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Again, about 6 million of them a year 

inappropriately choose that filing sta-
tus when they should not, and it causes 
great problems to them and to the IRS. 
In fact, the IRS gets over a million 
calls a year just about filing status. At 
any given time, there are 18 million 
people who might be subject to audit 
because they choose the wrong filing 
status. Being subject to audit, espe-
cially to lower-income taxpayers, is 
devastating, and so we are trying to 
help those people. 

It also expands the 1040EZ and the 
1040A by allowing taxpayers with up to 
$100,000 in taxable income, rather than 
$50,000, and who have interest pay-
ments, to be able to use these shorter 
forms. 

What is the difference? The normal 
tax forms takes on average 28.5 hours 
to fill out. The 1040EZ, 3.5 hours. That 
is a huge time savings for Americans 
who do not have enough time to do the 
things that they want to do, to take 
that time away from filling out taxes. 
Again, it is a tremendous savings of 
money and time. 

Yes, the IRS may be looking at this, 
but they have not done it, and it is the 
right thing to do, so let us do it. It has 
not been adjusted since 1982. 

Finally, getting rid of some of these 
deadwood provisions is extremely im-
portant, cleaning up the code for indi-
viduals because people make mistakes 
based on these inaccurate provisions in 
the code. We have gone through it 
using the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, professional analysis, to deter-
mine what is appropriate and what is 
not. 

This is good government legislation. 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to strongly support this. 

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

Mr. Speaker, our honorable chairman 
mentioned maybe we should rename 
the act because we had been criticizing 
it, and maybe call it the ‘‘Taxpayer Ra-
tionalization Act.’’ Well, I had already 
proposed calling it the ‘‘All Sizzle and 
No Steak Taxpayer Act,’’ and certainly 
we would accept that moniker. 

The honorable chairman indicated 
that we are unfairly criticizing the bill, 
but I might mention, we are only criti-
cizing it because it is wrong. Adding 
‘‘single’’ to the ‘‘head of household’’ is 
just simply incorrect. If it was so sim-
ple, we would not have to be debating 
and talking about it so much. 

In fact, the Tax Code contains 1.4 
million words, 10,000 of which have 
been added since the gentleman from 
California (Chairman THOMAS) got into 
the majority, and now we can make 
that 10,001 words, as we add the word 
‘‘single,’’ although it certainly is incor-
rect. 

I feel that in looking at this we have 
to clarify what the bill does and does 
not do by asking ourselves certain 
questions and asking the author cer-
tain questions about the intent of the 
bill. 

The questions would be: Does the bill 
deny the tax benefits of head of house-

hold status to a married woman whose 
husband has abandoned her and the 
kids? And the answer to that would be 
‘‘no.’’ 

Does the bill deny tax benefits of 
head of household status to a married 
man who is legally separated under the 
laws of a State of this Nation, who has 
custody of the children? And again the 
answer would be ‘‘no.’’ 

So if the provision does not apply 
only to single taxpayers, what does the 
provision do other than add confusion 
by using the word ‘‘single,’’ which is 
inapplicable. 

Finally, I am curious about the other 
provision of the bill, which would re-
quire the IRS to change the short 
forms to allow taxpayers with higher 
incomes, up to $100,000, to use the 
forms. My questions are: Does the code 
need to be amended, added to, to 
change how tax forms are printed and 
formatted? And the answer would be 
‘‘no,’’ they have authority to do that 
under the current law. 

And do the experts at the IRS and 
the Treasury think that these forms 
that we currently have should be 
changed? And I think obviously not or 
that would have been done. 

Now, possibly some of these issues 
could have been addressed if we had 
gone through the regular order and 
process of the House, as was mentioned 
by the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN). The rules are there for a pur-
pose. Possibly if we had gone through 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
consider this bill, these issues could 
have been addressed. We could have re-
named the bill the ‘‘All Sizzle and No 
Steak Act.’’ We could have made sure 
that the word ‘‘single’’ was inserted if 
it was accurate, and not inserted if it 
was not. 

But again, the rules are there for a 
purpose. We did not follow the rules, 
and we find ourselves here today in 
this confusion. So again this legisla-
tion may be marginally helpful, but 
why miss an opportunity for real tax 
simplification? 

Since 1994, the majority has enacted 
42 new public laws with 3,533 changes to 
the Tax Code contained in those more 
than 10,000 additional pages of complex 
public laws. That averages 360 changes 
a year with no serious efforts made to 
provide simplification. The Tax Code 
currently contains about 1.4 million 
words. The Tax Code has more than 
4,700 pages. The Tax Code content has 
grown by at least 15 percent since the 
majority took over in 1994. It has 
grown 15 percent. The Master Federal 
Standard Tax Reporter used by ac-
countants and lawyers is more than 
60,000 pages. Since 1994, that manual 
has increased by 2,000 pages. 

Today it takes average, middle 
American families 7.5 hours longer to 
fill out their tax return than it did in 
1994, an increase from 11.5 hours in 1994 
to 19 hours today. That is a full day’s 
work for most Americans. And what do 
we do to simplify? We add the word 
‘‘single.’’ 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD). 

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

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Tax Simplifica-
tion for Americans Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
Tax Simplification for Americans Act. 

As American taxpayers know too well, the 
tax code is incredibly complex and compliance 
is all to expensive. Americans spend 3 billion 
hours per year filling out tax forms and keep-
ing tax records. The cost of complying with the 
code is a whopping $85 billion per year. That’s 
3 billion hours and $85 billion that could be 
put to much productive uses in America. 

