
the Oil for Food Program, find the
truth, have transparency and account-
ability and go forward with the United
Nations with our eyes open.

———

DEMOCRATS FIGHT TO PROTECT
RETIREMENT BENEFITS OF MILI-
TARY WIDOWS

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

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, most
Americans believe that our troops
should be given the opportunity to pro-
vide the services that they are entitled
to and as they battle we all recognize
and we are extremely supportive of
their efforts. But we also need to re-
spect them when they come home. We
know that the spouses also sacrifice.
But this House has refused to keep the
promise and provide the military retir-
ees and their spouses with the retire-
ment benefits that they earned in this
country. Over 225,000 military spouses
are currently paying the survivor ben-
efit penalty and it eventually will be
1.2 million military retirees enrolled in
this survivor benefit plan.

Today we ask you to sign and we
launched a discharge petition to force
this House in a bipartisan way to reach
out to end the survivor benefit penalty
and change it so that our military indi-
viduals and spouses will be able to get
that service that is needed.
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The survivors penalty hurts military
widows. We need to do the right thing.
Sign the discharge petition.

———
EU ENLARGEMENT

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, 53
years ago, acting on a vision conceived
by French businessman Jean Monnet
and proposed by Robert Schuman, six
nations of Europe agreed to create
what we now know as the European
Union. On Saturday, May 1, there will
be yet another historic milestone to-
ward achieving the dreams of Monnet
and Schuman. Ten nations, eight of
which just a few years ago were
trapped behind the lIron Curtain, will
become members of the European
Union.

Mr. Speaker, the commitment of
those 10 nations to shared values, to
the pursuit of political and economic
reforms and to solidarity with each
other have helped facilitate these
changes. The historic enlargement of
the EU along with that of the recent
NATO enlargement has resulted in a
giant step towards a Europe that is
whole and free, democratic and dy-
namic, and at peace.

Mr. Speaker, the newest members of
the EU have done a remarkable job pre-
paring for this day. On the eve of this
historic enlargement of the European
Union it is appropriate, as we did re-
cently with the newest members of
NATO, to congratulate Estonia, Cy-
prus, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slo-
vakia and Slovenia.

———

HOUSE TO VOTE ON EXTENDING
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
today in a couple of moments the
House of Representatives will vote on
extending the Surface Transportation
Act. The hang-up? The President’s
threat to veto a bill that is not a 10
percent cut in transportation funding
over the next 6 years, even though his
own Department of Transportation
says that we should be spending half
again as much as he proposes.

Earlier the House of Representatives
overwhelmingly passed a bipartisan
bill that would move us in the right di-
rection. The Senate overwhelmingly
approved on a bipartisan basis even a
larger bill. This is supported by the
broadest coalition in the history of in-
frastructure in this country, from the
Sierra Club to the Chamber of Com-
merce.

Now is the time for the House to re-
affirm its strong support, resist calls
for cuts that will set America back for
the next 6 years, so we will not have to
play catchup for a generation.
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KERRY COMMENTS ON GREAT
LAKES BASIN

(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, on issues important to our
States it is reasonable to have an ex-
pectation that a leader will speak on
the issues with clarity, so that people
will know where that leader actually
stands. On an issue which is vitally im-
portant to my home State of Michigan
as well as every State in the Great
Lakes Basin, Senator John Kerry has
been less than clear. The issue is the
potential for diversion of the Great
Lakes.

Recently the Democratic presidential
nominee was asked by the Detroit Free
Press where he stood on this issue and
he responded: ‘“‘It is a delicate bal-
ancing act that needs to focus on na-
tional priorities.” What does that
mean? The next day his supporters said
he really did not mean what he said.
For the State of Michigan, the Great
Lakes State, as well as States like New
York and Pennsylvania, Ohio, Min-
nesota, Wisconsin, Illinois and Indiana,
those of us who recognize what a mag-
nificent natural resource the Great
Lakes are and what they mean to us,
we need to look very closely at what
Senator KERRY has in mind for us, even
if this is another issue that he wants to
flip-flop on. We cannot take the risk.

HONORING PRESIDENT JAMES
MONROE

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to honor an in-
credible American statesman and na-
tive of Virginia’s First District, which
I have the privilege of representing in
this House. James Monroe was born
this day in 1758 in Westmoreland Coun-
ty, Virginia, and spent much of his life
in what is now Virginia’s First Con-
gressional District. He attended the
College of William and Mary and prac-
ticed law in Fredericksburg before be-
coming a U.S. Senator, Minister to
France, negotiator of the Louisiana
Purchase in 1803 and ultimately our
Nation’s fifth President.

James Monroe is perhaps best re-
membered for his December 2, 1823 mes-
sage to Congress that is now known as
the Monroe Doctrine. James Monroe
forged an independent American for-
eign policy and signaled the end of Old
World colonization of the Americas.

James Monroe will forever be remem-
bered in the hearts and minds of all
Americans, but he will always have a
special place for citizens of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia.
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CONCERNING YESTERDAY’S
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday a
Member of Congress led the House in
the Pledge of Allegiance using his own
personal version. He left the phrase out
“‘under God’’ from our Pledge. While he
may not love ‘“‘under God’ in our coun-
try’s pledge, God still loves him.

God still loves him.

———————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida). Pursuant to clause 8 of
rule XX, the Chair will postpone fur-
ther 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.

————

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION ACT OF 2004, PART II

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4219) to provide an extension of
highway, highway safety, motor car-
rier safety, transit, and other programs
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund
pending enactment of a law reauthor-
izing the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4219

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 ‘‘Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, Part
.

SEC. 2. ADVANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(a) of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2003 (23
U.S.C. 104 note; 117 Stat. 1110; 118 Stat. 478) is
amended by striking ‘““and the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2004 and insert-
ing ““, the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, and the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part I1”".

(b) PROGRAMMATIC DISTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) SPECIAL RULES FOR MINIMUM GUAR-
ANTEE.—Section 2(b)(4) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking ‘“$1,633,333,333"” and inserting
*“$2,100,000,000"".

(2) EXTENSION OF OFF-SYSTEM BRIDGE SET-
ASIDE.—Section 144(g)(3) of title 23, United
States Code, is amended by striking ““‘April
30" inserting ““June 30”.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF CONTRACT AUTHOR-
ITY.—Section 1101(c)(1) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (117 Stat.
1111; 118 Stat. 478) is amended by striking
‘$18,876,841,666 for the period of October 1,
2003, through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
*‘$24,270,225,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004°".

(d) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS.—Section
2(e) of the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1111; 118 Stat. 478) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) by striking “‘April 30” and inserting
“June 30°’;
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(B) in subparagraph (A) by inserting after
“‘of 2004 the following: ““and the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, Part
11"”; and

(C) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘72"
and inserting “‘%12"’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ““April 30” and inserting
“June 307’;

(B) by striking ‘“$19,741,750,000”” and insert-
ing *“$25,382,250,000""; and

(C) by striking ““$372,750,000”" and inserting
*‘$479,250,000"; and

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking ““April 30"
and inserting ““June 30”".

SEC. 3. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

Section 4(a) of the Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1113; 118 Stat.
479) is amended by striking “*$262,500,000"” and
inserting ‘‘$337,500,000".

SEC. 4. OTHER FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF
UNDER TITLE | OF TEA-21.—

(1) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS.—

(A) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(A) of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 112; 117
Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 479) is amended—

(i) in the first sentence by striking
‘$160,416,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
““$206,250,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004’’; and

(if) in the second sentence by striking
$7,583,333"" and inserting ““$9,750,000"".

(B) PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(B) of such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117
Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 480) is amended by strik-
ing “‘$143,500,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through April 30, 2004 and inserting
‘$184,500,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(C) PARK ROADS AND PARKWAYS.—Section
1101(a)(8)(C) of such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117
Stat. 1113; 118 Stat. 480) is amended by strik-
ing ‘“$96,250,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through April 30, 2004 and inserting
“‘$123,750,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"" .

(D) REFUGE ROADS.—Section 1101(a)(8)(D) of
such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117 Stat. 1113; 118
Stat. 480) is amended by striking ‘‘$11,666,667
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004” and inserting ‘“$15,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004"".

(2) NATIONAL CORRIDOR PLANNING AND DE-
VELOPMENT AND COORDINATED BORDER INFRA-
STRUCTURE PROGRAMS.—Section 1101(a)(9) of
such Act (112 Stat. 112; 117 Stat. 1114; 118
Stat. 480) is amended by striking ‘‘$81,666,667
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004 and inserting ‘“$105,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004"".

(3) CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS AND
FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1101(a)(10) of such
Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480)
is amended by striking ‘“$22,166,667 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004’ and inserting ‘“$28,500,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004”".

(B) SET ASIDE FOR ALASKA, NEW JERSEY, AND
WASHINGTON.—Section 5(a)(3)(B) of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2003
(117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480) is amended—

(i) in clause (i) by striking ““$5,833,333"" and
inserting ““$7,500,000"";

(ii) in clause (ii) by striking “$2,916,667"
and inserting *“$3,750,000""; and

(iii) in clause (iii) by striking *$2,916,667"
and inserting ‘“$3,750,000"".

(4) NATIONAL SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM.—
Section 1101(a)(11) of the Transportation Eqg-
uity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 113;
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117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480) is amended by
striking ‘‘$16,041,666 for the period of October
1, 2003, through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“$20,625,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004’ .

(5) VALUE PRICING PILOT PROGRAM.—Section
1101(a)(12) of such Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat.
1114; 118 Stat. 480) is amended by striking
‘$6,416,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004 and inserting
‘‘$8,250,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(6) HIGHWAY USE TAX EVASION PROJECTS.—
Section 1101(a)(14) of such Act (112 Stat. 113;
117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 480) is amended by
striking ‘“$2,916,667 for the period of October
1, 2003, through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“‘$3,750,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(7) COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO HIGH-
WAY PROGRAM.—Section 1101(a)(15) of such
Act (112 Stat. 113; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481)
is amended by striking ‘‘$64,166,667 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004’ and inserting ‘“$82,500,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".

(8) SAFETY GRANTS.—Section 1212(i)(1)(D) of
such Act (23 U.S.C. 402 note; 112 Stat. 196; 112
Stat. 840; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481) is
amended by striking “‘$291,667 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through April 30, 2004’ and
inserting ‘“$375,000 for the period of October
1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".

(9) TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNITY AND
SYSTEM PRESERVATION PILOT PROGRAM.—Sec-
tion 1221(e)(1) of such Act (23 U.S.C. 101 note;
112 Stat. 223; 117 Stat. 1114; 118 Stat. 481) is
amended by striking ‘‘$14,583,333 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ““$18,750,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004”".

(10) TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE FI-
NANCE AND INNOVATION.—Section 188 of title
23, United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (a)(1)(F) and in-
serting the following:

““(F) $105,000,000 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004."";

(B) in subsection (a)(2) by striking
‘‘$1,166,667 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004” and inserting
‘‘$1,500,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004”’; and

(C©) in the item relating to fiscal year 2004
in the table contained in subsection (c) by
striking ““$1,516,666,667"" and inserting
“‘$1,950,000,000"".

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF
UNDER TITLE V OF TEA-21.—

(1) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH.—
Section 5001(a)(1) of the Transportation Eg-
uity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 419;
117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481) is amended by
striking ‘‘$61,250,000 for the period of October
1, 2003, through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“$78,750,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(2) TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM.—
Section 5001(a)(2) of such Act (112 Stat. 419;
117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481) is amended by
striking ‘“$32,083,334 for the period of October
1, 2003, through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“$41,250,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(3) TRAINING AND EDUCATION.—Section
5001(a)(3) of such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat.
1115; 118 Stat. 481) is amended by striking
“$12,250,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
‘‘$15,750,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

(4) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS-
TiIcs.—Section 5001(a)(4) of such Act (112
Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1115; 118 Stat. 481) is
amended by striking ‘‘$18,083,333 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ““$23,250,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".
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(5) ITS STANDARDS, RESEARCH, OPERATIONAL
TESTS, AND DEVELOPMENT.—Section 5001(a)(5)
of such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1115; 118
Stat. 481) is amended by striking ‘‘$67,083,334
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004 and inserting ‘“$86,250,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004,

(6) ITS DEPLOYMENT.—Section 5001(a)(6) of
such Act (112 Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1116; 118
Stat. 482) is amended by striking ““$72,333,334
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004 and inserting ‘“$93,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004”".

(©) UNIVERSITY  TRANSPORTATION RE-
SEARCH.—Section 5001(a)(7) of such Act (112
Stat. 420; 117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482) is
amended by striking ‘“$15,750,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ‘“$20,250,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004,

() METROPOLITAN  PLANNING.—Section
5(c)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482)
is amended by striking ‘“$140,000,000 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘$180,000,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30,
2004,

(d) TERRITORIES.—Section 1101(d)(1) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482) is amended
by striking ‘“$21,233,333 for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through April 30, 2004” and in-
serting ‘‘$27,300,000 for the period of October
1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".

(e) ALASKA HIGHWAY.—Section 1101(e)(1) of
such Act (117 Stat. 1116; 118 Stat. 482) is
amended by striking ‘‘$10,966,666 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004" and inserting ‘‘$14,100,000 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".

() OPERATION LIFESAVER.—Section
1101(f)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482) is amended by striking ‘“$291,667 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ““$375,000 for the period of
October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004,

Q) BRIDGE DISCRETIONARY.—Section
1101(g)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$58,333,333”” and inserting
**$75,000,000”"; and

(2) by striking ““April 30 and inserting
“June 307

(h) INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE.—Section
1101(h)(1) of such Act (117 Stat. 1117; 118 Stat.
482) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“$58,333,333"” and inserting
$75,000,000’’; and

(2) by striking “April 30 and inserting
“*June 30”.

(i) RECREATIONAL TRAILS ADMINISTRATIVE
CosTs.—Section 1101(i)(1) of such Act (117
Stat. 1117; 118 Stat. 482) is amended by strik-
ing ““$437,500 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004 and inserting
“‘$562,500 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

() RAILWAY-HIGHWAY CROSSING HAZARD
ELIMINATION IN HIGH SPEED RAIL COR-
RIDORS.—Section 1101(j)(1) of such Act (117
Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 482) is amended—

(1) by striking “$3,062,500" and inserting
*$3,937,500"";

(2) by striking
‘$187,500°"; and

(3) by striking ““April 30" each place it ap-
pears and inserting ““June 30”".

(k) NONDISCRIMINATION.—Section 1101(k) of
such Act (117 Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 482) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘$5,833,333
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004 and inserting ‘$7,500,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004”’; and

‘‘$145,833” and inserting
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(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘$5,833,333
for the period of October 1, 2003, through
April 30, 2004 and inserting ‘“$7,500,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through June
30, 2004"".

(I) ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDs.—Section 5(1)
of the Surface Transportation Extension Act
of 2003 (117 Stat. 1118; 118 Stat. 483) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and section 5 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004
and inserting ‘“, section 5 of the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, and
section 4 of the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 2004, Part I1'"; and

(2) by striking “‘or the amendment made by
section 4(a)(1) of such Act”’ and inserting *‘,
the amendment made by section 5(a)(1) of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, or the amendment made by section
4(a)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act, Part 11"’

(m) REDUCTION OF ALLOCATED PROGRAMS.—
Section 5(m) of such Act (117 Stat. 1119; 118
Stat. 483) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and section 5 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004’
and inserting ‘‘, section 5 of the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2004, and
section 4 of the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 2004, Part I1"’;

(2) by striking ‘““‘and by section 5 of such
Act” and inserting *‘, by section 5 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
and by section 4 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part I1’’; and

(3) by striking ‘“‘and by section 5 of such
Act’” and inserting *‘, by section 5 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
and by section 4 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part I1’’.

(n) PROGRAM CATEGORY RECONCILIATION.—
Section 5(n) of such Act (117 Stat. 1119; 118
Stat. 483) is amended by striking ‘“‘and sec-
tion 5 of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2004 and inserting ‘‘, section 5 of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004, and section 4 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part I1’’.

SEC. 5. EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY SAFETY PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) SEAT BELT SAFETY INCENTIVE GRANTS.—
Section 157(g)(1) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘*$65,333,333 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through April
30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘$84,000,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30,
2004,

(b) PREVENTION OF INTOXICATED DRIVER IN-
CENTIVE GRANTS.—Section 163(e)(1) of such
title is amended by striking ‘‘$70,000,000 for
the period of October 1, 2003, through April
30, 2004’ and inserting ‘‘$90,000,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30,
2004,

SEC. 6. SPORT FISHING AND BOATING SAFETY.

(a) FUNDING FOR NATIONAL OUTREACH AND
COMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM.—Section 4(c)(6)
of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restora-
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 777c(c)(6)) is amended to
read as follows:

““(6) $7,499,999 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004;"".

(b) CLEAN VESSEL ACT FUNDING.—Section
4(b)(4) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 777c(b)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading by striking “‘7
MONTHS’’ and inserting ‘‘9 MONTHS"’;

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) by striking ‘$47,833,333”” and inserting
‘$61,499,9997";

(3) in subparagraph (A) by striking
‘‘$5,833,333”” and inserting ‘‘$7,499,999"’; and
(4) in subparagraph (B) by striking

‘$4,666,667" and inserting ‘“$6,000,001"".
(c) BOAT SAFETY FUNDS.—Section 13106(c)
of title 46, United States Code, is amended—
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(1) by striking ““$2,916,667"" and inserting
*$3,750,001°"; and

(2) by striking ‘‘$1,166,667’" and inserting
‘$1,500,001"".

SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL TRANSIT PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) ALLOCATING AMOUNTS.—Section 5309(m)
of title 49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°";

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking **, ex-
cept for the period beginning on October 1,
2003, and ending on April 30, 2004, during
which $699,642,775 will be available’” and in-
serting *‘, except for the period beginning on
October 1, 2003, and ending on June 30, 2004,
during which $899,540,711 will be available’’;

(C) in subparagraph (B) by striking “‘, ex-
cept for the period beginning on October 1,
2003, and ending on April 30, 2004, during
which $767,657,109 will be available” and in-
serting ‘“, except for the period beginning on
October 1, 2003, and ending on June 30, 2004,
during which $986,987,712 will be available’;
and

(D) in subparagraph (C) by striking “*, ex-
cept for the period beginning on October 1,
2003 and ending on April 30, 2004, during
which $352,110,220 will be available’”” and in-
serting ‘‘, except for the period beginning on
October 1, 2003, and ending on June 30, 2004,
during which $452,713,140 will be available;

(2) by amending paragraph (2)(B)(iii) to
read as follows:

““(iii) OCTOBER 1, 2003 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2004.—
Of the amounts made available under para-
graph (1)(B), $7,753,980 shall be available for
the period beginning on October 1, 2003, and
ending on June 30, 2004, for capital projects
described in clause (i).”’;

(3) in paragraph (3)(B)—

(A) by striking “‘$1,750,000”” and inserting
$2,236,725°"; and

(B) by striking ““‘April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004”’; and

(4) in paragraph (3)(C)—

(A) by striking ‘$28,994,583"" and inserting
‘$37,278,750°"; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004”".

(b) APPORTIONMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FIXED GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION.—Section
8(b)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2003 (49 U.S.C. 5337 note) is
amended by striking “‘April 30, 2004”” and in-
serting ‘“June 30, 2004"".

(c) FORMULA GRANTS AUTHORIZATIONS.—
Section 5338(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading to paragraph (2) by strik-
ing ““APRIL 30, 2004" and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30,
2004”;

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ““$1,780,963,287"" and insert-
ing *‘$2,289,809,940°’; and

(B) by striking ““‘April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004’*;

(3) in paragraph (2)(B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘“$445,240,822"" and inserting
$572,452,485""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004”’; and

(4) in paragraph (2)(C) by striking ““‘April
30, 2004”* and inserting ‘“June 30, 2004"".

(d) FORMULA GRANT FUNDs.—Section 8(d) of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2003 (117 Stat. 1122) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(d) ALLOCATION OF FORMULA GRANT FUNDS
FOR OCTOBER 1, 2003, THROUGH JUNE 30, 2004.—
Of the aggregate of amounts made available
by or appropriated under section 5338(a)(2) of
title 49, United States Code, for the period of
October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004—

‘(1) $3,616,001 shall be available to the
Alaska Railroad for improvements to its pas-
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senger operations under section 5307 of such
title;

““(2) $37,278,750 shall be available for bus
and bus facilities grants under section 5309 of
such title;

“(3) $67,588,463 shall be available to provide
transportation services to elderly individ-
uals and individuals with disabilities under
section 5310 of such title;

““(4) $179,391,044 shall be available to pro-
vide financial assistance for other than ur-
banized areas under section 5311 of such title;

““(5) $5,181,748 shall be available to provide
financial assistance in accordance with sec-
tion 3038(g) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century; and

“(6) $2,569,206,421 shall be available to pro-
vide financial assistance for urbanized areas
under section 5307 of such title.”.

(e) CAPITAL PROGRAM AUTHORIZATIONS.—
Section 5338(b)(2) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘““APRIL 30,
2004”” and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$1,819,410,104”" and insert-
ing ““$1,871,393,250"’; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004"’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘“$363,882,021’" and inserting
‘$467,848,313""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004,

(f) PLANNING AUTHORIZATIONS AND ALLOCA-
TIONS.—Section 5338(c)(2) of title 49, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘““APRIL 30,
2004”” and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ““$33,981,652" and inserting
‘$43,690,695""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004"’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$8,350,440" and inserting
*$10,736,280""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004,

(g) RESEARCH AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section
5338(d)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘“‘APRIL 30,
2004”” and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘‘$24,471,428"" and inserting
‘$31,463,265""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004"’;

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$6,262,830" and inserting
$8,052,210""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004’’; and

(4) in subparagraph (C) by striking “April
30, 2004’” and inserting ‘““June 30, 2004"".

(h) RESEARCH FuUNDs.—Section 8(h) of the
Surface Transportation Extension Act of 2003
(118 Stat. 486) is amended to read as follows:

““(h) ALLOCATION OF RESEARCH FUNDS FOR
OCTOBER 1, 2003, THROUGH JUNE 30, 2004.—Of
the funds made available by or appropriated
under section 5338(d)(2) of title 49, United
States Code, for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004—

‘(1) not less than $3,914,269 shall be avail-
able for providing rural transportation as-
sistance under section 5311(b)(2) of such title;

““(2) not less than $6,150,994 shall be avail-
able for carrying out transit cooperative re-
search programs under section 5313(a) of such
title;

““(3) not less than $2,982,300 shall be avail-
able to carry out programs under the Na-
tional Transit Institute under section 5315 of
such title, including not more than $745,575
to carry out section 5315(a)(16) of such title;
and
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““(4) any amounts not made available under
paragraphs (1) through (3) shall be available
for carrying out national planning and re-
search programs under sections 5311(b)(2),
5312, 5313(a), 5314, and 5322 of such title.”.

(i) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH
AUTHORIZATIONS.—Section 5338(e)(2) of title
49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘“‘APRIL 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’";

(2) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘$2,783,480"" and inserting
‘$3,578,760"; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°";

(3) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) by striking “‘$695,870"
‘$894,690°"; and

(B) by striking ““‘April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004”’; and

(4) in subparagraph (C) by striking ““April
30, 2004’ each place it appears and inserting
“June 30, 2004,

() UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH
FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 8(j) of the Surface
Transportation Extension Act of 2003 (118
Stat. 487) is amended to read as follows:

“(J) ALLOCATION OF UNIVERSITY TRANSPOR-
TATION RESEARCH FUNDS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made
available under section 5338(e)(2)(A) of title
49, United States Code, for the period Octo-
ber 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004—

“(A) $1,491,150 shall be available for the
center identified in section 5505(j)(4)(A) of
such title; and

“(B) $1,491,150 shall be available for the
center identified in section 5505(j)(4)(F) of
such title.

““(2) TRAINING AND CURRICULUM DEVELOP-
MENT.—Notwithstanding section 5338(e)(2) of
title 49, United States Code, any amounts
made available under such section for the pe-
riod October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004,
that remain after distribution under para-
graph (1), shall be available for the purposes
specified in section 3015(d) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 857).”.

) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
3015(d)(2) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C. 5338 note; 112
Stat. 857; 118 Stat. 487) is amended by strik-
ing “April 30, 2004”” and inserting ‘“June 30,
2004,

(k) ADMINISTRATION AUTHORIZATIONS.—Sec-
tion 5338(f)(2) of title 49, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking ‘““APRIL 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’";

(2) in subparagraph (A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘“$35,025,457"" and inserting
‘$45,032,730°"; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°"; and

(3) in subparagraph (B)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$8,756,364’" and inserting
‘‘$11,258,183""; and

(B) by striking ‘“*April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004"".

(I) JoB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE PRO-
GRAM.—Section 3037(l) of the Federal Transit
Act of 1998 (49 U.S.C. 5309 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)(vi)—

(A) by striking ‘$57,989,167°" and inserting
“‘$74,557,500""; and

(B) by striking ““April 30, 2004’” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°";

(2) in paragraph (1)(B)(vi)—

(A) by striking $14,497,292"" and inserting
*‘$18,639,375""; and

(B) by striking ““‘April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004’*;

(3) in paragraph (2) by striking ““April 30,
2004, $5,798,917"" and inserting ‘““June 30, 2004,
$7,455,750”"; and

and inserting
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%) in paragraph (4) by striking
‘‘$11,597,833"” and inserting ‘‘$14,911,500"".

(m) RURAL TRANSPORTATION ACCESSIBILITY
INCENTIVE PROGRAM.—Section 3038(g) of the
Federal Transit Act of 1998 (49 U.S.C. 5310
note; 118 Stat. 488) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(F)—

(A) by striking ‘$3,044,431" and inserting
‘$3,914,268""; and

(B) by striking “April 30, 2004 and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘$985,816” and inserting
“$1,267,478’’; and

(B) by striking ““‘April 30, 2004”” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004"".

(n) URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS.—
Section 5307(b)(2) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading by striking “‘APRIL 30,
2004 and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004”"; and

(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking ““‘April
30, 2004”” and inserting ‘‘June 30, 2004’’;

(0) OBLIGATION CEILING.—Section 3040(6) of
the Federal Transit Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 394;
118 Stat. 488) is amended—

(1) by striking “$4,238,428,192" and insert-
ing *“$5,449,407,675""; and

(2) by striking “April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°".

(p) FUEL CELL Bus AND BuUS FACILITIES
PROGRAM.—Section 3015(b) of the Federal
Transit Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 361; 118 Stat.
489) is amended—

(1) by striking ““April 30, 2004’ and insert-
ing “June 30, 2004’’; and

(2) by striking ‘“$2,812,475” and inserting
‘$3,616,039"".

Q) ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PiLoT
PROJECT.—Section 3015(c)(2) of the Federal
Transit Act of 1998 (49 U.S.C. 322 note; 118
Stat. 489) is amended—

(1) by striking ““April 30, 2004,”” and insert-
ing ““June 30, 2004°"; and

(2) by striking ‘‘$2,812,475" and inserting
*‘$3,727,8767".

(r) PROJECTS FOR NEW FIXED GUIDEWAY
SYSTEMS AND EXTENSIONS TO EXISTING SYS-
TEMS.—Section 3030 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat.
373; 118 Stat. 489) is amended by striking
“April 30, 2004’" each place it appears and in-
serting ““June 30, 2004"".

(s) NEw JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT.—
Section 3031(a)(3) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105
Stat. 2122; 112 Stat. 379; 118 Stat. 489) is
amended by striking “April 30, 2004 each
place it appears and inserting ‘“June 30,
2004,

(t) TREATMENT OF FUNDs.—Section 8(t) of
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2003 (23 U.S.C. 101 note; 118 Stat. 489) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘“‘and by
section 9 of the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 2004’” and inserting *‘, by sec-
tion 9 of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2004, and by section 7 of the Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part II’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking “72"" and
inserting ““%2"".

(u) LocAL SHARE.—Section 3011(a) of the
Federal Transit Act of 1998 (49 U.S.C. 5307
note; 118 Stat. 489) is amended by striking
“April 30" and inserting ‘““June 30”".

SEC. 8. NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY AD-
MINISTRATION PROGRAMS.

(@) CHAPTER 4 HIGHWAY SAFETY PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 2009(a)(1) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1119; 118 Stat. 489) is
amended by striking “‘, and $96,250,000 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004’ and inserting ‘, and $123,019,875 for the
period of October 1, 2003, through June 30,
2004,
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(b) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT.—Section 2009(a)(2) of such Act (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1119; 118 Stat. 489) is
amended by striking ‘“$42,000,000 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ‘“$53,681,400 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004,

(c) OCCUPANT PROTECTION INCENTIVE
GRANTS-.—Section 2009(a)(3) of such Act (112
Stat. 337; 117 Stat. 1120; 118 Stat. 489) is
amended by striking ‘‘$11,666,700 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through April 30,
2004 and inserting ‘“$14,911,500 for the period
of October 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004,

(d) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTER-
MEASURES INCENTIVE GRANTS.—Section
2009(a)(4) of such Act (112 Stat. 337; 117 Stat.
1120; 118 Stat. 489) is amended by striking
“$23,333,300 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“$29,823,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004’".

(e) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—Section
2009(a)(6) of such Act (112 Stat. 338; 117 Stat.
1120; 118 Stat. 490) is amended by striking
“$2,100,000 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through April 30, 2004’ and inserting
“$2,684,070 for the period of October 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2004"".

SEC. 9. FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY AD-
MINISTRATION PROGRAM.

(&) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section
7(a)(1) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 2003 (117 Stat. 1120; 118 Stat. 490)
is amended by striking ‘“$102,467,000 for the
period October 1, 2003 through April 30, 2004,
and inserting ‘“$131,811,967 for the period Oc-
tober 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004"".

(b) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM.—Section 31104(a)(7) of title 49,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

*“(7) Not more than $126,519,126 for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2003, through June 30,
2004.”.

(c) INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND COMMERCIAL
DRIVER’S LICENSE GRANTS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—Sec-
tion 31107(a)(5) of such title is amended to
read as follows:

““(5) $14,972,678 for the period of October 1,
2003, through June 30, 2004.”".

(2) EMERGENCY CDL GRANTS.—Section 7(c)(2)
of the Surface Transportation Extension Act
of 2003 (117 Stat. 1121) is amended—

(A) by striking “April 30,”” and inserting
“June 30,””; and

(B) by striking ‘$582,000” and
“$748,634".

(d) CRASH CAUSATION STuDY.—Section 7(d)
of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking $582,000”
‘$748,634""; and

(2) by striking “April 30" and inserting
“June 307
SEC. 10. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR

USE OF TRUST FUNDS FOR OBLIGA-
TIONS UNDER TEA-21.

(a) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
9503(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘““May 1, 2004 and inserting
“July 1, 2004,

(B) by striking ‘“‘or’” at the end of subpara-
graph (F),

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (G) and inserting “‘, or”’,

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (G),
the following new subparagraph:

““(H) authorized to be paid out of the High-
way Trust Fund under the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2004, Part 11.”’, and

(E) in the matter after subparagraph (H),
as added by this paragraph, by striking
“Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004’ and inserting ‘‘Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part I1”".

inserting

and inserting
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(2) MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT.—Paragraph (3)
of section 9503(e) of such Code is amended—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘““May 1, 2004 and inserting
“July 1, 2004"’,

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘“‘or”’
at the end of such subparagraph,

(C) in subparagraph (E), by inserting ‘“‘or”
at the end of such subparagraph,

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the
following new subparagraph:

““(F) the Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004, Part I1’, and

(E) in the matter after subparagraph (F),
as added by this paragraph, by striking
“Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2004" and inserting ‘“‘Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004, Part I1”".

(3) EXCEPTION TO LIMITATION ON TRANS-
FERS.—Subparagraph (B) of section 9503(b)(5)
of such Code is amended by striking ‘“May 1,
2004’ and inserting “July 1, 2004"".

(b) AQUATIC RESOURCES TRUST FUND.—

(1) SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT.—
Paragraph (2) of section 9504(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking ‘“‘Surface Transportation Extension
Act of 2004’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘“‘Surface Transportation Extension Act
of 2004, Part 11",

(2) BOAT SAFETY ACCOUNT.—Subsection (c)
of section 9504 of such Code is amended—

(A) by striking ““May 1, 2004’* and inserting
“July 1, 2004”’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘Surface Transportation
Extension Act of 2004 and inserting ‘‘Sur-
face Transportation Extension Act of 2004,
Part 11"

(3) EXCEPTION TO LIMITATION ON TRANS-
FERS.—Paragraph (2) of section 9504(d) of
such Code is amended by striking “May 1,
2004’” and inserting ““July 1, 2004"".

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) TEMPORARY RULE REGARDING ADJUST-
MENTS.—During the period beginning on the
date of the enactment of the Surface Trans-
portation Extension Act of 2003 and ending
on June 30, 2004, for purposes of making any
estimate under section 9503(d) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 of receipts of the High-
way Trust Fund, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall treat—

(1) each expiring provision of paragraphs
(1) through (4) of section 9503(b) of such Code
which is related to appropriations or trans-
fers to such Fund to have been extended
through the end of the 24-month period re-
ferred to in section 9503(d)(1)(B) of such Code,
and

(2) with respect to each tax imposed under
the sections referred to in section 9503(b)(1)
of such Code, the rate of such tax during the
24-month period referred to in section
9503(d)(1)(B) of such Code to be the same as
the rate of such tax as in effect on the date
of the enactment of the Surface Transpor-
tation Extension Act of 2003.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

The legislation now before us will
continue for an additional 2 months
the highway construction, highway
safety, transit, motor carrier and sur-
face transportation research programs.
These programs will be continued
under current law program structures
and conditions.
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This bill is necessary in order to give
the House Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and our col-
leagues in the Senate time to con-
ference our two versions of the
multiyear surface transportation bill.

H.R. 4219 provides over $31 billion in
new funding authority, which reflects 9
months’ worth, or nine-twelfths of the
budget authority and associated out-
lays in the 2004 budget resolution that
Congress passed earlier this year.

As the House knows, we recently
passed by 357 votes H.R. 3550, the
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
For Users. This bill will help the coun-
try maintain and begin to improve our
aging and deteriorating transportation
infrastructure.

Although H.R. 3550 is funded at a
much lower level than it was originally
introduced, $275 billion in guaranteed
funding instead of the $375 billion the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure supported, it is a balanced
and good bill that will help stimulate
and support the economy, decrease
congestion and make our highways
safer.

Until H.R. 3550 can be conferenced
with the Senate-passed bill, this 2-
month extension through June 30 is a
must-pass bill. If we do not pass this
bill and send it to the President before
Friday of this week, four Department
of Transportation agencies will close
their doors and furlough their employ-
ees: the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Federal Transit Administration,
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration and the Federal Motor
Carrier Safety Administration.

If we do not pass this extension, new
highway projects will be shelved,
States will not be reimbursed the Fed-
eral share of projects, safety grants
will not be provided to States, transit
construction will be halted, and Fed-
eral enforcement of motor carrier safe-
ty regulations on the highways and at
our borders will suffer.

It is crucial that H.R. 4219 be passed
by both the House and Senate and de-
livered to the President by April 30, if
not before. Our economy cannot with-
stand the shutdown of the national sur-
face transportation programs.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, once again time has run
out on our effort to reauthorize the
core mobility program of America, our
Federal highway public transit and
transportation safety programs. The
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century expired 7 months ago, on Sep-
tember 30, 2003. On September 24, in
consideration of that bill, I said, “I’'m
afraid we’ll be back here on this floor
once again pleading for another exten-
sion of time to keep transportation
programs from once again expiring. |
do not want to be back on this floor
saying again what | said 6 years ago in
1997, time is running out.”

Well, here we are. In the words of an
icon of the other party, here we go
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again. We passed the 5-month exten-
sion bill last fall carrying programs
through February 29, kind of a mys-
tical date. It appears once every 4
years. So here we are mystically ap-
pearing once again, pleading for an-
other short-term extension through the
end of June. Who is going to give me
odds we are going to be back here in
June saying, please, another extension
of time so we do not shut down our
transportation programs.
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Why? Because, for the first time in
my nearly 30 years as a member of this
committee, as a member, and another
11 years as a member of the staff of
that committee, ideology, not good
public bipartisan transportation pol-
icy, is driving this process.

Despite the fact that we overwhelm-
ingly in both this body and the other
body passed 6-year highway transit re-
authorization bills weeks ago, there
has been no motion to go to con-
ference, no appointment of conferees,
no meeting of staff, except for one.
Why? Frankly, because the leadership
of this body has allowed the Congress
to be treated like a parliamentary in-
stitution, an extension of the execu-
tive; one that works at the direction
of, in our government, the President, a
President who strongly opposes in-
creased investment at the level that
his own Department of Transportation
said we need to make. So we have be-
come swept up, pawns in the political
agenda, of some operatives over there
at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.

Now, step back from that for a mo-
ment. This committee, working in the
bipartisan tradition, long-standing,
and under the able and distinguished
stewardship of the chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Alaska
(Chairman YOUNG); the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Highways, Transit
and Pipelines (Mr. PETRI); the ranking
member, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI); and myself left politics
at the door.

Oh, we had differences on how these
programs should be crafted, but we
worked through them. We spent hours
working shoulder to shoulder crafting
appropriate language to meet what
from different viewpoints we saw, and,
in most cases, the same viewpoints, are
necessary actions to take for the good
of mobility and productivity in Amer-
ica.

Last November, 73 members of our
committee introduced a bill to author-
ize $375 billion for highway transit
transportation safety programs over
the next 6 years. We did not pull that
number out of thin air. It was prepared
by the Department of Transportation
at the direction of the committee in
TEA-21 to design the pathway to what
we need to do in the 6 years following
on TEA-21, that number, $375 billion,
to stem the tide of crippling congestion
that chokes America’s seaports, major
transportation arteries, our center cit-
ies, our suburbs, and even our rural
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areas. But that bill is still in com-
mittee.

We did have a voice vote reported out
and put aside with common agreement
because the leadership of this body
made it clear to the leadership of our
committee that a bill at $375 billion
would never see the light of day on the
House floor.

Okay, let us go along with this. Let
us get another number we can agree
on. So we cut the bill $100 billion. On
April 2, we considered that bill. We
passed it overwhelmingly, by 357 to 65.
You pass constitutional amendments
by votes like that. Now that vote, that
bipartisan overwhelming vote is being
cast aside, saying, sorry, we cannot do
that.

The other body passed a bill at $318
billion. Their vote was 76 to 21. Well,
that is a vote that also could pass a
constitutional amendment. These are
not just squeaker votes, like some we
have had in this body.

So you would think with such over-
whelming bipartisan support that there
would be a committee of conference at
work to resolve the differences between
the two bills. No motion has been made
to go to conference; no appointment of
conferees; Members have not met with
each other. In fact, in 25 days since the
House passed its bill, the respective
staffs have met only once, and the Re-
publican staff in the other body told
our combined staff that their leader-
ship would not allow them to meet on
anything substantive. Well, that does
not make any sense either.

Then we read in the papers about
meetings of House and Senate Repub-
licans and the White House to deter-
mine the most critical issue in this
bill, the dollar amount. Now, that is a
little strange. We have stood shoulder
to shoulder, meeting to meeting, knee-
cap to kneecap, Members and staff, for
months. Not just an occasional meet-
ing. Our staff worked over weekends.
Members met morning, afternoon and
evening, Democrats and Republicans,
to craft something we thought was in
the best interests of the country. And
we are not invited to 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue, or wherever they meet, to
fashion the key issue in this legisla-
tion?

| do not understand it. That does not
make any sense. That is not the path-
way to progress for America.

If we passed the $375 billion bill,
which we could do by the end of May,
we would have 475,000 new jobs in the
workplace by Labor Day. We would
have $80 billion of total economic ac-
tivity in the workplace. We would have
a surging national economy. George
Bush would be on his way to reelection.

| say to people I have never worked
so hard to elect a Republican President
in my life. But they do not want it. So
here we are.

Their bill, their idea of progress for
America, is $256 billion. That is flat-
line budgeting over the next 6 years;
not an additional dollar in real dollars,
when you take into account inflation,
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and not one additional job in the mar-
ketplace. And we know that. That is
why we reported out a bill, or at-
tempted to report out a bill, at $375 bil-
lion. Both sides know this.

So here we are, caught in the swirl
and swirling around of political ide-
ology. Maybe we ought to have the
Presidential election next Tuesday, get
it over, out of our bloodstream, and
then we can go on and pass real policy
for America. | say that somewhat face-
tiously, but this election-year jitters
that has its hand gripped around the
throat of the most important policy
initiative, transportation, that im-
proves productivity, mobility of Amer-
ica, keeps us competitive in the world
marketplace, is choking off our ability
to compete and our ability to move
ahead, to create jobs in America and do
what is right for this country.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
want to commend the distinguished
ranking member of the full committee
for his remarks and his observations. |
would agree with most of them. | have
had the pleasure of serving with the
gentleman from Minnesota for 10 years
now, and his institutional knowledge,
not only about transportation issues
but all issues that come before this
body, is second to none; and | have
nothing but the greatest respect for
him.

| do have to tell him, however, that
the distinguished subcommittee chair
indicates that Ronald Reagan actually
said ‘““There you go again,” not ‘‘Here
we go again.” But other than that, it
was exactly right and on point.

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

Mr. LATOURETTE. | yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to depersonalize it. | did say
“‘paraphrase.”’