This bill will offer taxpayers some meaning-
ful relief from complexity. about 1.6 million 
people will be able to fill out simpler tax 
forms—1040A and 1040EZ—rather than filling 
out the 1040 form with all its schedules, which 
takes about 28.5 hours to complete. 

The bill would also end the confusing use of 
definitions regarding a taxpayer’s age. It also 
clarifies the ‘‘head of household’’ definition, 
which will help taxpayers prevent errors in fil-
ing status. In addition, the bill gets rid of a 
number of outdated and unnecessary provi-
sions in the tax code. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of work to do in 
the area of simplification, but this bill is an ex-
cellent start. It will mean real help to real peo-
ple. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4841, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MILITARY HOUSING 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2004 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4879) to increase the military 
housing private investment cap. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4879 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Military 
Housing Improvement Act of 2004.’’ 
SECTION 2. INCREASE IN MILITARY HOUSING 

PRIVATE INVESTMENT CAP 
Section 2883(g)(1) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$850,000,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$1,350,000,000’’. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER). 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration. 

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

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4879, the Mili-
tary Housing Improvement Act of 2004. 
We have spent the last several hours 
debating points of order and budgetary 
implications of a provision in the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Act 
to address the housing privatization 
program. H.R. 4879, I am pleased to say, 
goes straight to the heart of the mat-
ter by raising the cap on the housing 
privatization program by $500 million, 
enough to permit DOD to continue the 
program through fiscal year 2005. 

As Member after Member has pointed 
out today, the Military Housing Pri-
vatization Program has been an un-
qualified success. By leveraging the in-
terest of private sector developers and 
property managers, housing privatiza-
tion improves and manages military 
family housing better, more quickly, 
and at lower cost than our traditional 
military construction model. 

To date, the housing privatization 
program has leveraged a government 
cash contribution of only $500 million 
to build approximately $5.6 billion in 
housing construction. Furthermore, 
privatized housing is a tremendous im-
provement over existing DOD housing 
facilities. 
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Privatized homes are often equipped 
with new appliances, built to modern 
standards, well-maintained, and are 
parts of communities. This is in stark 
contrast to the patchwork of poorly 
maintained housing for which DOD is 
known. 

Despite the success of the housing 
privatization program, a legislative 
cap will soon bring a halt to the pro-
gram by preventing DOD from entering 
into new privatization contracts after 
November 2004. The FY 2005 National 
Defense Authorization Act contains a 
partial fix to this problem. It elimi-
nates the cap in fiscal year 2006. How-
ever, it leaves a gap between November 
2004 and October 2005 during which 
DOD would be unable to sign any pri-
vatization contracts that would count 
against the cap. As a result, most 
projects DOD plans to begin in fiscal 
year 2005 would be delayed until Octo-
ber 2005. This would affect approxi-
mately 24,000 family housing units at 
at least 16 installations nationwide. 

H.R. 4879 addresses this problem by 
increasing the cap on the program by 
$500 million, enough to allow DOD to 

proceed with its privatization program 
through FY 2005. The program is a suc-
cess. I urge my colleagues to join with 
me in ensuring that it continues by 
supporting this bill. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
My fellow Missourian, Mark Twain, 
once said, ‘‘The more you explain it to 
me, the more I don’t understand it.’’ 

I have no idea why we are consid-
ering this bill, because all the majority 
had to do was not raise a point of order 
on the appropriations bill. I do not 
want to say this is a cynical gesture, 
but it is. We are considering this bill 
because the majority is not serious 
about taking care of the troops and 
their families. 24,000 families will do 
without because the other bill will 
have a point of order raised on it. All 
they had to do on the other bill, the ap-
propriations bill, was not to raise a 
point of order and 24,000 military fami-
lies would have their housing in 2005. 

I appreciate the fact that our friends 
in the majority are taking the issue se-
riously, but it appears to me that this 
is going around Robin Hood’s barn to 
do what could be simply done by not 
raising a point of order. 

While this stand-alone bill is fine on 
its merits, it is going to die in the Sen-
ate. It will go nowhere. What we want-
ed to do was raise the privatized hous-
ing cap in the Military Construction 
Appropriations Act. That is legislation 
that the Senate cannot ignore. And all 
we had to do was just not raise the 
point of order and those young families 
would have their housing. 

I cannot argue against the words of 
this measure, but we should not be de-
ceived. This is a ruse to avoid dealing 
with the privatized cap on an issue in a 
must-do piece of legislation. The de-
tails of the cap issue have been dis-
cussed at length by others, and I raised 
the issue during the rule on the other 
appropriations bill. Let me just say 
that because the Committee on the 
Budget refused to accommodate bipar-
tisan requests on both sides of the aisle 
by the Committee on Armed Services, 
the Defense authorization bill bowed to 
CBO scoring. As a result, we could not 
fix the problem until 2006. Con-
sequently, 24,000 military families do 
without. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to extend a very warm thanks 
to the gentleman from California for 
bringing this bill to the floor. He is a 
devoted patriot and devoted to the men 
and women who serve in our military, 
and he has proved that so many times. 
What he does today by expediting the 
consideration of this bill, the military 
folks I think will appreciate him and 
express that appreciation in many 
ways. The gentleman from Missouri 

again is absolutely correct. This is a 
total bipartisan effort not only on the 
part of the committees but the House, 
the administration, the President, the 
Department of Defense. Everybody. It 
is really a shame that we have to ask 
the gentleman from California to bring 
this bill up basically out of order. But 
since there is the threat of not allow-
ing the appropriations bill to include 
this issue on military family housing, 
this is the only other way to get to it. 