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, this is an embarrassing
time for members of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure be-
cause a bill that is supposed to improve
traffic is now stuck in traffic. In Ohio,
where | am from, we always joke about
the fact that our State flower is the or-
ange barrel or the orange cone. We do
not have that going on in Ohio now,
but construction projects all across the
country are stuck in traffic.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) have correctly
stated all the statistics and figures
about why this is an important bill to
keep America moving, why it is impor-
tant for jobs.

The last time we did this extension |
talked about that AASHTO came up
with an estimate that if we had done
our work and if this bill signed into
law before the last bill, TEA-21, ex-
pired on September 30, we would have
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90,000 jobs in the economy already, we
would have $2 billion of investment,
and every extension that we have to
come to the floor and ask for continues
that.

This committee did its job. This com-
mittee adopted the Department of
Transportation numbers indicating
that we need $375 billion of highway in-
vestment over the next 6 years to keep
America moving.

Now, | know that the leader of this
House, the Speaker of the House, the
gentleman from lIllinois (Mr. HASTERT),
is committed to getting this bill done;
and | hope and pray, | read in the news-
paper there is going to be a meeting to-
morrow, | would hope that the wisdom
descends upon all those participating
in this meeting and we get this bill
done, we get Americans to work, we
build roads and that the orange cone
State flower of Ohio blooms again in
May.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio.
Would there were more like him on
both sides of the aisle, a fountain of
reasonableness, a center of construc-
tive thought, a Member who really
cares about the direction of the Nation
and about the programs under the ju-
risdiction of our committee.

Let me also concur with the gen-
tleman from Ohio about the intentions
of our Speaker. He has vigorously ad-
vocated with the executive branch for a
robust bill and has told me, as well as
others, that he was not making
progress; that there was a determina-
tion to stay away from the 5 cent in-
crease in the highway user fee, and
that was going to affect the funding
level of the successor transportation
bill.

The gentleman from Alaska (Chair-
man YOUNG), to his everlasting credit,
has proven to be a vigorous, forceful
leader for the programs of our com-
mittee. He has taken the message of
our $375 billion bill to the House Re-
publican Conference, to the White
House, to the Office of Management
and Budget, to the contractor commu-
nity, and has vigorously advocated for
a full, vigorous funding of our trans-
portation programs. We are not there
for no lack of effort by our committee
leadership, goodness knows.

The gentleman from Wisconsin
(Chairman PETRI), Mr. Speaker, has
traveled the Nation to points of great
congestion, of great transportation
need, to advocate the case for a vig-
orous, robust transportation bill. |
have done the same. We have worked
side by side to try to advance this
cause that we know is the right thing
to do; and, regrettably, we are stymied
by ideology.

When the Congress established the
Highway Trust Fund in 1956 as the
mechanism with which to launch the
interstate highway program, it crafted
out of extensive deliberation a funding
mechanism, the highway user fee. It
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was set at 4 cents in 1956. The next
year, 1957, President Eisenhower, who
was the stimulus for the interstate
highway program, said move it ahead,
get going. He signed the bill and agreed
to that additional 1 cent increase, be-
cause he knew, as Congress knew and
the Bureau of Public Roads, as it was
called in those days, now the Federal
Highway Administration, knew, that it
would take more than the amount that
the 4 cents was yielding to build the
interstate.

They did the right thing. They saw.
They had a vision of where America
needed to go, because at the rate of fa-
talities on the Nation’s highways in
1956, it was projected we would be Kill-
ing 110,000 people a year on America’s
highways if we did not move ahead
with a four-lane, divided access, con-
trolled superhighway system that
would link America coast to coast and
border to border, theoretically trav-
eling the Nation without hitting a
stoplight, although that is not, in prac-
tice, possible any more.

But it was the right thing. And it was
a Republican President who had the vi-
sion and the courage to stand up and
say we need to invest in a pay-as-you-
go system, although that was not
called such at the time.

Subsequent increases in the highway
user fee have been signed into law by
President Nixon, President Reagan,
and President Bush One.
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Why not this one?

There is, 1 will not say no, there is
minimal opposition to the highway
user fee. And when we have an oppor-
tunity, as the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman PETRI) knows, as we
have sat with editorial boards, we spell
it out, we spell it out to the traveling
public, they understand it, they get it.
There is accountability in the Highway
Trust Fund, in the highway user fee.
People know they pay at the pump and
they drive away on the road, and it im-
proves their driving experience.

This is the most effective, sensible,
sustainable mechanism in the Federal
Government, apart from the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund, maybe it is even
better than the Social Security Trust
Fund, to invest in America. Why is
there opposition to it? This has noth-
ing to do with the budget deficit. We
cannot spend more money than is
available in the Highway Trust Fund
because there is an anti-deficiency pro-
vision in the basic law that says you
cannot run a deficit, and it never has
and it never will. So get off it.

When we introduced this bill a year
and a half ago, the price of gasoline
was $1.35. It is $1.95 now, at least here
in the Washington area; it is a little bit
less in other parts of the country.
Where has all that money gone from
the price increase at the pump? It has
gone overseas, nearly all of it. We are
importing better than 50 percent of our
fuel, and not a penny of that increase
has gone to build new roads or new
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bridges or buy new buses or light rail
systems. That is all going to line the
pockets of the oil billionaires and
Sheikhs overseas.

But the 5-cent increase will be in-
vested right here at home, right here in
the good of America, right here in jobs.
We have talked about the flights of
jobs from America overseas. The job
that cannot be built, that cannot be
created in China, in Taiwan, in Korea,
in Japan, in Thailand is the job of
building a road in front of our homes.
That job stays here in America.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in
permitting me to speak on this bill. |
appreciate his eloquence and the lead-
ership that we have had from our com-
mittee.

The gentleman from Alaska (Chair-
man YOUNG), the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Ranking Member OBERSTAR),
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Chair-
man PETRI), and the gentleman from
Illincis (Ranking Member LIPINSKI)
have worked hard to keep faith with
this body, to deliver a transportation
bill that is right sized for America’s
needs.

In that effort, they have kept faith
with the broadest coalition we have
seen in the history of infrastructure
development. We have everybody from
the Chamber of Commerce to the Si-
erra Club, the bicyclists, to the people
who put down asphalt, to the women
who are frankly the single most ag-
gressive, articulate, and | think intimi-
dating spokespeople, the Women’s Gar-
den Club of America, all are arrayed
behind the principle that this country
should invest in the infrastructure that
we need for today and for tomorrow.

Our committee has responded under
the leadership of the gentlemen | just
mentioned. We have worked with the
other body. It is not what America
needs, but it is in keeping with the re-
alities that we can get through this
Congress. It is a concession to the ad-
ministration, although what we will
settle for is far less than what we know
America needs. We have scaled down.
The administration to this point is
saying that unless there is a 10 percent
cut in real transportation spending
over the next 6 years, they will not let
it pass.

That is unconscionable. We have an
opportunity to draw upon money that
Americans have invested in trust
funds. We have an opportunity to gen-
erate more tax dollars by this strategic
investment. We have an opportunity
not just to keep faith with our col-
leagues and with this broad coalition;
we have an opportunity to keep faith
with the American public. We have
bridges that are crumbling. We have
economic opportunities in our cities.
We have a chance to take this coalition
that is alive and well in every State,
every region, every city to bring it to-
gether with local and private resources
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that will turn the economy around. It
will make our communities more liv-
able, it will make our families safer,
healthier, and more economically se-
cure.

We have reached the point, if we can-
not, with this extension, reach agree-
ment for this minimally-sized package
that the House and the Senate is work-
ing on, then I think we ought to just
admit the wheels have fallen off, ex-
tend it for another 8 months until we
get past the election. Then, maybe, we
can act like grownups and give Ameri-
cans the transportation bill they de-
serve.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I wish | was standing here on the
floor today urging passage of a con-
ference report meeting our Nation’s
transportation needs. Instead, | urge
my colleagues to support a further 2-
month extension of the existing pro-
gram so that conferees can be ap-
pointed and we can work with the Sen-
ate toward the end of meeting our Na-
tion’s transportation needs. This is
what we need to do under the cir-
cumstances, and do it promptly.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 4219.
While | support this extension, | am very con-
cerned that we are here to punt on our legisla-
tive duties, like we have done all too many
times. The transportation reauthorization ex-
pired last fall, but Congress has refused to
more past partisan wrangling and political
rhetoric so that we can achieve true com-
promise.

The White House has already cost our Na-
tion 1.8 million jobs by threatening to veto any
bill that does not cut transportation spending
below the amount Congress authorized nearly
a decade ago. | support an extension, but it is
critical that Congress get the full six-year sur-
face transportation authorization bill enacted
into law to bolster our economy and create
good-paying jobs.

While people in Wall Street talk of recovery,
working families everywhere are still seeing
their jobs being sent overseas. While the
White House economic policy advisors argue
for shipping jobs overseas, working families
everywhere are relying on charity, food
stamps, and more than one part-time job just
to keep a roof over their head and clothes on
their back. Our economy is suffering from a
huge jobs deficit. Since the beginning of the
Bush Administration, 2.6 million private sector
jobs have been lost. 8.4 million people are
looking for work, and 4.7 million people are
working part-time for economic reasons.

We need to create jobs, and every month
that the transportation reauthorization is de-
layed is costing jobs for construction workers,
truckers, steelworkers, electricians, and the
millions of Americans that in one way or an-
other benefit from the reauthorization. The av-
erage length of unemployment is the worst in
20 years, and two million people have been
unemployed for at least six months. If Repub-
licans and the White House indeed have no
economic plan other than outsourcing our
prosperity to China and India, they should
pass a full six-year reauthorization.
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We need a full reauthorization of transpor-
tation funding for the sake of California and
the Nation. Jobs are at stake, and In-and-Out
Burger cannot alone hire the hundreds of
thousands of Californians out of work because
of our Administration’s misguided economic
policies.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 4219, but also encourage our Re-
publican Congressional leaders and White
House to come up with a job creation strategy
that creates jobs in the United States, not
Shanghai.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 11, 2004, | supported H.R. 3783, legisla-
tion to provide an extension of the transpor-
tation programs funded out of the Highway
Trust Fund pending enactment of a reauthor-
ization of the Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century (TEA-21). | will also support
H.R. 4219 today, but | am extremely frustrated
with this process.

Here Americans are again, more than two
months later, still waiting to see how many
crumbs this Administration is willing to throw
to our Nation’s transportation infrastructure.
The fact that Congress must approve another
temporary extension of the Highway Trust
Fund programs shows the lack of concern in
the White House for America’s transportation.

| support H.R. 3550, the Transportation Eq-
uity Act, a Legacy for Users, the product of
the hard and tireless work of two well re-
spected members of the House, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Chairman DON YOUNG
and Ranking Member JiM OBERSTAR. | sup-
ported H.R. 3550 at the full authorized level of
$375 billion through 2009. Chairman YOUNG
did pull that out of the air. That number came
from the non-partisan career staff at the U.S.
Department of Transportation. $375 billion re-
quires indexing the gas tax for inflation, an
idea | have supported since my days in the
Texas State Legislature. | support that pro-
posal only if every cent we pay at the pump
to the Federal government goes to transpor-
tation. That is current law.

While the Administration refuses to accept
non-partisan analysis, we are willing to accept
the Senate’s $318 billion level, $57 billion less
than is necessary for a mobility improvement.
Even this bi-partisan legislation is opposed by
narrow ideological interests in the White
House and House leadership who are blind to
the number-one local issue in Houston,
Texas—mobility.

To satisfy ultra-conservative groups that do
not believe in Federal taxes of any kind, the
Administration is willing to watch our highways
and bridges crumble and rust. The Administra-
tion should be more concerned about putting
Americans back to work. Each billion spent on
infrastructure creates 47,500 American jobs,
with 3.5 million jobs to be generated and sus-
tained through 2009 under H.R. 3550, includ-
ing over 200,000 jobs in Texas.

Since roads are not built for free, rational
people support a level of Federal tax nec-
essary to pay for national defense, Medicare,
Medicaid, Social Security, and transportation
infrastructure. The Administration does not
grasp this, and here are some consequences
for my constituents.

Residents in my community lose an average
of 37 hours and 60 gallons of gas each year
in congested traffic. That is $2.1 billion, every
year, in productivity and fuel, and congestion
has been getting worse. These figures are
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from Texas A&M'’'s Texas Transportation Insti-
tute’s 2003 Urban Mobility Report. Texas mo-
bility is also impacted severely by the fact that
10 cents of every dollar we pay in gasoline
taxes goes to other States. | strongly believe
that Texas deserves at least 95 percent of
Texas gas tax revenue for Texas transpor-
tation projects and have cosponsored legisla-
tion, H.R. 2208, to that effect.

But as we saw during the House vote on
the Isakson amendment to H.R. 3550, it is
hard to increase our slice of the pie to a fair
level unless the pie is big enough to pay for
the Nation’s needs. Inadequate transportation
investment means lost hours spent in traffic,
lost job opportunities, and lost lives from un-
safe road conditions. | call on the Administra-
tion to allow conferees to fully fund H.R. 3550
at the bipartisan level of $375 billion.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, no one in
Seattle doubts the city will be rocked by an-
other earthquake one day. We've faced large
magnitude quakes in the past and we fear a
large magnitude quake in the future.

So, | rise to express my outrage that the
Administration and Republican leadership
refuse to pass a comprehensive highway bill
that includes critical planning money for the
Alaskan Way Viaduct. There is not a moment
to lose in planning and replacing the roadway.
A large magnitude quake could topple the
double-decked highway, just as we saw with
tragic consequences in Oakland, California.

Quit playing politics with peoples’ lives.
Safety must not be held hostage by the Ad-
ministration and Republican leaders. Pass a
real highway bill now, while there is time,
while the Alaskan Way Viaduct is still stand-
ing.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4219.

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. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker,
that | 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.

on

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | 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. 4219.

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

There was no objection.

——————

WILKIE D. FERGUSON, JR. UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
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Senate bill (S. 1904) to designate the
United States courthouse located at 400
North Miami Avenue in Miami, Flor-
ida, as the “Wilkie D. Ferguson, Jr.
United States Courthouse.”

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1904

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The United States courthouse located at
400 North Miami Avenue in Miami, Florida,
shall be known and designated as the
“Wilkie D. Ferguson, Jr. United States
Courthouse™.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the United States court-
house referred to in section 1 shall be deemed
to be a reference to the “Wilkie D. Ferguson,
Jr. United States Courthouse”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio. (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1904, similar to H.R.
2538, which was introduced by our
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MEEK), designates
the United States Courthouse located
at 400 North Miami Avenue in Miami,
Florida as the ‘““Wilkie D. Ferguson, Jr.
United States Courthouse.”’

Wilkie Ferguson was born in Miami,
Florida in 1938 to Bahamian immi-
grants and raised in the Liberty Square
public housing project. Despite being
raised in an environment of discrimi-
nation and segregation, Wilkie Fer-
guson attended the then segregated
Miami Public School System and, upon
his graduation, attended Florida A&M.

After graduating from Florida A&M
with a Bachelor’s Degree in business
administration, Wilkie Ferguson en-
tered the United States Army, where
he served as a First Lieutenant for 3
years, and then for another 2 years as
a Captain in the Army Reserve.

When he left the Army, Mr. FER-
GUSON attended and graduated from
Howard University Law School. His
legal career began with Legal Services
of Greater Miami. He also worked as a
staff attorney for the Miami Dade
School Board of Education before en-
tering private practice.

In 1973, his judicial career began
when he was appointed a Judge of In-
dustrial Claims, and later as a Judge
on the Circuit Court for the 11th Judi-
cial Circuit Court of Florida, and then
the Third District Court of Appeals for
Florida.

In 1993, Judge Ferguson was ap-
pointed by President Clinton to serve
on the United States District Court for
the Southern District of Florida, a post
which he held until his death.

This is a fitting tribute to a man who
dedicated his life to helping the poor
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and the disenfranchised. | support this
measure and | encourage my colleagues
to do the same.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1904 is a bill to des-
ignate the United States Courthouse
located at 400 North Miami Avenue in
Miami, Florida as the Wilkie D. Fer-
guson, Jr. United States Courthouse.
The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MEEK) introduced the House com-
panion bill, H.R. 2538, for himself, the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN), and the gentlemen from
Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART),
(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART), (Mr.
DEUTSCH), and (Mr. BROWN).

Judge Wilkie Ferguson, a native Flo-
ridian, was born to immigrant parents
in 1938 and was raised in a public hous-
ing project in Miami. Through hard
work, perseverance, and personal drive,
he received degrees from Florida A&M
University, Drexel University in Phila-
delphia, and a law degree from Howard
University Law School in the District
of Columbia.

Judge Ferguson served in the U.S.
Army Reserves from 1960 until 1964 as a
Lieutenant and as a Reserve Captain
from 1964 to 1968. He was nominated to
the Federal bench by President Clinton
in 1993 and was confirmed by the U.S.
Senate in November of 1993.

Despite his humble beginnings, Judge
Ferguson achieved the highest levels of
judicial service and was a dedicated
public servant. He holds the distinction
of being the first black jurist appointed
to the Miami Dade Circuit Court and
the Third District Court of Appeals.
His judicial legacy includes a 1980 rul-
ing that African Americans cannot be
systematically excluded from a jury.
His rulings also significantly affected
the lives of many disabled individuals
by prohibiting the State from reducing
services to the disabled.

Judge Ferguson was a prolific writer
and authored many articles on Federal
drug laws, expert witnesses, and pri-
vacy in the computer age. He received
numerous awards and honors, including
the Courage and Scholarship in Legal
Writing Award from the National Bar
Association, the Champions of Higher
Education in Florida Award, and the
Thurgood Marshall Achievement
Award For Exceptional Scholarly Per-
formance.

He was a member of the American
Bar Association, the National Bar As-
sociation, and the Florida Supreme
Court Committee on Jury Instructions.

Judge Ferguson was highly regarded
and was liked by not only his peers, but
also by many young colleagues. He was
experienced, knowledgeable, and dedi-
cated to fairness and compassion. It is
most fitting that the courthouse in
Miami be named in his honor. | support
S. 1904 and urge its passage.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
would advise my friend, the gentleman
from California, that we have no addi-
tional speakers and would reserve our
time subject to closing.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK).

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. | want to also thank the
chairman for his very kind comments
about Judge Wilkie Ferguson.

I just want to share with the House
and the American people that the local
community in Miami Dade County and
within the circuit there in south Flor-
ida, that it is just a high honor that
this House would not find it robbery
and also the other body to name this
courthouse after Judge Wilkie Fer-
guson. Many of our viewers and also
Members of the House had an oppor-
tunity to hear my colleagues speak so
eloquently about his past contributions
to our society. Unfortunately, but
some may say fortunately, he moved
on to a higher place on June 9 of 2003.

I think it is very, very fitting for the
American people not only to hear of his
contributions, but also for judges and
those that are involved in our judicial
system, from the Supreme Court all
the way down to a hearing officer at
the county court level, to hear the con-
tributions of this great man. He stood
on behalf of not only people financially
challenged or people of color, but he
stood on behalf of the law and what the
Constitution spoke of as it relates to
representing everyone and making sure
that they have a fair share.

In south Florida, we have a very di-
verse community, Mr. Speaker, and |
must say, as it relates to Judge Fer-
guson and as it relates to this court-
house being named after him, we had
unanimous support as it relates to in-
dividuals coming forth and saying we
want to name this courthouse, which is
in downtown Miami, one of the most
outstanding buildings that is being
erected that will be ready to open its
doors in the fall of 2005, for those work-
ers who are working on that court-
house, for those individuals that walk
by every day as they walk to the coun-
ty courthouse and also to the court-
house that is existing now, they will
know that the American people stand
behind the Wilkie Ferguson philosophy
in making sure that everyone is rep-
resented.
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For every judge that walks into
those doors, it will remind him and her
and, even as it relates to the mag-
istrates, it will remind them of the im-
portance of standing on behalf of all
Americans and standing on behalf of

individuals until they are proven
guilty.
It will remind those individuals,

those court reporters that walk into
that Federal courthouse of the impor-
tance of making sure that as they type
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down the words of witnesses and de-
fendants and prosecutors and individ-
uals that are trying to seek justice,
families that are looking to be made
whole through our justice system and
finding some sort of resolution, wheth-
er it be to a civil offense or to a crimi-
nal offense that may take place, that
Judge Wilkie Ferguson once walked
through that area in that vicinity and
that his spirit will forever live in the
hearts and minds of those individuals
that work there every day of their
lives.

I just want to also share with the
House that it is very, very important
that we remember the importance of
the contributions of those individuals
that came up on the rough side. Wilkie
Ferguson did. His wife Betty Ferguson
also did, who also offered her life and is
still offering her service to our public
there in the Miami-Dade Commission.

Wilkie Ferguson spoke to individ-
uals, ordinary individuals at his level.
Being a Federal judge, serving and
being very respected in the commu-
nity, he spoke to the individuals that
were out there clipping the hedges. He
spoke to the individuals as it relates to
getting a cup of coffee for people such
as himself. He is the kind, and was the
kind, and | say he is the kind because
in my heart and my mind he is still liv-
ing with us, even though he has passed
on his spirit is still alive and well, he
spoke to those individuals. He made
sure that people felt like people.

He represented in a way that he
should. He wrote articles to our local
paper about what should be happening
in our judicial system. He was an advo-
cate judge, but an advocate judge on
behalf of every American.

And | am so honored; I am pleased
that my community came together on
this. I thank my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle for their forward
thinking in saying that this was appro-
priate to name this courthouse after
him. 1 thank this House for coming to-
gether and making sure that we honor
a man of great dignity and integrity on
the bench and even before he got on the
bench.

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank the
American people for this opportunity
to address the House.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of S. 1904, a bill to designate the United
States Courthouse located at 400 North Miami
Avenue, Miami, FL, as the Wilkie D. Ferguson
Jr. United States Courthouse.

Judge Wilkie Ferguson, a native Floridian,
was born of Bahamian parents in Miami on
May 1, 1938, and died on June 9, 2003. He
was educated at Florida A&M University and
Howard University Law School. Judge Fer-
guson served with distinction as a lieutenant in
the U.S. Army Reserves from 1960 to 1964,
and as a Reserve captain from 1964 until
1968. He was nominated to the Federal bench
by President Clinton in 1993 and was con-
firmed by the U.S. Senate in November 1993.

Rising from humble beginnings, Judge Fer-
guson was highly educated, hard working, and
a dedicated public servant. In addition to his
undergraduate degree from Florida A&M Uni-
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versity, he also received a master's degree
from Drexel University in Philadelphia, as well
as a law degree from Howard University in the
District of Columbia.

Judge Ferguson holds the distinction of
being the first black jurist appointed to the
Miami-Dade Circuit Court and the Third Dis-
trict Court of Appeals.

Judge Ferguson was a prolific writer and
authored many articles on Federal drug laws,
expert witnesses, and privacy in the computer
age. His professional work was acknowledged
with many awards and honors, including the
Williams Hastie Award, the United Way of
Dade County Distinguished Service Award,
and the South Florida Chapter of the Amer-
ican Society for Public Administration Award.

Judge Wilkie Ferguson was well respected
by his colleagues and by all who entered his
courtroom. He was dedicated to fairness and
compassion and served as a mentor to many
younger colleagues. It is most fitting that the
courthouse in Miami be named in his honor. |
support S. 1904 and urge its passage.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | have no further speakers,

and | yield back the balance of my
time.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |

urge passage of the bill, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SiM-
MONS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill,
S. 1904.

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. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, on that | 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.

———

AUTHORIZING THE USE OF THE
CAPITOL GROUNDS FOR THE
GREATER WASHINGTON SOAP
BOX DERBY

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
376) authorizing the use of the Capitol
Grounds for the Greater Washington
Soap Box Derby.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 376

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF SOAP BOX
DERBY RACES ON CAPITOL
GROUNDS.

The Greater Washington Soap Box Derby
Association (in this resolution referred to as
the ‘“‘Association’) shall be permitted to
sponsor a public event, soap box derby races,
on the Capitol Grounds on June 19, 2004, or
on such other date as the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the Senate
may jointly designate.
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SEC. 2. CONDITIONS.
The event to be carried out under this res-
olution shall be free of admission charge to
the public and arranged not to interfere with
the needs of Congress, under conditions to be
prescribed by the Architect of the Capitol
and the Capitol Police Board; except that the
Association shall assume full responsibility
for all expenses and liabilities incident to all
activities associated with the event.
SEC. 3. STRUCTURES AND EQUIPMENT.

For the purposes of this resolution, the As-
sociation is authorized to erect upon the
Capitol Grounds, subject to the approval of
the Architect of the Capitol, such stage,
sound amplification devices, and other re-
lated structures and equipment as may be re-
quired for the event to be carried out under
this resolution.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS.

The Architect of the Capitol and the Cap-
itol Police Board are authorized to make any
such additional arrangements that may be
required to carry out the event under this
resolution.

SEC. 5. ENFORCEMENT OF RESTRICTIONS.

The Capitol Police Board shall provide for
enforcement of the restrictions contained in
section 5104(c) of title 40, United States Code,
concerning sales, advertisements, displays,
and solicitations on the Capitol Grounds, as
well as other restrictions applicable to the
Capitol Grounds, with respect to the event to
be carried out under this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | might con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 376 introduced, once again, by
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) authorizes the use of the Cap-
itol Grounds for the Greater Wash-
ington Soapbox Derby on June 19, 2004.

In sort of a parenthetical, | would
not only commend the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) but last year
when we had similar legislation intro-
duced by the gentleman, he was de-
tained by his other very important du-
ties as the minority whip; and the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. MicHAUD) and
I spent about 20 minutes on the floor
thinking about great things on the
soapbox derby to breathlessly await his
arrival. I am grateful that the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is
with us today.

These races, which will be held on
Constitution Avenue, allow young peo-
ple from the Greater Washington Met-
ropolitan area to compete with one an-
other for the honor of representing
their district at the National Soap Box
Derby competition to be held this sum-
mer in the city of Akron in the great
State of Ohio.

Participants, who range in age from 9
to 16, compete in three different divi-
sions, based upon experience. In pre-
paring for these competitions, partici-
pants must construct their vehicle,
with limited assistance, from stock
supplies. The Soap Box Derby teaches
the value of hard work, dedication, and
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ingenuity, and shows them the joy of a
job well done.

This race has been held for over 50
years in the Washington area. | am
pleased that once again we can offer
our support for this worthwhile event.

The sponsors of this event have
agreed to work with the Capitol Police
to ensure the enforcement of all appli-
cable regulations, and the event will be
free of charge and open to the public.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
our time.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), my esteemed
colleague and the esteemed whip for
the minority side of the aisle.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THoMPSON), for yielding. |
also want to thank my good friend
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), the
chairman of this subcommittee, for
last year trying to give me the oppor-

tunity to speak on my bill. | remember
that and recall that well. | thank him
very much.

I want to thank my good friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), the ranking Democrat, and the
extraordinary staff assistant that he
has on this subcommittee, Susan Brita.

Mr. Speaker, for the past 12 years |
have sponsored a resolution for the
Greater Washington Soap Box Derby to
hold its race on the Capitol Grounds
along Constitution Avenue. Once
again, | am proud to have sponsored
such a resolution to permit the 63rd
running of the Soap Box Derby races
scheduled to take place on Saturday,
June 19.

The resolution authorizes the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, the Capitol Police
Board, and the Greater Washington
Soap Box Derby Association to nego-
tiate the necessary arrangements for
conducting the race in complete com-
pliance with the rules and regulations
governing the wuse of the Capitol
Grounds.

Therefore, |1 request my colleagues to
join with me and other co-sponsors, in-
cluding the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WoOLF), the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN),
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN), in supporting
this resolution.

The Soap Box Derby has been held in
the Washington D.C. area since 1991. It
has attracted over 50 participants each
of these years ranging in age from 9 to
16. The participants work very hard, as
all of us know, to prepare their own
race cars from the kit provided by the
All American Soap Box Derby program.

The contestants are given an oppor-
tunity to learn basic skills of work-
manship and to enhance their building
expertise while creating their own
style car. Winners of these levels of the
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local race become eligible to compete
in the National Soap Box Derby races
held in the district of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) in AKkron.

Prior to the national races, they at-
tend a week of camps in Derbytown
where they make lasting friendships
while participating in a variety of
sporting activities. The national races
are held in July and give the partici-
pants a chance to win scholarships and
merchandise prizes.

Mr. Speaker, this event has been
called, and | quote, ‘““the greatest ama-
teur racing event in the world.” | am
not sure that it is the greatest, but it
is certainly one of the very best and
certainly gives to young people the val-
ues of self-reliance, of enterprise, of in-
novation, and of competition.

This is a wonderful opportunity for
our children from the District of Co-
lumbia, Maryland, and Virginia to ven-
ture into the world of science while ex-
periencing the spirit of competition.

I again thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
for their leadership in bringing this to
the floor.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | associate myself with the
remarks made by the author of the bill,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. Speaker, | ask for passage of this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, | am delighted to support,
along with Ms. NORTON, Mr. HOYER, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, H. Con. Res. 376, and acknowledge
the efforts of Mr. HOYER, who has been such
a great and consistent champion for his con-
stituents for this event.

H. Con. Res. 376 authorizes use of the
Capitol Grounds for the Greater Washington
Soap Box Derby. Youngsters age 9 through
16 construct and operate their own soap box
vehicles. On June 19, 2004 youngsters from
the greater Washington area will race down
Constitution Avenue to test the principles of
aerodynamics in hand-designed and -con-
structed soap box vehicles.

Mr. Speaker, many hundreds of volunteers
donate considerable time supporting the event
and providing families with a fun-filled day,
which is quickly becoming a tradition in the
Washington, D.C. area. The event has grown
in popularity, and Washington is now known
as one of the outstanding race cities.

Consistent with all events using the Capitol
Grounds, this event is open to the public and
free of charge. The organizers will work with
the Capitol Hill Police and the Office of the Ar-
chitect.

| support H. Con. Res. 376 and urge pas-
sage of this resolution.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 376, which authorizes the
use of the Capitol Grounds for the Greater
Washington Soap Box Derby. | especially
want to mention the diligence and dedication
of Mr. HOYER, the resolution’s annual sponsor.

This annual event encourages all boys and
girls, ages 9 through 16, to construct and op-
erate their own soap box vehicles. The prin-
ciples of aerodynamics are combined with fun
and excitement for all participants and their
families in the Greater Washington area.
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The Washington event has grown in size
and has become one of the best-attended
events in the country. In the past, the Wash-
ington event has produced winners who went
on to the National Soap Box Derby finals.

The derby organizers will work with the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and the Capitol Police to
ensure the appropriate rules and regulations
are in place.

| support this resolution and urge my col-
leagues to support H. Con. Res. 376.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |

yield back the balance of our 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 agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 376.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

RONALD REAGAN FEDERAL
BUILDING

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill (S. 2043) to designate a Fed-
eral building in Harrisburg, Pennsyl-
vania, as the ‘“Ronald Reagan Federal
Building”.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 2043

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RONALD REAGAN FEDERAL BUILD-
ING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The Federal building lo-
cated at 228 Walnut Street, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania, shall be known and designated
as the ‘“Ronald Reagan Federal Building’.

(b) REFERENCES.—AnNy reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the building
referred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed
to be a reference to the Ronald Reagan Fed-
eral Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | might con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 2043, introduced by
Senator SPECTER of Pennsylvania, is
similar to House bill H.R. 3923, which
was introduced by the gentleman from
the Ninth Congressional District of
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

This bill designates the Federal
building located at 228 Walnut Street
in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, as the
Ronald Reagan Federal Building.

Many times | have come to the floor
to honor Americans, politicians, judges
and other great leaders. Perhaps no
other American, however, has been as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

honored or as deserving of an honor as
the 40th President of the United
States, Ronald Wilson Reagan.

Ronald Reagan was born in Tampico,
Ilinois, in 1911. His early years are a
model that we can all be proud of. The
son of working-class parents, he at-
tended the public schools in Dixon, Illi-
nois, and then worked his way through
Eureka College where he was on the
football team and an actor.

One story that | think does not get
told enough about Ronald Reagan is
before President Reagan had an impact
on the lives of billions, he had a more
direct impact on the lives of people in
his community of Dixon, Illinois. While
growing up, Ronald Reagan earned
extra money working as a lifeguard at
Rock River. Over the course of 6 years,
then-lifeguard Reagan pulled 77 swim-
mers out of the water who were strug-
gling in the notorious swift current
and were in need of assistance.

During his time in public life, Ronald
Reagan always worked to improve the
lives of everyday Americans, from his
Economic Recovery Act, which he
worked to pass even after an assassina-
tion attempt, to the 1986 tax bill which
reduced the burdens of taxation on all
Americans.

In foreign policy, he pursued a policy
of ‘““peace through strength,” a policy
that brought about the end of the So-
viet empire, bringing freedoms to mil-
lions in Europe and Asia.

This legislation bestows an appro-
priate honor to one who has given so
much to his country.

I support the legislation, and | urge
our colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
our time.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill designates the
Federal building located at 228 Walnut
Street, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, as
the Ronald Reagan Federal Building.
The bill was introduced by Senator
SPECTER for himself and Senator
SANTORUM. The House companion bill,
H.R. 3923, was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER.)

Former President Reagan was our
country’s 40th President. He was a
magnetic leader whose greatest legacy
was perhaps his call to Mr. Gorbachev
to ‘““tear down this wall.”

His talents and his personal touch
enabled him to rally support for his
programs, often convincing even his
greatest critics to see things his way.
His charisma along with his sense of
humor have earned him a special place
in our Nation’s history.

I urge passage of this bill.

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

Mr. LATOURETTE. 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 Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend
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the rules and pass the Senate bill, S.
2043.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

AUTHORIZING USE OF THE CAP-
ITOL GROUNDS FOR NATIONAL

PEACE OFFICERS’ MEMORIAL
SERVICE
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |

move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
388) authorizing the use of the Capitol
Grounds for the National Peace Offi-
cers’ Memorial Service, as amended.
The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. REs. 388

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. USE OF CAPITOL GROUNDS FOR NA-
TIONAL PEACE OFFICERS’ MEMO-
RIAL SERVICE.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The National Fraternal
Order of Police and its auxiliary (in this res-
olution referred to as the ‘‘sponsor’’) shall be
permitted to sponsor a public event, the 23rd
annual National Peace Officers’ Memorial
Service (in this resolution jointly referred to
as the “event’’), on the Capitol Grounds, in
order to honor the law enforcement officers
who died in the line of duty during 2003.

(b) DATE OF EVENT.—The event shall be
held on May 15, 2004, or on such other date as
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration of the Senate jointly designate.

SEC. 2. TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Under conditions to be
prescribed by the Architect of the Capitol
and the Capitol Police Board, the event shall
be—

(1) free of admission charge and open to the
public; and

(2) arranged not to interfere with the needs
of Congress.

(b) EXPENSES AND LIABILITIES.—The spon-
sor shall assume full responsibility for all
expenses and liabilities incident to all activi-
ties associated with the event.

SEC. 3. EVENT PREPARATIONS.

Subject to the approval of the Architect of
the Capitol, the sponsor is authorized to
erect upon the Capitol Grounds such stage,
sound amplification devices, and other re-
lated structures and equipment, as may be
required for the event.

SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT OF RESTRICTIONS.

The Capitol Police Board shall provide for
enforcement of the restrictions contained in
section 5104(c) of title 40, United States Code,
concerning sales, advertisements, displays,
and solicitations on the Capitol Grounds, as
well as other restrictions applicable to the
Capitol Grounds, in connection with the
event.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | might con-
sume.

It is my pleasure to bring to the floor
a resolution authorizing the use of the
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Capitol Grounds for the 23rd Annual
National Peace Officers Memorial
Service. This service will honor the
memory of 148 law enforcement officers
Killed in the line of duty during 2003.
This service will also honor a number
of law enforcement officers killed dur-
ing other years, who, for a variety of
reasons, have not yet had their names
inscribed on the wall of honor at the
National Law Enforcement Officers
Memorial located at the National Law
Enforcement Officers Memorial here in
Washington.

This service comes as part of Police
Week, a week-long festival of events
that remember those members of law
enforcement who have made the ulti-
mate sacrifice. Police Week includes
events such as the annual Law Ride, a
Police Unity Tour, Honor Guard com-
petition, Blue Mass, and Candlelight
Vigil.
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Since the first official memorial
service was held in 1982, over 3,000 offi-
cers have been honored. Since that
first service, the Grand Lodge of the
Fraternal Order of Police and its Auxil-
iary have served as hosts and sponsors
of the event.

This service, as are many of the
events encompassing Police Week, is
open to the public and free of charge.

I support this resolution, which will
allow the use of the Capitol grounds for
this important service in honor of the
men and women who keep us, our fami-
lies, our communities, and the Nation
safe and secure. | urge my colleagues
to do the same.

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H. Con. Res. 388 author-
izes use of the Capitol grounds for the
23rd Annual National Peace Officers
Memorial Service, a most solemn and
respectful public event honoring our
Nation’s brave civil servants. The
event, scheduled for May 15, will be co-
ordinated with the Office of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol and the Capitol Hill
Police.

This is a fitting tribute to Federal,
State and local police officers who give
their lives in the daily work of pro-
tecting our families, our homes, our
places of work, and us. Three hundred
sixty-two names will be added to the
memorial wall this year, including the
names of 145 brave men and women
who were killed in the line of duty, as
well as 217 historic cases that were un-
covered by the Memorial Research De-
partment.

On average, one officer is killed in
this country every other day, approxi-
mately 23,000 are injured every year,
and thousands are assaulted going
about their daily routines.

During 2003, six of the fallen officers
were women.

The ceremony to be held on May 15 is
the 23rd anniversary of this memorial
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service. Consistent with all Capitol
Hill events, the memorial service will
be free and open to the public.

I support the resolution and urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this tribute to our fallen Peace Offi-
cers.

This measure is particularly impor-
tant to me, Mr. Speaker, because my
youngest son, Jon, is Deputy Sheriff in
Calaveras County in California, and I
would like to recognize him for his
great service and all of those brave
men and women who serve us every
day. | urge its passage.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting H. Con.
Res. 388, to authorize use of the Capitol
Grounds for the National Peace Officers’ Me-
morial Service on May 15, 2004.

In October 1962, President Kennedy pro-
claimed May 15 as National Peace Officers’
Memorial Day. Each year on this date we, as
a nation, have an opportunity to honor the de-
votion with which peace officers perform their
daily task of protecting our families, cowork-
ers, friends, and each of us. The 2004 event
marks the 23rd anniversary of the Capitol Hill
event. In the post-September 11 environment,
the work of selfless police and firemen has be-
come our model of courage and moral
strength.

There are approximately 700,000 sworn law
enforcement officers serving the American
public today. Officers work for states, counties,
U.S. territories, Federal enforcement, military
police, and corrections departments. Ten per-
cent of law enforcement officers are women.

During 2004, 145 peace officers were killed
in the line of duty; of those killed, 6 were
women. The average age of those killed in the
line of duty was 37 years.

It is most fitting and proper to honor the
lives, sacrifices, and public service of these
brave men and women. | urge support for H.
Con. Res. 388.

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, | yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SiM-
MONS). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 388, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
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 S. 1904, H. Con. Res. 376, S. 2043, and
H. Con. Res. 388, as amended.

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

There was no objection.
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INCREASED CAPITAL ACCESS FOR
GROWING BUSINESS ACT

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3170) to amend the Investment
Company Act of 1940 to provide incen-
tives for small business investment,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3170

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 ‘“‘Increased
Capital Access for Growing Business Act’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE INVESTMENT COM-

PANY ACT OF 1940.

(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE PORTFOLIO COM-
PANY.—Section 2(a)(46)(C) of the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-
2(a)(46)(C)) is amended—

(1) by striking clause (i) and inserting the
following:

‘(i) it does not have any class of equity se-
curities listed for trading on a national secu-
rities exchange or traded through the facili-
ties of a national securities association as
described in Section 15A of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934;”;

(2) by striking ‘“‘or’” at the end of clause
(iii);

(3) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause
(v); and

(4) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

““‘(iv) the aggregate value of its outstanding
publicly traded equity securities is not more
than $250,000,000, except that the Commission
may adjust such amounts by rule, regula-
tion, or order to reflect changes in one or
more generally accepted indices or other in-
dicators for small business, consistent with
the public interest, the protection of inves-
tors, and the purposes fairly intended by the
policy and provisions of this title; or’.

(b) ASSETS OF BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT COM-
PANIES.—Section 55(a)(1) of the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-55(a)(1)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘“‘secu-
rities with respect to which a member of a
national securities exchange, broker, or
dealer may extend or maintain credit to or
for a customer pursuant to rules or regula-
tions adopted by the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System under Section 7
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and
inserting the following: ‘“‘equity securities
listed for trading on a national securities ex-
change or traded through the facilities of a
national securities association as described
in Section 15A of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934’"; and

(2) by striking ‘““or’” at the end of subpara-
graph (A), by inserting ‘“‘or”’ after the semi-
colon at the end of subparagraph (B), and by
inserting after subparagraph (B) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“(C) from the issuer of such securities,
which issuer is described in section
2(a)(46)(A) and (B) but is not an eligible port-
folio company because the aggregate value
of its outstanding publicly traded equity se-
curities is more than $250,000,000 but not
more than $500,000,000, if such securities rep-
resent not more than 10 per centum of the
total assets of the business development
company invested in securities described in
paragraphs (1) through (6) of this section;”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) each will control 20 min-
utes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentle-

woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY).
GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | 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 H.R. 3170.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the Speaker
very much for allowing me to bring
this important legislation to the floor
for consideration today. | also thank
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) for working with me on
this important issue that will help
small businesses.