But here is the problem. This bill will 
pass today with a big vote, but that is 
the end of it. It is never going to pass. 
It is never going to become law. We are 
never going to see it anywhere. The ap-
propriate way to do this is on that ap-
propriations bill that we were talking 
about all morning and that we will 
come back to later this afternoon. 
That is the right way to do it and get 
it done. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for agreeing with me. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The appro-
priations bill is a must-pass bill. It will 
pass eventually. I cannot say when. We 
are going to pass it. I cannot say when 
it might get final passage, considering 
the other body has to deal with it; but 
the appropriations bill has to pass as 
all appropriations bills have to pass, or 
the government shuts down. We have 
not let that happen for a long time, 
and we are not going to let it happen 
now; but it is a shame that we have to 
use, as the gentleman from Missouri 
said, the round robin way to get to this 
when we could have had it done and 
over with and on the way to the Senate 
if we would have just passed this bill 
the way that the committee wrote it 
with the bipartisan support of every-
body involved, except the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not legislating 
here today. We are engaging in a giant 
game of charades. Let me explain. The 
gentleman who just spoke, the gen-
tleman from Florida, is the senior Re-
publican on the Committee on Appro-
priations. I am the senior Democrat on 
the Committee on Appropriations. We 
are absolutely as one on this issue. I 
totally agree with everything the gen-
tleman just said. What I would like to 
do is to repeat what he said in a slight-
ly different way to drive home the 
point that he was making. 

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, is 
that the Committee on Appropriations 
brought to this floor earlier today the 
military construction bill which con-
tained a provision which enabled us to 
improve military housing for thou-
sands of young military families who 
are sacrificing more than anybody else 
in this country because of the Iraq war. 
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When we did that, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget made known 
his unhappiness with that action be-
cause it technically breached the pre-
vious budget resolution which the 
Committee on the Budget had pushed 
through this House on an earlier date. 
So the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget made known his intent to 
eliminate that provision by making a 
point of order against it when it was 
before the House. That meant that that 
action would effectively deny that im-
proved military housing to somewhere 
between 23,000 and 50,000 additional 
military families. 

So now what is happening is this. Be-
cause evidently some people are un-
comfortable with their being politi-
cally exposed on that issue, we now 
have seen the authorizing committee 
ask to bring this bill to the floor which 
purports to accomplish the very same 
thing that was accomplished by the ap-
propriations committee. The only rea-
son that this is allowable under House 
rules and the appropriations bill was 
not is because the gentleman’s ability 
to make a point of order lies only on a 
bill which has been reported from a 
committee. This provision that is be-
fore us was never considered by the 
committee and so, therefore, it is ex-
empt. So it is a procedural loophole 
which is being used by the Committee 
on the Budget in order to force this 
House to go through this outrageous 
charade, and the net result is what? 

The result will be that the bill now 
before us will not pass. We have abso-
lutely no guarantee whatsoever that it 
will be passed in the Senate. So this is 
probably on a short track to nowhere. 
Meanwhile, the one bill that we know 
will pass, the military appropriations 
bill, will now fall victim to a point of 
order that will be lodged by the gen-
tleman from Iowa. The result is the 
only vehicle which is guaranteed to 
pass will no longer contain the provi-
sion helping military families. A vehi-
cle which is not going to go anywhere 
will contain that provision that does 
not help anyone. 

The bill that is before us today is not 
a substantive fix. It is a political fix. It 
takes care of a few people’s political 
problems, but it does not solve the 
problem of the military families. This 
is an outrageous charade. I welcome 
the action of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and the gentleman from Mis-
souri in at least trying to do what they 
can to help these military families get 
the housing assistance they need, but 
we would not have had to go through 
this if we had simply allowed the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to proceed 
with its bill; and even though we are 
allowing this committee to take this 
action today, there is no guarantee 
whatsoever that this action will 
produce one additional decent house 
for a military person in this country. 
The only guarantee is to vote for the 
military construction bill with that 
provision. 

Right now this entire issue is in the 
hands of the gentleman from Iowa. If 

he wants to effectively deny military 
families that decent housing, he will 
proceed to object to the provision in 
the military construction bill. I do not 
think we are going to fool anybody 
with the charade that is being partici-
pated in by bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
optimistic note, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. Let me just ad-
dress my friend who just spoke and all 
Members. This bill does have meaning 
because every time the full House 
manifests its will and gives a good ma-
jority vote, a good solid vote, that is a 
very important boost to the process. I 
would just tell the gentleman that we 
are going to make sure that by the 
time the smoke clears and the dust 
clears in this process, we are going to 
have these 24,000 units released for con-
struction. It is important to everyone. 
I might say, also, and I appreciate my 
friend from Florida and all the great 
work he has done on this, and all the 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services, that we do have this problem 
fixed from 2006 on. It is this gap, this 
bridge this year that we need to fix. 

I might mention to my colleagues 
that the gentleman from Iowa is the 
author of this provision. I think that 
bespeaks of his good intentions to get 
this problem taken care of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the very distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services for 
yielding me this time. There is no one 
in this body who has worked any hard-
er than he has in making this issue re-
solved, getting it to resolution. I appre-
ciate his willingness to expedite this 
bill that I introduced today in order to 
help deal with the problem. 