Small businesses are the backbone of
our economy and Congress must ensure
that they have every opportunity to
succeed. It is crucial that small busi-
nesses have efficient access to capital
in order to create jobs and ensure a
strong and growing economy.

Today, the legislation before us, the
Increased Capital Access For Growing
Business Act, will ensure that small
businesses have better access to capital
by modernizing outdated security laws.

In 1980, Congress created Business
Development Companies to encourage
investments in small, developing and
financially troubled businesses, known
as “‘eligible portfolio companies.”’

BDCs are publicly traded investment
companies that invest in both public
and private companies and generate an
injection of capital for businesses.
BDCs have provided significant bene-
fits to the economy, including the op-
portunity for the public to invest in
small, developing companies while also
supplying much needed financing.

The legislation we are considering
today makes important changes to the
securities laws that ensure the viabil-
ity of BDCs and expands the businesses
these entities are able to assist.

In 1980, BDCs were able to invest in
approximately 66 percent of the 12,000
publicly held operating companies.
Since that time, however, the Federal
Reserve has amended its margin rules
on several occasions, resulting in a
clear decrease in the number of eligible
portfolio companies.

In order to correct these unintended
consequences, the legislation amends
the definition of an eligible portfolio
company to enable the BDCs to have a
greater flexibility in selecting appro-
priate investments.

To accomplish this goal, the legisla-
tion permits BDCs to provide capital to
a larger number of companies by in-
creasing the size of companies that
BDCs can invest in to reflect changes
in the market since the creation of the
act. The legislation also includes spe-
cific authority for the Securities and
Exchange Commission to modify dollar
thresholds in the future.
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This would enable the SEC to review
these thresholds on a regular basis and
consider changes that are in the inter-
est of the companies trying to access
capital and shareholders of BDCs.

Small and developing businesses
should be able to devote their energies
towards their customers growing their
business, not worrying about access to
capital.

As BDCs are able to provide financ-
ing to additional small and medium
sized businesses, the economy will ex-
perience greater growth and job cre-
ation.

I also would like to commend the
chairman of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY), and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK), for recognizing the impor-
tance and urgency of this legislation
and agreeing to move it quickly.

This is a no-cost, common sense piece
of legislation that will help small busi-
nesses and increase capital formation;
and that is good, healthy economic
structure for all. | urge my colleagues
to join me in support of this important
legislation for investors and small
businesses.

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

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. B

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of H.R. 3170, the Increased
Capital Access For Growing Businesses
Act; and | want to commend my good
friend and colleague, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. KELLY), for mov-
ing this matter so expeditiously. | also
want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK), the
ranking member, for their support in
expediting the consideration of this
measure.

With this legislation we have an op-
portunity to help more small compa-
nies access capital so that they can ex-
pand and grow their businesses. Busi-
ness Development Companies are
unique investment companies author-
ized by the 1980 Amendments to the In-
vestment Company Act. They are pub-
licly traded companies that invest pri-
marily in small companies.

Since 1980, BDCs have proven to be a
valuable source of funding for growing
companies that do not have access to
traditional sources of financing like
bank lending or access to the public se-
curities markets. At the same time,
BDCs provide the investing public with
an opportunity to invest in private eq-
uity, an opportunity traditionally lim-
ited to wealthy investors.

In 1980, when BDCs were first author-
ized by Congress, about two-thirds of
all publicly held companies were eligi-
ble for BDC investment. While the se-
curities and financial services indus-
tries evolved during the 1990s, Congress
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did not act to keep the BDC statute
current. As a result, the number of
public companies in which BDCs could
invest in has been reduced drastically,
effectively eliminating the option of
BDC investment for many companies.

It is important to understand that
just because a firm has gone public
does not mean that it can access the fi-
nancing necessary for growing and ex-
panding. In the late 1990s, for instance,
many companies went public that may
not have been able to do so under cur-
rent market conditions. As a result,
after the market bubble burst, many of
these companies found themselves un-
able to access traditional financing
sources. These smaller, illiquid com-
pany stocks could have greatly bene-
fited from financing offered by BDCs.
Instead, the current statute severely
restricts such investments by BDCs.

The current standard for eligibility,
whether or not a company has out-
standing marginable securities, has
proven unworkable, as it is tied to a
standard that is no longer relevant.

H.R. 3170 attempts to provide more
certainty and update the law con-
cerning permissible investments by
BDCs. It creates a more workable
standard to enable BDCs to provide fi-
nancing to companies as originally in-
tended by the 1980 amendments. This
legislation attempts to provide a more
objective standard, based on a market
capitalization test, to modernize the
definition of eligible portfolio compa-
nies.

H.R. 3170 modernizes U.S. securities
laws to reflect changes in the market-
place. Small and growing companies
are often widely regarded as engines of
economic growth and job creation. Al-
lowing BDCs to invest in more compa-
nies in need of capital will provide
more opportunities, more jobs, and
contribute to the economic expansion.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation critical for small businesses
and the U.S. economy.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
KELLY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3170.

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.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4181, PERMANENTLY EX-
TENDING INCREASED STANDARD
DEDUCTION, AND THE 15-PER-
CENT INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX
RATE BRACKET EXPANSION, FOR
MARRIED TAXPAYERS FILING
JOINT RETURNS

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
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up House Resolution 607 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 607

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4181) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma-
nently extend the increased standard deduc-
tion, and the 15-percent individual income
tax rate bracket expansion, for married tax-
payers filing joint returns. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The
amendment printed in part A of the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution shall be considered as adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill, as amended, and on any
further amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate on the bill, as amended,
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means; (2) the fur-
ther amendment printed in part B of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules, if offered by
Representative Rangel of New York or his
designee, which shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order, shall be
considered as read, and shall be separately
debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK) is recognized for 1 hour.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

On Tuesday, the Committee on Rules
met and granted a modified closed rule
for the Marriage Penalty Relief Act.

H.R. 4181 amends the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently ex-
tend the increased standard deduction
and the 15 percent individual income
tax rate bracket expansion for married
taxpayers filing joint returns. It will
also make permanent the increase in
the phase-out of the earned income
credit for joint filers.

Before 2001, the Tax Code penalized
many married couples by forcing them
to pay higher taxes just because they
were married. The 2001 tax relief bill,
enacted by President Bush, brought
fairness to the Tax Code by phasing out
these penalties. This law increased the
standard deduction in the 15 percent
tax bracket for married couples to
twice as much for individuals. The re-
lief was accelerated in the tax relief
that was signed into law last year.

Thirty-five million couples currently
benefit from the elimination of the
marriage penalty. However, this relief
will be reduced next year and will ex-
pire in 2010, and we cannot let that
happen. Unless the relief is extended, 27
million married couples will face an
average tax increase of $300 in 2005, and
over 35 million will see a tax increase
of more than $700 starting in 2011.
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H.R. 4181 ensures that the marriage
penalty relief is not reduced next year
and that it stays in the law perma-
nently.

We all know our economy is starting
to rebound. Businesses are beginning to
hire workers again, and Americans are
starting to spend their money with
more confidence. If we do not eliminate
the marriage tax penalty and prevent
other tax increases, our economy
might slow down and prevent job cre-
ation.

Married working couples will be able
to use this tax relief to benefit their
families, which always helps the econ-
omy. They will be able to spend this
money to improve their home or buy
something they want, like a new wash-
ing machine or a new TV; and the more
money they spend, the more jobs they
will help create for their neighbors and
friends.

This is what the bill is all about. The
most important thing we can do today
is revitalize our economy here at home,
and we do this by eliminating the mar-
riage penalty tax.

To that end, | urge my colleagues to
support the rule and the underlying
bill.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself as much time as | may con-
sume, and | thank the gentlewoman
from North Carolina for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, marriage penalty tax
relief is a good thing, not paying for it
is a bad thing. All of us in this Cham-
ber support tax fairness for married
couples. But the question is, who sup-
ports tax fairness for future genera-
tions?

The deficit in this country continues
to skyrocket, and what is disturbing to
me is that there do not seem to be very
many people on the other side of the
aisle that care very much about that
fact. We have to give President Clinton
and his administration credit because,
during the Clinton administration, this
country experienced the first budget
surpluses since the 1960s. Democrats
and Republicans, working in a bipar-
tisan way, delivered balanced budgets
and extended the solvency of Social Se-
curity and Medicare well into the 21st
century, but then the Bush administra-
tion moved into the White House, and
fiscal responsibility went out of fash-
ion.

Over the course of three major tax
cuts, essentially handouts to the
wealthiest Americans and corporations
in this country, the $5.6 trillion surplus
became a $2.9 trillion deficit, a stun-
ning $8.5 trillion reversal.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship claimed they were providing mid-
dle-class tax relief, but the truth is
that the vast majority of these tax
cuts went to the wealthiest individuals
and corporations in this country. They
claimed that these tax cuts would
stimulate the economy and create jobs,
but the truth is that this country has
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lost more than 2 million jobs since the
President took office. They claim that
this country could afford these tax
cuts; but the truth is, they have squan-
dered the Clinton surplus and actually
hidden the long-term costs of these tax
cuts by pretending that they will ex-
pire in 2010.

Mr. Speaker, the American people, |
believe, can separate the rhetoric from
reality. Over the next 4 weeks, starting
today, this House will consider legisla-
tion to extend various provisions of the
2001 and 2003 tax cuts. Mind you, we
will consider these bills without a
budget resolution, the framework for
all Federal spending for the upcoming
fiscal year; and we will consider them
years before many of them actually ex-
pire.

Today’s offering is a bill to extend
marriage penalty tax relief beyond
2010. | fully support extending tax re-
lief for married couples, but this bill
that the Republican leadership has
drafted has the same problem as their
previous bills. It is not paid for. Well, |
should say actually it will be paid for
some day, but not by this Congress.
Just like in 2001 and 2003, the Repub-
licans pass the cost of their tax cuts to
our children and to our grandchildren.
In essence, they are raising taxes on fu-
ture generations. Mr. Speaker, that is
not fair and that is not right.

Democrats, | think, have a better
plan to extend marriage penalty relief.
The Democratic substitute improves
this legislation with three simple, com-
monsense provisions.

First, the Democrats extend the
earned income tax credit for low- and
middle-income married couples; and
the Democratic bill speeds up the EITC
marriage penalty relief included in the
2001 tax cut bill, ensuring that low- and
middle-income married couples are not
penalized by this unfair tax.

Second, Democrats exempt any mar-
riage penalty relief from the alter-
native minimum tax. Unfortunately,
over half of the marriage penalty relief
is taken away from married couples by
the Federal Government because of the
alternative minimum tax. The Repub-
lican bill fails to fix this unfair tax-
ation, and many married couples will
find that the government is taxing the
very relief promised them by the Re-
publican leadership. We will not see
that in the Republican press releases
today.

Third, Mr. Speaker, the Democrats
provide an offset. Unlike the Repub-
lican bill, Democrats actually pay for
this tax relief. Democrats do not be-
lieve we should be passing the burden
of paying for these tax cuts onto future
generations.

Mr. Speaker, every day American
families must make tough choices with
their hard-earned money. They budget
for groceries and housing, transpor-
tation, education and child care. They
spend sensibly within their means.

Congress could learn a lot from the
average American family. Congress
should live within its means as well.



H2426

It is very simple. If you are going to
spend, you should pay for it. For the
life of me, | cannot understand why the
other side of the aisle is ignoring that
important lesson.

We have an opportunity here today
to work together and provide meaning-
ful marriage penalty relief to married
couples, regardless of income; and we
can do this in a way that we pay for it.

So | would urge my friends on the
other side of the aisle to join us today.
Support the Rangel-Matsui Democratic
substitute. Show the American people
that this Congress can actually act in
a fiscally responsible manner, that it
does indeed care about the deficit and
the fiscal health of this Nation.

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

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

I would just say to the gentleman
that we do have a bit of a philosophical
difference here because, throughout
history, every time we have done tax
relief, the economy improves, and we
put more money into the system, and
it pays for itself over and over and over
and over and over again. So this is just
a philosophical difference we have.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT).

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, the ex-
amples of inequities and simply unfair
and lacking-in-commonsense provi-
sions of our existing Tax Code are just
too numerous to mention. | wish |
could wave a magic wand and elimi-
nate them all overnight.

This President and this Congress are
doing their best to bring about much-
needed and long-overdue tax reform to
the American people, but | am a real-
ist. | know that a journey of 1,000 miles
requires many steps forward. Today,
we have an opportunity to take a joint
step forward.

| stand before my colleagues as a
proud cosponsor and strong advocate
for eliminating permanently the mar-
riage tax penalty. And what is the mar-
riage tax penalty? | wish it were easy
to explain to the American people, but
think of it in these terms. When the
only thing that changes in the lives of
a man and a woman, not their job, not
their income, nothing else, when the
only thing that changes is that they
fall in love and get married, only to
discover that their tax obligation is
dramatically increased, not double
what they were paying as two single
people but double plus, that just does
not make sense.

The 2001 tax relief act, enacted by
President Bush and proudly passed by
this Congress, brought fairness to the
Tax Code by phasing out this penalty;
however, this relief will be reduced
next year and will expire entirely by
2010 unless we take the action called
for in this good legislation.

We want to provide tax relief for the
American people. We want them to
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keep more of their own money so that
they can make the wise decisions on
how to spend that money. We want to
provide relief for the American busi-
ness community to incentivize them to
buy new equipment, to build new build-
ings, to expand and create more jobs.
The President and this Congress are
seeking to do just that.

It is mind-boggling to me to think
that anyone would oppose it, but we
get people who stand up on this floor
and say | am for it, but | am for it but.
There is always but, but, but. Let us do
it, provide tax relief to the American
families, tax relief that will get our
economy moving again; and this is one
very important step forward in that
very important and long journey.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
respond to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina, who |
have great respect for.

We serve together on the Committee
on Rules, and | did not think we had
much of a philosophical difference be-
cause | have admired a lot of the com-
ments that she has made over the last
several months about the importance
of this Congress being fiscally respon-
sible. The gentlewoman actually heads
the Republican’s Study Group which
represents a lot of the more conserv-
ative Members of this Chamber, but |
read a quote that she had made that
appeared in Congress Daily on January
22 that | actually agree with. She says,
“l support making tax cuts permanent,
but we have to pay for them.”

I think the only kind of difference
that we seem to have on this debate,
which | did not think we did based on
this quote, was that we want tax relief
and we want it paid for.

My colleague from New York says
that we always want to say but, but,
but. Well, it is not that we want to say
“but.”’” I think most Americans want us
to be fiscally responsible, and the fact
of the matter is we are faced with the
largest deficits in the history of our
country. That used to be a concern on
the other side of the aisle. It does not
seem to be a concern anymore, and we
are also faced with record job losses. |
mean, 2.6 million jobs have been lost
under this administration.

I am concerned by the fact that we
cannot seem to get a highway bill to
the President’s desk. The gentleman
from New York is on the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. He
knows full well that if we passed a
transportation bill, we would create a
lot of jobs by investing in our infra-
structure and investing in our high-
ways.

So if we want to get serious about
controlling this deficit, | think we need
to show a little fiscal responsibility
here on the House floor.

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

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, to my
distinguished colleague from Massa-

April 28, 2004

chusetts, | say this: if my colleagues
provide tax relief to the American fam-
ilies, they are not going to hide the
money under the mattress. They are
going to use it to buy goods and serv-
ices, manufactured right here in the
United States, by his neighbors and
mine.

My favorite four letter word, and we
can use it in polite company, is ‘“‘jobs.”
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And if you provide tax relief for the
families, they will use their money
wisely to create new jobs. If you
incentivize business to buy new equip-
ment, build new buildings, create new
jobs, that is the best way to get more
money flowing into the Treasury to re-
duce that deficit.

I, like you, want to do that; but we
are moving in the right direction. We
have got the right ticket to drive this
economy forward if we provide much-
needed tax relief for the families and
for the businesses of America so that
our economy, which is moving in the
right direction, will do so at an accel-
erated pace.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
and say to the gentleman from New
York that my favorite four letter word
as well is “‘jobs,”” and | am, quite frank-
ly, very worried about the fact that
under this administration and under
their economic policies we have lost 2.6
million jobs.

I want to make sure that our econ-
omy moves in a different direction. |
guess | also believe that one of the
ways to help continue to move us in a
different direction is to get our fiscal
house in order and to reverse this trend
that we are now pursuing, which is one
of record deficits.

Going deeper into debt, in the long
run, is going to undercut our economy
and undercut our ability to grow jobs.
What we are simply saying here is
that, yes, we believe in marriage pen-
alty tax relief; but we think it should
be paid for. | do not think that should
be controversial. That seems con-
sistent with a lot of statements made
by the other side of the aisle over the
many years | have heard speeches
being given on this floor.

What we are doing today is not paid
for. What we are doing today, in the
end, is going to bring us further into
debt; and | think that we can do this
better. We should be able to come to-
gether in a bipartisan way and get this
right. | think that is what the Amer-
ican people would expect.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 15 seconds to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time; and to quote someone a lot
more famous than me, ‘““There you go
again.” It is, we believe in this, but,
but, but. Let us do it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
and again thank the gentleman for his
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remarks; but this
This is very serious.

We are now faced with the biggest
deficit in the history of this country;
and every single Member, Republican
and Democrat, liberal and conserv-
ative, should be worried about it be-
cause we are passing this on to our
kids and our grandkids. That is no jok-
ing matter. That is serious.

I believe if we do not reverse this
trend, we will undercut our ability to
grow jobs. So | want tax relief, but I
also want us to be fiscally responsible
and pay for it. That is consistent with
the statement of my colleague from
North Carolina, who | have great admi-
ration for. | just wish when we say
these things, we would actually fight
to make them a reality on this House
floor.

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

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
and would just say that | am glad the
gentleman agrees that we need tax re-
lief and we need fiscal constraint, be-
cause the budget we are looking at
bringing forward, of course, has a
freeze on spending, which is a very im-
portant part of this to reduce the def-
icit.

And again | would just say that we
have a difference in how we look at
this and how we pay for the tax cuts,
because we believe that there will be
increased monies coming in to the
Treasury through the economic genera-
tion that is done with the tax relief. It
has happened throughout history. And
because of that, we will see the tax
cuts paid for and the deficit reduced.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER),
another distinguished member of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this rule, and | thank my
friend and colleague from the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK), for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a traditional rule
for legislation that amends the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, and | am pleased the
House will have the opportunity to
consider the merits of the underlying
legislation and also an amendment
from the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL).

Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s Tax Code
remains hopelessly complex. Just a few
years ago, it was so convoluted from
years of tax changes that it punished
married taxpayers merely because they
were married. Unfortunately, only
under this current monstrosity of a
Tax Code could the marriage penalty
that this House eliminated reappear in
the very near future. This rule before
the House, H. Res. 607, will give Mem-
bers of the House an opportunity to
consider legislation that not only
makes the Tax Code fairer but also en-
sures that we can halt a targeted tax
increase on married Americans.

is not an excuse.
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I want to commend the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GERLACH) for
introducing this important legislation,
H.R. 4181, which extends indefinitely
the tax relief that the Congress and
President Bush enacted in 2001 and 2003
to help married couples.

Previously, our income tax code pe-
nalized couples who got married, fre-
quently forcing them to pay higher
taxes than if they had remained single.
If we fail to enact H.R. 4181, tax rates
will revert to their pre-2001 levels, and
the marriage tax penalty will be rein-
stated at the end of this year.

As a Nation built on strong families,
we should promote marriage, not pe-
nalize it. Our tax system should not
discourage getting married and raising
a family. Therefore, it is imperative we
pass H.R. 4181 today.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this rule so we
may proceed to debating the under-
lying legislation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Again, Mr. Speaker, | would urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support the Democratic substitute that
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATsuIl) will offer. | think
it is a responsible way to approach this
issue because it supports marriage pen-
alty tax relief, but it pays for it.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina mentioned that their budget reso-
lution urges that we pay for additional
spending programs. | am all for pay-as-
you-go rules, but | think they should
also apply to tax cuts. | think it is the
responsible thing to do.

I think all of us here would like to go
home to our districts and talk about
all the tax relief that we can provide
our American families; but | think
without specifying how we are going to
pay for it, it is really irresponsible. It
is a nice press release. It is a nice kind
of public relations item. But if we do
not pay for it, what we are really doing
is we are passing the burdens on to fu-
ture generations, to our children, our
grandchildren, and our great grand-
children.

My grandfather used to say to me
that you cannot have dessert without
first having your spinach, and | think
that that is a good lesson for us to
apply to how we do business on the
House floor. It is nice to get up here
and talk about tax cuts and tax cuts
and tax cuts, but it would be better to
do so in the context that we pay for
them. | think that is what the Amer-
ican people expect. That is what Amer-
ican families have to do. They pay as
they go. They have to live within their
means, and | think that same lesson
should apply here.

So having said that, Mr. Speaker, we
have no objection to the rule, but |
would urge my colleagues very strong-
ly to do the responsible thing and to
support the Rangel-Matsui Democratic
substitute.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and | say to my friend from Massachu-
setts that tax cuts do not cost money,
they make money.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of
rule XX, proceedings will now resume
on motions to suspend the rules pre-
viously postponed. Votes will be taken
in the following order:

H.R. 4219, by the yeas and nays; and

S. 1904, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote.

——————

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION ACT OF 2004, PART II

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4219.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4219, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 410, nays 0,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 134]
YEAS—410

Abercrombie Bono Coble
Ackerman Boozman Cole
Aderholt Boswell Collins
Akin Boucher Conyers
Alexander Boyd Cooper
Allen Bradley (NH) Costello
Andrews Brady (PA) Cox
Baca Brady (TX) Cramer
Bachus Brown (OH) Crane
Baird Brown (SC) Crenshaw
Baker Brown, Corrine Crowley
Baldwin Brown-Waite, Cubin
Ballance Ginny Culberson
Ballenger Burgess Cummings
Barrett (SC) Burns Cunningham
Bartlett (MD) Burr Davis (AL)
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Davis (CA)
Bass Buyer Davis (FL)
Beauprez Calvert Davis (TN)
Becerra Camp Davis, Jo Ann
Bell Cannon Davis, Tom
Bereuter Cantor Deal (GA)
Berkley Capito DeFazio
Berman Capps DeGette
Berry Capuano Delahunt
Biggert Cardoza DelLauro
Bilirakis Carson (IN) DelLay
Bishop (GA) Carson (OK) Deutsch
Bishop (NY) Carter Diaz-Balart, L.
Bishop (UT) Case Diaz-Balart, M.
Blackburn Castle Dicks
Blumenauer Chabot Dingell
Blunt Chandler Doggett
Boehlert Chocola Dooley (CA)
Boehner Clay Doolittle
Bonilla Clyburn Doyle
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Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
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
Kind
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
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
Majette
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
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
Pastor
Paul

Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
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Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
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
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner (OH)
Turner (TX)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker

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

NOT VOTING—23
Bonner Hastings (FL) Rothman
Cardin Hoeffel Shuster
Davis (IL) Kilpatrick Smith (NJ)
DeMint Kleczka Tauzin
Fattah Millender- Tiahrt
Gephardt McDonald Toomey
Gordon Pascrell Waters
Greenwood Rohrabacher Wexler

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON) (during the vote). Members
are advised they have 2 minutes within
which to record their votes.

0 1217

Ms. HART changed her vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

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.

Stated for:

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
134, had | been present, | would have voted
“yea.”

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 134, | was detained by constitu-
ents which is the reason for my not voting.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, the remaining
vote will be conducted as a 5-minute
vote.

———

WILKIE D. FERGUSON, JR., UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 1904.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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 Senate bill, S.
1904, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 135]
YEAS—408

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

Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burns
Burr
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Carter
Case
Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Cole
Collins
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
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
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Foley
Forbes

Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gonzalez
Goode
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Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
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
Kind
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
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
Majette
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum

McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
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
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (Ml)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
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Schakowsky Stearns Velazquez
Schrock Stenholm Visclosky
Scott (GA) Strickland Vitter
Scott (VA) Stupak Walden (OR)
Sensenbrenner Sullivan Walsh
Serrano Sweeney Wamp
Sessions Tancredo Watson
Shadegg Tanner
Shaw Tauscher w:;tnan
Shays Taylor (MS) Weiner
Sherman Taylor (NC)
Sherwood Terry Weldon (FL)
Shimkus Thomas Weldon (PA)
Simmons Thompson (CA) ~ Weller
Simpson Thompson (Ms) ~ Whitfield
Skelton Thornberry Wicker
Slaughter Tiberi Wilson (NM)
Smith (MI) Tierney Wilson (SC)
Smith (TX) Towns Wolf
Smith (WA) Turner (OH) Woolsey
Snyder Turner (TX) Wu
Solis Udall (CO) Wynn
Souder Udall (NM) Young (AK)
Spratt Upton Young (FL)
Stark Van Hollen

NOT VOTING—25
Blunt Greenwood Shuster
Bonner Hastings (FL) Smith (NJ)
Burton (IN) Hoeffel Tauzin
Cardin Kilpatrick Tiahrt
Davis (IL) Kleczka Toomey
DeMint Mollohan Waters
Fattah Rohrabacher Wexler
Gephardt Rothman
Gordon Schiff

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
135, had | been present, | would have voted
“yea.”

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
135 on adoption of a motion to suspend the
rules and pass S. 1904, the Wilkie D. Fer-
guson United States Courthouse Designation
Act, | am not recorded. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 23
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LAHoOD) at 1 o’clock and
50 minutes p.m.
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PERMANENTLY EXTENDING  IN-
CREASED STANDARD DEDUC-
TION, AND 15-PERCENT INDI-
VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE
BRACKET EXPANSION, FOR MAR-
RIED TAXPAYERS FILING JOINT
RETURNS

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 607, | call up the
bill (H.R. 4181) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently
extend the increased standard deduc-
tion, and the 15-percent individual in-
come tax rate bracket expansion, for
married taxpayers filing joint returns,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 607, the bill is
considered read for amendment.

The text of H.R. 4181 is as follows:

H.R. 4181

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF INCREASED STAND-
ARD DEDUCTION FOR MARRIED TAX-
PAYERS FILING JOINT RETURNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to basic standard deduction) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

““(2) BASIC STANDARD DEDUCTION.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the basic standard de-
duction is—

““(A) 200 percent of the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable
year in the case of—

‘(i) a joint return, or

““(if) a surviving spouse (as defined in sec-
tion 2(a)),

““(B) $4,400 in the case of a head of house-
hold (as defined in section 2(b)), or

““(C) $3,000 in any other case.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 63(c)(4) of such Code is amended
by striking ““(2)(D)”’ each place it occurs and
inserting ““(2)(C)"".

(2) Section 63(c) of such Code is amended
by striking paragraph (7).

(c) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2004.

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF 15-PERCENT INDIVIDUAL
INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET EXPAN-
SION FOR MARRIED TAXPAYERS FIL-
ING JOINT RETURNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section
1(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to phaseout of marriage penalty in 15-
percent bracket) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(8) ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN
15-PERCENT BRACKET.—WIith respect to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2004,
in prescribing the tables under paragraph
@O—

“(A) the maximum taxable income in the
15 percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (a) (and the minimum
taxable income in the next higher taxable in-
come bracket in such table) shall be 200 per-
cent of the maximum taxable income in the
15-percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (c) (after any other ad-
justment under this subsection), and

‘“(B) the comparable taxable income
amounts in the table contained in subsection
(d) shall be %> of the amounts determined
under subparagraph (A).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading
for subsection (f) of section 1 of such Code is
amended by striking ‘“PHASEOUT’’ and insert-
ing “ELIMINATION™".
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(c) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2004.

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF SUNSET.

Title IX of the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 shall not
apply to the amendments made by sections
301 and 302 of such Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in part A of House
Report 108-470 is adopted.

The text of H.R. 4181, as amended, is
as follows:

H.R. 4181

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF INCREASED STAND-
ARD DEDUCTION FOR MARRIED TAX-
PAYERS FILING JOINT RETURNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to basic standard deduction) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

““(2) BASIC STANDARD DEDUCTION.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the basic standard de-
duction is—

“(A) 200 percent of the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable
year in the case of—

“(i) a joint return, or

‘(i) a surviving spouse (as defined in sec-
tion 2(a)),

““(B) $4,400 in the case of a head of house-
hold (as defined in section 2(b)), or

““(C) $3,000 in any other case.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 63(c)(4) of such Code is amended
by striking ““(2)(D)”’ each place it occurs and
inserting “(2)(C)”’.

(2) Section 63(c) of such Code is amended
by striking paragraph (7).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2004.

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF 15-PERCENT INDIVIDUAL
INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET EXPAN-
SION FOR MARRIED TAXPAYERS FIL-
ING JOINT RETURNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section
1(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to phaseout of marriage penalty in 15-
percent bracket) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(8) ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN
15-PERCENT BRACKET.—With respect to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2004,
in prescribing the tables under paragraph
O—

“(A) the maximum taxable income in the
15 percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (a) (and the minimum
taxable income in the next higher taxable in-
come bracket in such table) shall be 200 per-
cent of the maximum taxable income in the
15-percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (c) (after any other ad-
justment under this subsection), and

‘“(B) the comparable taxable income
amounts in the table contained in subsection
(d) shall be % of the amounts determined
under subparagraph (A).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading
for subsection (f) of section 1 of such Code is
amended by striking ‘““PHASEOUT’” and insert-
ing “ELIMINATION".

(c) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2004.

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF SUNSET.

Title IX of the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 shall not
apply to the amendments made by title 111 of
such Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the bill, as amended,
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it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther amendment printed in part B of
the report, if offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), or his
designee, which shall be considered
read, and shall be debatable for 1 hour,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. NEAL) each will control
30 minutes of debate on the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER).

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today we have before us
an issue that we have debated in the
past, an issue which has earned bipar-
tisan support. | want to thank you for
the opportunity to bring H.R. 4181 to
the House floor today. This legislation
makes the marriage tax relief provi-
sions of the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act permanent.
Currently there are 36 million Amer-
ican working families that benefit
from the elimination of the marriage
tax penalty. However, without H.R.
4181, this relief will be reduced next
year and expire in 2010. Frankly what
that means in simple terms, if this leg-
islation fails to become law, 36 million
married working couples will suffer
higher taxes and see much of their
marriage tax penalty return in the
coming calendar year.

To make sure this does not happen,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GERLACH) and | introduced H.R. 4181
last week. Overall, our efforts to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty have
taken more than 6 years. We have
made great strides but we are not done
yet. We are determined to bring this ef-
fort across the finish line and today’s
legislation achieves that goal.

The Economic Growth and Tax Relief
Act, which President Bush signed into
law on June 6, 2001, eliminates the
marriage tax penalty in three steps.
First, we double the standard deduc-
tion to twice that of singles. This helps
families who do not itemize their in-
come taxes. Additionally, it eliminates
the marriage tax penalty for home-
owners and others who itemize their
taxes by widening the 15 percent tax
bracket. Finally, it phases out the
marriage penalty suffered by low-in-
come couples when they utilize the
earned income tax credit as a married
couple.

Much of the relief which became law
in 2001 was accelerated last year when
President Bush signed a second piece of
legislation called the Jobs and Growth
Tax Act into law. The accelerated re-
lief included in what some call the
Bush tax cut expires at the end of this
year. Unless this marriage tax relief is
extended, 27 million married couples
will face an average tax increase of $300
and over 30 million American working
couples will face an average tax in-
crease of more than $700 starting in
2011. The Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, a bipartisan agency of this Con-
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gress, estimates that these same cou-
ples will pay nearly $105 billion in high-
er taxes over the next decade in mar-
riage tax penalty unless we pass H.R.
4181, making marriage tax penalty re-
lief permanent today.

Over the last several years, | have in-
troduced my colleagues to some young
couples from the district that | rep-
resent. One couple, Shad and Michelle
Hallihan, was the first couple | shared.
They are from Manhattan, Illinois, a
married working couple, two school-
teachers. | explained how they suffered
from the unfair marriage tax penalty.
They benefited from the legislation
that was signed into law by President
Bush in 2001; they benefited even more
in 2003; and we will protect them from
the marriage tax penalty in this legis-
lation we hope to send to the President
this year.

Two years ago | introduced to my
colleagues another couple from my dis-
trict, Jose and Magdelene Castillo, of
Joliet, Illinois. In 2002, they earned
combined salaries of $82,000 a year.
Jose made $57,000 in 2002 and
Magdelene earned $25,000. They suffered
the marriage tax penalty. They have
two children, Eduardo and Carolina. As
a result of the tax law changes that we
passed and President Bush signed into
law, their marriage tax penalty was re-
duced by $1,125 a year. This represented
a 12 percent overall reduction in taxes
for the Castillo family.

Imagine what this means for families
like the Castillos, the Hallihans and
other middle-income working Ameri-
cans. With that $1,125, the Castillos
could start saving for their children’s
college education. They could go back
to school at Joliet Junior College and
pay for a semester or two of college
education. They could save for their re-
tirement. They could put a small down
payment on a car or a new home. The
bottom line is $1,125 is real money for
families like the Castillos.

Overall in the State of lllinois, which
I have the privilege of representing,
1,544,000 couples today benefit from the
marriage tax relief passed by this Con-
gress and signed into law by President
Bush. What Congress must do now is to
make sure that American families can
be confident that this much-deserved
tax relief will not be taken away. They
want to be sure that we are committed
to fairness in the Tax Code by ensuring
the marriage tax penalty is gone and
will stay away. We must make mar-
riage tax relief permanent for the 36
million American couples that benefit
from the tax law changes that we
passed into law last year and were
signed into law by President Bush.

As unfair as the marriage tax penalty
is, it seems even more unfair to con-
sider telling couples like Shad and
Michelle Hallihan of Manhattan, Illi-
nois, or Jose and Magdelene Castillo of
Joliet, Illinois, that in just a few short
years the marriage tax penalty may re-
turn because Congress failed to extend
and make permanent the elimination
of the marriage tax penalty. Let us re-
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member, this bill makes permanent the
marriage tax penalty relief included in
the Bush tax cut. We make permanent
the elimination of the marriage tax
penalty for those who use the earned
income tax credit. We double the
standard deduction for those who do
not itemize to help provide those with
marriage tax relief. And for many mid-
dle-class families who itemize, we
eliminate the marriage tax penalty by
permanently widening the 15 percent
tax bracket so you can earn as a mar-
ried couple twice that of a single per-
son and stay in the 15 percent bracket.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4181 is a good bill.
It encourages the values we hold most
dear, marriage, family and hard work.
My hope is this legislation will earn bi-
partisan support today. | think we can
all agree that it is wrong to punish so-
ciety’s most basic institution, the cen-
ter of every American family, and that
is marriage. | encourage my colleagues
to vote for H.R. 4181, making marriage
tax relief a permanent part of our Tax
Code, because it is the right thing to
do, it is the fair thing to do for Amer-
ican families.

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

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | think that this bill
was summed up perfectly by my friend
the gentleman from lllinois when he
said that this bill was introduced last
week. So the bill was introduced last
week and now it is on the floor this
week, a complicated tax bill? | think
the oldest committee in the Congress,
the Committee on Ways and Means,
would have had an opportunity to di-
gest the details of this legislation, but
this must be some new mechanism that
we have developed here whereby on a
very important tax matter the legisla-
tion is introduced last week and it is
on the floor today for discussion with-
out incidentally having gone through
the committee, which for people like
myself happen to believe that this is
the basis of the Congress, sending legis-
lation through the committee so it
might be vetted properly and there
might be an opportunity for people to
examine the details of the legislation
before it is brought to the floor.

Let me speak specifically to the tax
cut mania that we are hearing in this
institution. What is striking about this
proposal, Mr. Speaker, is that, | want
to remind people, we have 130,000
troops in Irag who are serving with
honor and distinction every single day.
We have 12,000 more troops in Afghani-
stan who likewise are serving this
country admirably day in and day out.
So here is the strategy in the modern
Congress.

[0 1400

We are simultaneously fighting two
wars with three tax cuts.

One of the things that I am most
proud of during my time on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is that we
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were able to put together the details
that balanced the budget of the United
States for the first time, | believe, in
about 3% decades, and then we pro-
jected surpluses where we may well
have had the opportunity to repair So-
cial Security, to repair Medicare, to
spend some money on education and to
have done the things that we all desire
in terms of improving our environ-
ment. But the strategy afoot today in
the modern Congress is you introduce
the bill last week, and then you bring
it to the floor for a debate without
even going through the committee
process. So two wars, three tax cuts,
$500 billion in deficit, and there is no
vetting of this process in front of our
committees?

Let me speak specifically, if I can, to
the proposal of the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. WELLER). Let me tell the
gentleman, | know people like the
Hallihans. Here is the problem with
this proposal: What we give to them
with this hand, the alternative min-
imum tax takes away with the other
hand. For a family who already has dis-
covered a couple of weeks ago how fe-
rocious the alternative minimum tax
can be, they are going to discover that
with the headlines of marriage penalty
relief that there is a take-back provi-
sion.

So we are going to give them the ben-
efit today of what we deem to be or call
marriage penalty relief, and, guess
what, Mr. Speaker? The Hallihans are
about to discover that if they are a
married couple with two children who
make $72,000 a year, they are not going
to get any relief in this proposal be-
cause of the alternative minimum tax.

Now, | along with others have been
talking about the problem of the alter-
native minimum tax for the last few
years around here. | said recently sel-
dom have | ever been part of any issue
in the 16 years in which | have had the
honor to serve here where people said
to me, keep up the good work, we ap-
preciate what you are doing on both
sides of the aisle, and then we do not
do anything about it.

So let me go back to the Hallihans
for a second, because | expect that they
are going to know about alternative
minimum tax very quickly. If they
have two children and they take the
standard deduction with income of
$72,000 a year, let me repeat, they are
not going to get any tax relief with
this proposal. Part of the problem is
AMT, and part of the problem happens
to be the President’s tax cut proposals.

I am going to go back to what | said
at the beginning. How can we be fight-
ing two wars with three tax cuts? That
is what we ought to be discussing and
deliberating here. We passed $87 billion
for the war in Iraq, that on top of $60
billion, and everybody in this institu-
tion knows that after the election we
are going to need more money for the
Irag war and the Afghanistan war.

Where are we going to go to get it? |
do not know any businessman or busi-
nesswoman in America that could hope
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to run their company the way that we
are undertaking tax cut legislation in
the modern Congress.

Then on top of that, we stand at the
microphones and tell people, you are
going to get relief under this proposal,
and more relief under this provision.
Then they get their tax bill; and they
discover not only is there not any more
relief, but, because of alternative min-
imum tax, they are going to pay more.

There are two issues that we should
all be able to agree on in this Congress:
tax simplification, there ought to be an
appetite here for getting it done; and
the second part of this issue, we should
be fixing permanently the alternative
minimum tax. That is what we should
be doing.

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would note that this
House will be considering in the next
few weeks legislation for broad AMT
relief. In fact, 11 million taxpaying
families will benefit from the AMT re-
lief that we will pass later on in the
next few weeks.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GERLACH), a distinguished leader in the
effort to permanently eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to encourage my colleagues to
support H.R. 4181, a straightforward
piece of legislation that will provide
permanent marriage penalty tax relief.

First, I would like to express my
gratitude to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) and his staff for the
tireless work that they have done re-
garding marriage penalty relief over
the past years. The dedication of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
to providing married couples with tax
equality is admirable.

I would also like to convey my grati-
tude to the gentleman from California
(Chairman THOMAS) and the Committee
on Ways and Means staff and members
for their expertise and knowledge in
developing and moving forward with
this legislation. Their actions over the
past years to eliminate the marriage
penalty and to increase the child care
tax credit has greatly benefited Amer-
ican families and our economy.

Prior to 2001, the Tax Code penalized
many married couples by forcing them
to pay higher taxes after they married.
Two unmarried people living in the
same home frequently paid far less in
taxes than a married couple with the
same income. The 2001 Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act set out to rectify this situation.
These penalties would be phased out
beginning in 2005. By 2010, the standard
deduction and the 15 percent tax brack-
et for joint filers would be increased to
double those for single filers. However,

the bill included a sunset provision
that eliminated all of these benefits
after 2010.

Last year, this Congress took even
greater steps to provide tax relief for 35

H2431

million hard-working married couples
by accelerating this relief. Married
couples in 2003 and 2004 received twice
the standard deduction for single filers,
and the 15 percent tax bracket was dou-
bled to twice that for single filers.

Unfortunately, the accelerated relief
provided last year will expire after the
2004 tax year, and all penalty relief is
due to expire after 2010 as a result of
the 2001 act’s sunset provision.