To those who are suggesting that this 
bill goes nowhere after it passes unani-
mously today, I just ask them, why? I 
see them shaking their heads, but why 
is it that the other body would stop 
military families from receiving this 
benefit? And why is it that the other 
body would oppose the Department of 
Defense authorization, as we hear is oc-
curring? Why are they stopping every-
thing? For our defense needs, our intel-
ligence needs, our military families, 
everything is stopped. They have not 
even been willing to vote on a budget. 

I ask the Members, is that a prob-
lem? Of course it is. Do we break our 
rules? Do we bust our budget in order 
to do that, in order to fix it? I would 
suggest no. You have the right to over-
rule that. You have the right to vote 
differently. I would suggest you do that 
if that is how you feel. But then do not 
come to the floor and lecture the Com-
mittee on the Budget about how the 
budget process is broken. Do not come 
to the floor and lecture the American 
people about deficits and national 
debts and tell me time and time again 
during the budget debate itself how 

when you are in a hole, you stop 
digging. I believe if I had a nickel for 
every time that speech was made, we 
could probably resolve the national 
debt and the deficit, because when you 
are in a hole, you stop digging. 

How could you do that? Today the 
Committee on Appropriations brought 
to the floor a bill that busts the budget 
by $1.2 billion instead of looking 
throughout the rest of their budget, 
the rest of their appropriations alloca-
tion of $821 billion, to find enough 
money in order to meet the needs of 
our military families. 
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So they came to the floor and for the 
very first time since Republicans took 
the majority, violated a rule, bringing 
to the floor an appropriation bill that 
busted their allocation called 302(b), 
which I understand most people watch-
ing do not pay any attention to. 

Yes, these are arcane rules, but the 
reason that we have these rules is so 
that we can try to get a handle on 
spending. And, no, it is not just for 
military families. I ask Members to 
look through that $821 billion and they 
will find many places that are less im-
portant than our military families. 
That is why this bill needs to be sup-
ported. We need to pass it, and we need 
to put pressure on the other body that 
stands in the way of all progress for 
our military, passing the Department 
of Defense authorization, passing ap-
propriation bills. 

We are not even going to pass the 
Military Construction appropriation 
bill before the election. I will bet my 
colleagues on that one. Will we do what 
is called a CR? Probably. But do my 
colleagues think we are going to pass 
that before this election? Do my col-
leagues think we are not going to have 
CR and CR and CR? If it is such an im-
portant priority, where are these peo-
ple rushing to get this done? 

So I want to commend the gentleman 
who is the very distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
who has jurisdiction over this issue, 
who has been working on this, who is 
bringing this bill today to the floor and 
deserves the ability to continue to 
work on this and not put it in an ap-
propriation bill when it does not belong 
there, and it busts the budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

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

I would simply ask the gentleman, 
does he mean that even though his 
party controls both Houses of the Con-
gress that they are not going to be able 
to pass a Military Construction appro-
priation bill, one of the 13 bills that 
must pass this Congress before we ad-
journ; and yet he believes that the Sen-
ate somehow will miraculously pass 
this bill which has nothing else going 
for it? 

Give me a break. I do not mind if the 
gentleman wants to fool himself, but 
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do not think he is fooling me with this 
action. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has been 
a Member of the House Committee on 
Appropriations longer than anyone else 
on that committee. Help me out. If the 
provision in the appropriations bill 
busts the budget and this bill that we 
talk about today has the identical ef-
fect and it does not bust the budget, 
can the gentleman explain to me how 
that works? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the only 
way the gentleman from Iowa can get 
away from this is that the rule he is 
citing applies only to a bill that is re-
ported from committee. This action is 
not reported from committee, so he 
gets around the very rule he professes 
to be supporting. 

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

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that we 
have obviously a difference of opinion 
as to how we get this particular meas-
ure forward, how we move it forward. 
We have got people of goodwill on both 
sides. 

I have recommended today, even 
though we are the authorizing com-
mittee, that we give up some of our 
turf today and let this thing pass on 
the appropriations bill. There is obvi-
ously a problem with that occurring. 

We have got this measure up, which 
is authored, in fact, by the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, as evi-
dence of the fact that he wants to get 
this thing to move forward; and I think 
if we pass this with an overwhelming 
vote, manifesting that will of the 
House is going to help this process. 

We have got a long way to go before 
the dust settles on the spending bills 
this year. We are going to make sure 
that this problem is solved this year. 
The exact parliamentary road for that 
obviously has not been determined, as 
is, I think, evidenced by the debate 
that has taken place. 

But I would just ask Members from 
all positions, from all points, who have 
one piece of common ground, and that 
is to get this very important housing 
measure passed, to work together on 
this thing and move forward. 

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

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I think the 
chairman is operating in totally good 
faith, but the way to move forward is 
to support the Military Construction 
appropriations bill, which came to this 
floor on a bipartisan basis. 

The subcommittee wanted this prob-
lem solved. We solved it in the full 
committee with the help of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
This thing was worked out. 

The reason we are doing this is be-
cause of this Congressional Budget Of-
fice rule, and OMB, the administration, 
the Defense Department all want us to 
do this. Why can we not figure out a 
way to do this today? Why do we have 
to wait for months when we could get 
this thing done? 

He makes all kinds of excuses, but we 
might be able to put this into another 
bill and maybe it will go into the CR if 
it passes the House. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time from my very good col-
league, and I just remind him that no 
objection has been heard yet on the 
MILCON bill, and I would just would 
ask the gentleman, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, to look at this as a 
very extraordinary situation, because 
it is an extraordinary situation in that 
we have a very unusual scoring appli-
cation by CBO that is not endorsed by 
OMB and not, obviously, endorsed by 
us and does not make good sense. That 
is that the entire economic implication 
of this 24,000 units is being scored at 
one time, and that is a very unusual 
thing; and secondly, that we have a 
very unusual circumstance with this 
being the centerpiece of quality of life 
for our military folks. 

So let me just suggest to my friend 
that we all have a job in this House and 
that the Committee on the Budget has 
undertaken to follow their duty, their 
obligation, in the manner they best see 
fit; and I would suggest to the gen-
tleman that talking with them and 
working with them on this may be the 
way to get this thing done, and I would 
hope that the gentleman would talk 
with the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, I 
would hope that the gentleman from 
California would talk to his leadership, 
too, because his leadership has got to 
play a role here in giving some guid-
ance to senior Members, because they 
are in charge of the House, because 
they are the majority party. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
remind the gentleman that neither of 
us belongs to organized political par-
ties. We are Republicans and Demo-
crats. But I just want to remind the 
gentleman, too, that we are stretched 
between two cross-strains which are 
very familiar to this House. One is the 
strain and the discipline that is re-
quired for fiscal discipline. And we all 
know that, and I think we have to give 
some credence to the Committee on 
the Budget chairman’s statement, be-
cause the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget does stand here and he 
does take fusillades from both sides 
about spending money and about not 
having rules. On the other hand, we 
then have these extraordinary cir-
cumstances in which we beat up on the 
Committee on the Budget chairman for 
sticking with those rules. 

And I told the gentleman that my po-
sition is, even though we own the turf 

on this as the authorizing committee, 
we think it is so extraordinary and so 
compelling we are willing to give up 
that turf and pass it in this particular 
bill. 

But I would recommend to the gen-
tleman that he talk with the members 
of the Committee on the Budget and 
remember that they have an obliga-
tion, too, and try to work through that 
obligation. 

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

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
good program, too. That is the point 
we want to make. This is working, and 
it is not costing the taxpayers money. 
We are using the payments to work 
with the private sector. This meets all 
the tests of a great program. 

The other thing is, this is not manda-
tory. I mean, in other words, we can 
get out of this program. If the military 
does not need the housing, then the 
private sector will take the project 
over and operate it. That is why I am 
wondering why this big scoring rule 
when, in fact, we are not putting real 
money into this, we are just giving a 
guarantee, and that way we get the 
housing done and it is much more ef-
fective than military construction. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, let me respond to the gen-
tleman because I think all of us were 
disappointed when we saw what I think 
is a very unusual ruling, that this is all 
to be costed up front, and that was a 
highly unusual ruling which I think is 
erroneous. 

On the other hand, it has put us 
where we are. And what we have got to 
do is work through it, and I think we 
are going to work through it. 

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

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

My recollection, during the earlier 
debate on the rule on the appropriation 
bill, was that my friend and my col-
league and chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services, during his very elo-
quent speech at that time, urged the 
gentleman from Iowa not to raise the 
point of order. 

So I ask this question, Mr. Speaker: 
In order for us to have 24,000 more fam-
ily units under the privatization pro-
gram, the only thing that has to hap-
pen under the appropriation bill would 
be for the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, not to raise a point of order. 

So I ask the gentleman from Iowa, 
will he insist on raising the point of 
order on the appropriation bill? 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I 
will insist on that. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, he will 
insist on raising the point of order. 

Mr. Speaker, we just saw 24,000 mili-
tary families getting their just housing 
delayed for a long time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE). 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Missouri, I 
have even been told today I was shoot-
ing at Santa Claus. Somebody came to 
the floor and said I shot Santa Claus 
today. My goodness, I have been ac-
cused of a lot of things, but shooting 
Santa Claus and personally, individ-
ually, one Member stopping 24,000 fami-
lies from getting that housing, let us 
review the record. 

If this was so important, would my 
colleagues not think that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, in their base 
bill as it was reported to the sub-
committee, do my colleagues not think 
that in that base bill they would have 
written this procedure in? It was not 
done. It was not done. In fact, it was 
done as an amendment at the com-
mittee. 

So I understand that this is now a 
pretty important priority for a number 
of reasons. Some of it is politics. Some 
of it is expediency. Some of it is prob-
ably due to the fact that we have a 
body across the Rotunda that does not 
appear to be getting much accom-
plished. There is a lot of that that 
probably makes it very difficult. But 
that does not mean that we bend our 
rules, we break our rules here in the 
House in order to proceed. 

There is not one family today that 
loses their housing as a result of a 
point of order on the House floor. My 
goodness, if that was the case, there 
would probably be a lot more Members 
down here doing a lot of points of order 
on a lot more issues. 

What needs to be done is, priorities 
need to be made. We need to within the 
bills determine what is important, and 
I would stack up military housing to 
just about anything else in most of 
these bills that come to the floor called 
appropriation bills. 