Let me illustrate the effect of our tax
policy. In 2001, Mr. and Mrs. Smith
each earn $27,000 for a total household
income of $54,000. If they filed individ-
ually, they would each have a standard
deduction of $4,550, or a total of $9,100,
and both would fall into the 15 percent
tax bracket under the marginal rates
at that time. However, if they filed
jointly in 2001, they would only receive
a standard deduction of $7,600, because
the standard deduction for married
couples in 2001 was just 167 percent of
the individual standard deduction.

Further, the joint income of $54,000
would put them in the 27.5 percent
marginal tax bracket. So if they both
filed as individuals, their total tax
would be $6,734. If they filed jointly,
their tax would be $7,110, a marriage
penalty of $376.

Under the 2003 act’s tax cuts, Mr. and
Mrs. Smith could file a joint return in
2003 and 2004 tax years and receive the
standard deduction for a married cou-
ple of $9,500. This is equal to twice the
standard deduction for individuals.
They would also fall into the 15 percent
rate bracket. As joint filers, they are
treated no differently from an unmar-
ried couple.

What will happen to Mr. and Mrs.
Smith in tax year 2005? If the standard
deduction for the individual remains
the same and the Smiths filed sepa-
rately, they would each have a deduc-
tion of $4,750. Their total deduction
would be $9,500. That would put them
in the 15 percent rate bracket. As a
married couple in that tax year, their
deduction would be 174 percent of the
individual standard deduction. This
works out to $8,265. If the 15 percent
rate bracket income limit for single fil-
ers remained the same, they would re-
turn to the 27.5 bracket.

Over the next few years, Mr. and Mrs.
Smith would make out better as the
phase-in of the marriage penalty relief
continued. In 2010 they would return to
what they remember as the ‘“‘good old
days’ of 2003 and 204 when they were
treated the same as unmarried couples.
Unfortunately, in the following tax
year, the rug would be pulled out from
under them, and the Tax Code would
treat the Smiths in the same inequi-
table and unfair manner as it did be-
fore 2003.

H.R. 4181 will ensure that the mar-
riage penalty relief is not reduced next
year and that the relief stays in the
law permanently. As a result of this
legislation, couples will no longer have
to worry about incurring a tax penalty
just by getting married.

If we fail to act, more than 35 million
married couples will see an average tax
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increase of $300 in the 2005 tax year. In
2011, 35 million married couples would
see a tax increase of more than $700. In
many of our districts, that is the
equivalent of a month’s rent.

As we all work to help our economy
to continue to recover, the greatest
error we could make would be to allow
an increase on taxes on our families.
At a time in our allocating of Federal
funds to promote marriage for public
assistance beneficiaries, how can we
even consider allowing the return to a
Tax Code that penalizes married cou-
ples?

In conclusion, this is the right bill,
this is the right time, and | request all
of our Members to support the legisla-
tion on final passage.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), who was elected
on the same day as | was. | would point
out he is a member of the Committee
on Ways and Means, which generally is
in a position to take up these sorts of
issues.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

I too am concerned about the total
lack of process around here and what
we are supposed to be doing. My con-
cerns really do not go to the substance
of the bill or the policies, but the total
lack of process and the fact that we do
not even have a budget by which we
can gauge what our priorities ought to
be.

I am going to talk about something
here as a business person, that I am
looking forward to this tax cut a week
over the next several weeks, because |
think it is going to give us a wonderful
opportunity to explain to the American
people what is going on in this town.

Generally speaking, when you are in
business, you have a budget. You try to
decide what you are going to spend
money for and what you are going to
do. We do not have that, so we come
with these ad hoc tax bills, and the
mantra seems to be that a tax cut gen-
erates money; it does not cost money.
In fact, the majority party tries to
apply PAYGO rules only on the spend-
ing side and not to the tax side. It is
called a balance sheet. It is not a li-
ability sheet; it is a balance sheet. You
have to have both.

What | think they fail to understand
is that a tax cut today with borrowed
money is a tax increase tomorrow, and
it is called interest. We are now paying
over $300 billion a year in interest on
the national debt. If that was all that
we had to worry about, maybe we could
figure out a way to pay that back with
inflated dollars or in some way do
something to get us out of this hole, if
that is all we had to worry about.

I remember when Secretary Snow
came before the committee and | asked
him about interest. He said, oh, yes, it
is an obligation that must be paid. |
said, yes, it must be paid off the top.
Everyone who has borrowed money
knows about interest, and this bill
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today on the floor adds another $100
billion of unpaid-for tax consequences
that we will have to begin paying in-
terest on as we borrow it. Again, if that
was as far as it went, maybe we could
somehow justify that, if we had a budg-
et, which we do not.

But Secretary Snow, getting back to
him, when | asked him about interest,
he said, yes, it is, but this is nothing to
worry about, because the United States
economy is so large and this is such a
small percentage of GDP that the bor-
rowings we are incurring today, we can
handle them.

What he did not say was that back
when we did have a percentage of GDP
of borrowings this big, it was the
American people who were funding the
deficit, who were buying the I10Us of
the Treasury. That is not true today. |
want to tell the American people that
this is a national security issue, and |
hope | can explain why to them.

Last year we had a budget deficit
here in this town of over $370 billion.
Over 70 percent of that debt was pur-
chased by foreign interests. Let me say
that again: foreign interests are financ-
ing the deficit borrowing that this Con-
gress is doing.

I just want to know, how far are we
willing to go to mortgage our financial
future to foreign interests? According
to the Treasury Department, major
foreign holdings of U.S. Treasury secu-
rities now total over $1.6 trillion. Over
34 percent of the money, hard currency,
that we owe, is held by foreign inter-
ests. China alone holds over $200 bil-
lion. The Japanese hold over $600 bil-
lion. Furthermore, the Central Bank in
Beijing has increased their holdings of
United States debt by over 100 percent
since 2001.

You would be amazed at what is
going on here. We are borrowing money
to cut taxes, indicating that in tomor-
row’s day, our citizens will have a tax
increase because they must pay inter-
est on what we are unwilling to either
cut or unwilling to raise money for our
needs, particularly those soldiers, sail-
ors and Marines in Iraqg.
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We cannot even extend to them
$100,000 worth of life insurance because
they say they do not have the money,
and here they are going to spend $100
billion, borrowing 70 percent of it from
people around the world. As | say, | do
not have any problem with the sub-
stance, but this is the wrong way to do
it.

Let me just give an example. The
Caribbean Banking Centers, we owe
them $74 billion; Taiwan, over $50 bil-
lion; OPEC, who is raising prices, cut-
ting production of oil, while gasoline in
this country is $2 a gallon, OPEC owns
over $43 billion worth of our debt.
Korea, $37 billion; Singapore, $22 bil-
lion; Italy, $15 billion; Brazil, $15 bil-
lion; Thailand, $14 billion. We are put-
ting our country in hock all over the
world with this deficit spending that is
going on, and sooner or later, let me
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tell my colleagues this: sooner or later
those countries are going to say to the
American Treasury we do not want any
more debt, we are not going to buy at
a relatively low rate of interest your
paper any longer.

Do my colleagues know what is going
to happen then? Interest rates are
going to go up, because we are going to
have to hike the interest rates that we
are willing to pay for borrowed money
so somebody somewhere will buy it.
Again, that will directly result in a tax
increase on the American people and
particularly these young people.

We all are witnessing a generational
mugging, because my generation is
sending young men and young women
to Iraq to fight a war, we are borrowing
the money, taking a tax cut, my gen-
eration is taking a tax cut to borrow
the money from foreign interests and
giving them the bill when they get
home, some without an arm, some
without a leg. What is there to be
proud of about what we are doing here?
That is exactly what is happening.

Thankfully, the Wall Street Journal
finally picked up on this national secu-
rity argument | have been making for
7 or 8 months, about how crazy it is,
foolhardy it is, and how dangerous it is
to continue to borrow money from for-
eign interests. They said, ““Some would
argue,” in this Wall Street Journal ar-
ticle, ‘“‘that foreign countries would
never sell off U.S. debt. However, eco-
nomic history shows a number of times
when countries have subordinated their
economic interests to political goals
and clout.”

Some day, | do not know when, in the
future, China, Japan, any of these
other countries that | read, the Carib-
bean Banking Centers, OPEC, you
name it, some day they are going to
say we do not see the world as the
United States does, and we are going to
either threaten to dump this debt or we
are going to sell off, in which case it
will have a direct effect on the markets
of this country.

Thankfully, Wall Street is beginning
to wake up to this national security
issue of being held hostage and in hock
financially to foreign interests who
may or may not see the world as we do
in the future.

| think again that there is no way to
overemphasize how dangerous this
course of action is. This bill is just one
little symptom of a far greater problem
that we have in this country and in
this Congress, and that is the absolute
unwillingness to ask the American peo-
ple to sacrifice anything in the event of
war. We are at war in Afghanistan, at
war against terrorists, at war in lIraq,
and nobody in this country is asked to
do anything except the men and women
in uniform, the Reservists and the
Guardsmen who are fighting. Nobody
else has been asked to do anything ex-
cept take a tax cut, and when they see
the terrorists flare up we are advised
by the administration to go shopping.

This is really a sad day. This bill is a
symptom of a far greater problem, and
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I look forward to laying out how much
we owe to foreign interests and what it
means to this country if they ever de-
cide to change their mind about wheth-
er or not they will buy our paper.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, as | pre-
pare to yield to the gentleman from II-
linois 1 would note that later during
this debate we are going to be debating
a Democratic alternative which, ac-
cording to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, raises taxes on individuals
and small business by $207 billion.
Think what that will mean to our
economy.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

| rise today to voice my support for
H.R. 4181, the permanent repeal of the
marriage tax penalty.

On June 7, 2001, President Bush
signed a repeal of the burdensome mar-
riage penalty tax as part of the 2001
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act. With this, President
Bush lifted the unconscionable burden
for millions of Americans taxed more
than other citizens simply because
they were married.

If H.R. 4181 is not passed this year,
married couples will be required to pay
20 percent more in Federal taxes than
unmarried Americans earning the same
income. And in 2010, they once again
will be paying the exorbitant marriage
taxes in place before tax relief was en-
acted in 2001.

One of the many charges the Pre-
amble of the United States Constitu-
tion requires of us who serve in govern-
ment is to promote the general welfare
of the people of this Nation. Before
President Bush took office the econ-
omy was heading into a recession. The
Nation was shocked and the recession
made worse when the attacks of Sep-
tember 11 took place. The acceleration
of the President’s tax cuts returned
money to the pockets of American citi-
zens, the people best qualified to rein-
vest and spend their own money on
their businesses and consumer goods.
The increased spending which has re-
sulted from these tax cuts has led to
the steady improvement of the econ-
omy, a steady improvement which we
as a nation continue to enjoy.

The repeal of the marriage penalty is
also an important step in strength-
ening marriages and families in this
country. The idea that couples were
and could be again penalized by incur-
ring taxes for getting married is unac-
ceptable. It is wrong that a nation
would lay a tax on marriage in any
way, shape, or form.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of H.R. 4181, and | urge my col-
leagues to support and pass this legis-
lation.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, there are 10 million people,
married households who are going to
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get no benefits from this proposal; 3
million more are only going to get part
of the benefits. That means we are de-
nying 13 million married households a
benefit that is being promised to them
today because of alternative minimum
tax.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, | think
we ought to look at the record. Under
this monolithic Republican govern-
ment that we have here in Washington,
2.6 million jobs have been lost, long-
term unemployment is at a record
high, we have gone from a $5.6 trillion
surplus in the Federal budget to a
nearly $3 trillion deficit. This year
alone the budget deficit is expected to
reach $500 billion, primarily due to the
President’s and the congressional Re-
publicans’ economic program.

Mr. Speaker, 4 million people lost
their health insurance, and 1.3 million
people have gone into poverty. Median
annual income for middle class fami-
lies is down by $1,400.

Yet, instead of extending the tem-
porary unemployment benefit program
that expired in December and address-
ing the litany of problems that | have
mentioned, the Republican bill before
us today continues the kind of reckless
policy that has been pursued by the
Bush administration and by the leaders
in this House.

The bill will cost approximately $100
billion over the next 10 years, all of
which will need to be borrowed because
Republicans provide no offset to pay
for these tax cuts. This will further in-
crease the debt tax that Americans
must pay to ensure that our country
does not go into bankruptcy. And, as is
the case with most Republican tax
bills, when you look at the fine print,
you find even more reasons to worry.

Thirteen million middle income fam-
ilies, 26 percent of married couples
earning between $75,000 and $100,000,
and 60 percent of married couples earn-
ing between $100,000 and $200,000, re-
ceive no benefit or scanty benefits
from this bill. Additionally, the Repub-
lican tax bill is shortchanging our
most needy families.

While this bill makes the new $3,000
earned income tax credit permanent, it
forces low-income families to wait 4
years before receiving the full benefits
of the bill. All other marriage penalty
relief provisions are accelerated under
this bill, except the one benefit that is
aimed at those people who need it the
most.

When it comes to the wealthiest
Americans, the Republican bill makes
sure that no multimillionaire is left
behind. Families with incomes over $1
million will be twice as likely as other
families to collect the bill’s full bene-
fits.

The Democratic substitute, on the
other hand, would make the marriage
penalty relief permanent without bor-
rowing a single dollar. The Democratic
bill pays for its tax relief through a
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rate adjustment for married couples
earning over $1 million a year. The
Democratic substitute adjusts the al-
ternative minimum tax to ensure that
middle class families see all of the ben-
efits we are promising them today. It
also accelerates the phase-in of the
highest earned income tax credit that
is used by lower income families.

The Democrats’ bill provides 13 mil-
lion families with twice as much tax
relief, and all married couples earning
less than $1 million each year will re-
ceive more benefits under the Demo-
cratic proposal.

So the Democratic bill deals in a
much fairer way, a much more equi-
table way, and in a way that is going to
provide benefits which will be bene-
ficial to the families who will receive
them, because they will receive them
now, and beneficial to our economy be-
cause we will not have to borrow the
money in order to pay for it.

So if you are a multimillionaire, you
are probably going to like the bill that
has been presented to us by the Repub-
lican Party and the White House. If
you are a middle class American, you
are not going to like it, because what-
ever scanty benefits you do get under
their bill we are going to have to bor-
row the money to provide those bene-
fits, and you will have to pay back that
money with interest in the near future.
And to the extent that you are not pay-
ing it back, middle class families, your
children will have to pay it back. That
is the enormous problem with this
piece of tax legislation.

We need to return to the sound fiscal
policies that we had during the decade
of the 1990s when people were working
and we had fairness and justice in our
tax policies as well.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, there are
clear differences being outlined here
today. Democrats are proposing a $270
billion tax increase, the Republicans
are proposing a simple extension of ex-
isting marriage tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ENGLISH).
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, | am

simply going to build on the introduc-
tion and comments of my friend, the
gentleman from Illinois. We have al-
ready heard about what this under-
lying bill is about. H.R. 4181 is one of
the fundamental tax equity issues that
will come up in this Congress. We are
talking about extending and making
permanent the relief that we have ex-
tended to working couples and end per-
manently the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a vote about
mortgaging our future, about Iraq,
about macroeconomic policy, or even
about the budget deficit. This is a nar-
row, important issue that speaks to
fundamental tax equity for working
families, and | speak from experience
on this.

Twelve years ago when my wife and |
were married, she was a teacher, | was
a staffer for the State legislature work-
ing for someone who is now a colleague
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of mine. When we got married, we
ended up paying several thousand more
dollars in taxes. That was an absolute
absurdity. When we ran the figures, we
were astounded to find this marriage
tax penalty, and | am proud to say
since | have come to Congress, | have
been fighting consistently on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to perma-
nently correct this problem.

Now, our friends on the other side
want the revenue. They do not want to
provide the relief to the families. They
want this important fix to our tax sys-
tem to expire next year and effectively
raise taxes on working families, not on
multimillionaires. Give me a break. |
was not a multimillionaire a few years
ago when | was first contending with
this.

This is not a reckless policy, as our
friend from New York characterized it.
This is about fundamental tax fairness.
And if our friends on the other side of
the aisle are in favor of that, if our
friends on the other side of the aisle
are against punishing families who
happen to choose to get married, then
I think they need to join us in sup-
porting this fundamental, straight-
forward tax reform bill that | think
draws a clear contrast between the two
parties.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, it certainly is a contrast be-
tween the two parties. To suggest that
this is not about paying for Iraq and
Afghanistan is ridiculous. Of course it
is. We are borrowing the money to pay
for Irag and Afghanistan: $87 billion. Of
course this is entirely relevant.

Also, | do not believe that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means brought
this issue up. Maybe | was not there
that day.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN),
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, we have
two alternatives before us; that is not
always true on this floor. Often Demo-
crats are not allowed a substitute. This
time we have been granted that. We
should always have that, by the way.
Always, always.

The alternatives are very different.
The issue is not whether we want this
to expire, | say to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH). We do
not. And surely it is not a question of
fundamental tax fairness. Indeed, the
opposite is true when you look at your
proposal.

First of all, it does discriminate be-
tween couples of certain income brack-
ets and couples in lower income brack-
ets. My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle do that. They differentiate,
indeed, they discriminate. Why dis-
criminate against working people who
have less income and help working peo-
ple who have more? What is the rea-
son? What is the reason?
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Well, | remember when we argued
over the child credit, and my col-
leagues thought it was defensible to
differentiate between those with Kids
who have certain incomes and those
who have kids with less and lower in-
comes. All right. That is one difference
between the two alternatives.

Another relates to the alternative
minimum tax. And here, to put it
charitably, my colleague is not telling
it like it is. Because essentially what
my colleague is going to do is to give
to millions of couples with one hand,
and they are allowing it to be taken
back with another. Indeed, the figures
| think are pretty clear that about half
of what would be given through this
will be taken back by the alternative
minimum tax. One-half.

Millions of couples who think, be-
cause of my colleagues’ advertisement,
that they are going to get some help on
a permanent basis, are going to have
that taken back when they face the al-
ternative minimum tax.

My colleagues have not faced up to
the impact of the alternative minimum
tax, period. Millions and millions and
millions of taxpayers are going to fall
within it because of my colleagues’ in-
action. And it is always next year they
say that they are going to do some-
thing about it.

So that is a second difference be-
tween the two bills. We do not dis-
criminate between married couples ac-
cording to their income and differen-
tiate against those who have lesser in-
come. And we do not give with one
hand and take back with another. We
address the alternative minimum tax
issue.

And, thirdly, and my Democratic col-
leagues have talked about this, and it
relates, really, to the AMT, is my Re-
publican colleagues’ fiscal irrespon-
sibility. They do not pay for this at all.
They say the more debt, | guess, the
better. That is their philosophy. The
more the national debt goes up, the
better. The deeper the hole, their phi-
losophy is, dig it deeper and my col-
leagues think over time growth as
some magic wand will fill in a deepened
hole. That is irresponsible. Indeed, it is
worse than that: it is dangerous.

So there are three basic differences
between those two alternatives and
why | urge serious consideration, in-
deed, all of my colleagues to vote for
the substitute. It does not discriminate
according to income. It addresses the
alternative minimum tax so we will
not take back from millions those that
we pretend, or my colleagues pretend,
to help; and it is fiscally responsible.

And if my colleagues vote otherwise,
essentially what they want is not tax
equity; they want what they think is a
political issue. They are dead wrong.
Americans do not want discrimination
against low-income families. They do
not want them to say one thing and
then another thing be done through op-
eration of the AMT.

And | think they are increasingly
sick and tired of the fiscal irrespon-
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sibility of the majority in this House,
the majority in the other House, and
the chief executive of this country.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | have a
note that this House will be consid-
ering broad AMT relief in the next few
weeks.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), a
senior member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
for yielding this time to me. | want to
compliment him that he has been a
complete hero with regard to doing
away with the marriage penalty, and
he has been fighting for this for many,
many years.

The previous speaker, | can under-
stand his sensitivity to alternative
minimum tax because it was part of
the Democrat Party that really made
this worse in 1993 with the tax increase
of President Clinton. If my memory is
correct, not one Republican supported
that particular piece of legislation.

We are in the process, as the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) said,
of working on a bill that will help
clean that up. The alternative min-
imum tax is a very harmful tax, and it
is one that should be put to rest for-
ever.

The marriage penalty, however,
which is under discussion today, one
would not know it to listen to the
other side, but this penalty for many
Americans, it is wrong; it is wrong for
the government to promote marriage
and family and at the same time to fi-
nancially penalize couples for getting
married and having two incomes. Can
you imagine that?

Approximately 1.8 million Florida
couples, that is 3.6 million people, ben-
efit from the repeal of this unfair tax.
In particular, the penalty is especially
harmful to younger couples starting
out together. These are not million-
aires, Mr. Speaker, by any stretch of
the imagination. They are struggling
young people who are trying to raise a
family, pay their mortgage, put gro-
ceries on the table, and go on with
their lives and at the same time to
save for college education, which we
are hearing a lot about in a lot of rhet-
oric in this Presidential campaign.