People want to talk about priorities? 
These are the priorities, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri is as strong as 
the gentleman from California in un-
derstanding that. But I am, too, and 
every Member of this body is, too. And 
I appreciate the leadership that that 
gentleman from Missouri makes every 
day for our men and women. But we 
have many leaders who make that 
same sacrifice, and I do not count my-
self in the back seat to any one of 
them. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS). 

b 1645 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out to the distinguished chair-
man that it was because the chairman 
of our subcommittee, who has worked 
so hard on this, asked us to do this in 
full committee. We did not raise it in 
subcommittee. We had a long discus-
sion about it. The gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) asked us 
to hold up and do it in full committee. 
So the committee on a bipartisan basis 
agreed to that strategy. 

This was not because it was not a big 
priority. It has been a big priority all 
year. So the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, is misinformed on this subject. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, in my 
14 years in the House, the introduction 
of this bill this afternoon is the most 
cynical charade I have ever seen. This 
bill, they did not even know what bill 
number to put on this. They had to 
mark out one bill number and put an-
other. They had to hand write part of 
this. What a sorry way to deal with the 
needs of 24,000 military families, the 
need to get better housing. 

I think it is interesting that the gen-
tleman from Iowa, the very person who 
within the next couple of hours is 
going to kill our opportunity to solve a 
military housing crisis, is at the mo-
ment trying to get us to pass a bill 
that a few hours ago had not even been 
introduced. 

It is also interesting that the same 
gentleman who introduced this bill, 
that says this is the solution to our 
military housing problem, then spoke 
on the floor just a minute ago saying 
the other body cannot pass anything. 

What reason do we have to believe 
that this is going to go anywhere? It is 
probably to go in a trash bin of fig 
leafs. And that is exactly what this is, 
and that is what bothers me more than 
anything. When the House Republican 
leadership this morning could have 
stood up for our military families, who 
deserve better housing, especially dur-
ing a time of war, they were not only 
AWOL, they broke arms on the floor of 
this House for 25 minutes to see that 
Members voted for a rule that would 
get us into exactly the quagmire we 
are in at this moment. Shame on them 
for doing that. 

Now the House leadership, when the 
issue is no longer providing new hous-
ing for military families, the issue is 
far more important than that, a much 
higher priority than that. It is how do 
we pass a fig leaf today so that Mem-
bers of Congress are not embarrassed, 
212 of them who voted to get us into 
the position we are in today? One Re-
publican Member could have added to 
that vote saying to the Speaker, I am 
going to put military families’ inter-
ests today above my loyalty to you, 
and we would not be here. 

We can solve this problem. We do not 
have to pass this fig leaf that is going 
nowhere. We ought to simply bring 
back up the military construction ap-
propriations bill and pass it by unani-
mous consent, a bill that was put to-
gether on a bipartisan basis. 

But, unfortunately, the same leader-
ship that turned its back this morning 
on the Air Force Association, on the 
Association of the U.S. Army, on the 

Military Officers Association of Amer-
ica, and on the National Military Fam-
ilies Association, the same leadership 
that turned their back on these groups 
that wanted to really help military 
families to better housing, that leader-
ship is now saying, gee, we could not do 
that this morning, but we can pass a 
fig leaf bill. 

Why can they pass a political fig leaf 
for Members of Congress, but cannot do 
something over the last 6 months that 
we have been asking to help military 
families get better housing? 

This is a sad day for all the service-
men and -women in our country who 
sacrifice for our Nation. I am proud to 
represent 40,000 of those great service-
men and -women at Fort Hood in my 
district. What we ought to do is pass a 
military construction bill. Let us put 
military families first, not fig leafs for 
politicians first. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute to remind my friend 
that the same Republican leadership 
that he has criticized so heavily is the 
Republican leadership that passed con-
current receipt, where retirees can re-
ceive their checks and disability 
checks; has urged and has passed the 
survivor benefit program, which laid in 
state for years; has increased the 
equipment supply from an average of 
about $45 billion a year under the Clin-
ton administration to an average of 
about $70 billion a year for new equip-
ment for our troops in the field; and 
supplied the ammunition, force protec-
tion and, surveillance they have been 
so sorely lacking the last 15 years. 

I would remind my friend, this should 
not be a blame day; this should be a 
day in which we all work and move for-
ward. I think that every vote that one 
takes on an issue, one can call this a 
fig leaf vote if one wants, but I would 
remind my friend that every vote that 
we take on an issue is an important 
vote. 

I would just tell my friend from 
Texas, at the end of this year when the 
dust clears on this process, which is ob-
viously affected by the political sea-
son, we are going to have legislative 
vehicles come down the track and get 
across the finish line. This problem is 
going to be fixed. 

If my friend wants to ask me to take 
the floor with him at the end of this 
session and we will prove up, I will be 
happy to tell him now, I will give him 
my word, this problem is going to be 
fixed. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Again, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California (Chairman HUNTER) for the 
good work that he does and the strong 
support he is giving us on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct one 
thing said earlier on, that nothing is 
getting done, that the national defense 
bill is not working and this is not hap-
pening and that is not happening on 
national defense. The national defense 
appropriations bill has been passed by 
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the House, has been passed by the Sen-
ate, has gone to conference; and, as a 
matter of fact, it has been filed and we 
would be considering it right this 
minute if it had not been for the fact 
we are having to deal with this issue. 

As we deal with this issue, we are 
spending a lot of time; and that is 
okay, because the issue is extremely 
important. But I have to keep asking 
myself over and over again, and I can 
usually come up with the answer: What 
is the difference in doing it on the ap-
propriations bill or doing it on a free-
standing bill? The effect is the same. 

The chairman who is going to raise 
the point of order on the appropria-
tions bill is the author of this bill, so I 
have a hard time understanding what 
the problem is. I do not know if there 
is a good answer to that. But no matter 
how we do it, it is going to have the 
same effect. 

If we do not do it, we are going to 
have many people who are looking for-
ward to having decent housing for their 
military families that are not going to 
get it any time soon. That is the big 
issue. 

Now, when it was suggested that 
someone was shooting Santa Claus, I 
said that earlier in debate. I said, let us 
not have these kids in Iraq and Afghan-
istan who are planning to have their 
families in decent housing, let us not 
let them think Santa Claus is going to 
be shot today. Let us not be the Grinch 
that stole Christmas. 

Let us do what we have to do; let us 
do what is right. If we are going to do 
it later, why not do it now, while the 
vehicle is before us? There are a lot of 
questions that I really cannot get an-
swers to in my own mind. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
would like to say there is no financial 
difference whatsoever between these 
two approaches. The only real dif-
ference is the one being proposed by 
the gentleman from Iowa probably will 
not become law, and the other one will. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, the gentleman is 
exactly right. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The time of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) has 61⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day today. I 
do not know if anybody else is as 
ashamed as I am that we are going 
through this kind of a process. When I 
think back at the times I have visited 
Iraq, five times that I have visited in 
Iraq, and I sit across the table, whether 
it is for breakfast, for lunch or for din-
ner, with the soldiers, they look at us 

and they have a trust that we are going 
to do the right thing. They look at us, 
and they know that we are going to 
represent their best interests. 

In my district at Fort Bliss, Texas, 
there are about 2,500 military families 
that have been looking forward to get-
ting a benefit from this program that 
we are talking about here. We were 
looking forward to it. 

It is clear to me that what we are 
doing here today is a lot of political 
CYA and nothing substantial appar-
ently is going to come from it. Shame 
on us for not having the guts to stand 
up and do what is right for our mili-
tary families, and shame on us for 
passing emergency legislation, supple-
mental bills, that give $20 billion, $21 
billion, whatever that figure is, to re-
construct neighborhoods, give garbage 
trucks and all of these other things in 
Iraq, when we cannot even do the basic 
thing for our military families. 

So here we are in this situation here, 
where we are talking about what a 
great job our military is doing, how 
proud we are of them and how we con-
sider them heroes; and at the same 
time, we cannot find a process to give 
their families who are sacrificing be-
yond what most of us can imagine, who 
are sacrificing, we cannot give them 
decent housing. 

Shame on us. We call this the peo-
ple’s House? We ought to be ashamed of 
each and every one of these machina-
tions that we put ourselves through. 

So it is a sad day for me. It should be 
a sad day for all of us. But, most of all, 
as I look at my watch and it is some-
time after midnight in Iraq, those sol-
diers are putting their lives on the line 
for us for everything that we hold dear. 
We ought to have enough guts to do 
whatever it takes to find the money, to 
ensure that the money is there. 

I will tell you very honestly, I do not 
have the knowledge of the intricacies 
of the budget and all of these other 
things that my honorable colleagues 
have, but I do know one thing: do not 
run a sham on our military families. 
That is all they care about. All they 
want to know from us is, as they look 
in our eyes, that they can trust us, 
that we are going to deliver for them 
like they deliver for us every day. 
Shame on us. 

Mr. Speaker, at Fort Bliss in my district, 
nearly half of the NCOs attending the Ser-
geant Major’s Academy live in beautiful re-
cently built homes. The other half live in what 
is affectionately referred to as ‘‘Bedrock.’’ 
While there is something nice about returning 
home to a neighborhood where your neigh-
bors are Barney and Fred, it’s not the neigh-
bors that make this area of family housing on 
Fort Bliss resemble Bedrock—it’s the fact that 
despite noble efforts by the folks at Fort Bliss, 
the houses are in poor shape and look like 
they were built in the Stone Age. 

About 2,500 military families at Fort Bliss 
were looking forward to living in new or im-
proved homes, thanks to the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative (MHPI) that is scheduled 
to start this year. The Army’s arm of this pro-
gram, the Residential Communities Initiative 

(RCI), aims to eliminate inadequate housing 
on Army bases by 2007 through the construc-
tion of new homes, the improvement of current 
structures and the incorporation of community 
features such as recreation centers into mili-
tary posts. At Fort Bliss, this means that ‘‘Bed-
rock’’ will be a thing of the past. 