Without passage of H.R. 4181, these
couples would see their taxes go up an
average of $300 a year. That is $300 that
could be used and be saved for college
education or put simply for house pay-
ments.

I am proud to be an original cospon-
sor of this legislation. And | urge all
my colleagues, and 1 am sure many
Democrats will join with us, to support
this important piece of legislation.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from |Illinois (Mr.
WELLER). Today we will vote on perma-
nently ending what is perhaps one of
the most unfair taxes in the U.S. Tax
Code: the tax on marriage.
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The marriage penalty rose from a
1960s change in tax law to relieve what
was perceived as an unfair burden on
single taxpayers. At that time, a spe-
cial deduction was also created to re-
lieve the effects of the marriage pen-
alty. However, during the 1986 Tax Act
when Congress reduced all tax rates, a
special allowance was repealed for sin-
gle filers; but the marriage penalty has
remained and has existed ever since,
with only temporary respite.

Today we must end it, permanently.
Paying more in income taxes because
one is married makes as much sense as
paying more for a loaf of bread simply
because they chose to be someone’s
wife or husband.

The Tax Code should not discrimi-
nate between people who are single and
people who are married. When couples
say ‘“‘l do,” | do not think they were re-
ferring to the IRS. Half of all mar-
riages in this Nation end in divorce,
and less than half of all children spend
their childhood years in a two-parent
family. We need to be supportive of
families in America, not punish them.

We must ensure the Tax Code treats
single and dual earners equally. It is
simply wrong for anyone to pay more
in taxes simply because they exchange
marriage vows.

I urge my colleagues to end this un-
fair taxation.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank my good friend from
Ilinois (Mr. WELLER) for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
support of H.R. 4181 because | know
how critical this tax relief is to so
many American married couples and
hard-working families. This Congress
must permanently extend the increased
standard deduction and the 15 percent
individual income tax bracket expan-
sion for married taxpayers.

As a Congressman representing both
Charleston and Myrtle Beach, | recog-
nize the great impact these types of
tax cuts have upon our economy, espe-
cially in keeping the travel and tourist
industry alive and well. By continuing
to provide this tax relief to married
couples filing jointly, more American
families will be able to take vacations
and spend time together at our golf
courses and hotels and museums and
beaches and historic places.

With so many perils and stresses fac-
ing parents in today’s society, it is
more important than ever for families
to get away and enjoy life and
strengthen family bonds. Tourism is
the largest industry in my area and
serves as the backbone of the local
economy. It grows our economy, gen-
erates jobs, and provides for capital in-
vestments in South Carolina.

Last year alone, my district hosted
more than 18 million visitors, nearly a
7 percent increase over the previous
year. These visitors and the businesses
that caters to them, spent $5.1 billion
in 2003 compared with $4.7 in 2002.
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Jobs, those directly and indirectly
linked to the tourism industry, grew
by 8.9 percent to $93,702, while wages
increased by 9.4 percent to an aggre-
gate of $1.28 billion. I believe that all of
this would not be possible without lim-
iting the marriage penalty and putting
in place the President’s tax cuts that
have done so much to spur the econ-
omy.

The institution of marriage is under
attack from so many angles including
the courts and some segments of the
media and popular culture. Our tax
system should not serve to weaken the
bonds of marriage; instead, it should
serve to strengthen this great institu-
tion by ending the marriage penalty
forever. How can we tell American fam-
ilies that they will have to pay nearly
$90 billion in new taxes over the next 10
years? Not on our watch.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today in support of H.R.
4181, which will end the marriage pen-
alty once and for all. It is time to put
this debate to rest, and it is time to
abolish this Nation’s anti-family tax
policies.

When we pass this legislation, this
House is making a statement that we
as lawmakers will not stand for a Tax
Code that punishes married couples. To
place an additional tax burden on mar-
ried couples simply because they are
married is crazy. The Federal Govern-
ment cannot be passing tax laws which
are designed to drive people apart rath-
er than bringing families together. It is
counterintuitive.

Unfortunately, many of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
say, well, who cares. After all, they
say, the government needs more
money, and we should be the ones to
decide who to redistribute the wealth
to based on our concept of what is
good.

Mr. Speaker, | believe the Federal
Government should have tax policy
that has three fundamental caveats: it
needs to be pro-growth; it needs to be
pro-opportunity; and, most impor-
tantly, it needs to be pro-family.

Social engineering has been practiced
by the other party, and it has had very
negative results on our society.

Mr. Speaker, this House must pass
H.R. 4181 to ensure that the marriage
penalty relief is made permanent. The
majority in this House has been an ad-
vocate for families by passing needed
tax relief for hard-working families,
expanding the child tax credit. Passage
of this bill shows that this House is
committed to this Nation’s families. A
fall-back to the old fashioned and anti-
family tax policies that this Nation
faced prior to President Bush taking
office is unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, | call on my colleagues
to support our Nation’s families and to
support H.R. 4181. | am proud to be a
cosponsor of this bill, and I will be very
proud to go back home and tell my
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constituents that this House is work-
ing for them and for their families.
Vote ‘““yes’” on H.R. 4181.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, | rise today in full sup-
port of H.R. 4181. There is no doubt
that our society is overtaxed when we
are talking about people simply be-
cause they decide to get married. The
Federal Government has no business
punishing people for making a choice.
And that is essentially what this tax is,
a punishment for choosing to get mar-
ried.
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Prior to 2001 the standard deduction
married couples could take was less
than that allowed for two single tax-
payers. There is something wrong with
that picture. Are we saying single peo-
ple deserve more of their money back
than married people? We need to do all
we can to make the Tax Code fairer.
Passing H.R. 4181 to extend full mar-
riage penalty relief through 2010 and
beyond so that marriage tax equity be-
comes a permanent law is a great first
step.

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about
people’s money, not ours. Let us get it
back in their pockets so they can save
for a down payment on a house, buy a
car, buy clothes for the kids or spend it
in whichever way they see fit.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of H.R. 4181, to help ease the tax burden
placed on hard working American fam-
ilies.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) earlier spoke
of the need for tax relief, and other
speakers on the other side have offered
different proposals suggesting that we
should proceed down this road of tax
cuts regardless of whether or not we
are going to need this money for Iraq
and for Afghanistan.

Now, let me go back to the point that
I raised earlier in this debate, and I
hope people are listening. Without bat-
ting an eye in this institution, we bor-
rowed $87.5 billion for the war in Iraq.
Now, the only reason we did not hear
the real cost of the war in Iraq is be-
cause people would have reacted very
differently. Everybody in this institu-
tion today, the people that are watch-
ing, the people that are here as guests,
they know you are going to need more
money for Iraq and Afghanistan. Tens
of billions of dollars more will be need-
ed for Iraq and Afghanistan.

For years Democrats were accused of
being the party of fiscal irrespon-
sibility even though we set the Nation
on the right course in the mid-nineties
with record surpluses, record economic
growth, unparalleled prosperity, and
we demonstrated you could balance the
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budget and still fix Social Security and
Medicare.

Today we are, and | want people to
listen to this carefully, we are bor-
rowing the money for this tax proposal
before us today, borrowing the money
and sending the bill to our children. We
are fighting two wars. For the first
time in our history we are having tax
cuts at the same time that we are
fighting two wars. We watch the red
ink everywhere, $500 billion this year
in deficit, and the answer here is let us
add more to it.

The President comes forward with a
proposal to finance the war in lraq,
which | voted for because | thought
those soldiers needed the best equip-
ment and best supplies we could pro-
vide them with, but we borrowed the
money to do it. And the answer today
is, let us borrow money for tax cuts to
pay for these proposals. And then peo-
ple like myself who have been talking
about alternative minimum tax for
years here were told, well, do not
worry because we are just going to do
this in a couple of weeks. We are going
to fix the alternative minimum tax in
a couple of weeks.

The alternative minimum tax prob-
lem is going to cost $500 billion to $600
billion to fix. We will not fix it in 2 or
3 weeks here. Everybody knows it. We
will have the tax cut of the week in an
effort to massage the numbers.

Let me give you another specific
quick example of what we seek. The
AMT problem reaches in to more fami-
lies based upon the more Kkids you
have. So the families who take the
standard deduction and have four Kkids
with incomes of $64,000, they are not
getting any benefit from this proposal
today because what they are offering
them on one hand, they are taking
away on the other. So they suggest we
will give you marriage penalty relief,
and then the IRS is going to say, aha,
take those deductions for those chil-
dren, take the HOPE credit, and let us
tell you what is going to come of it.

What is going to come of it is you are
bumped into alternative minimum tax
and you will be hit with a bigger bill
than you originally would have had.

Now, let me offer some of my polit-
ical DNA on this issue as a Democrat.
I have proposed getting rid, outright,
of alternative minimum tax. Just re-
pealing it. That would force this insti-
tution and the other body to speak spe-
cifically to the issue of the tax cuts
that we have seen here, reckless dis-
regard for the future of this Nation’s fi-
nancial security. We are going to need
that money for the international com-
mitment that we have made in lIraqg
and Afghanistan and in the war on ter-
ror.

We will need to fix Social Security.
We will need to fix Medicare for gen-
erations to come. That is not irrespon-
sible to have used those surpluses dur-
ing the Clinton-Rubin years to pay for
the basic requests of the American peo-

le.

P This is not an issue that is 20 years
off. The baby boomers begin to retire
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in 2011. We are going to need the re-
sources for that. And to the question
that was referenced earlier, the sugges-
tion that we are proposing a $206 bil-
lion tax increase, we are going to need
$300 billion for the war in Irag.

I will remind this body, General
Shinseki said, You need tens of thou-
sands of more troops. He got fired for
his wisdom. Lawrence Lindsey, by the
way, the architect of the President’s
economic policies, said 200- to $300 mil-
lion. He got fired because he had the
audacity to suggest the truth to our re-
spective bodies.

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, as we bring this debate
to a close on this legislation, | really
believe we need to bring it back into
focus. We have had a lot of peripheral
issues that have been thrown out there,
and this is really what this legislation
does. It is a simple extension of exist-
ing law, existing law that eliminates
the marriage tax penalty for 36 million
married working couples.

The example of a couple in the dis-
trict that | represent who are those
who face higher taxes if we fail to pass
this legislation law is a couple by the
name of Jose and Magdalena Castillo of
Joliet, Illinois. They have a little boy
and a little girl, Eduardo and Carolina.
They are a hard working couple, and
like 36 million married working cou-
ples, they could pay higher taxes un-
less this legislation becomes law.

In 2001 and 2003 we worked with
President Bush and we succeeded in es-
sentially wiping out the marriage tax
penalty for 36 million low income and
middle class married working couples.
For the Castillo family of Joliet, Illi-
nois, it meant $1,125. Think about that.
In Joliet, Illinois, that is a couple se-
mesters worth of tuition at the com-
munity college. It pays several months
of daycare. It is a down payment on a
home. It is money they can put in their
retirement account or their education
savings account to help their children.

The Castillos, like millions of mar-
ried working couples, could face higher
taxes. Now, it is estimated that if we
fail to pass this legislation into law
that next year millions of couples will
receive a tax increase of about $300 mil-
lion as a portion of that marriage tax
penalty if reimposed. And then in 2010
if we fail to make permanent the elimi-
nation of the marriage tax penalty,
they could see about a $1,000 increase
in their taxes. And over that 10-year
time, 36 million married working cou-
ples could receive about $100 billion in
higher taxes, just because they are
married, and that is what this is all
about.

We hear a lot of rhetoric but this is
pretty simple legislation. We are doing
a simple extension of existing law that
is due to sunset this year, and if we fail
to extend it 36 million married working
couples will suffer higher taxes just be-
cause they are married.
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So | urge my colleagues to join with
us. Let us work in a bipartisan fashion.
Our efforts to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty enjoyed bipartisan support.
Let us focus on what this issue is, and
that is bringing fairness to the Tax
Code. So | ask my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to think of the
Castillo family when they vote to
make permanent today the elimination
of the marriage tax penalty.

I urge a no vote on the substitute
which contains a $207 billion tax in-
crease on individuals and small busi-
ness. | urge a no vote to reject that and
I ask for an aye vote to make perma-
nent the elimination of the marriage
tax penalty. Who benefits? Thirty-six
million hard working married couples
where both the husband and wife are in
the workforce. And it is just a common
sense question. Why should they have
to pay higher taxes just because they
are married? We have made a commit-
ment to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty. Let us make it permanently
eliminated so it never comes back.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to this bill. No one in this body believes
that the “marriage penalty” is fair. No one be-
lieves that if you are married, you should have
to pay more taxes than if you were single or
filing separately.

But that is not the debate we are having
today, regardless of what the majority says.
The trust is, we are debating whether Con-
gress should continue to finance tax cuts out
of Social Security and Medicare. The budget
deficit this year is already more than half a tril-
lion dollars. A 10-year budget outlook once
projected to have a surplus of $5.6 trillion is
now a deficit of more than $4 trillion. The pas-
sage of this bill will only make matters worse.

Americans believe in responsibility. Our val-
ues tell us that when you pass tax cuts, you
have to pay for them. But this Republican
marriage penalty bill will cost $96 billion over
the next 10 years—none of it paid for. These
are not the Democrats’ numbers—they are
from the non-partisan Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. And that is only the beginning, with the
majority expecting to take up more tax bills in
the coming weeks. All equally expensive—
none of them paid for, threatening economic
growth, ballooning interest rates, and costing
us jobs. This is in addition to a Republican
budget that rejects pay-as-you-go rules that
Alan Greenspan says are essential if we are
to continue our tentative economic recovery.

What became of the Republican Party that
preached fiscal discipline and responsibility?
By contrast, the Democratic plan would pro-
vide more than twice as much tax relief with-
out threatening economic growth. It would help
middle-class families and ensure that tax relief
from marriage penalty is not reduced by the
Alternative Minimum Tax, as it is under the
Republican bill. And above all, it would be
paid for. Reject this bill and support the Demo-
cratic substitute.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of repealing the penalty on people
who choose to marry. It seems strange that
the tax code discriminates against married
couples. It's even stranger that there are many
in this body who are opposed to fixing this
problem.
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The President and the Congressional major-
ity have worked hard to enact marriage pen-
alty relief. Because of demands from the other
side, this relief will end next year. That means
an automatic tax increase in an economy that
is coming out of a recession. Mr. Speaker, we
must pass this legislation to permanently ex-
tend this relief.

As we attempt to eliminate this discrimina-
tion in the tax code, | will continue my work to
repeal the marriage penalty that affects many
couples on Social Security. Yes . . . there is
also a “marriage penalty” that occurs when
Social Security benefits are taxed. As a result,
I have introduced legislation to increase the in-
come threshold for couples to double that of
individuals to end this unequal treatment in the
tax code that discourages marriage among
seniors.

Certainly our seniors should not have to
worry about losing Social Security benefits be-
cause they are married or want to marry.

Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today we will be voting on important legisla-
tion; legislation that will help roughly 21 million
young Americans financially. | am speaking
about marriage penalty relief. Thanks to the
peculiarities of the tax code, when married
couples earn roughly the same salaries, they
tend to pay more in taxes than they would if
both were single filers. Our previous action to
extend this tax relief benefit has encouraged
marriage and saved the average married cou-
ple $1,400 a year, allowing them to spend on
items that support their families.

This discrepancy financially penalizes cou-
ples for doing nothing more than choosing to
get married, which creates a strong disincen-
tive for people to build families. With a break-
down of the family and high divorce rates, we
need to strengthen marriage—not weaken it.
As every study shows, children fare best and
have the most promising life prospects when
they are raised in intact families. Promoting
marriage has the potential to significantly de-
crease poverty and dependence, increase
child well-being and adult happiness, and to
provide the safest environment for women and
children.

Mr. Speaker, letting the tax penalty relief ex-
pire would cost families $1,400 a year. The
federal government should not be picking
pockets of people just because they are mar-
ried. If we do not extend the marriage penalty
tax relief today, Uncle Sam will not only once
again be taking a gift at the wedding reception
instead of giving one, but will also be contrib-
uting to the breakdown of our basic social in-
stitution, marriage.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of H.R. 4181, an Act that will make
the marriage penalty tax relief permanent. This
unfair provision must be permanently stricken
from the tax code so individuals who enter into
the sanctity of marriage re no longer penalized
when they file their taxes. Marriage is the
highest form of commitment between a man
and a woman, and we should be encouraging
this union—not penalizing it.

Since the 1960's, this archaic standard has
been penalizing married couples for simply fil-
ing their tax returns as husband and wife. For-
tunately, in 2001 we successfully eliminated
this unfair provision by passing the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act. Be-
cause of this important legislation, over 42 mil-
lion married couples are now treated equally
when they file their taxes. This tax cut has
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spurred our economy’s recovery and created
thousands of jobs. By putting taxpayer money
back in the hands of the American people, we
reduce their economic burden and empower
them to spend their money in a manner they
see fit.

We must pass this important legislation and
continue to provide this much needed relief to
American families. We should never underesti-
mate the good that can be accomplished
when families are able to keep more of their
money and make spending decisions based
on their needs. Congress needs to finish the
job we started of promoting economic respon-
sibility and long-term economic growth by
making these cuts permanent. Let's do what is
right for the American economy and America’s
families.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, today
| rise in support of H.R. 4181, to making per-
manent the repeal of the Marriage Penalty Tax
that has helped 30 million married Americans
since 2001.

Married couples rely upon this tax relief for
purchasing a new home, saving for their chil-
dren’s college education, and setting up retire-
ment savings plans. Now, nor ever, do | see
a reason why nearly 1.1 million married cou-
ples in New Jersey should be re-penalized
and forced to pay higher taxes simply because
they decided to get married and start a family.
Allowing this tax benefit to expire would also
be counterproductive to the strength our econ-
omy continues to show.

Americans scored a major victory in 2001
when Congress and President Bush ad-
dressed one of the most unjust provisions of
the tax code by reducing the Marriage Penalty
Tax. Congress furthered our commitment last
year to reducing taxes under the Jobs and
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003,
where Congress accelerated the seven year
phase-in of the marriage penalty relief.

As a result, today, the standard deduction
for married couples stands at $9,500—twice
the value that it is for a single individual, and
the upper limit on the 15 percent tax bracket
for married filers is twice the income limit for
single filers. Under current law, each of these
tax benefits for married couples will be re-
duced next year and fully expire in 2010, if we
do not act to make the repeal permanent.

If Congress does not act, beginning in 2011,
the standard deduction for married couples will
be reduced, forcing 30 million more couples to
pay more taxes.

The Marriage Penalty tax is inherently un-
fair. The Federal Government should not force
working couples, through an archaic tax code,
to pay higher taxes.

The Marriage Penalty Tax weakens the
foundation of one of society’s most sacred in-
stitutions: marriage. We cannot turn back the
clock after making such great strides in pro-
viding this sensible, meaningful tax relief. And
quite frankly Mr. Speaker, families are count-
ing on this relief.

So today, | urge my colleagues to build on
our ongoing efforts to provide tax relief for all
hard working Americans. Let's pass Marriage
Penalty Tax relief for the millions of working
couples.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, fixing the
“marriage penalty” and increasing the earned
income tax credit (EITC) for low-income fami-
lies are important and long-overdue steps to-
ward tax fairness. | support both measures but
wish that Congress had made reducing the tax
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burden for dual-income middle-class families
and those most in need of tax relief its top pri-
ority 3 years ago, instead of focusing tax relief
primarily on the wealthiest Americans.

Improving the fairness of our tax code is a
laudable goal. The Bush tax policies passed
by Congress have added significantly to our
national deficit. Congress need not continue to
exacerbate the budget while providing reason-
able tax relief. As this legislation is written,
over $100 billion will be added to our national
deficit. The Democratic Substitute, which |
support, instead would pay for marriage pen-
alty relief and an increase in the EITC by re-
ducing tax cuts available to couples earning
more than one million dollars a year. The
Democratic proposal provides a more respon-
sible manner of providing tax fairness that
does not further burden future generations
with more debt.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to op-
pose the fiscally irresponsible and inadequate
H.R. 4181, “Make Permanent Marriage Pen-
alty Relief,” and in support of the Democratic
Substitute that helps more families and is fis-
cally responsible.

The Republicans have brought a bill to the
floor that is not paid for. In fact, their plan
would add $105 billion over the next 10 years
to the federal budget deficit.

In contrast, the Democratic substitute pro-
vides marriage penalty tax relief to more
Americans than the Republicans bill, but pays
for it in a fair manner by limiting tax cuts for
the wealthiest Americans.

The Democratic substitute provides more
marriage penalty relief to 13 million families
than the GOP bill by ensuring that tax relief
from the marriage penalty is not taken away or
reduced by the alternative minimum tax. The
Republican bill denies full marriage penalty tax
relief to 13 million families next year, including
more than 25 percent of the middle-class fam