MHPI is an extremely cost-effective meas-
ure because contractors pay the up-front costs 
and recover their investment through rental 
payment. MHPI also stimulates local econo-
mies by providing job opportunities in the con-
struction and maintenance of homes and facili-
ties. Unfortunately for the 2,500 military fami-
lies at Fort Bliss and for thousands of other 
families across the country, MHPI is threat-
ened by a funding cap which will be reached 
in November of this year. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I stood on the 
floor of this House to urge my colleagues to 
vote against the rule for the FY05 MilCon ap-
propriations. The rule would have stripped a 
provision from the bill to ensure that the MHPI 
program would continue. The passage of that 
rule almost ensures that this important provi-
sion will be eliminated from the appropriations 
bill. The bill now before us, H.R. 4879, con-
tains language that is nearly identified to the 
military housing privatization provision in the 
MilCon appropriations bill. This bill is basically 
a face saving measure by the Republicans. 
This suspension bill that increases the housing 
cap does not keep out faith with our men and 
women in uniform. If the provision is in the 
MilCon appropriation bill, it will be committed 
to Conference and the Senate must deal with 
it. If, on the other hand, it is passed as a Sus-
pension, the Senate is under no obligation 
whatsoever to consider the measure, and we 
have no idea if it will ever see the light of 
day—in short, the odds that it will become law 
are dramatically decreased. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a cynical gesture and a slap in the face 
of our brave men and women of the armed 
services. Our men and women in uniform and 
their families deserve the very best—and ade-
quate housing is the least that we can provide 
for them. Unfortunately, this bill falls far short 
of ensuring that they will get the housing they 
so need and deserve. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ORTIZ). 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, when we 
look at the issue today, it is very sim-
ple. It is so simple. Private industry is 
putting a lot of money out so that our 
soldiers and their families can have 
adequate housing. 

But let me look at the other side. 
When the pilots that we train, when 
the helicopter pilots leave, when the 
tank drivers leave, do you know how 
much it costs to train them? Private 
industry, my friends, they do not put 
one penny into that. It comes strictly 
from the taxpayers. 

We know that a lot of the more sen-
ior members of the military are com-
ing out, because the terrorist environ-
ment is blooming and they are getting 
out of the military so that they can get 
better paying jobs, and we are forcing 
them to leave the military because 
their families do not have adequate 
housing. 

I have talked to helicopter pilots, 
and they tell me that they get calls in 
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Iraq about the plumbing in their homes 
not working, about the electricity hav-
ing been shut off because of the wiring. 

Mr. Speaker, let us do something 
that we need to do now and support our 
soldiers. It will take millions and mil-
lions of dollars when those senior mem-
bers of the military get out, because 
their families do not want them to stay 
in the military because they do not 
have adequate housing. 

Mr. Speaker, I promised the soldiers 
that we were going to correct that. 
Now I feel kind of embarrassed that we 
could not deliver to them what they 
need. I feel like my colleague. I am 
ashamed that we were not able to help 
our soldiers, those who are being 
wounded, those in the different hos-
pitals. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, we pride ourselves in 
this body, I know my chairman and I 
pride ourselves, in working for and sup-
porting the troops. But supporting the 
troops is more than a bumper sticker. 
We are the one body in the United 
States of America that can speak, and 
speak with authority, and make good 
things happen for those families and 
those soldiers, sailors, airmen and Ma-
rines. 

I hate to turn the news on in the 
morning, because I hear so many 
Americans have either been wounded 
or killed or both in the far reaches of 
Afghanistan and Iraq. 

b 1700 

Those St. Louis families, we are not 
going to take care of them. We are 
going to do it by insisting on a tech-
nical point of order on the appropria-
tions bill. That is not right. So let us 
vote for this. I will support this suspen-
sion measure. I, of course, do so with 
reluctance because we could solve the 
problem so easily on the appropriations 
bill by just doing nothing. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my strong support for the bill under 
consideration here today. But I am dis-
appointed that we could not address this issue 
in the military construction appropriations bill. 

The military construction bill includes not 
just funding for the construction of much need-
ed facilities but also funds dedicated to con-
structing housing for our troops and their fami-
lies. These funds are needed to construct new 
housing to replace existing housing that is in 
poor condition—where failing electrical sys-
tems and leaky roofs risk the safety of our 
military families. These funds are needed to 
build new houses on military bases where 
there are not enough homes to meet the de-
mand of our military families—where the wait-
ing time for a home can be over a year, where 
young enlisted families must live far from the 
support the base community provides. And 
these funds are needed to remodel and refur-
bish homes that are in disrepair—where fami-
lies live without proper air conditioning in the 
summer or with poor heating in the winter. 

In order to meet these pressing needs in the 
best and quickest way possible, we have 
worked with private industry to speed relief to 
military families. But today some here in Con-

gress want to put a halt to the very successful 
military housing privatization program—not be-
cause they want to harm military families, but 
because they want to argue about the legisla-
tive process. 

I believe that there is a time and a place for 
a debate about budget process to occur—that 
time is not now. Not when we have military 
families living in substandard housing. And not 
when we have hundreds of thousands of fa-
thers and mothers serving in hostile environ-
ments around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
to support our military families by supporting 
the privatized housing program that has been 
so successful in bringing needed relief to 
these hardworking families. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4879. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

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

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

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

f 

PERMITTING 5-MINUTE VOTES 
AFTER FIRST VOTE IN NEXT SE-
RIES NOTWITHSTANDING INTER-
VENING PROCEEDINGS 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the 
next series of postponed votes, ensuing 
votes after the first vote may be 5- 
minute votes notwithstanding inter-
vening proceedings attending the 
swearing in of the new Member-elect 
from North Carolina. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put each question on which 
further proceedings were postponed 
earlier today in the following order: 

Conference report to accompany H.R. 
2443, by the yeas and nays; and 

on the motions to suspend the rules 
and pass 

H.R. 4840, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 4879, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

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

f 

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

pending business is the question of 

agreeing to the conference report on 
the bill, H.R. 2443, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

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

question is on the conference report. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 425, nays 1, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 404] 

YEAS—425 

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

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 

Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:16 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.126 H21PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-21T09:41:44-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




